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ABSTRACT

SEX DIFFERENCES IN SELF-ALLOCATION: A TEST
OF THE "LESS OF A CONNECTION" HYPOTHESIS

By
Phyllis Watts

This research was undertaken to test the adequacy of the "less
of a connection" hypothesis for explaining sex differences in self-
allocation behavior. Results of past reward allocation research have
shown that adult females tend to underreward themselves relative to
males. In attempting to explain this behavior the "less of a connec-
tion" hypothesis argues that traditionally, the work of women has not
yielded monetary rewards since the rewards for being a housewife and
mother tend to be socio-emotional ones. Therefore, women are not only
unfamiliar with the work-pay situation, but also, they have less of
their self-concept involved with receiving monetary rewards than do
men. However, an alternative hypothesis for explaining this sex
difference is that the sex role socialization that women experience
reinforces their taking and expecting less for themselves in a variety
of situations. It is reasonable to suggest that women's lower self-
allocation relative to men is due, at least in part, to a more general
tendency to allocate less to themselves. The major purpose of this

study was to examine the sufficiency of the "less of a connection"
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hypothesis by exploring possible sex differences in self-reward out-
side of the work-pay situation.

Various attitudinal and personality components also were
expected to influence the self-allocation behavior of women and men.
Based on previous research there was some indication that women and
men differ in the way that they perceive money; thus, it was expected
that women, on the whole, would have a less favorable attitude toward
money than men. Secondly, because self-allocation is incongruent with
the communal orientation that women are encouraged to develop, it was
hypothesized that when compared with men this would be reflected in a
less assertive (i.e., more passive) attitude toward self-allocation.
Finally, based on the premise that psychological androgyny permits
greater situationally effective behavior, it was expected that women
who score as being "androgynous" on the Bem Sex Role ‘Inventory would
(a) exhibit similar self-allocation patterns as men; (b) have a more
favorable attitude toward money; and (c) have a more assertive atti-
tude toward self-allocation than would women scoring as "feminine."

Female and male subjects participated in either a role playing
situation, where they were asked to "imagine" what they would do if
given the opportunity to actually self-allocate or, in the actual
self-allocation. During the experiment subjects were given the oppor-
tunity both to allocate their own pay to themselves (up to $4.00) and
to give themselves a gift (again, up to $4.00) that was not contingent
upon their work. The work for which subjects were paid involved
writing short definitions to a number of concepts, including the word
"taking." Subsequently all subjects completed a money attitude

questionnaire and the Bem Sex Role Inventory.
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The results of this study provided partial support for the
hypothesis that sex differences in self-allocation are not limited to
the work context. In the role playing situation women allocated less
of both the gift and the pay than did the men. An unexpected reversal
of this pattern occurred in the actual self-allocation situation: not
only did females take more of the gift than did the males, they took
more of the pay as well. These results suggest that when compared with
the women in the role playing situation, these women might have had a
more agentic orientation toward their environment. This interpretation
was supported by the fact that these women tended to score as more
"masculine" on the Bem Sex Role Inventory than did the women in the
role playing situation.

On the whole, men thought that money was more important than
did women. However, in general, women did not have a more passive
orientation toward self-allocation than men. In fact in the actual
self-allocation situation women indicated a more active orientation
‘toward self-allocation than did men, an attitude that was congruent
with their actual self-allocation behavior. Finally, women who scored
high in "masculinity" on the Bem Sex Role Inventory allocated more to
themselves than did "feminine" women, though the two groups did not
differ in their attitudes about money. Though women scoring high in
"masculinity" did have a more assertive attitude toward self-
allocation.

Taken together these results suggest that sex differences in
self-allocation behavior are not limited to the work-pay situation.
Moreover, these differences in self-allocation appear to be partially

the result, not of biological sex per se, but of differences in sex
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role orientation. Finally, there is some evidence that the underlying
reasons for self-allocating relatively large amounts of money differ
for men and women who score high on "masculinity." For these women it
is less a question of considering money important than it is having

an assertive attitude toward self-allocation in general. In contrast
these men have a more positive orientation toward money which increases

the 1ikelihood of greater self-allocation.
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

The growth of the women's movement has brought with it an
increasing concern about the continuing roles traditionally ascribed to
both women and men in a variety of social situations. One focus of
these concerns has been the biases that women experience in the work
setting. For example, women are underrepresented in those occupations
carrying the greatest prestige and salary; they are the "last to be
hired and first to be fired" and the recipients of unequal pay for
equal work. The concept of "equal pay" for women is probably the most
generally accepted goal of the women's movement. Implicit in the
argument for equal pay is the assumption that women are the recipients
of unequitable reward distributions. This assumption has been more
than adequately documented by the U.S. Department of Labor (1971).
Moreover, closer examination reveals another side to this issue; it is
possible that the wage inequities that women experience, in part, are a
reflection of differences in the psychological meaning that concepts
1ike money, pay, and work have for women and men. |

Research has demonstrated that at least in a laboratory set-
ting, women and men do differ in the way that théy distribute rewards.
Though equity theory (Adams, 1965; Walster, Berschied & Walster, 1976)

predicts that rewards will be distributed éo that each person's



outcomes will be proportional to his/her inputs, data indicate that
women are not as influenced by this norm as are men (Katz & Messé,
1973; Leventhal & Lane, 1970; Messé & Callahan-Levy, 1975). In fact,
women consistently allocate less to themselves relative to men (Calla-
han-Levy, 1975; Messé & Callahan, 1975).

The following sections review some of these findings and
present some possible explanations for them. Reviewed first are
studies that deal with contingent self-allocation, where the self-
dispensation of reward is based on some previous task experience,
thereby setting a specific context for the allocation. This section
is followed by a summary of the research which examines noncontingent
self-allocation, in which the reason for the allocation is ostensibly
unrelated to a previous task. The third section argues that attitude
measures toward both money and self-allocation would provide clearer
understanding of the typical behavioral differences that have been
found. The final section introduces research questions that are
related to the psychological processes that appear to underlie self-
allocation behavior.

Sex Differences in Contingent
Self-Allocation

The norm of equity has been the major focus of studies of
contingent self-allocation. Although specific procedures often differ
in minor details the basic structure of these studies is the same.
There is an initial task requirement after which a subject distributes
a reward; depending on the specific study, the subject allocates the
reward only to herself/himself to both herself/himself and a co-worker,

or only to the co-worker. For example, one study (Leventhal & Lane,



1970) examined the allocation behavior of men and women in the same sex
péirs. Results indicated that women who were told they had done better
on the task than their partners tended to use the norm of equality
(Deutsch, 1975); ignoring differences in inputs, they divided the
reward é;ually. Conversely, women applied the equity norm only when
their performance was inferior to their partners. Men used the equity
norm in both contexts. In discussing their findings the authors
suggested that women have a tendency to behave accommodatively. This
explanation is based on speculations that Vinacke and his collaborator
made about the processes that cause sex differences in coalition forma-
tion in game situations (Vinacke, 1959; Vinacke & Gullickson, 1964).
Vinacke suggested that relative to males, females are more altruistic,
more concerned with the welfare of others and generally more
accommodative.

In exploring this explanation, Messé and Callahan (1975)
attempted to minimize the possibility that women would behave accommo-
datively. They had each subject determine only her/his own reward
or only the reward of another person. Once again significant sex
differences were found: women paid themselves less than did men, while
both women and men paid other women more. The authors explain their
results by suggesting that relative to men, women perceive "less of
a connection" between their work and monetary reward. This is
expressed through a weaker sense of "own equity" (Lane & Messé, 1972)
in women. Thus, women apply the internal standard of what is adequate
compensation for their own work less than do men.

In a similar study, Messé and Callahan (1975) reasoned that if

women do try to accommodate the people with whom they interact, then



their reward allocation would be most influenced when the expectations
of the other person were made explicit. Male and female subjects in
this study received a message, supposedly sent by a male or female
partner, asking that either the norm of equity.or the norm of equality
be used to divide the reward. Again, females allocated less to them-
selves relative to males. Most interesting was the finding that
women with superior inputs tended to take more for themselves only
when they received a message invoking equity sent by a male partner.
Men were not influenced by the content of a message sent from partners
of either sex.

In a situation of over-sufficient reward, Katz and Messé (1973)
found that males whose inputs were equal to that of their co-worker,
divided money equally only when the amount of reward was sufficient.
When the reward was over-sufficient they allocated over half of it to
themselves. Women divided the money equally regardless of the amount.
Katz and Messé speculated that this was due, in part, to "less of a
connection" between work and pay that might exist in women.

Assuming that there is a developmental pattern in the emer-
gence of this sex difference, Callahan-Levy (1975) examined children
from the first, fourth, seventh and tenth grades. Children were
interviewed individually then allowed to pay themselves for the "work"
they had just completed. Contrary to the expectation that no sex
differences would be found in the earlier grades, females at all levels
allocated less to themselves relative to their male peers. However,
the more females indicated that they had "masculine" vocational

preferences, the more they rewarded themselves similar to the males.



Again, this finding was discussed in terms of the "less of a connec-
tion" hypothesis.

Thus, there is substantial empirical evidence to support sex
differences in self-allocation. In a variety of contexts females,
relative to males, allocate less rewards to themselves. What remains
to be discovered are the processes that mediate this behavior. The
explanations which attempt to grapple with this issue bear closer
examination.

The accommodative explanation (Vinacke, 1959; Vinacke &
Gullickson, 1964) cannot account for the findings that when allocating
only to themselves, women took less reward relative to men. It is
possible that women were behaving accommodatively toward the experi-
menters, though this is unlikely. The "less of a connection"
hypothesis attempts to explain what the accommodative explanation can-
not, i.e., the sex difference in self-pay behavior. In the actual
studies, however, no attitudinal measures were taken,'and the
behavioral measures alone provide only indirect support for the hypo-
thesis. The authors themselves issue a caveat in this regard.

Mednick and Tangri (1972) originally asserted that due to the
sex role socialization women experience, they learn to expect less
monetary reward for their work. Traditionally, the work of women has
not yielded monetary rewards, the rewards for being a housewife and
mother tend to be socio-emotional ones. Therefore women are not only
unfamiliar with the work-pay situation, but also have less of their
self or ego involved with receiving monetary rewards. This is
plausible though alternative explanations could also account for the

findings.



Self-esteem could play a role in this sex difference. Though
studies investigating this area have generally yielded conflicting
results (Maccoby & Jacklin, 1974) it is possible that women have lower
self-esteem than men and this is reflected in their lower self-
allocation. Whittaker (1972) has shown that though males scored higher
on a number of self-report measures, this tendency reached statistical
significance only twice. It could be that the lower self-payment of
women is a manifestation of lower feelings of self-worth. The phrase
"you are paid what you are worth" provides anecdotal evidence for a
possible behavioral measure of self-concept. Nevertheless, this is
speculative, and due to the equivocality of the findings on self-
concept, self-esteem most likely plays a negligible role.

A more reasonable alternative hypothesis is that the sex role
socialization experiences that women encounter reinforce their taking
and expecting less for themselves in a variety of situations. Bakan
(1966) proposed that humans, in fact all organisms, manifest the
opposing polarity of agency and communion. Agency is manifested in
separations, conquest and competitiveness; communion in fusion,
acceptance and cooperation. In short, agency represents the masculine
principle, communion the feminine. The integration of this polarity is
a developmental task for the individual (Carlson, 1972). According to
Sampson (1975) the present socialization of women and men has been
centered on their roles in the economic system. Especially in this
culture males have been socialized to develop agentic traits--which
include concerns with "own equity." Females have been encouraged to
develop familial roles requiring communal traits--and concerns with

harmony and equality.



Part of the sex role socialization of women probably includes
encouragement of and social reinforcement for allocating smaller quan-
tities of rewards to themselves, relative to the self-allocation
socialization of men. A sample of masculine and feminine attributes

from the Bem (1974) and Broverman (1972) sex role scales is revealing:

Feminine Masculine
Gentle Dominant
Shy Forceful
Bem Yielding Competitive
Sensitive to others' needs Assertive
Soft spoken Aggressive
Not competitive Very competitive
Very submissive Very dominant
Broverman Very passive Very active
Not at all self confident Very self confident
Not at all aggressive Very aggressive

Admittedly, the items represented are stereotypic and bi-polar.
Nevertheless the feminine traits hardly portray an individual who would
allocate greater portions of rewards to the self.

| It is reasonable to suggest that in the studies focusing on
contingent self-allocation, particularly when women were allocating
money only to themselves, that their lower self-allocation relative
to men was due to a more general tendency to allocate less for them-
selves. The "less of a connection" hypothesis deals specifically
with the work-pay situation, and, thus, could not account for any sex
differences in self-reward that were outside this context. However,
if the tendency to take less is a more general one, then outside of
the work-pay context the sex difference should remain. The major
purpose of this study was to examine the sufficiency of the "less of a
connection" hypothesis by exploring if there is a sex difference in

self-reward even when the reward is not contingent upon work.



Sex Differences in Non-Contingent Self-Allocation

Typically, studies in non-contingent self-allocation do not
focus on the examination of sex differences; thus when differences are
found, little attention is paid them. The subjects in all of the
studies are children with ages ranging from 4 to 9 years. Though the
variables of interest differ considerably, the structure (not the con-
tent) of the procedures are markedly similar. Subjects usually were
involved in two sequential tasks that are ostensibly unrelated. The
initial task was a success-failure experience, an inequitable reward
allocation or an affective experience. The second task always was
non-evaluative and it provided subjects with the opportunity for non-
contingent self-allocation.

In a study (Mischel, Coates & Raskoff, 1968) that examined the
influence of a success or failure experience on subsequent self-
allocation, second and third graders who were led to believe that they
had either been successful or had failed at a bowling game task, were
instructed to take "tokens" (based on their performance) which could
be exchanged for "valuable" prizes. Afterwards, in a non-evaluative
maze task children were allowed to reward themselves non-contingently
by taking tokens whenever they chose. In both this study and a
replication no sex difference was found in the amount of tokens the
children self-allocated.

Underwood, Moore and Rosenhan (1973) investigated the rela-
tionship of affect to self-allocation. Children, 8 and 9 years old,
were given a "hearing test." Subsequently, they were asked to focus
on either a happy experience, a sad experience or a neutral one

(counting for 30 seconds). Immediately following, they were allowed



to self-allocate from a "treasure chest" overflowing with $50.00 in
pennies. In all conditions the girls took more than boys. In
explaining their findings the authors suggest that girls might be more
affected by negative mood states. This explanation, however, does not
account for the greater self-allocation in the neutral and positive
affect conditions. In a later study (Rosenhan, Underwood & Moore,
1974) with very similar procedures, no sex differences were found.
With preschoolers as subjects, Masters (1968) examined the
effects of social comparison on subsequent self-allocation behavior.
Children in same sex pairs were given "valuable" chips for answering
questions correctly. Moreover, the task was structured so that it
would be difficult for the child to perceive that she/he had answered
a question incorrectly (i.e., What is your name?). After each ques-
tion the "paymaster" would allocate chips inequitably-unfavorably,
where the partner would receive substantially more, inequitably-
favorably, where the partner received substantially less, or equitably,
with each child receiving the same. In the control condition the child
had no partner. The children were then allowed to play a non-evalua-
tive maze game and non-contingently reward themselves with tokens,
pennies and pieces of colored paper. He found that females in the
inequitable conditions self-allocated more than males. In the equity
and control conditions males self-allocated more. This was true for
all three rewards. The author proposed that girls at this age might
be more sensitive to social comparison opportunities than are boys.
Also that the games boys play may give them increased tolerance for
inequities. In a later study Masters (1972) again manipulated social

comparison by informing second and third grade children that compared
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to other children they had succeeded or failed on a distinctive task,
while simultaneously they earned prizes of high (better than other
children earned) or low magnitude. Later all children were allowed
to reward themselves. In this study the earlier sex difference was
reversed. Boys self-allocated more generously when they received a
lower reward. The implications of this finding were not discussed.

Because of the equivocal findings, no conclusions about sex
differences can be drawn. A variety of reasons could account for the
ambiguity, the more prominent being the great variation in the initial
task requirement that might have inhibited the emergence of a stable
pattern of results. The sex of the experimenter also might have
influenced the results. In one study (Mischel et al., 1968) a female
was the experimenter, in the others, either a male (Masters, 1968,
1972) or adults of both sexes (Rosenhan et al., 1973; Underwood et al.,
1974) served as the experimenters. Though no pattern emerged that
could be directly attributed to the experimenter's sex, the exact
influence of a model's characteristics on children's behavior is
unclear (Donelson, 1976). Finally, given that the greatest pressure
to adopt the appropriate sex role is more likely to occur during
adolescence (Maccoby & Jacklin, 1974) the age of the children might
have influenced the outcome.

This study minimized the difficulties present in past
studies; it minimized the potential impact of specific tasks by per-
mitting a self-allocation before the task; also in each session there
was a female and male experimenter with equal power, and it circum-
vented problems inherent in examining subjects whose developmental

stage varies by engaging college students as participants.
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Attitude Measures: Money and Self-Allocation

The majority of the studies previously discussed used money
(or money-1ike tokens) as the reward. However, relatively little is
known about people's attitudes toward money. Because attitude
measures have rarely been obtained, the hypotheses about feelings
toward and evaluations of money are inferred from behavior.

Thus, if women are unfamiliar with the work-pay context as
the "less of a connection" hypothesis suggests, then it is conceivable
that they would overpay themselves relative to men. That they do not
could be the result of a general tendency to take less for themselves.
It is also possible that women have a less positive attitude toward
money than do men. Wernimont and Fitzpatrick (1972), in using the
semantic differential, found that women tended to dislike money and
also thought that it was "evil."

Hypothesizing that women are ambivalent about money, Chesler
and Goodman (1976) make the distinction between "real" money--the kind
that women have to earn, and "magic" money--the kind that men spend
on women. Traditionally, there has been a negative sanction against
women admitting that they want to make money. Thus, the only
"acceptable" money is the kind that "just happens" to them. From this
perspective, part of the reason that women who received a message
invoking equity from a male partner, actually took more for themselves
(Messé & Callahan-Levy, 1975) could be because it was "magic" money--
the kind given by men.

If it is true that women are less interested than men in
money, less familiar with it, and tend to think of it unfavorably, then

it is reasonable to assume that attitudinal measures will reflect this
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difference. A secondary purpose of this study was to obtain such
measures and thereby explore the cognitive component of this behavior.

No attitude measures of self-allocation were required in past
studies. This is understandable since the cognitive dimen#ion of this
behavior is elusive. Basically, self-allocation is the act of taking
something for the self. In all of the studies in this area, the act
of taking was preceded by an offering that was contingent upon some
previous behavior, or an ostensibly non-contingent gift. Thus, this
specific taking is a response to and therefore defined by the experi-
mental procedure.

However, the Oxford English Dictionary (1971) has over 90
entries listing the various ways that "taking" is used. Many of these
definitions are incompatible with the experimental parameters mentioned
above. Since the act of taking is not limited to a response in some
initiated social exchange, and the range of taking behaviors stretches
from the most concrete and obvious--as in taking a book from the
library--to the more abstract and subtle--as in taking one's "rights,"
it is reasonable to expect that a more global psychological charac-
teristic underlies this range of taking behaviors. This characteristic
might be labeled assertiveness. The socialization process that men
encounter encourages the internalization of the self-world relationship
so that an agentic orientation is developed. In this way the phrase
"taking what's rightfully mine" probably sounds more natural to our
ears coming from the 1ips of a male, than from those of a female.
Because the self-world orientation of women typically is manifested
communally, the characteristic of assertiveness is probably far less

dominant than it is in men. Therefore, when compared with men, women
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might feel less comfortable with taking, or self-allocating. Since
at this point any attitudinal differences are speculative, exploring
this dimension is justified. To this end an attitude measure of self-
allocation was constructed and included in this study.

Psychological Androgyny: A Possible Correlate of
Sex Differences in Self-Allocation

Psychological androgyny (Bem, 1974, 1975) constitutes the
ability to engage in situationally effective behavior without regard
to its particular sex role stereotype. This sex role adaptability
could be compared to the uniting of the agency-communion polarity
that Carlson (1972) discussed. The finding (Callahan-Levy, 1975) that
female children who did not underreward themselves relative to males
were the same ones who indicated "masculine" vocational interests
suggests that these females were more "androgynous" in both their sex
role orientation, and their self-allocation behavior.

If being psychologically androgynous allows an individual to
engage in the most effective behavior for the situation, then in a
situation that calls for some assertiveness, women who score high on
this dimension would be expected to self-allocate in larger quantities,
that is, their self-allocation pattern would be similar to men's.
Thus, the Bem Sex Role Inventory was used to explore the relationship

between psychological androgyny and self-allocation behavior.

Hypotheses

Major Hypothesis

A test of the "less of a connection" hypothesis was the major

purpose of this study. If women have a more general tendency to take
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less for themselves, then when given the opportunity to self-allocate
outside of the work-pay context, sex differences should remain. If
sex differences were found only in the work-pay situation, this can be

taken as support for the "less of a connection" hypothesis. However,

assuming that women have received social reinforcement for taking less
for themselves in general, an alternative prediction is that sex
differences, in the form of women's lower self-allocation relative to

men, would be found outside of the work-pay situation.

Secondary Hypotheses

1. Based on previous findings, both attitudinal and
behavioral, it was expected that women, on the whole, would have a
less favorable attitude toward money than men.

2. Self-allocation is incongruent with the communal orien-
tation that women are encouraged to develop. When compared with men
this would be reflected in a less assertive, more passive, attitude
toward self-allocation.

3. Based on the premise that psychological androgyny allows
greater situationally effective behavior, it was predicted that women
who score as being "androgynous" on the Bex Sex Role Inventory would
exhibit similar self-allocation patterns as men. Furthermore, they
would have a more favorable attitude toward money and a more assertive

attitude toward self-allocation than women scoring "feminine."



CHAPTER I1

METHOD

This chapter presents the methodology and design that were used
to test the hypotheses. The data were collected in two situations.
The first situation was essentially a role playing of the actual self-
allocation procedures.] The participants were asked to "imagine" what
they would do if they were in the actual self-allocation situation. 1In
the second context the individuals engaged in actual self-allocation.
A factorial design was used to determine sex, situation, and order of
allocation differences in the self-allocation behavior of women and

men.

Pilot Study

Female and male undergraduates from introductory psychology
courses took part in a pilot study. The purpose of this piloting was
twofold.

First, a factor analysis was planned for the money attitude

scale to isolate those items or clusters of items that were

]This study was originally intended to be a simulation of the
actual self-allocation study. It was undertaken primarily to insure
the actual study was feasible and the procedures to be used were
appropriate. However, as reported in detail in the next chapters, the
results of this study differed markedly from those obtained when
subjects actually allocated money. Thus it seemed reasonable to
report both studies here.

15
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most representative of the responses of both women and men. Since this
statistical procedure requires approximately ten times the number of
subjects as there are items to be analyzed, over 200 subjects were
necessary for the 22 item scale.

Secondly, to address the problem of measuring attitude toward
self-allocation and to have an appropriate task for the actual study,
a measure was developed that would satisfy both of these requirements.
"Taking" is a diffuse concept covering a variety of different acts and
settings, many of which are sex role specific. Therefore, a task was
devised whereby subjects were presented with various words and asked
to render two interpretations for each word; then they were to use
each interpretation in a sentence. One of the words that subjects
interpreted was the word "taking." The "word interpretation" task was
administered at the same time as the money attitude inventory. Because
there was some question as to the length of time necessary to complete
the task, a record was kept of the amount of time needed for the
majority of the subjects to finish. Initially, the task took approxi-
mately 25 minutes to complete, since this was too short, additional
words were added so that in its final form the fword interpretation"
task took approximately 40 minutes to complete.

Based on the responses to the word "taking" a scoring system
was developed using the active-passive dimension. Each interpretation
was scored separately then totaled to yield a final score for the
individual. A score of five (very active) was given for responses
such as stealing, grabbing, obtaining through force, etc. A score
of four (active) was given to interpretations that were active without

being aggressive; responses scored in this category included those
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that indicated participating in an activity, bringing, moving or
transporting, etc. A score of two (passive) was given when the inter-
pretation of taking was passive, but the sentence modifying the
interpretation was active; for example, receiving--"the doorman takes
tickets at the theatre." Finally a score of one (very passive) was
given when both the interpretation and the sentence modifying it were

passive; for example, accepting--"she took her fate well."

Self-Allocation Study

Though this study was conducted under two different situations,
the instruments administered were the same, as were the majority of

the conditions.

Instruments

Two instruments were administered: (1) the Bem Sex Role
Inventory; and (2) the "monetary attitude scale." Appendix B presents
the contents of both instruments.

Bem Sex Role Inventory. This scale is a sex role inventory

that treats masculinity and femininity as two separate dimensions,
thereby making it possible for a person to characterize herself/himself
as masculine, feminine or "androgynous" by the endorsement of masculine
and/or feminine personality characteristics. The scale consists of

60 adjectives, 20 each of masculine, feminine and netural items. The
subject responds to each item by the use of a 7-point scale. On the
basis of these responses the subject receives three scores: a femi-
ninity score, a masculinity score and an androgyny score. The scale

has been shown to be both internally consistent and temporally stable
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(Bem, 1974). Moreover, it has been used successfully to predict
behavior (Bem, 1975).

Monetary Attitude Scale. Little has been done in the way of

measuring attitudes toward money. The only suitable measure (Wernimont
& Fitzpatrick, 1972) used the semantic differential technique. Since a
measure providing more specific information was desired, a Likert-type

scale was constructed containing 22 items that reflected various social

and personal dimensions related to money.

Task
The "word interpretation" task consisted of eight common
verbs, two on each page (the second verb always was "taking").
Instructions for the task, given both orally and in writing, were as
follows:
You have before you a 1ist of common words that can be inter-
preted in a variety of ways. For each word, 1ist the first
interpretation that comes to your mind, then write a sentence
illustrating your interpretation. Don't be concerned about
the dictionary definitions. The important thing is to give
your impressions.
Furthermore, the experimenters stressed that the task was nonevalua-
tive. Appendix C presents a copy of this instrument and the scoring
system that was used to classify (on the active-passive dimensions)

responses to the word "taking."

Reward

The total reward available for both the gift and self-pay
conditions was $4.00. In a previous study, Lane and Messé (1971)
report that undergraduates indicated $2.00/hour to be equitable pay

for the task of writing nonevaluative, short-answer essays. Given
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that the experimental procedure took approximately 60 minutes to
complete, $4.00 for each allocation was considered to be a sufficient
amount. The money for each allocation was always two $1.00 bills and

eight quarters.

Design

The design in this study was both experimental and correla-
tional. A 2 x 2 x 2 x 2 repeated measures factorial design was
employed with (a) sex of subject; (b) type of situation--role playing
or real, (c) order of reward--either self-allocation/gift or self-
allocation/pay first, and (d) type of self-allocation--gift or pay

(a repeated measure) as the four independent variables.

Procedure for Actual Study

The subjects were volunteers who responded to an advertisement
placed in the student newspaper soliciting undergraduates to partici-
pate in "behavioral research" for pay. Approximately 250 individuals
responded. Those who had taken more than two classes in psychology,
who had taken classes in the psychology of women, or who were seniors
were not permitted to participate. Forty subjects (20 female, 20
male) were randomly selected froﬁ the remaining pool of 150 volunteers
and contacted by phone for scheduling. To minimize possible experi-
menter effects, experimenters of both sexes called an equal number of
subjects of both sexes. During the actual experiment, male and
female experimenter pairs were present to conduct the survey.

The subjects were tested in groups of four (two males and two
females). Upon arrival for the experiment those in the gift first

condition were told that in addition to the study that they came for
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the researchers also were trying to gather preliminary information for
another study on how much people take when offered a gift. Each
subject was given an envelope with the money plus three empty envelopes,
one marked "my gift" one marked "gift remainder" and a large manila
envelope. They were informed that they could take any amount up to

the maximum by placing it in the envelope marked "my gift," then
placing any remainder in the appropriately marked envelope, then
placing it in the manila envelope, which was to be left in the alloca-
tion cubicle to which they were assigned. The experimenters assured
the subjects that the gift would in no way influence the amount of pay
they were to receive for the actual work they were to do. The subjects
then were placed in individual cubicles.

When the subjects returned the experimenters explained the
word interpretation task to them. They stressed that the task was non-
evaluative and that it would take approximately 40 minutes to complete.
After the task was completed the subjects were allowed to pay them-
selves. Again the same amount of money was issued, with two empty
envelopes, one marked "my pay" the other marked "pay remainder."
Generally, the instructions were the same; that is, they were told to
take any amount up to the maximum by placing it in the envelope marked
"my pay," then placing the remainder in the manila envelope. They
were reminded that when they returned they still would have two more
brief questionnaires to complete which would take approximately ten
minutes. Again, subjects were shown into individual cubicles and
asked to return to their seats when they finished. At this time they
were given the Bem Sex Role Inventory and the money attitude scale,

and the verbal instructions for completing them. Upon completion of
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these instruments, the experimenters collected the materials and
thanked the subjects for their participation.

In the condition in which self-allocation/pay was first, the
procedures were identical except that the subjects paid themselves

after working and then were informed of the gift.

Procedure for Role Playing Situation

The subjects were volunteers recruited from the introductory
psychology classes for class credit. Forty subjects (20 female and
20 male) participated in this phase of the study. To minimize possible
experimenter effects, both female and male experimenter pairs were
present to conduct the study. They presented themselves as having an
equal power relationship.

Again, the subjects were tested in groups of four (2 males
and 2 females). Upon arrival for the experiment, those in the gift
first condition were administered a protocol that explained the situa-
tion they were to imagine they were in. Basically, the events that
occurred in the actual situation were outlined and the individual was
asked to indicate at the bottom of the paper how much she/he would
take of the gift. After this was completed they were told to go on
to the "word interpretation" task, which was explained verbally.

Again it was stressed that the task was non-evaluative. When this
task was completed the subjects were told to turn to the next sheet
of paper that outlined instructions for the pay situation. After
this, the subjects completed the Bem Sex Role Inventory and the
"money attitude scale." In the pay first condition, subjects were

asked to imagine that they came to earn money. They were administered
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the "word interpretation" task, then the pay allocation, the gift
allocation and finally the Bem Sex Role Inventory and the "money
attitude scale." After they completed these procedures they were
issued a large envelope, instructed to place all of their materials
inside, seal it and drop it in a large box by the door as they were

leaving. In this way anonymity was assured.



CHAPTER III

RESULTS

Self-Allocation Behavior

Major Hypothesis

There were two measures of allocation behavior in this study:

(1) the amount of money that the subjects allocated to themselves as a

gift, and (2) the amount of money that they paid themselves for com-

pleting the task.

Table 1 presents means for both self-allocation

dependent measures as a function of sex of subject, order of type of

self-allocation (gift first or pay first) and the allocation situation

(actual or role playing).

Table 1.--Mean Amount of Money Allocated (in Dollars).

Allocation Situation

Sex of Order of .
Subject Allocation Actual Role Playing
Gift Pay Gift Pay
Females Gift First 3.28 3.40 1.90 1.65
Pay First 3.75 3.00 1.65 1.85
Males Gift First 2.80 3.28 2.90 2.55
Pay First 3.08 2.45 1.75 2.63

23
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The amounts of money that subjects allocated to themselves for
both their gift and pay were subjected to a 2 (sex of subject) x 2
(order: gift first or pay first) x 2 (situation: actual or role
playing) x 2 (type of allocation: gift vs. pay; a repeated measure)
analysis of variance. Table 2, which presents a sumary of this ANOVA,
indicates that three effects were significant.

Table 2.--Summary of the 2 (Sex of Subject) x 2 (Situation) x 2 (Order
of Presentation) x 2 (Gift vs. Pay) ANOVA.

Source SS df MS F

Sex (A) .56 1 .56 25
Order (B) 1.60 1 1.60 |
Situation (C) 41.51 1 41.51 18.37%*
AxB 1.70 1 1.70 .75
AxC 13.23 1 13.23 5.85%
BxC .26 1 .26 12
AxBxC .10 1 .10 .04
Error I 162.82 72 2.26

Allocation (D) .05 1 .05 .06
AxD .70 1 .70 .78
BxD .06 1 .06 .07
CxD .98 1 .98 1.09
AxBxD .10 1 .10 1"
AxCxD .00 1 .00 .00
BxCxD 8.34 1 8.34 9,27**
AxBxCxD .62 1 .62 .69
Error II 64.51 72 .90

*p<.05

**p<.01

As Tables 1 and 2 indicate there were some nonpredicted find-
ings. First, there was a main effect for situation, people in the
actual self-allocation situation allocated more to themselves than did
those in the role playing situation. The interaction between sex and

situation indicates that subjects behaved as predicted by the major
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hypothesis only in the role playing situation. In this situation, the
men took substantially more gift and pay than did the women. However,
in the actual self-allocation situation, the women appeared to take
more than did the men. Tests of simple effects tended to support
these conclusions: women in the actual self-allocation took signifi-
cantly more on the whole than did women in the role playing situation,
F(1,72) = 22.48, p<.01. Though the men in the actual allocation
situation took somewhat more than those in the role playing situation
this difference was not significant, F(1,72) = 1.74. Also, there was
a significant difference between the men and women in the role playing
situation, with men allocating substantially more to themselves than
did women, F(1,72) = 4.26, p<.05; in the actual self-allocation this
pattern of means was reversed, but this difference did not reach
statistical significance, F(1,72) = 1.84.

There also was a non-predicted three-way interaction between
the order of presentation, situation and self-allocation. Tests of
simple effects revealed that subjects in the actual self-allocation
situation took more for their second allocation regardless of whether
it was their pay or a gift, F(1,72) = 5.41, p<.05. The opposite was
found in the role playing situation, where subjects took more on the
first allocation regardless of whether it was the gift or the pay,
F(1,72) = 4.23, p<.05.

Secondary Hypotheses: Tests of Possible
Correlations with Allocation Behavior

Hypothesis 1

Hypothesis 1 predicted that, on the whole, women would have a

less favorable attitude toward money than men. In order to test this
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hypothesis the data for the money attitude questionnaire first were
subjected to a factor analysis (principal component, varimax rotation).
Those items that loaded above .40 for both females and males were
selected for further analysis. The following items loaded on factor 1
for both women and men: (1) The thought of having a 1ot of money
doesn't excite me; (2) I don't think that money is very important and
(3) Money is important to me (this item loaded negatively with the
factor and therefore was recoded for subsequent analysis). Scores on
these three items were summed to make up a composite variable: Impor-
tance of money. A similarly selected composite variable was formed
for the items: (1) Earning money makes me feel important, and (2)
Earning money gives me a good feeling about myself. This variable was
named "Real" money, using Chesler's (Chesler & Goodman, 1976) distinc-
tion between "real" money the kind that women earn and "magic" money;
the kind that men spend on them. The two items that refer to "magic"
money were not combined because they loaded in opposite directions with
the factors, depending upon sex. They are: (1) I would prefer not to
have to earn my own money; and (2) The best kind of money is the kind
that someone spends on me. The final item, "Money is basically a

good thing," also loaded differentially depending upon sex therefore
it was not combined with any of the other variables. The relationships
between these and other variables were explored via Pearson product-
moment correlation coefficients.

On the whole men thought that money was more important than
women, r(78) = .275, p<.01. This was more true for the people in the
role playing situation, r(38) = .428, p<.006, than it was for those
in the actual self-allocation procedure, r(38) = .131. Though the
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difference between women and men for the "goodness" of money item was
not significant, r(78) = .05, the relationship between sex and this
measure was in the predicted direction. Thus there was some evidence
suggesting that women's attitudes toward money were less favorable than

those of men.

Hypothesis 2

Hypothesis 2 predicted that since self-allocation is incon-
gruent with the communal orientation that women are encouraged to
develop, when compared with men, the interpretations that women
generate for the word "taking" would be less assertive. Four raters
(2 males, 2 females) who were blind with regard to the purpose of the
study and the sex of the subject (all responses were typed on 3 x 5
cards) scored each response according to the system that was provided
for this purpose and explained in Chapter II. Inter-rater reliability
for this task was r = .67.

Contrary to the prediction, there was no difference between
men and women regarding their interpretation of "taking." In fact in
the actual self-allocation situation the trend was in the opposite
direction from what was predicted; that is, women tended to interpret
“taking" more actively than did men, r(38) = .157. In the role
playing situation there was a small trend in the predicted direction,

r(38) = .053.

Hypothesis 3

It was predicted that women who scored as psychologically
"androgynous" on the Bem Sex Role Inventory would: (1) exhibit similar

self-allocation patterns as men; (2) have a more favorable attitude
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toward money and (3) have a more assertive attitude toward self-
allocation than women who scored as "feminine."

Because of the unexpected differences between the two self-
allocation situations (i.e., women self-allocated more than men in the
actual procedure) it was thought that the subjects in this situation
might differ in sex-role orientation from the subjects in the role
playing situation. Thus the effects of three variables; sex of
subject, type of situation and masculine vs. feminine sex role orien-
tation (a repeated measure) were examined via a 2 x 2 x 2 ANOVA.

Table 3 presents a summary of this analysis.

Table 3.--Summary of the 2 (Sex of Subject) x 2 (Situation) x 2 (Mascu-
line vs. Feminine Sex Role Orientation) ANOVA.

Source SS df MS F
Sex (A) 124.25 1 124.25 .94
Situation (B) 351.05 1 351.05 2.66
AxB 8.56 1 8.56 .06
Error I 10030.38 76 131.97
Sex Role (C) 97.65 1 97.65 .60
AxC 1171.81 1 1171.81 7.25%*
BxC .76 1 .76 .004
AxBxC 459.07 1 459.07 2.84*
Error II 14503.77 76 161.41

*p<.10
**p<.01

As Table 3 indicates, as expected, there was a significant
interaction between sex and sex role orientation. On the whole men
were more masculine while women were more feminine. The pattern of
means that produced a marginally significant second-order interaction

between sex, situation and sex-role orientation suggested that women
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in the actual self-allocation situation were more “masculine" than the
women in the role playing situation. Also, men in the actual alloca-
tion procedure were more “"feminine" than men in the role playing
procedure. Simple effects analysis revealed that the women in the
actual situation did not differ significantly on their scores for
masculinity/femininity, F(1,76) = .02. This was not true for the
women in the role playing situation, who were significantly more
feminine than masculine, F(1,76) = 3.12, p<.10. The men in the actual
self-allocation were similar to the women in that they did not differ
significantly on their scores for masculinity/femininity, F(1,76) =
.73; however, the men in the role playing situation were significantly
more masculine than they were feminine, F(1,76) = 6.83, p<.05.
Correlation coefficients that were computed for sex role
scores and allocation behavior suggested that there was a relationship
between these variables. Women who scored as being more "masculine"
on the Bem Sex Role Inventory also tended to allocate more to them-
selves, on the whole, r(38) = -.27, p<.09, and to self-allocate more
of the gift, r(38) = -.28, p<.07, than did more "feminine" women.
This was true for the women in both allocation situations. Though men
in the role playing situation who scored high on masculinity took more
in general, r(18) = .33, and more of the gift, r(18) = .34, both of
these coefficients failed to reach significance. However the trend is
similar to the relationship found between "masculinity" and self-
allocation behavior for women. Conversely, the coefficients for the
men in the actual self-allocation procedure reversed this trend. For
these men high scores on masculinity were associated with lower self-

allocation. This trend was not significant for the total amount
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allocated, r(18) = -.33, but it was significant for the gift, r(18) =
-.42, p<.06.2

The second part of this hypothesis, that women who were "andro-
gynous" would have more favorable attitudes toward money than "feminine"
women was not supported. There was no relationship between any of
these attitudinal variables and "androgyny." This was not true for
the men, however. "Masculine" men in both allocation situations)
tended to think of money as good, r(38) = -.39, p<.01, and considered
it important, r(38) = -.30, p<.06.

The final part of this hypothesis which predicted that "andro-
gynous" women would have a more assertive orientation toward self-
allocation than women scoring "feminine," was supported. Women who
scored high in masculinity interpreted "taking" more actively than did
"feminine" women, r(38) = -.26, p<.10. Furthermore, women in the
actual self-allocation situation--who tended to be more "masculine"
than the women in the role playing situation and who self-allocated
more than the men in the procedure--interpreted "taking" more actively
than the women in the other situation, r(38) = -.33, p<.03. Though
the coefficients for the males were congruent with these results they

did not reach statistical significance.

Unexpected Findings

The additional items on the "monetary attitude" scale produced

a surprising number of relationships, both between each other and

2Because of the relationships found between masculinity and
self-allocation behavior, an analysis of covariance was computed on the
data for the main hypothesis controlling for the effects of mascu-
linity. Because no differences were found from the original analysis
the results from this analysis are not included in this report.
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across other variables in the correlation matrix. A few of these
variables were significantly related to the self-allocation measures.

Women who thought that money was important took more gift,
r(38) = -.38, p<.01 and more pay, r(38) = -.41, p<.008, than women who
did not believe it was important. Also women in the actual self-
allocation who 1iked to earn their own money allocated more pay to
themserés,.g(IS) = -.40, p<.08, than did women who preferred not to
earn their own money. Men in the actual self-allocation who believed
that money was good took less gift, r(18) = .51, p<.01; furthermore
those who took the most total tended to prefer not to earn their own
money, r(18) = -.40, p<.07. In the role playing situation, men who
thought that money was good tended to allocate more to themselves,
r(18) = -.38, p<.09.

Thus, it appears that attitudes toward money are related to
self-allocation behavior. However this relationship seems to be

modified depending upon an individual's sex.



CHAPTER IV

DISCUSSION

The primary reason for conducting this research was to test
the adequacy of the "less of a connection" hypothesis for explaining
sex differences in self-allocation behavior. This chapter presents a
discussion of the results of this research, and their implications for
understanding these sex differences and more general processes that

appear to be involved in self-allocation behavior.

Sex Differences in Self-Allocation

The results of this study provided partial support for the
hypothesis that sex-differences in self-allocation are not limited to
the work cantext. This hypothesis was based on the assumption that
through socialization women are more reinforced for developing a
communal orientation than are men.

Results indicated that in the role playing context there were
significant differences in the amounts of money that females allocated
when compared with males. Moreover, females tended not to differen-
tiate between the gift and the pay as much as the males appeared to do.
This finding supports the position that outside of the work context
women still allocate less to themselves relative to men. However, this
does not necessarily -imply that these women didn't have less of a

connection between work and pay as well. Rather, it suggests that

32
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their self-allocation behavior was more generalized. Since the "less
of a connection" hypothesis cannot account for this finding it appears
that a modification of this explanation is appropriate.

Because the role playing situation produced findings that
were congruent with the major hypothesis, it was expected that the
actual self-allocation situation would replicate these results.
Instead, an unexpected reversal occurred: not only did the females
take more gift than the males, they took more pay as well. These
results suggest that when compared with the women in the role playing
situation, these women might have had both a stronger sense of "own
equity" and a more agentic orientation toward their environment. This
interpretation is supported by the findings that these women tended
to score as more "masculine" on the Bem Sex Role Inventory than did
the women in the role playing situation. However, because the
analysis of covariance, which controlled for the effect of masculinity,
did not substantially alter the original findings this explanation is
insufficient to account for the different results. Moreover, on]j
considering that women deviated from expectation in the actual self-
allocation situation overlooks another finding; that the males in
this situation were far more "feminine" than were the role playing
males. It is unclear what the self-allocation behavior of these males
would have been had they scored less "femininely" than they did. In
any event, taken together these results suggest that sex differences
in self-allocation behavior are partially the result, not of sex per
se, but of differences in sex role orientation.

It is possible that women who respond to a newspaper adver-

tisement are atypical in that they are more assertive than are women
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in general. However past research used this technique for soliciting
subjects (Katz & Messé, 1973; Messé & Callahan-Levy, 1975) but the sex
differences that occurred in these studies were as predicted. Another
explanation for the "atypical" results is that the task used in the
present research might have been sex biased. That is, women might
have perceived themselves as "better" at this kind of task than did
the men, and paid themselves accordingly. There are fwo flaws in

this explanation. First, if women did perceive themselves as "better"
at this kind of task than did the men, why would this difference have
occurred only in the actual self-allocation procedure? Secondly,
though this specific task was not pretested for sex bias, tasks similar
to this--e.g., writing short answer essays (Lane & Messé, 1971) and
proofreading (Messé & Callahan-Levy, 1975)--have been tested in this
regard and have demonstrated no sex bias.

It undoubtedly is true, however, that there were strong motiva-
tional differences across the two situations. Though the subjects in
the role playing situation were asked to "imagine" what they would do:
(1) if they had come specifically to earn money--the fact was that they
came for class credit; and (2) if they were to receive actual money--
the fact was that they didn't. Because they were in an "as if" situa-
tion, it is possible that they were behaving as they would like to
behave rather than as they actually would behave. Thus, some indi-
viduals of both sexes--but especially the women--said that they would
have taken none of the gift, a few women (and one man) even said they
would have taken nothing at all. This response is unreasonable in
light of the fact that they were to have come specifically to earn

money. In contrast, only one of the subjects in the actual
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self-allocation situation took less than a dollar (.75¢) in either the
gift or the pay procedure. Thus, it might be that the individuals in
the role playing sftuation were responding in a socially desirable
(i.e., sex role "appropriate") way.

Because the present study has been the only research to date to
find women allocating more to themselves it is pnclear which, if any,
of these explanations might have been operating to produce the results.
Only further research will clarify these questions.

A second rather puzzling reversal was the finding that in the
actual self-allocation situation subjects tended to allocate more on
the second allocation regardless of whether it was their pay or a gift,
whereas in the role playing situation subjects "took" more on the first
allocation. Again, given that social desirability was a more salient
concern in the role playing situation, the subjects in that part of
the research could have deemed it "inappropriate" to allocate more to
themselves the second time than they did the first. That is, social
custom dictates that when taking "seconds" one should take less than
she/he did the first time. In contrast, subjects who were faced with
the actual self-allocation seemed not to be constrained by social
desirability. In fact, it appears as though these subjects might have
acquired the art of self-allocation and the first allocation merely
"whetted their appetite." It could be that this tendency would have
induced them to take even more if givén a third opportunity to self-
allocate. Such an interpretation is congruent with the results of
Lane and Messé (1971) which indicated that making self-interested
allocations heightened the tendency to behave similarly in later

reward distribution decisions.
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Secondary Hypotheses: Tests of Correlates
with Allocation Behavior

Attitudes Toward Money: Hypothesis 1

The prediction that women's attitudes toward money would be
less favorable than men's was based on various theoretical and empiri-
cal investigations in the literature. Chesler (1976) argues that
women are ambivalent about money. In contrast, the "less of a connec-
tion" hypothesis contends that women are less interested in money and
are less familiar with it than are men; while men have more of their
self-concept tied to earning money. Since the men in this study
tended to think that money was more important than did the women,
there is some support for the "less of a connection" hypothesis. This
support is not without qualifications, however, since this trend was
significant only in the role playing situation. It is also of interest
that women who thought that money was important tended to allocate more
reward to themselves than did women who considered it to be less
important. Secondly, though men tended to endorse the "goodness" of
money more than did women, this trend was very small. Thus, the
present results suggest that both men and women "perceive" money
basically to be good, but they differ in the degree to which they
consider it important to them as individuals.

Attitudes Toward Self-Allocation:
Hypothesis 2

Hypothesis 2 assumed that since self-allocation is incongruent
with the communal orientation that women are encouraged to develop,
when compared with men, their interpretatians of the word "taking"

would be more passive. Contrary to this prediction there was a
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sizeable trend in the opposite direction for women in the actual self-
allocation situation. This unexpected result, however, was compatible
with the differences in actual taking behavior; that is, these women
not only interpreted "taking" more actively than did the men in their
situation, they actually took more as well. Again this finding empha-
sizes the necessity for distinguishing between the concepts of sex
and sex role orientation. Since these women tended to be more "mascu-
line" and the men more "feminine" than were the female and male sub-
jects in the other (role playing) situation their responses were in
accord with their sex role orientation rather than their (biological)
sex.

Though there was a slight trend in the predicted direction for
responses to "taking" in the role playing situation these differences
were not statistically significant. Perhaps lack of significance was
due to the measure itself not being sufficiently refined for assessing
attitudes toward self-allocation in a situation, like role playing, in
which motivation was rather low and/or diffuse. Moreover the scoring
system might have been too judgmental and, thus, too susceptible to
generating invalid interpretations. There is some support for this
last explanation, since the inter-rater reliability was relatively

Tow.

Psychological Androgyny: Hypothesis 3

As noted earlier, women in the actual self-allocation situa-
tion were, on the whole, more "masculine" in their sex role orienta-
tion than were the women in the role playing situation. It was

expected that women with a highly "masculine" or agentic orientation
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toward the world (though not necessarily a low "feminine" orientation)
would manifest this trait by allocating more to themselves than would
women who scored low in "masculinity"; that is, agentic women would
have patterns of self-allocation behavior that were similar to those
that men have been found to have. Since this predicted relationship
did occur, the results of the present study support Bem's (1974) con-
tention that psychological androgyny provides greater potential for
situationally effective behavior. Furthermore, since "masculinity"
in women was associated with allocating more of the gift to themselves,
there is some support for the hypothesis that a more communal orienta-
tion is associated with less self-allocation outside of the work con-
text. Though this relationship also was found for the men in the
role playing situation, surprisingly, the relationship between mascu-
linity and self-allocation was reversed for men in the actual self-
allocation situation. Why this would occur is difficult to explain.
It might be that these men associated allocating the gift with a sign
of "weakness." That is, they might have considered it appropriate to
take something earned, but not a "hand out.”" Or, they could have been
operating under the assumption that there is no such thing as a "gift"
and were therefore suspicious of it. However, these explanations are
speculative and do not explain why this pattern of behavior occurred
only in the "masculine" men in the actual self-allocation situation.
The second part of this hypothesis, which argued that women
who were "androgynous" would have more favorable attitudes toward
money than "feminine" women, was not supported. This finding suggests
that androgynous women differed from non-androgynous women in their

orientation toward self-allocation in general more than they did in
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their attitude about money. Thus, women who self-allocated in large
amounts also might have done so had the reward been something other
than money. Again these women might have had a strong sense of "own
equity" without necessarily having a stronger positive valence for
money as a reward.

"Masculine" men appeared to differ in this respect. They had
far more favorable attitudes toward money than did "feminine" men.
If through socialization men develop a stronger connection between
work and pay than do women and, therefore, are more likely to define
their worth in terms of the acquisition of money, it is understandable
that "masculine" men tended to have a strong positive attitude toward
this form of reward, even though masculinity in men was negatively
related to actual taking behavior. It could be that the self-reward
procedure somewhat divests money of its value as an indicator of
social worth, since other people are not paying a subject what he
"deserves." Thus, under self-allocation, money cannot be used as an
instrument of assessing other people's feelings about performance and,
in this regard, it may be less valuable to "masculine" men.

In any event, it appears that a connection between attitude
toward money and attitude toward self-allocation is not necessary
to produce high levels of monetary reward allocation--especially for
women. This conclusion is relevant to the last part of this hypo-
thesis--that "androgynous" women would have a more assertive orienta-
tion toward self-allocation than would women who scored "feminine."
This relationship was especially true of those women in the actual
self-allocation situation. There is a possibility that for women, at

least, self-allocation in this context is a manifestation of a more
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assertive or agentic orientation toward the environment rather than a
strong connection with money. Though this was true for the males as
well, the relationship between "masculinity" and interpreting "taking"
actively was decidedly weak.

There is some evidence, then, that the underlying reasons for
relatively high amounts of self-allocation differ for men and women
who score "high" on masculinity. For these women it is less a question
of considering money important than it is having an assertive orienta-
tion toward self-allocation. However since "masculine" men in the
actual self-allocation tended to underreward themselves this explana-
tion concerning males is less than complete, and must remain so until
further research provides a more complete understanding of the
different concerns in men and women that potentially are associated

with, and satisfied by, money.

Conclusions

This study raised more questions than it answered. Though
there was some support for the hypothesis that women more generally
allocate less to themselves relative to men, it was limited to indi-
viduals who were making a hypothetical decision. Nevertheless,
various other results provided stronger support for the hypothesis
that it is attitude toward self-allocation, coupled with sex role
orientation, rather than just an attitude toward money--or its connec-
tion with work--that predicts actual self-allocation behavior in
women. These findings suggest that intervention techniques, such as

assertiveness training for women, might have greater impact on their
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self-allocation behavior than would a technique that focused on
changing attitudes toward money, per se.

Obviously, as noted above, there is a need for further research
on a number of issues. The exact role that sex role orientation plays
in self-allocation behavior still is unclear. Exactly why women in
the actual self-allocation situation paid themselves more than the men
also is still unclear, especially since this result contradicts the
findings of past studies (e.g., Messé & Callahan-Levy, 1975). Is this
finding an indication of a rather permanent reversal in this sex
difference? Or is it merely a temporary "pendulum" swing that is
necessary before some form of equalization can occur? These questions
must be explored before there can be confidence in the explanatians
advanced to explain the results of the present study.

Finally, although the primary focus of this research has been
on the characteristics of women, it should be noted that this evidence
of "underpayment" (or overpayment) on the part of women can be inter-
preted as such only relative to the behavior of men. This is neces-
sarily the case because men have tended to represent the societal
"standard" particularly in this economic context. However, "more" is
not synonomous with "better." In this way, though it is surprising
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