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ABSTRACT

INEQUITABLE PAY:

SOME POSSIBLE ANTECEDENTS IN SEX—ROLE DEVELOPMENT

BY

Charlene Callahan Levy

Results of past reward allocation research have shown

that adult females tend to underreward themselves relative to

males. The present research examined the hypothesis that fe-

males learn, through socialization processes, to perceive

less of a connection between work and pay for themselves.

The self-allocation behavior of females was compared to that

of males in the first, fourth, seventh, and tenth grades. By

requiring that the children in the present study pay only

themselves, the possibility that females might be behaving

accommodatively or concerning themselves with another's wel-

fare was minimized. The major hypothesis was that differences

as a function of sex would occur in some pattern in which the

behaviors of the oldest group would most closely parallel

known differences in adults.

In order to explore the possibility that these sex differ-

ences in allocation behavior, in fact, are related to learned

social roles, sex-role preferences were measured in the pre-

sent research. A secondary hypothesis was that the more

feminine the sex-role preferences, the more likely a person
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Charlene Callahan Levy

would be to allocate reward to her-or himself in a manner

similar to the behavior of adult females. In other words,

the more feminine the sex-role preference, the less reward

allocated to oneself, irrespective of age level.

In addition, the present study examined the hypothesis

that if mothers serve as sex-role models for their daughters,

then daughters of working mothers should make more of a

connection between work and pay than girls whose mothers are

more traditional housewives. Thus, assuming that this greater

connection between work and pay would become evident in self-

allocation behavior, the amount allocated by the children was

examined as a function of the employment status of their

mothers. A measure of locus of control also was included in

the present study to explore the possibility of a relation-

ship between the acquisition of appropriate sex—role behavior

in self-allocation and causal attribution.

Subjects at the four grade levels completed an interview

task which included the sex-role preference and locus of con-

trol measures. Upon completing this interview, subjects were

presented with thirty reward units (candies in the first grade,

dimes in the other grades), and asked to take the amount of

reward they felt they had earned. After rewarding themselves,

the children were also asked to indicate the amount they felt

was "fair" pay for the work they had performed. Thus, both

the.amount they actually kept and the amount they considered

to be "fair" were the dependent measures.
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Contrary to expectations, the results revealed no sig-

nificant relationship between working mothers and the self-

allocation behavior of subjects. There also were nonsignifi—

cant findings when locus of control scores were correlated

‘with self-allocation behavior. However, there was, as pre—

dicted, an overall relationship between scores on the sex—

role preference scales and reward allocation behavior, as

subjects with more feminine preferences tended to reward them-

selves less and regard less pay as "fair."

These results indicate, somewhat surprisingly, that sex

differences in self-allocation start at a very young age, and

tend to increase at adolescence. The relationship between sex-

role preference and allocation behavior indicates that these

sex differences are a function of socialized sex-role pre-

scriptions, and that such differences might be better under-

stood by identifying the mechanisms by which these roles are

acquired and maintained.
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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

The biological and social variables associated with sex

are known to have important effects on many dimensions of cog-

nitive processes and behavior, ranging from aggression, anxiety,

and ego functioning to language capability and.mathematical

reasoning (see, e.g., Maccoby & Jacklin, 1974; Oetzel, 1966).

One area of research that consistently has generated sex dif-

ferences in adults deals with the distribution of rewards.

WOmen differ from men in the way in which they allocate pay-

ments to themselves and others. This sex difference has been

demonstrated a number of times (e.g., Leventhal & Lane, 1970;

Messé & Lichtman, 1972; Mikula, 1974), and there have been

numerous speculations offered to account for this phenomenon

(Leventhal, 1973).

The following sections initially review some of these

findings and their corresponding explanations, and introduces

support for these explanations from the developmental liter-

ature. Next, the research dealing with sex differences in

the allocation behavior of children is examined critically,

and the necessity of further research is discussed. Finally,

the relationship between the acquisition of sex-roles and
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2

sex differences in allocation behavior is examined and specific

research questions relating to the processes involved in sex-

role acquisition are introduced.

Sex Differences in Adult Reward Allocation Behavior
 

Sex differences have been reported in a number of studies

that investigated the influence of the norm of equity on

adults' reward allocation behavior (e.g., Lane & Messé, 1971;

Leventhal & Lane, 1970; Messé & Callahan, 1975; Messé &

Callahan-Levy, in press; Messé & Lichtman, 1972; Mikula, 1974).

The typical procedure used in studies of this type places

two or more group members in a situation in which they per-

form a specific task. Upon completion of the task, one of

the group members is selected to allocate a reward to her/him-

self and one or more coworkers. Equity theory (e.g., Adams,

1965) predicts that the reward will be divided so that each

person's outcome is proportional to her or his inputs. How-

ever, the results of much of the research in this area show

that women tend to be less influenced by this norm than are

men. For example, when asked to divide a reward between them-

selves and a same-sexed other person, women, who did better

on the task than their partners, tend to take less for them-

selves than do men (Leventhal & Lane, 1970). In an extension

of this work, Messé and Callahan-Levy (in press) conducted a

study that included conditions in which subjects determined

only their own payment or only that of another worker. Sub-

jects, who were recruited for pay, completed a one hour
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3

questionnaire task. Then, they were placed in separate rooms,

given six dollars each and asked to pay either themselves 23

another worker whatever they felt was appropriate. Females

who detenmined only their own pay took significantly less for

themselves than did males; the amount of money females allo-

cated to themselves also was less than the amount that both

females and males awarded to other females in the other-pay

conditions.

A number of explanations have been proposed to account

for the findings of sex differences in allocation behavior.

Vinacke and his collaborators (e.g., Uesugi & Vinacke, 1963;

Vinacke, 1969), who investigated coalition formation in game

situations, have suggested on the basis of their findings that,

relative to males, females are more altruistic, more concerned

with others' welfare, and generally more "accommodative."

According to Bardwick (1971), women are more motivated by

affilitative strivings than men, and therefore, are more con-

cerned with the notion of social desirability. Kahn (1972)

found women to be "anti-competitive," while Reitan and Shaw

(1964) and Whittaker (1965) assert that there is a tendency

towards acquiescence among females. Others (Mednick & Tangri,

1972; Messé & Callahan-Levy, in press) have speculated that

relative to males, females perceive less of a connection be-

tween work and monetary rewards. Finally, Gruder and Cook

(l970),in their study of sex differences in helping behavior,

interpreted their findings as suggesting that persons, in

general, are kinder to females.
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4

While each of these assertions might provide a seemingly

adequate explanation for specific findings, none, when con-

sidered alone, appears to account for all the varied evidence

of sex differences in reward allocation; nor can any one ex-

planation be considered to be the sole contributing factor

in determining any of these specific findings. For example,

Leventhal and Lane (1970) attribute their findings (that women

tend to underpay themselves) to a greater concern in females

for the welfare of others, and they cite Vinacke's "accommoda-

tive" explanation in support of their speculation. However,

since Leventhal and Lane (1970) used only like-sexed pairs in

their design, Gruder and Cook's (1970) findings that persons

are kinder to females also might account for some of the

differences.

Further, Vinacke's "accommodative" hypothesis does not

adequately explain why women in the Messé and Callahan-Levy

(in press) study underpaid themselves relative to males, since

in this situation they were not dividing a reward between them-

selves and another--they were asked only to take an amount for

themselves from a given sum of money. In this instance, al-

though it could be that the female subjects were behaving

accommodatively toward the experimenter and/or the psychology

department, a more reasonable explanation is that females are

socialized to perceive less of a connection than males between

the work they perform and payment for that work (Mednick &

Tangri, 1972). This explanation also can account for the

findings that females paid other women more than they paid
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5

themselves, since this weaker connection is thought to be a

personal internal standard that many women appear to share

rather than a general norm that would prescribe that all

women as members of a status deserve less for their work.

This less of a connection hypothesis can be viewed within

the perspective of equity theory (Adams, 1965; Walster,

Berscheid & Walster, 1973). In one version of the theory

(e.g., Lane & Messé, 1972; Weick, 1966) persons are assumed

to have, among other criteria of equity, an internal standard

by which they judge the adequacy of the compensation that is

available for a given level of work inputs. This standard

can be applied both to one's own rewards ("own equity") and

the rewards of others ("other equity"). In these terms, the

more tenuous connection between work and pay that is hy-

pothesized to be found in females could be manifested in a

weaker sense of own equity."

Recent findings of sex differences in the distribution

of rewards also support the position (Reitan & Shaw, 1964;

Whittaker, 1965) that females are more acquiescent to the

wishes, judgments, or expectations of persons with whom they

interact. Messé and Callahan (1975) reasoned that if this

tendency toward greater compliance in females, in fact, did

Operate, it would tend to influence the reward allocation be-

havior of women most when the expectations of the other some-

how were made explicit. Male and female subjects in the

study received a message, supposedly sent by a female or male

partner, which asked that either a norm of equity or a norm
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6

of equality be used to divide a reward. As usual, females

underrewarded themselves relative to males. 0f most interest

to the question of acquiescence in females was the finding

that women with superior inputs tended to take more for them-

selves--i.e., be more equitable-~only when they received a

message invoking equity that was sent by a male partner. Men

were not influenced by the content of a message sent from

partners of either sex.

Here again, the underlying causes of this apparent acqui-

escence to the wishes of a male partner might have been a re-

flection of a tendency towards accommodation or a concern with

what is socially desirable. Or, as Crano (1971) suggests,

females might have perceived males to possess greater exper-

tise at this type of task (reward distribution), and there-

fore, might have been more willing to comply.

Developmental Antecedents of Sex Differences

Tin Reward Allocatibn

There appears to be evidence that many of the processes

cited above as explanations for the allocation behavior of

adults begin to operate or have antecedents in the socializa-

tion of the child. For example, Vinacke and Gullickson

(1964) provide developmental support for their assertion that

females are more accommodative than males. They found that

When playing a game that required the formation of coalitions

to win, older females and younger children of both sexes tended

t1) form coalitions in which they tried to come to terms that
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7

were mutually satisfactory to all members. Older boys, on

the other hand, were much more exploitative and competitive.

Of particular interest to the present discussion is re-

search conducted by Douvan (1960) which tends to support

Bardwick's contention that females are more affiliative and

more concerned with the social aspects of behavior than are

males. Although Douvan's subjects were in the 14-16 year

age group, her results have implications for both the de-

velopment of sex-roles in children and sex-typed behaviors

in adults. Douvan (1960) found adolescent girls to be less

concerned with personal standards and values, and that sen-

sitivity and skill in interpersonal relationships predicted

girls' (but not boys') personal adjustment. This lack of

preoccupation with internal standards may correspond to

females' nonadherence to the norm of equity, particularly

when they are determining their own outcomes ("own equity").

Further support for females' greater concern with interacting

with others is provided in an early study by Campbell (1939),

who found that girls were more advanced in social development

at all ages.

Maccoby (1966) related evidence of sex differences in

intellectual functioning to her observations that young girls

may be more conforming, suggestible, and more dependent on

the opinions of others. She cites Witkin, et al.'s (1962)

speculation that women are more field dependent because they

are more oriented toward stimuli emanating from other people

as further evidence of these traits. These speculations
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8

parallel Reitan and Shaw's (1964) and Whittaker's (1965)

observations regarding acquiescence and conformity in adult

females.

Finally, Mednick and Tangri's (1972) suggestion that adult

females may perceive less of a relationship between work and

money than males also is supported by research with children.

Hartley (1959) measured five-,eightn.and eleven-year-old

males' and females' perceptions of appropriate sex-role be-

havior. Her subjects made clear distinctions regarding men's

and women's work roles: Homemaking duties are the woman's;

the money-making role is assigned to the man. Of particular

interest to the focus of the present research is the study

conducted by Hartley and Klein (1959) in which eight- and

eleven-year-Old boys and girls were asked to sex-type specific

behaviors. Girls with mothers who worked tended to sex-type

significantly less behaviors than did girls with mothers who

were not in the labor force.

Reward Allocation Behavior in Children
 

There are a number of reasonable explanations that might

account for the findings of sex differences in past research,

and these explanations also receive support from develop-

mental research. It will be necessary to test each of these

hypotheses individually in order to determine the merits and

limitations of each. To this end, for the reasons discussed

below, the present research focuses primarily on one hy-

pothesis--that females may perceive less of a connection



betxe

press

are t

or it

lseli

acqui

pria

havi

tion

with

in t

aPPI

i972

1971

in ;

no ;

veg

mak



9

between work and pay than males. Messé & Callahan-Levy (in

press) speculated that these different sex-linked perceptions

are the product of socialization processes, and are learned,

or in any event, incorporated into the self-concept (e.g.,

"self-socialized," Kohlberg, 1966) in conjunction with the

acquisition of appropriate sex-roles. This research is an

attempt to explore the characteristics of the male and fe-

male sex-role and the relationship between these roles and

reward allocation behavior at different ages.

Intuitively, it seems reasonable to assume that as fe-

males and males get older they learn and adopt more appro-

priate social roles--including sex-roles--and that their be-

havior at different ages should reflect this social matura-

tion. Thus, some pattern of allocation behavior should emerge,

with age being positively related to known sex differences

in the reward distribution behavior of male and female adults.

Several investigators have applied a developmental

approach to reward distribution research (e.g., Lane & Coon,

1972; Leventhal & Anderson, 1970; Lerner, 1974; Lichtman,

1973). However, the findings with regard to sex differences

in this area have been varied and contradictory, and, as yet,

no pattern can be discerned from the results of these in-

vestigations. A review of the relevant literature should

make this conclusion obvious.
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Leventhal and Anderson (1970) concluded that kindergarten

children, when given the power to divide rewards (colorful

picture seals), are influenced jointly by the desire to main-

tain equity and a desire to protect their own self-interests.

With regard to their findings that females took less for them-

selves in this situation, they suggested that girls may be

more interested in maintaining harmonious relationships and

therefore generally disinclined to take a larger share of the

reward at another child's expense.

Lerner (1974) used a similar procedure in an attempt to

replicate Leventhal and Anderson's (1970) basic findings and

found the opposite results--that five-year-old girls tended

to take a larger share for themselves than boys. Lerner

(1974) suggests that the children in his study followed the

dictates of two norms: The norm of parity, which dictates

equal outcomes for each and ignores inputs; and the norm of

equity, which requires that each person's share be propor-

tional to her or his inputs.

Lane and Coon (1972) did not find sex differences in a

study similar to Leventhal and Anderson's (1970) and Lerner's

(1974). However, they did find that four-year-olds distri-

bute rewards self-interestedly by taking more than half for

themselves, while five-year-olds tend to follow the norm of

parity in allocating rewards. Benton (1971) found that young

females prefer to follow the norm of parity when dividing

toys between themselves and friends, while Lichtman (1973)

found that, although older children (aged 7, 9, and 11 years)



were

7
)
”

(
D

beha‘

J.’ If

‘uLL

were

prei

to (

eXpe

no 1

c'no:

fret

twe

inv

You

to

of

Dar

and



11

were more influenced by the norm of equity than five-year-olds,

the sex of the allocator had no effect on reward allocation

behavior.

Thus, it appears that the findings in the area of sex

differences in reward distribution behavior in children are

varied and highly discrepant, thus making many of the hy-

potheses discussed above difficult to examine from a de-

velopmental perspective. These discrepancies might be due

primarily to differences in the various experimental pro-

cedures that were used in these investigations. Each study

used a different task, reward, and rationale for the payment

situation. In some instances (e.g., Benton, 1971) children

were told they had done better at the task (a reading com-

prehension test) than their partner and were therefore allowed

to divide toys between themselves and the other. In other

experimental situations (e.g., Leventhal & Anderson, 1970),

no explanations were provided as to why the child had been

chosen to divide the reward, which varied across experiments

from picture seals to ball point pens to actual money, be-

tween themselves and another. Also, none of these studies

investigated directly the self-pay situation behavior of

young girls and boys.

Thus, the major goal of the present research--in order

to test the hypothesis that females "learn" to perceive less

of a connection than males between work and pay--was to com-

pare directly the self-reward allocation behavior of female

and male children at various ages. The present research used
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an experimental situation that was as similar as possible,

in terms of experimental realism and salience of reward, to

the previous research on self-allocation behavior that ex-

amined the actions of college students. It was thought that

this simpler phenomenon--self-allocation rather than self-

other reward distribution--would yield less equivocal results,

and provide information interpretable in terms of past re-

search with adults.

In summary, this research was designed to investigate

directly sex differences in the self-allocation behavior of

children at several age levels. Children's self-allocation

behavior was chosen as the focus of this investigation in

order to explore the hypothesis that past findings of sex

differences in the behavior of adults might be due, in part,

to the fact that males and females learn to place different

emphasis on the importance of receiving a reward for their

work efforts (i.e., females make less of a connection be-

tween work and pay). By requiring that the children pay

only themselves, the possibility that females might be con-

cerning themselves with another's welfare was minimized.

Acquisition of Sex-Roles
 

Implicit in a discussion of the developmental antece-

dents of sex differences in reward allocation is the assump-

tion that the differences in females' and males' behavior

are related directly to socialized sex—roles. Given this

general premise, it is important to review the research
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findings relevant to children's acquisition of these roles,

and to determine the nature of any apparent patterns in the

socialization processes. Thus, this section discusses three

specific issues: (a) differences in the patterns of males'

and females' role acquisition; (b) modeling as a socialization

mechanism that might be involved in the learning of appro-

priate sex-roles; and (c) possible concommitant changes in

locus of control during the socialization process.

Patterns of Role Acquisition
 

Gesell, et a1. (1940) found that more than two-thirds of

the three-year-olds tested in their study could answer correctly

the question, "Are you a little girl or a little boy?" A

majority of the two-and one-half-year-old children could not.

It would appear then, that by the time children reach the age

of three, or soon after, they are able to recognize their

correct sex label. However, Kohlberg (1966) has demonstrated

that young children are not certain of the constancy of

sexual identity before the age of five or six. Kohlberg

(1966) asked children aged four through eight whether a pic-

tured girl could be a boy if she wanted to. Most four-year-

old subjects said she could if she wore the appropriate hair-

cut or clothes. By age six or seven, most children were cer-

tain that a girl could not change her sex. Kohlberg points

out that this age of the onset of sex constancy corresponds

to Piaget's cognitive-developmental notions of object con-

stancy.
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While it is important to note at what age or stage the

child becomes aware of his own sex, of more importance to the

present discussion of sex-role acquisition is the point at

which young males and females internalize their own sexual

identity and become sex-typed in their own preferences and

behaviors. Brown (1957) and Hartup and Zook (1960) report

a positive relationship between age and sex-role preferences

for males--there appears to be a steady change towards greater

masculinity during the period between three and eleven years

old. Hartup and Zook (1960) also found that four-year-old

girls made significantly more feminine choices than three-

year-old girls. However, this linear relationship between

.age and femininity appears to cease, as Brown (1957) reports

a change toward masculinity in older girls. Preschool-aged

girls possessed the most feminine sex-role preferences of

any group in the three- to ten-year-old period. Then,

according to Brown (1957), a marked change in sex-role pre-

ference patterns occurs in girls in the fifth grade. Girls

at this age (10-11 years old) appear to show much less

preference for the masculine role and begin to express a

stronger and increased preference for things that are

feminine.

In their investigation of sex-role concepts among elemen-

tary school age girls, Hartley and Klein (1959) found no sig-

nificant differences between girls who were eight years old

and those who were eleven, but some evidence of a trend in

the direction of more sex-typing by the eight-year-olds was

apparent.
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Given the variability in findings and general lack of

consensus regarding the specific course of sex-role socializa-

tion in females, there is only one generalization that can be

made with any degree of confidence: Sex-role acquisition in

females is a complex process, and appears to be less linearly

patterned than it is in males. This does not seem too sur-

prising, given the more ambiguous nature of the female sex-

role at early ages; the sanctions against females who engage

in out-of—role behaviors are much less severe than for males

at most age levels. Thus, it is far more socially acceptable

for a young girl to be a "tomboy" than for a young boy to be

a "sissy." These negative sanctions that are present for

males but not for females are most likely a reflection on

the values contemporary society places on the respective

sex-roles. Thus, the more erratic developmental pattern of

female sex-role acquisition may also be a function of the

female having to take on a role of lesser social value, while

at the same time learning that the male role is considered

more socially desirable.

Given this evidence for a more complex pattern of sex-

role acquisition in females, it appears that a more direct

measure of the relationship between role acquisition and

social behavior is necessary, Since the assumption that there

is a simple, positive relationship between age and appropriate

sex-role preference probably is not valid for females. Thus,

a more valid test of the premise that sex-role and allocation

behavior are related in females would be to measure role
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preference and determine whether it was correlated with

actual behavior, within a number of age levels.

Thus, measures of sex-role preferences also were in-

cluded in the present research in an attempt to explore a

specific instance of the general hypothesis that the more

a person shows a preference for enacting one of the sex-

roles, irrespective of her or his biological sex, the more

she or he will exhibit behaviors that appear to be related

to that role. Specifically, I tested the hypothesis that

the more feminine the sex-role preference, the more likely

a person was to allocate a reward to her-or himself in a

manner that was similar to the behavior of adult females.

I expected that these measures would (a) relate to the

biological sex of the respondents, and (b) correlate with

the allocation behavior such that the more feminine the sex-

role preference, the less the reward allocated to oneself,

irrespective of age level.

Modeling as a Socialization Mechanism
 

As noted, one major premise underlying the present in-

vestigation is that differential socialization patterns lead

to the acquisition of different social roles in females and

males, and that the evidence of sex differences in adult re-

ward allocation is one example, however minor, of the dif-

ference between these socialized roles. That is, it appears

that one aspect of the socially accepted male sex-role is

that it prescribes that a male earn a reward for effort that
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he expends. This is not to say that females do not also

learn to expect a reward for their efforts. The difference

may lie in the degree of importance of the reward per se for

males and females, or, perhaps, in the type of reward that

will be seen as satisfactory. That is, young girls may learn

that they, as females, should not be concerned with being

monetarily rewarded, or, it may be that as a number of re-

searchers (e.g., Bardwick, 1973; Douvan, 1960) have speculated,

females may be concerned more than males with the social and

interpersonal aspects of behavior. Thus, whereas the male role

prescribes monetary reward for work, females may learn to ob-

tain satisfying rewards from such sources as the interpersonal

interactions associated with the work, and may therefore place

less importance on the monetary rewards available.

Moreover, if, on the other hand, females learn to de-

emphasize reward directly from their role-models (e.g., their

mother who does not receive rewards for her housework that

are comparable to the father's for his work) then different

models might produce different perceptions of the relation-

ship between apprOpriate sex-role behavior and the importance

of tangible rewards. One test of this hypothesized modeling

mechanism would be a comparison of females who had employed

mothers--mothers who earned a tangible monetary reward for

their inputs-~with females whose mother's sole "occupation"

was that of housewife. AS noted earlier, Hartley and Klein

(1959) found evidence that daughters of working mothers sex-

typed significantly less behaviors than daughters of
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non-employed mothers. This finding provides some evidence

for the existence of an effect of role-modeling on the learn-

ing of appropriate sex-roles. Thus, the present research

investigated the possibility that there might be some direct

relationship between the employment status of the female's

mother and her self-allocation behavior. It was expected

that if modeling is a strong factor in sex-role acquisition,

females with employed mothers would make more of a connection,

or would place more emphasis on obtaining the monetary reward

than other females who had more traditional role models.

Thus, within the more general scope of the present re-

search, it was reasoned that if, in fact, females "learn"

less of a connection between work and pay as part of their

acquiring an appropriate sex-role, and if this sex-role ac-

quisition is a direct function of the behavior of role models,

then different characteristics in role models should produce

different characteristics in the female actor. Thus, it was

expected that daughters of working mothers should learn to

make more of a connection between work and pay, and that this

connection should affect directly their self-allocation be-

havior.

Locus of Control: A Possible Correlate of Sex Differences

in Allocation Behavior
 

Whatever the mechanism underlying sex-role socialization,

it is clear from the findings of past research (e.g., Lane &

Messé, 1971; Leventhal & Lane, 1970; Messé & Callahan, 1975;
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Messé & Callahan-Levy, in press; Messé & Lichtman, 1972;

Mikula, 1974) that adult females consistently demand less

reward for their work than males. Another area where there

is relatively consistent evidence of sex differences is in

research dealing with causal attribution. Internal-external

locus of control refers to the extent to which persons feel

they have control over their own outcomes and environment.

The findings of a number of studies (e.g., Feather, 1969;

Simon & Feather, 1973; Deaux, 1974; Riemer, 1975) indicate

that there is a greater tendency on the part of college-age

women to attribute success and failure to external factors.

This difference in causal attributions has been found in a

wide variety of situations, ranging from performance on aca-

demic examinations (Feather, 1969) to perceptions of musical

ability (Riemer, 1975).

If these sex differences in locus of control are also a

reflection of differences in sex-role expectations, then it

seems reasonable to assume that as the discrepancy between

males' and females' self-allocation behavior becomes more

evident, so should this difference in modes of causal attri-

bution. That is, as the female or male learns to adopt appro-

priate role prescribed behaviors, the occurrence of behavioral

differences related to these role prescriptions might be ex-

pected to be correlated. If these two differences in fact

do occur concommitantly, then the next step in the research

process might be to make and to test directly speculations

regarding the actual relationship between the two behaviors.
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For example, perhaps the female's tendency to underreward

herself is related to her perceived lack of control over her

environment. That is, behavioral evidence of what might be

termed a weaker sense of "own equity" in females might be

related to the evidence that females are less internal in

their locus of control.

On the other hand, it also is possible that both of these

differences in fact might be related to the acquisition of

appropriate sex-roles and yet not become evident at the same

time. In other words, although both of these differences

have been found in college—age adults (e.g., Feather, 1969;

Messé & Callahan-Levy, in press), it is possible that they

are acquired at different ages or maturational levels in

females and males. Thus, the design of the present research

included a measure of locus of control to explore the possi-

bility of a relationship between the acquisition of appro-

priate sex-role behavior in self-allocation and causal attri-

bution.

Hypotheses
 

In the research to be described in the next chapter, the

following hypotheses were tested:

1. Females and males "learn" or acquire a tendency, through

specific role socialization, to be satisfied with different

amounts or types of rewards. Thus, females should differ from

males in the amount of reward they perceive to be sufficient

payment for work performed. Although I reasoned that as



21

children adopt their appropriate sex-roles, they should also

exhibit what has been found to be sex-typed behavior, evi-

dence of the erratic developmental course of female sex-role

identification makes it difficult to develop predictions re-

garding the exact pattern of sex differences in self-allocation

at different age levels.’ Thus, the simplest and most straight-

forward prediction is that differences as a function of age

will occur in some pattern in which the behaviors of the

oldest group (early adolescence) will most closely parallel

known differences in adults.

2. Based on a premise that modeling is important in sex-role

acquisition, I predicted that daughters of working mothers

should make more of a connection between work and pay and

should therefore pay themselves more like males than would

daughters of nonworking mothers.

3. I expected that scores on the sex-role preference mea-

sures indicating appropriate sex-role preference would cor-

relate with known sex-typed allocation behavior. That is,

the more feminine the preference, the less the reward that

a person will allocate to her- or himself.



CHAPTER II

METHOD

This chapter presents the methodology and design that

were used to test the hypotheses. A factorial design was

used to determine sex and age differences in the self-

allocation behavior of children. Subjects at four age levels

were placed in a work setting, and upon completion of the

task were asked to determine their own pay for their work.

The amount of reward that the children actually kept and

the amount that they considered to be "fair" pay were mea-

sured, compared between sexes and age levels, and correlated

with scores on a locus of control measure, sex-role pref-

erence scales, and other demographic information.

Pilot Study
 

Female and male students from the first, fourth, and

seventh grades (the tenth grade was not available for test-

ing) took part in a pilot study. The purpose of this pilot

study was three-fold.

First, it was necessary to obtain some approximate mea-

sure of what the subjects considered to be appropriate pay

for their participation in an experiment of this type, so

that an overpay condition similar to that used in Messé and

22
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Callahan-Levy (in press) could be established and incorporated

into the design of the present research. Thus, fourth and

seventh graders completed a short questionnaire pertaining

to their perceptions of activities and occupations (as de-

scribed below) and were asked to indicate how much they thought

persons their age should be paid for "work" similar to that

which they had just completed. (It should be noted that the

length of the "work" period in the pilot study was somewhat

shorter than that which was used in the actual experiment.

Thus, the amounts indicated as appropriate by subjects were

considered to be somewhat smaller than what they might allo-

cate in the actual situation.)

These responses were compiled, and the results indicated

that fourth graders felt that, on the average, 70.3c was.

appropriate pay (X'= 62.5c for 10 females; 80¢ for 8 males),

while the seventh graders saw an average of 71.7¢ as appro-

priate (X'= 76.7c for 12 females; 66.8c for 11 males). Thus,

$3.00 was eventually established as a comparable overpayment

for the grade levels that were to be receiving cash as pay-

ment. ($6.00 was used in the Messé & Callahan-Levy study.)

Secondly, there was some question as to the appropriate-

ness and salience of money as a reward for the six-year-old

first graders. Thus, first graders were asked to choose

which they would prefer (in general, not as a reward for

their work) from pictured nickels, dimes, quarters, and

several combinations of each. Examination of their responses

revealed that most of the first graders seemed to be confused
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in their concepts of the values of coins, and further dis-

cussions with the first grade teachers supported this con-

clusion. Thus, anticipating these results, during the first

grade pilot sessions, subjects also were asked, in a manner

similar to that used with the fourth and seventh graders, how

many Hershey Kisses they felt would be appropriate pay for

"work" like they just had completed. Subjects could choose

from one to ten kisses, and the average amount chosen was

$7.49 (X'= 6.5 for the 11 females; 8.4 for the 14 males).

(It was felt that this upper limit of ten may have kept the

average lower than it might have been if subjects had been

given a free choice.) It should also be noted that virtually

all of the first graders in the pilot classroom liked the

candies and considered them to be suitable reward for work.

Thus, it was decided that Hershey Kisses would be sub-

stituted for coins for the first graders in the subsequent

actual data collection.1 In order that an equal number of

units of reward would be offered to each grade level, first

graders were offered 30 Hershey Kisses, while fourth, seventh,

and tenth graders were asked to pay themselves from 30 dimes

($3.00).

 

1This substitution did not affect the analysis or inter-

pretation of the results, since the units (0 - 30) of the

total reward kept were the basic dependent measure, and since

comparisons between sexes within grade levels were deemed

to be of most importance to test the hypotheses.
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Thirdly, the pilot study data were used in devising the

measures of sex-role preferences to be used in the actual

experiment. The two scales were the "activities" scale,

and the "vocations" scale (see Appendix A), which consisted

of lists of ten activities or occupations, respectively.

These activities and occupations were chosen to be used

only after a multistep process of elimination had been em-

ployed. First, two lists of over 30 activities and 30 occu-

pations were distributed to approximately 70 undergraduate

and graduate students to be ranked according to the masculin-

ity and femininity of each stimulus. Those 20 items from

each scale that best discriminated between male and female

activities and occupations were then presented to the various

grades of school children in the pilot sessions. The stu-

dents were asked to indicate "whether a bgy_would most like

the activity or whether a gi£1_would most like the activity

(or occupation)." The scores (number of B's or G's) and

standard deviations of these items were then used to select

10 activities and occupations whose scores had the least

variance and which fell at 10 approximately equal intervals.

These ten items then were presented to 87 undergraduates

(who volunteered for credit in their introductory psychology

classes at Michigan State) to be ranked according to their

masculinity or femininity. Their instructions indicated

that the most masculine was to be ranked 10, the most
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feminine 1, and so on.2 These subjects were specifically

instructed to indicate how they saw these activities or

occupations in the 3231 world, as they existed in today's

society, n23 as the subjects might like them to be or how

they thought they should be. The final rankings, as shown

in Table l and Table 2 were surprisingly uniform and very

similar to the original scores obtained from the school

children.

Table l.--Ranks and Standard Deviations of Items in the

"Activities" Scale

 

 

Ranking Standard Deviation

 

PLAYING FOOTBALL 1 .402

SEWING 0R KNITTING 10 .424

SHOVELING SNOW' 2 .840

COOKING 0R BAKING 9 1.050

GOING CAMPING 3 1.344

DANCING 8 .828

GOING BOWLING 4 1.296

SWIMMING 5 1.245

ICE SKATING 7 1.492

READING 6 1.362

 

Note. Numbers indicate reflected rankings, ranging from

1 = most masculine to 10 8 most feminine.

 

2In order that the direction of the correlation coeffi-

cients be more clearly congruent with the hypothesis (since a

negative correlation between feminine scores and reward allo-

cation was predicted) in the analyses, these ranks were sub-

sequently reflected, so that the most feminine rank became 10,

the most masculine, 1. Thus, Tables 1 and 2 contain the re-

flected ranks of scale items.
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Table 2.--Ranks and Standard Deviations of Items in the

"Vocation" Scale

 

 

 

Ranking Standard Deviation

FIREFIGHTER 2 .928

SECRETARY 10 .703

FOOTBALL PLAYER l .655

NURSE 9 .761

ASTRONAUT 3 1.807

TEACHER 8 .990

POLICE OFFICER 4 1.017

PARENT 7 1.400

DOCTOR 5 1.121

BAKER 6 1.173

 

Note. Numbers indicate reflected rankings, ranging from

1 - most masculine, to 10 =most feminine.

 

Reward Allocation Study

Recruitment of subjects

The subjects were male and female students in the first,

fourth, seventh, and tenth grades3 from schools in a lower-

middle to middle-class suburb of Lansing, Michigan. Per-

mission was obtained from the school administrators to test

 

3The first, fourth, seventh, and tenth grades were chosen

for study for two reasons. First, the nature of the task and

experimental manipulations were such that all grades received

the same measures, and first grade appeared to be the minimum

age at which subjects could comprehend the requirements of

the experiment. Secondly, as noted, past research has shown

the pattern of sex-role development for females to be non-

linear, in that there is an increasing preference for the

masculine role until the age of 10 or 11 (Brown, 1957). Thus,

an effort was made to include the age groups that might re-

flect this pattern of development.
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two classrooms of each grade level, and, in the first, fourth,

and seventh grades, parents were notified of their child's

possible participation and permission slips were returned by

the subjects prior to the study. One classroom at each grade

level provided subjects for the pilot study, while the second

provided subjects for the actual data collection. The average

age for each grade of subjects was 6.6 years for the first

graders, 9.4 years for the fourth graders, 12.8 years for the

seventh graders, and 15.9 for the tenth graders. Table 3 pre-

sents the number of males and females at each grade level who

were examined.

Table 3.--Number of Female and.Male Subjects at Each Grade Level

 

 

Grade Level

 

lst 4th 7th 10th

Females 7 12 ll 10

Males l4 9 7 10

 

The individual teachers at each grade level were con-

sulted and agreed to introduce the experiment to the subjects

very briefly, indicating that the experimenters were from

Michigan State University and desired help with a project

they were doing that dealt with (elementary, junior high, or

senior high school) students. All subjects were asked whether

they wanted to participate and were given ample opportunity
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to refuse. Since the experiment was presented further as a

"job" they would be performing and for which they would be

paid, this option of "not working" seemed reasonable. Only

one subject, a tenth grade female, declined to participate.

She indicated that she would rather use the time to finish

a homework assignment that was past due.

Instruments
 

The several instruments used in this study were contained

in an interview protocol, and required approximately 25 min—

utes to complete and was the "task" for which subjects were to

be paid. A female or male undergraduate experimenter (counter-

balanced with male and female subjects) verbally administered

the interview protocol individually to each subject at each

grade level. A copy of this protocol is included in Appendix A.

The first sheet of the protocol contained a number of

biographic-demographic questions. These questions pertained

to the age of the subject, family size and composition,

father's employment status, mother's employment status, sub-

ject's work history, and subject's future vocational and

marriage plans.

Activities scale. Since previously used measures have
 

been found to be unreliable, invalid, or were unsuited to the

age range in the present study, the "activities" scale and

the "vocational" scale were devised as a means of measuring

subjects' sex-role preferences. The "activities" scale (as
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described above and as shown in Appendix A) consisted of a

list of ten activities in which young peOple may participate.

In the actual data collection, subjects were not asked

to rank the items or to indicate whether each item was mas-

culine or feminine. Rather, actual subjects were asked to

indicate their own preferences for the activities. The ex-

perimenter read through the list twice, asking the subject

to indicate her or his three most preferred items the second

time through the list.

Vocation scale. As noted, the "vocation" scale was con-
 

structed in exactly the same manner as the "activities" scale.

(They were ranked at the same time by all pre-test groups.)

These ten items were presented to the actual subjects as part

of the interview protocol in the same manner as the "activi-

ties" scale. Subjects were asked to choose their three most

preferred occupations (what they would like to be when they

"grow up") and indicate these to the interviewer.

The Bialer-Cromwell Children's Locus of Control Scale.
 

This scale was designed to measure the extent to which a child

characteristically construes events or outcomes (both positive

and negative) as being contingent upon her or his own actions

(i.e., internally controlled) rather than upon fate, chance,

or other pe0ple (i.e., externally controlled). The scale

originally consisted of 23 questions, verbally administered

and worded so that a yes or no answer indicates internal or

external control. It has been successfully used with normal

children from the first to eighth grades (Bialer, 1960).
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Ten items were chosen from the scale on the basis of their

item-total scores point-biserial correlation coefficient

obtained during the standardization of the scale (Bialer, 1960),

and their nonredundancy. Thus, those items with the highest

item-total coefficients were chosen and redundant questions

were omitted. The selected questions are contained in

Appendix A.

Post-allocation measures. The final page of the inter-
 

view protocol (see Appendix A) contained instructions for the

subjects' self-allocation and five brief questions related

to the subjects' perception of their performance and chosen

reward. The subjects were asked, "HOW”Well did you do at

this 'job'?" and given the choice of responding "good job,

fair job, or poor job." Two questions assessing the subjects'

perception of their performance relative to females and males

were also asked. These questions were worded: "Do you think

you did better than most boys/girls your age would do?" Sub-

jects were allowed to choose from three answers, "better, same,

or worse." A fourth question dealt with the subjects' degree

of satisfaction with the money they allocated themselves. sub-

jects were asked to choose from "very happy, satisfied, or

unhappy" to answer the question, "Are you happy with the amount

you were paid (paid yourself) for the job you did?" The fifth

question asked what the subjects felt was fair pay for the

"job" and subjects could indicate any amount.
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Variables and Experimental Design

The design of the present research was both "experimental"

and correlational. Sex of Subject and Grade Level were ex-

amined in a 2 x 4 (first, fourth, seventh, and tenth grades)

factorial design. There were two dependent measures in this

design: (a) the amount of reward subjects actually allocated

to themselves, and (b) the amount of reward subjects indicated

was "fair" pay on the post-allocation question.

In addition, these two measures (actual and "fair" allo-

cation) were examined as a function of: (1) the employment

status of the subject's mother (working or nonworking),

(2) two measures of sex-role preferences (the "activities"

scale and "vocation" scale scores), (3) scores on a locus of

control measure, and (4) various demographic variables.

Procedure
 

A.major goal in designing the present research was to rep-

licate as closely as possible the design and procedure used in

Messé and Callahan-Levy's (in press) study which dealt in part

with the self-allocation behavior of college-age females and

males. Thus, the basic designs and procedures in the two

studies are very similar. However, the procedure followed in

the present research does deviate somewhat from the former,

and these deviations are related directly to differences in

the nature of the subjects who took part in the two studies.

Messé and Callahan-Levy recruited college-age subjects

for pay through an advertisement in the State News, the
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campus newspaper. Although the subjects in the present re-

search were essentially volunteers who were also recruited

for pay, the act of volunteering required very little effort

on their part. In fact, many of the elementary, junior, and

senior high students appeared to welcome the opportunity to

be excused from class for the time required by the study.

Thus, one essential difference between the two studies is

the motivation of subjects for the pay offered. It is not

possible to determine the degree to which this difference

might affect the interpretation of the results, but it is

assumed that these differences in motivation would be uni-

form across sex, within grades.

As stated above, subjects who participated in the pre-

sent research were given a brief introduction to the experi-

ment by their classroom teacher during which they were given

the opportunity to decline to take part. In fact, first,

fourth, and seventh grade students were informed about the

study more than a week in advance when they were given per—

mission slips for their parents to Sign. Most students,

however, appeared to be very interested and anxious to take

part in the research.

The experiment was conducted in classrooms of the elemen—

tary, junior high, and senior high schools. The experimenters

arrived at the classroom at a prearranged time, and after the

initial brief introduction by the teacher, one half of the class-

room (approximately 10 students, both male and female) were
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escorted to another large classroom containing tables and

chairs. While still standing together in the group, the

subjects were given additional information about the study.

At this time they were told by one experimenter that they

were about to complete a "job" for a class of students at

M.S.U., which consisted of being interviewed for one half

hour about the way they felt about certain things. The stu-

dents were also told that they should take this "job"

seriously and do their best to answer the questions honestly

and accurately.

These initial instructions were very similar to those

given to undergraduates in the Messé and Callahan-Levy study.

However, the amount of time subjects spent working at the

task was less than the one hour that subjects in the Messé

and Callahan-Levy study worked. This was necessitated by

limitations placed on the amount of time the younger stu-

dents could be excused from.their regular school work by

the principals and teachers involved. This time limitation

also was made necessary by the fact that the interview had

to be administered verbally by individual experimenters (to

assure uniformity at all grade/reading levels).

Next, the subjects were introduced individually to an

experimenter who seated them at a table where the interview

protocol and payment materials were located. Students were

seated in such a manner that they faced the experimenter who

had her or his back to a wall, so that no subject could see

or communicate with the other subjects in the room. When
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all the subjects had been seated, the experimenters began

the interview protocol (see Appendix A) which required approx-

imately 25 minutes to complete. The experimenters made it

clear to the subjects that each portion of the interview was

nonevaluative, and encouraged each subject to think about

the questions before answering them.

Self-allocation. At the completion of the interview,
 

subjects were given the opportunity to pay themselves. This

portion of the experiment was conducted in the following

manner. Subjects were told that their "job" was completed

and that it was time to be paid. The rationale for self-

payment was provided as follows:

"We have some money to pay you. The only problem

is, we don't know what fair pay is for a "job"

like this for someone like you. So we've decided

to let each person take what they feel is a fair

amount of money for their work. This means we

want you to take what you feel you deserve."

It was also stressed that there was no "correct" amount,

and that subjects would actually keep the amount they chose.

After the subjects received these instructions, the ex-

perimenter placed 30 dimes or 30 candies on a large card-

board and gave the subject a blank envelope and an envelope

marked "leftover." Subjects were instructed to put what

they wanted in the blank envelope, which they would keep,
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and to put the remainder in the envelope marked "leftover."4

An important portion of the instructions stressed that the

experimenter would turn around and not look, or, if possible,

leave the room, so that no one would know how much money the

subject actually kept. They were also told that any money

leftover would be returned to M.S.U. to be used for other

Studies.

 

4For the first graders, the chocolates allocated by sub-

jects were, as noted, placed in an envelope. However, since

I was concerned with both the children's sense of what was

fair (since the rewards varied) and with their appetites for

lunch, the envelopes were marked with the child's name and

given to the teacher for safe-keeping until after school

was over for the day.



CHAPTER III

RESULTS

Self-Allocation Behavior
 

Hypothesis 1
 

There were two measures of allocation behavior in the

present study: (1) the actual amount of money that subjects

allocated as pay, and (2) the amount that subjects indicated

that they felt was "fair" pay on a post-allocation question.

Summary data for the self-allocation dependent measures

are presented in Table 4, which presents the mean number of

units (candy in the first grade, dimes in the fourth, seventh,

and tenth grades) actually kept and indicated as "fair" pay

by males and females at the four grade levels.

Table 4.--Mean Number of Units Kept and Indicated as

 

 

"Fair" Pay

Males Females

Grade

Level Actual Fair Actual Fair

1 16.57 16.14 11.00 10.00

4 18.56 15.44 12.92 9.00

7 6.57 5.29 3.73 4.64

10 10.70 8.05 2.40 3.00
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The amount of the reward subjects actually kept and the

amount they indicated was "fair" pay on the relevant post-

allocation question were subjected to a 2 (Sex of Subject)

x 4 (Grade Level) x 2 (Reward, actual vs. appropriate;

a repeated measure) unweighted means analysis of variance,

which revealed three significant main effects. Table 5

presents a summary of this ANOVA.

Table 5.--Summary of the 2 (Sex of Subject) x 4 (Grade Level)

x 2 (Actual vs. Fair) Repeated Measures ANOVA

 

 

 

Source d: SS M§_ F

Grade (A) 3 504569.76 168189.92 11.79**

Sex (B) l 286202.81 286202.81 20.07**

A x B 3 27019.47 9006.49 .63

Error I 72 1026820.08 14261.39

Reward (C) 1 14445.31 14445.31 4.39*

A x C 3 15869.16 5289.72 1.61

B x C 1 1204.32 1204.32 .38

A x B x C 3 5970.54 1990.18 .61

Error II 72 236799.99 3288.88

*2 < .05

**p < .001

As Hypothesis 1 predicted, and as Tables 4 and 5 indi-

cate, there was a main effect for the sex of the subject,

in that males tended to reward themselves more than females

and felt that more pay was appropriate or "fair" over all

grade levels. The results of planned comparisons performed
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on the average of the two scores within each grade level re-

vealed that males' allocation scores were significantly greater

than females' in the first (£p= 2.12, p_'<.05), fourth (t_=

2.30, p <:.05), and tenth (t = 2.50, p <:.025) grades. Al-

though, as Table 4 indicates, the mean scores for the seventh

graders were in the predicted direction, the difference be-

tween male and female scores at this grade level was not sig-

nificant (t = .60).

There also was a significant main effect for grade level,

and an examination of Table 4 indicates that as the grade

level increased the amount of reward that the subjects actually

kept and the amount that they felt was fair pay tended to de-

crease. Comparisons performed on the average of the two

scores between adjacent grade levels for both sexes indicated

that there was a significant decrease in the amounts kept and

thought to be fair only between the fourth and seventh grades

(F = 20.51, p <:.001). Figure 1 illustrates the overall

pattern of self-allocation for females and males over grade

levels.

An examination of the cell means relevant to the reward

(actual or "fair") main effects indicates that, overall, sub-

jects tended actually to keep more of the reward than they

felt was fair pay. The absence of a significant Sex of Sub-

ject x Reward interaction indicates, however, that there

were no significant differences between the behavior of fe-

males and males regarding this variable.



Number of
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Grade Level
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Figure 1. Female and Male Self-Allocation

Unit Scores as a Function of Grade Level

(Averaged over Actual and "Fair")
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Given that the analysis of variance tests the significance

of interval rather than ratio differences, and given that these

interval differences tend to be constrained by the total score

over the cells of a given comparison, it was thought appro-

priate to perform a secondary ANOVA on the proportion of the

average male allocation within age group that each female allo-

cated to herself. That is, a comparison of interest to

Hypothesis 1 is the Grade Level x Sex Interaction (which was

predicted, in that it would indicate that at some point fe-

males took less for themselves as they matured). The previous

ANOVA performed on unit scores revealed that this interaction

was not significant (Table 5). However, the main effect for

Grade Level in the first ANOVA indicated that both male and

female subjects took less as grade level increased, such that

by the seventh grade, the mean allocation was only approxi-

mately 5 units, across sex. This increasingly small level of

reward had the effect, as noted, of constraining the size of

the interval differences between the conditions of sex with-

in a grade, and therefore affected adversely the Sex x Grade

Level interaction.

Therefore, in an attempt to examine Hypothesis 1 more

validly, actual and "fair" female scores were transformed

to "proportion" scores, which represented the female's pro-

portion of the mean males' score at each grade level. For

example, each first grade female's actual and "fair" scores

were divided by the respective actual and "fair" means of
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the first grade males' scores. In this way, an analysis could

be performed on ratio scores, rather than the more constrained

interval units.

These female "proportion" scores were subjected to a

Grade Level x Reward (actual vs. "fair," a repeated measure)

unweighted means analysis of variance. The means, averaged

over actual and "fair," were 64.15 for the first grade, 63.92

for the fourth grade, 72.14 for the seventh grade, and 28.85

for the tenth grade. The pattern of the means across grade

level is shown in Figure 2.

Planned comparisons (Winer, 1962, p. 208) performed be-

tween adjacent grade levels revealed that, as predicted by

Hypothesis 1, the proportion scores for the tenth grade fe-

males were Significantly less than the scores for seventh

grade girls (5 = 2.33, p <=.02). Finally, as in the first

analysis, the interaction of grade and reward was not sig-

nificant (F = 1.20). Moreover, the main effect for reward

also was not significant, indicating that "proportion" scores

were not affected by the type of reward measure examined

(although, as noted above, absolute units were).

Tests of Possible Correlates with Allocation Behavior
 

Hypothesis 2
 

Hypothesis 2 predicted that daughters of working mothers

would take more of the reward for themselves than daughters

of mothers who were not in the labor force. Thus, a 2 (Sex

of Subject) x 4 (Grade Level) x 2 (Mother's WOrk Status)



Female

Score

Mean

Male

Score
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analysis of variance was performed on the amount of reward

subjects actually kept. Contrary to expectations, this

analysis revealed no significant relationship between working

mothers and the self-allocation behavior of subjects, as

neither the main effect for Work Status (F = .30) nor the

Sex of Subject x Work Status interaction (F = .42) was sig-

nificant.

Hypothesis 3
 

It was predicted that scores on the sex—role preference

scales would correlate with self-allocation behavior. Before

examining these correlations, however, it first was necessary

to assess the reliability and validity of the two scales.

The design of these two scales made known direct tests

of reliability inappropriates, and, therefore, more indirect

methods and measures were used as indicators of the overall

reliability and validity of the scales. First of all, if

these measures are in fact measuring appropriate sex-role

preference, one would expect a strong relationship between

reflected scale scores and the sex of the subject. As ex-

pected, Eftests computed for the "activities" scale (female

 

5Obviously, measures of internal consistency are unsuited

to assessing the scale qualities of these measures. An alter-

native measure of reliability would be Guttman's Coefficient

of Reproducibility. However, since subjects were not given

a free choice of items in responding to the "activities" and

"vocation" scales, but were asked to select the three most

preferred, a basic and necessary characteristic of a Guttman-

type scale was violated. Thus, Guttman's method also was

deemed an inappropriate measure of reliability in this situation.

Further, since these scales were administered once to each

group of subjects, test-retest methods could not be used.
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K = 5.15, male 2 2.50) and the "vocation" scale (female

K = 7.02, male K 2.57) with Sex of Subject were highly

significant (E 8.35 and 16.70 respectively, p < .001).

Secondly, the two scales also should be Significantly corre-

lated with one another. This also was found to be true

(3 - .65, p <:.001). Finally, the initial high agreement

among subjects within and between test groups in the con-

struction of the scales would appear to be further evidence

to suggest that these scales are reasonably reliable and

valid. It should be noted, however, that the mean scores

for males across grade level did not follow the pattern

that would be expected from previous findings (e.g., Brown,

1957, Hartup & Zook, 1960). Unlike past studies, the present

research found that males' sex-role preferences did not in-

crease linearly with age. As Table 6 illustrates, the re-

"vocational" scalesflected scores on the "activities" and

did not decrease (which would have been indicative of more

masculine choices) as grade level increased. It appears,

then, that there is very little change in sex-role preference

scores as a function of grade level for either females or males.

Still further indirect evidence for the construct valid-

ity of the scales are the findings that, as predicted, there

appears to be an overall relationship between scores on these

two scales and reward allocation behavior. The scores of the

median item were chosen by subjects on the "activities” and

"vocation" scales were correlated (with the effects of grade

level partialled out) with actual and "fair" reward measures.
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Table 6.--Reflected Mean Scores for Females and Males on the

"Activities" and "Vocation" Scales at Each Grade

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Level

"Activities" Scale

Grade Level

lst. 4th 7th 10th

Male 2.16 2.78 2.15 2.70

Female 5.86 5.00 4.55 5.50

"Vocation" Scale

Grade Level

lst 4th 7th 10th

Male 2.31 2.22 2.86 3.20

Female 7.15 6.75 7.19 7.10
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This analysis revealed that, as predicted, scores on the

”activities" scale (the higher the reflected score, the more

feminine the response set) correlated negatively with actual

reward (£’= -.351, p_‘<.001) and with the "fair" measure

(5 = -.l9, 2 <:.05). Similarly, scores on the "vocation"

scale were also negatively correlated with actual reward

(£'= -.42, p_‘<.001) and with the amount deemed "fair,"

(a -.25, E < .01).

The correlations between actual reward and the scale

scores were also examined separately for males and females.

Although these correlation coefficients were in the predicted

direction, they were not significant. An examination of the

scatterplots of the relationship between these measures and

reward reveals that these nonsignificant separate coefficients

for females and males might be due, in large part, to the

limited range of the preference scale scores within each sex.

That is, the regression line is almost halved by the division

between sexes, and this, coupled with the variability of re-

ward scores within sex, tended to reduce the statistical sig-

nificance of the relationship between reward and preference

scale scores within each sex.

In addition, correlation coefficients also were computed

(partialled for the effects of grade level) for the relation—

ship between the sex-role preference scales and the female

"proportion" scores. This analysis revealed that scores on

the "vocation" scale correlated negatively with the female

"proportion" scores (5 = -.6562, p_‘<.001), indicating that
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as females chose a greater proportion of what males chose as

reward, they also selected more masculine occupations on the

"vocation" scale. The correlation coefficient computed for

the "activities" scale scores and female ”proportion" scores

was in the predicted direction, but did not reach signifi-

cance (5 = -.1463).

Locus of Control
 

As noted, a measure of locus of control was included in

the design to examine the possible relationship between this

construct and sex differences in self-allocation behavior.

Correlation coefficients were computed for scores on the

Bialer-Cromwell Children's Locus of Control Scale with actual

and "fair" allocation measures.

Although there initially were unexpected significant

negative correlations between these two measures and I.E.

scores (indicating that the more external the response to

the I.E. scale, the more reward allocated), there were also

expected significant correlations between grade level and I.E.

scores for both males (£_= .56, p_‘<.001) and.females (r_=

.39, p_‘<.05) which indicated that subjects gave more internal

responses as grade level increased. Thus, given the tendency

for subjects to allocate less to themselves as grade level

increased, the correlations between I.E. scores and reward

measures were recomputed, partialling for the effects of

grade level. That is, it seemed reasonable to assume that

these significant correlations between reward and I.E. scores



49

were due to the combined effects of the increase in intern-

ality with age and the decrease in amount of reward allocated

with age, rather than any direct relationship between alloca-

tion behavior and locus of control. As expected, these par-

tialled coefficients did not reach significance (actual re-

ward with I.E. r i -.008; "fair" with I.E. £_= -.03). Co-

efficients computed for the female "proportion" scores with

I.E. scores with grade partialled also were nonsignificant.

One additional finding was that sex was related to I.E.

scores (E|= 2.36, p <:.02), indicating that females scored

higher (gave more internal responses) than males on this

scale (the mean score for females was 7.10; for males,

6.33).

Demographic Variables
 

The biographical-demographic items which comprised the

beginning of the interview and the items on the post-alloca-

tion section of the questionnaire also were included in the

overall correlation matrix that was generated to test the

specific hypotheses. There were no significant correlations

between these variables and either type of reward.measure.

Although the relationships among these variables are somewhat

peripheral to the focus of the present research, there were

some Significant correlations generated, and these relation—

ships are presented in Appendix B.
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CHAPTER IV

DISCUSSION

The major focus of this study was on the relationship

between the acquisition of appropriate sex-roles and sex

differences in self—allocation behavior. Several variables

were examined within this context, and the present chapter

presents a discussion of the results of the study and their

implications for the understanding of these specific sex

differences and the more general processes involved in sex-

role socialization.

Sex Differences in Self-Allocation
 

In general, the results of this study tend to indicate

that, as hypothesized, sex differences in self-allocation are

somewhat a function of age. This hypothesis was based on

the assumption that these differences are inherent in tra—

ditional sex-roles, and these roles are learned and adopted

to a greater extent with age and social experience.

As noted, there were significant differences in the

amount allocated between females and males in the first,

fourth, and tenth grades. Although seventh grade boys took

more for themselves than their female counterparts (the re-

spective means were 6.6 and 3.7 units), the difference was

not statistically significant. Careful examination of the

relevant cell means tends to suggest that the behavior of

the seventh grade boys was particularly uncharacteristic,



51

and, in fact, might account for the lack of significance in

the difference between males' and females' allocations at this

grade level. Prior to the experiment, several teachers and ad-

ministrators that were contacted and interviewed found the pre-

diction that males would pay themselves more than females

surprising and suggested that this would not be true for the

seventh grade boys. After obtaining the nonsignificant dif-

ferences at this age level, further probing revealed that

those who had most contact with the seventh graders felt

the boys tended to lack self-confidence and firm self-concepts,

while girls at this age appeared to be more self-assured

in most respects.

There is evidence in the literature to support these ob-

servations. Maccoby and Jacklin (1975, p. 152) cite several

investigations that found sex differences in self-esteem at

this age level in which females rated themselves higher than

did males. Bledsoe (1961) assessed the overall mental health

of nine-to twelve-year-olds, and found that girls in this

age group scored lower than boys on behavioral immaturity and

feelings of inadequacy. Overall, girls' mental health scores

were superior to those of boys. He also found in a later

study (Bledsoe, 1967) that girls at this age have more posi-

tive self-concepts than boys. Coopersmith (1959, 1967) also

found, as did the author, that teachers rated girls more

favorably in terms of self-esteem than they did boys in this

age group.
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Figure 1 illustrates the similarity of self-allocation

behavior in seventh grade males and females. Since there

is significant sex difference in allocation behavior again

in the tenth grade, it seems reasonable to attribute the

seventh grade results to the pattern of self-esteem develop-

ment in males rather than to an increase at this age in

the self-concept of females. This speculation is supported

further by the lack of consistent findings of sex differences

in esteem levels in the 13-16 year age group (Maccoby &

Jacklin, 1974).

As Figure 1 demonstrates, the seventh graders' behavior

was unusual in yet another respect, in that there was an ex-

tremely large decrease from the first and fourth grades in

the amount of reward kept for both females and males. This

decrease continued in the tenth grade, and was greatest for

seventh grade boys, who took even less than males in the

tenth grade.

There are several explanations available for this seem-

ingly unusual behavior on the part of the seventh and tenth

grade allocators. For example, it could be that the students

at these upper grade levels were more advanced in terms of

the sequence of their moral development (e.g., Kohlberg, 1969)

Kohlberg's cognitive approach to moral development assumes

that the development of moral thought follows a sequence of

distinct stages. Each stage represents a qualitatively

different organization of thought, rather than a specific set

of beliefs.
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Kohlberg identifies three general levels of moral judg-

ment, the stages within each level, and describes charac-

teristics of each stage. For example, within the first, or

preconventional level, there is the Physical Power stage,

which is followed by the Instrumental Relativism stage, de-

scribed as basically hedonistic and pragmatic. In contrast

to these earlier developmental stages is the final stage

within the postconventional level, the Universal Ethic stage,

in which moral principles are abstract and ethical.

There is strong evidence that this sequence of moral

development does in fact operate, even cross-culturally

(Kohlberg & Turiel, 1971; Turiel, Kohlberg, & Edwards, 1972),

and that these stages of moral development influence a wide

range of judgments (e.g., senses of legality and justice,

Tapp & Kohlberg, 1971). It seems reasonable to assume that

the four grades of subjects in this study were at several

different levels or stages of moral development, and that

the differences in allocation behavior between the grade

levels might be due, at least in part, to these differences

in cognitive structure. That is, first and fourth graders

who took the greatest amount of reward, may have been closer

to the more self-centered and hedonistic Instrumental Rela-

tivism stage than the students in the seventh and tenth

grades. It should also be noted that there is no evidence

of sex differences in moral development.

In addition, the nature of the task itself may account,

in part, for this decrease in the amount of reward kept and
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deemed to be "fair" pay in both seventh and tenth grades.

While it seems reasonable to expect that subjects might tend

to increase their estimates of their worth as "workers" with

age, it is also possible that the requirements of the task

might have appeared less arduous, serious, or realistic to

the older subjects in the present study. That is, while the

first and fourth graders may have taken the task somewhat

seriously, and been able to place themselves effectively in

the role of a "worker," it appeared to several experimenters

that the seventh and tenth graders tended to welcome the

opportunity to "escape" from routine classwork, and saw them-

selves more as willing volunteers than "workers." Thus, they

might have been satisfied with far less pay for their par-

ticipation and saw less to be appropriate as "fair" pay.

Thus, subjects' perceptions of the task may have dif-

fered at the various age levels. Although this might be

interpreted as a flaw in the research design, it is not

serious, given the assumption that this task perception was

constant within grade levels, across sex. That is, as noted,

the comparisons of interest were between females and males

within each age group. The design is still directly com-

parable to that of Messé and Callahan—Levy (in press) in

that subjects worked for a period of time and were given the

opportunity to pay themselves an actual reward.

The finding that subjects took more than they indicated

they felt was "fair" pay is not surprising, given the results

of past research (Messé & Callahan-Levy, in press) with
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adults in which there was a large difference between the

two measures. In fact, it seemed reasonable to expect an

even greater difference between actual and "fair" than in

previous research, given the age level of the subjects and

their supposed lack of maturity or self-control. However,

viewed from another perspective, it could be that these

younger subjects may have been less likely to admit to an

experimenter that they took a lot more than they thought

was fair, and may have elevated their estimate of "fair"

pay accordingly, or they might have taken less than they

really wished. This possibility seems to be ruled out

somewhat by the fact that there was a significant difference

between the two measures.

Tests of Correlates with Allocation Behavior
 

Working Mothers—-Hypothesis 2
 

The prediction that daughters of working mothers would

pay themselves more than daughters of housewives was based

on a strict social learning, modeling approach to sociali-

zation. Admittedly, this was a very simplistic notion, and

the lack of significant results would indicate that it may

have been far too simplistic in terms of predicting actual

behavior.

Maccoby and Jacklin (1974, pp. 362-363) discuss the

parents' role in the socialization of sex differences and

conclude that direct "shaping" by parents does not, in most

instances, account for the behavior that is acquired.
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We suspect that others who do not know the child well

as an individual are more likely to react to him

according to their stereotyped views of what a child

of a given sex is likely to be like. Although this

conclusion runs counter to common sense, it appears

possible that relative strangers exert more stereo-

typing pressure on children than their own parents

do. In any case, we believe that socialization

pressures, whether by parents or others, do not by

any means tell the whole story of the origins of

sex differences.

Perhaps the socialization process that may best account

for the females' acquisition of the behaviors found in the

present study is one discussed by Kohlberg (1966). He

stresses that sex-typed behaviors are not acquired by imi-

tating actions that the child has observed directly in same-

sex adults. Rather, the child develops generalized concepts

of "masculinity" and "femininity" and these concepts are

limited by the level of cognitive skill she or he has de—

veloped. Thus, the child will incorporate these concepts

into her or his own behavior according to the level of cog-

nitive growth that has been attained. It appears, from the

results of the present study, that the aspect of the feminine

role that prescribes less pay for females does not require

more advanced cognitive Skills to be translated into actual

behavior.

Sex—Role Preferences-~Hypothesis 3

Given the nature of the construction and validation pro-

cedures used in devising the sex-role preference measures,

the finding that these measures were significantly correlated

with self-allocation behavior should be interpreted with
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some degree of caution. These measures were constructed

because previous measures lacked both reliability and valid-

ity, and it would be presumptuous to assume, on the basis of

one test, that these specific scales work better than the

others. However, as noted earlier, there is some evidence

to suggest that the sex-role preference may be somewhat re-

liable and valid. Whatever the value of the scales, the

overall correlations do indicate that, as subjects chose

more masculine activities and occupations, they also tended

to pay themselves more and indicated higher amounts as "fair"

pay. This finding provides some support for the underlying

assumption that the tendency to underreward, i.e., the less

of a connection between work and pay, is one aspect of the

feminine sex-role.

Locus of Control
 

Given the nonsignificant correlations between both mea-

sures of reward and the locus of control scale, it appears

that there is no direct relationship between locus of con-

trol and self-allocation behavior. This lack of significance

does not appear to be due to the properties of the scale it-

self, since results of the present study replicate findings

of past research. That is, there is evidence that internality

increases with age (MacDonald, 1973) and that females aged

eleven to sixteen appear to attribute outcomes more to in-

ternal causes than do males (Maccoby & Jacklin, 1975). The

reverse of this latter finding——that males are more internal
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than females-~15 consistently evident only in college-age

subjects.

It could be that locus of control does not directly

relate to actual behavior, but may be more of a purely cog-

nitive construct. That is, while it may influence a person's

perceptions of the causality of past events, these percep-

tions may not strongly influence or be predictive of future

behaviors. Or, it could be that self—allocation behavior is

not directly influenced by locus of control, while other

types of behavior are. The results of the present research

suggest the former may be true, while the latter speculation

requires further research.

Conclusions
 

In summary, the results of this research effort indicate,

somewhat surprisingly, that sex differences in self-allocation

start at a very young age, and as predicted, tend to increase

somewhat over time. These results also indicate, as do those

of Messé and Callahan-Levy (in press), that there is more

than "accommodation" or altruism operating in determining

the behavior of females over these age levels. Mednick and

Tangri (1972) present the conditions that produce a "psy-

chology of victimization"--low status, low prestige, and

stigma—-and compare these to the condition of being female

in this society. While this may be a rather strong com-

parison, obviously being "female" does have some effect--

what might be considered to be a negative effect--on learning
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to cope and compete in this social environment. Whatever

the specific mechanisms of socialization, the female sub-

jects in this study, like those in past research, have shown

that they not only will be satisfied with less reward, but

actually will initiate their own underpayment.

These findings have implications that strike at the

very basis of the movement for sexual equality. Although

females publicly may demand equal pay and status with men,

it has been shown that what probably constitutes the most

enlightened stratum of women (females who are attending

college) will underreward themselves when given the oppor-

tunity. It also appears that young females are adopting the

same role and behaviors--even in this age of so-called liberal

education.

Obviously, there is need for further research. The re-

sults of the present study were somewhat disappointing in

that they did not succeed in adequately identifying ante-

cedents or correlates of this behavior, other than a rather

tentative measure of sex-role preference. Although the focus

of this research has been primarily on the characteristics

of the female, it should be noted that this evidence of

"underpayment" on the part of females can be interpreted as

such only relative to the behavior of males. This is

necessarily the case in terms of social issues because males

tend to represent the "standard" in this society. However,

in the social-psychological laboratory, the antecedents of

the behaviors of both sexes should be examined. Both
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questions, "Why do females underreward themselves?" and

"Why do males pay themselves more than females pay them-

selves?" should be asked and answered.

In essence, this research was exploratory, and the

"discoveries" made during this exploration were startling.

That naive six-year—old girls should exhibit the same,

seemingly irrational behavior as college-age women is sur—

prising, and, in terms of the prognosis for the evolvement

of social change, disappointing. Hopefully, future explora—

tions will "discover" more precise mechanisms by which fe-

males acquire and maintain the self-concept that leads to

this set of behaviors. This may be a necessary requisite

for real social change.
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APPENDIX A
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Ask:

APPENDIX A

Demographic-Biographic Questions

RE: Grade

M,or F Date

What is your name? (Don't write it down.)

For the first part of this "job" I will ask you a few ques-

tions about yourself. I will write the answers that you

give me on this form.

1.

2.

3.

Age

Birthday
 

How many children are in your family?

# of brothers older younger

# of sisters older younger

Does your Father work at a job outside of the home?

Yes No

Does your Mother work at a job outside of the home?

Yes No

Have you ever earned money at a job before?

Yes No

If Yes, what kind of job was it?
 

When you grow up (or finish school) what would you like

to be?
 

Do you plan to get married (when you are ready)?

Yes No
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Activities Scale

OK, for the next part of your "job," I will ask you

some questions about things you might like to do. I will

read you a list of ten things that people like yourself

might like to do. You are to pick out the ghggg things you

like to do best. I will let you look at the list and

read along. It's important that you realize there are no

"right" or "wrong" answers. We just want to know how you

really feel, not how you think you should feel.

(Put an "X" next to the three chosen as most liked)

playing football

sewing or knitting

shoveling snow

cooking or baking

going camping

dancing

going bowling

reading

\
O
C
D
V
O
‘
U
'
I
J
-
‘
(
J
O
N
H

swimming

H 0 ice skating
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Vocation Scale

This next part is just like the last, except this list

contains ten things people like yourself might like to be

when they "grow up" or finish their education. I will read

the list of ten occupations to you, and you should pick out

the Eggs; things you would most like to be. You may read

along with me and pick out three from the list. Remember,

there are no right or wrong answers. Pick the ones that

ygu like the best.

(Put an "X" next to the three chosen as most liked)

firefighter

secretary

football player

nurse

astronaut

teacher

police officer

parent (mother or father)

\
O
C
D
N
C
‘
U
l
-
D
W
N
H

doctor

H O baker
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Locus of Control Scale

For the next part, I am going to ask you some ques-

tions to see how you feel about certain things. There are

no right or wrong answers to these questions. Some people

say "Yes" and some say "No." When I ask the question, if

you think your answer should be yes, or mostly yes, say

"Yes." If you think the answer should be no, or mostly no,

say "No." Remember, different people give different answers

and there is no right or wrong answer. Just say "Yes" or

"No" depending on how you think the question should be

answered. If you want me to repeat a question, ask me.

Do you understand? All right, listen carefully, and answer

Yes or No. Put a Y or N in the margin next to the number)

1. When somebody gets mad at you, do you usually feel there

is nothing you can do about it?

2. Do you ever think that kids your age can change things

that are happening in the world?

3. Can a person your age ever have his own way?

4. Is it hard for you to know why some people do certain

things?

5. Can you ever try to be friends with another kid even if

he doesn't want to?

6. Does it ever help any to think about what you will be

when you grow up?

7. When someone gets mad at you, can you usually do some-

thing to make him happy again?

8. When nice things happen to you, is it only good luck?

9. Do you often feel you get punished when you don't de-

serve it?

10. When bad things happen to you, is it usually someone

else's fault?
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Payment Instructions and

Post-Allocation Questions

Now, we are finished with your "job." The only thing

left is your payment for the work you have done. We have

some money to pay you. The only problem is, we don't know

what is fair pay for a "job" like this one for someone like

you. So we've decided to let each person take what they feel

is a fair amount of money for their work. This means that

we want you to take what you feel you deserve. Now, it's

important that you understand that there is no right or wrong

amount, and that you will actually get to kee what you

think you deserve. I will put the money on t is cardboard,

and you can choose the amount you feel you have earned and

put it in this "pay envelope." I will turn around so that

you don't feel self-conscious about how much you pay your-

self. Put the amount you want in the envelope and seal it.

Tell me when you are finished.

 

After gs have chosen reward:

Now I have a couple of extra questions to ask you:

1. How well do you feel you did at this "job"?

Good job

Fair job

Poor job

2. Do you think you did better than most boys your age

would do? Better

Same

WOrse

3. Do you think you did better than most girls your age

would do? Better

Same

WOrse

4. Are you happy with the amount you were paid (paid your-

self) for the job you did? Very happy

Satisfied

Unhappy

5. What do you think is a fair amount that people like your-

self should be paid for doing this work?

fair pay for this work is
 

0k, we're finished. But before you go back to class,

I'd like to ask you not to talk to anyone about this or tell

anyone about the "job" until after everyone has talked to us.

Thank you for helping us.

Comments:
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APPENDIX B

Demographic Correlates

For males, there was a significant correlation between

their ratings of their performance on the task and the num-

ber of children in their family (£|= -.31, p_‘< .05). The

direction of this coefficient indicates that the boys felt

they did less well on the task the more brothers and sisters

they had. This relationship appears to be directly related

to the finding that males' self-performance ratings dropped

as the number of older sisters in the family increased

(£_= -.35, p_‘<.05). The number of older sisters in the

family also appeared to affect the males' ratings of their

performance when asked to compare themselves with girls.

They felt they did worse, compared to girls, as the number

of older sisters increased (£_= -.36, p_:<.05). These

correlations also were significant when the effects of grade

level were partialled.

There were somewhat similar findings for females, in

that as the number of younger brothers increased, females

rated themselves as performing less well when asked to com-

pare their performance to that of boys (£_= -.34, p <:.OS).

However, as the number of older sisters increased, so did

the females' ratings of their performance compared to boys'

(£_= .32, p <:.05). Older sisters also appeared to affect

females' I.E. scores, since a significant negative correla-

tion between I.E. scale scores and number of older sisters
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appears to indicate that females with older sisters responded

more externally to the scale items (E = .32, p :<.05). The

measure of locus of control appeared to be related to the

females' future marriage plans, since, as females responded

more internally to the scale items, they also showed a ten-

dency to answer "no" to the question, "Do you plan to get

married?" (£_= .39, p_‘<.05). One additional and interest-

ing finding that may be related to the finding that the

number of older sisters affected females' responses to the

I.E. scale was the significant negative correlation between

sex of the experimenter and females' I.E. scores (£_= -.32,

p_:<.05). The direction of this coefficient indicates that

female experimenters tended to elicit more external responses

from female subjects to items on the locus of control mea-

sure. As with males, these correlations were also signi-

ficant when the effects of grade level were partialled.
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