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of other individuals. I Cbservatlon s were mad e of learner ’ s g o a l — s e t t i n g ,
— duraci6n of voluntary practI ce , actual performance , and a tt r~ bucions of

performance effectIveness by learners to ability , luck , e f f o r t , task
d i f fI cu l t y ,  and sex.

Subjects were 53 Psychology I students at Temple Univers i ty .

~~~Results were t h a t : -  -(-i-~~3oth men and women demonstrated best task
Learning when they believed that most other members of their sex did well
on the tasks they were learning and no evaluatIv e co er.ts were made on
their progress in learning . ~-3ach men and women learned least well when
they belIeved that even thoug\most other members of their sex could do
well at the task they were working on , their own learning progress was
poor. However , men reacted to feedback describing their progress as poor
by discounting the importance of the task as a measure of ability , and
by emphasizing the importance of ~f f o r t .  Women accepted and belIeved in
the negative evaluatIon of their performance capabi l i ty .  (2)  Men perf ormed
better  on a test trIal than they had been performing during their pract ice
jus t  before  the test .  Women old more poorly on the test  tr ial  than they
had been doing during their pract ice.  (3)  Women enjoyed the tasks ncre
when they were descr ibed ~s act ivi t ies  which men did wall then when they
were descrIbed as activities women did wall. W~’.en tasks were descrIbed
as de~endi:g on masculine skIlls , both men and wcmer. saw them as demanding
mora e f f o rt  for  ef fec t ive  rerforman ce than when the s a e  tasks had been
described as dependent on feminine skills. ~~en the tasks were described
as jobs  which usually women could do well , both men and women saw them as
more dependent on luck. (~) 3lack men and wcmen volunteers  describ ed them-
selves as more masculIne on the Sen Sax—R ol e nvencor-~ than did whi te  men
and women .

Results are in te rpre ted  in re at icn  to men ’ s and women ’s percep:icr.
cf achievement , meth cds of sa f—evalua :icn , and anxieties over pe r fo rm ar.ce
evaluation by o thers .  The race d i f f e r en c e s  in se l f—percep t i ons  r e l at i ng
to masculInity,  unexpected in this study ,  are an outcome which shcu d be
invest igated In fur:her research.
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Our understanding of the similarities and differences between men ’s and

women ’s approaches to work has yet to catch up with the fact chat employers

are suddenly recruiting women for positions that were previously held only by

men. While some studies reveal parallels between masculine and feminine

achievement behavior and attitudes (Veroff, Wilcox , and Atkinson , 1953) , the

parallels are not complete. Concepts and measures of men ’s achievement

cannot be simply translated to investigations of women (French & Lesser, 1964;

Hoffman, 1972; Klinger , 1966).

The failure to understand sex differences in achievement striving has

created a void in the applicability of research findings to organizational

regulation. Inasmuch as women either have already been included or are be-

coming included in a great many work organizations which were previously all

male, it is increasingly important to gain an understanding of the simi—

larities and differences between masculine and feminine approaches to work.

One theory of sex differences which looked promising for a while was

based on Hom er ’s (1968) concept of fear of success. Hom er ’s thesis was

basically an elaboration of the theory proposed by Atkinson (1964) for boy ’s

and men ’s achievement motivation and behavior. She thought the same variables

were important for women as for men , but added to the list a “fear of success”

for women. She contended that women about to win in achievement testing

situations, especially in competition with men , withdrew and failed to do

their best work.

There are several questions about Hom er’s concept. For instance ,

perhaps fear of success is not a motivational deficit on the part of women

but rather a realistic percept ion that women are likely to be punished for ex-

ceiling in certain achievement—related activities (Momahan , Kuhn , and Shaver ,
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1974; Costrich , Feinstein, Kidder , Marecek , and Pascale , 1975). Another

author has also argued that it is difficult to distinguish fear of success

from fear of failure (Shaver , 1976).

In the study to be reported we have not attempted to measure fear of

success by any of the techniques in current use. Instead , we have tried to

compare men’s and women’s actual task performance following competitIve

success or competitive failure, and to combine observations of performance

with an examination of men’s and women ’s subjective explanations or causal

attributions related to that performance.

Sex differences in causal attributions, or in men ’s and women ’s theories

as to the variables which account for success and failure, appear to be

related to sex differences in achievement activities (Deaux, Emswiller, 1974 ;

Frieze, 1975; Falbo, Beck, and Melton, 1976). Sex differences in attributions

include a defensive bias in boys which leads them to deny failure, and a self—

derogatory bias in girls which leads them to credit failure more to lack of

ability than they credit success to high ability (Nicholls, 1975). Women

(more than men) may also attribute success to effort or luck (Deaux and Farris,

l97.~), or to external factors such as luck or the easiness of tasks to be

done (Bar-Tal and Frieze, 1973; Simon and Feather , 1973) , when they are

fortunate enough to experience success.

Researchers interested in attribution theory and sex differences in

self—evaluative processes have concentrated their effort on explanations of

success and failure. They have overlooked the fact that what is experienced

as success and what is experienced as failure are highly subjective phenomena

in themselves. Furthermore , attribution theory , as originally conceived by

Heider (1958), described a more general process. Attributions were expected
p.-

4 
to describe individual’s theories of the causal relatIonships underlying 

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~



3

events as they appeared , not their appearance only. Two events identical in

appearance might be perceived as stemming from different attributes ~f (a)

the individuals perceiving them held different standards for evaluation, or

different methods of defining that whir.h was considered a success and that

which was considered a failure, or (b) the actors engaging in the events

differed in ways presumed to affect the likelihood of the event ’s appearance

or outcomes.

Attributions about personal success or failure represent individual’s

accounts of the determinants underlying their own outcomes or performance

proficiency . There is latitude in what a person might choose to regard as a

success or as a failure; there is room for difference among ind ividuals in

what they choose to regard as the more important qualities underlying pro-

ficient performance, and finally , there are possible differences between

individuals in the extent to which they regard general theories of causality

or attributions to be applicable to themselves.

One explanation for sex differences in achievement motivation and

behavior is that men and women attend to different kinds of information in

evaluating themselves and their own performance (Kipnis , 1974; Vero ff , 1977).

As a result of different socialization experiences and different social

milieus in adult life, men and women may acçui~e and apply different criteria

when they evaluate their own proficiency. Men iii american society typ ically

have a lot of experIence comparing their performance to that of other men cr

boys performing the same activity . Competitive athletics , competitive games,

and even classrocin performance can be evaluated through such interpersonal

comparisons if one is attuned to it. Women are traditionally socialized in

a more socially isolated or restricted fashion; they play fewer competItive

games or the games that they do play are competitive only indirectly (Lever ,

.-.
~~~~‘
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1976), they spend more time with adults (Dconferibrenner , 1970; Long and

Henderson , 1973), and parents or guardians protect girls from potentIally

unsuitable or threatening companions. Such different socialization histories

might plausibly lead boys and men to evaluate their performance records

through interpersonal comparison. Girls and women might use performance

criteria embedded in task results themselves if their higher exposure to

adult demands has led them to look for such results.

A second possible explanation for sex differences in achievement

motivation and behavior is that performances enacted by men and women appear

inherently different. If men ’s performances appear to reflect a different

underlying series of variables because they come from mar ., or because the

performance itself is sex—typed , while women ’s performances are presumed to

reflect a different substratum simply because they come from wcmeu or are

sex—typed as feminine, then sex—typing is a key feature of the attributi.on

process. -

If so , men and women may use different criteria to evaluate their own

performance because they hold different theories about the performances of

men and women in general. For example, if men ’s work is thought to feature

strength and agility , or intelligence (ability), perhaps all who perform a

man ’s job can credit greater ability to themselves as their performance

improves, whether the performer is a man or a woman. SimIlarly, if women ’s

work seems to entail patience and persistence (effort), all who succeed in

mastering a task given a feminine ~ob descrIptIon may receive credit for

“trying.”

~~THOO

The present study is an effort to disentangle the varIous explanations

for sex differences in task performance , causal attributions , and self—

— s
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evaluations. We used two tasks at which performance was likely to improve

with practice. The tasks gave the learners constant feedback about their

proficiency. The experimenter CE) also gave the learners feedback about

their profIciency compared with that of other people working on the same

tasks. The E manipulated the sex—typing of the tasks by saying that either

men or women typically performed better than members of the other sex on

each of the tasks. All of the men and women practiced one task which they

thought their own sex performed better and one which they thought the

opposite sex did better.

Each of the men and women descrIbed the variables he or she felt

accounted for good performance on each of the tasks. After a period of

practice long enough to give the person an opportunity to formulate a judgment

based on his/her own experience, each subject (S) was asked to describe the

extant to which he/she thought performance on the task was determined by

effort , ability, luck , the difficulty of the task itself , or sex. Finally,

each man or woman described how well he/she had done on each of the two tasks.

He/she also described how much effort he/she had put into learning the task

and how much he/she had enjoyed it.

The first explanation for sex differences in achievement behavior was

that men and women differ in the relative weights that they give to feedback

derived from the task itself as compared with social cot ‘arison , or in our

experiment, L ’s assessment of S’s performance as compared with that of other

Individuals. Men wer~ expected to give greater weight to social ccmparison

in forming their self—evaluations while women were expected to base their

self—evaluations more extensively on task feedback. One would expect such

a difference in subjective aspects of self—evaluation to produce behavioral

differences between men and women in the conditions under which they would
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practice, their standards for their own performance , and the degree of prc—

ficiency with which they would content themselves in their task learning .

Our second explanation dealt with sex—typing of tasks and attributions

of task performance according to sex—typing . If at t r ibutions of task perfor-

mance differ according to sex—typing , it is possible that the impact of

success or failure also varies according to sex—typing . Such a difference

would be expected to be demonstrated by the application of dIfferent standards

and evaluation processes to masculine and feminine tasks, and different

reactions to evaluation by men and women according to the sex—appropriateness

of the task they were performing .

Subjects

Subjects (5) were 85 Psychology I students , L.3 males and 42 females, who

volunteered in partial fulfillment of course requirements. when they signed

up for the experiment, they knew only that it involved motor learning .

Early experience with volunteer rates with Ss of both sexes indicated

that there was likely to be a racial difference which partially overlapped

with S’ s sex: the great major ity  of the male Ss were white , but a nos c half

of the female Ss were black. Because the relationship between race and sex

differences  is not at all understood at the present t ime , and bec ause the

appearance of the sex d i f fe renca  in race seemed to be an ir.evita...le outcome

of the composition of the Temple student body , we decided to  reccrd S ’s race

and to use it in data analyses f~r post hoc comparisons. The small nuaber

of black men does not permit equivalent analyses for bcth sexes. ~owever ,

the data analyses based on race gave rise to several in teres t ing  r e su l t s .

Es were assigned to condItions in rotating order , and variations in

number of black and whi te  women in the various ccnditicns are at a chance

level. The number of blac~z and white Es of each sex in each condition is

_

~
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given in Appendix A.

Procedure

Two tasks were selected because they permitted indefinitely prolonged

improvement or learning and because they gave the learner a continuous pro-

gress record in quantitative terms , should he or she choose to attend to i t .

The first task, a pursuit rotor , is the standard laboratory task often

used in experiments on motor learning . The pursuit rotor operated at four

speeds , 15, 30, 45 , or 60 revolutIons per minute , with a 20 second rest

period following each 20 second period of rotation. A timer registered the

number of seconds Ss remained on target in each 20 second trLal. These

scores were easily visible to Es at the conclusion of each trial ; In addit ion ,

E read the score aloud as she recorded it.

The second task , a laby r int h , is a game sold in toy shops in which the

player scores points b y rolling a steel marble along a path on a tilting

platform , avoiding hol~s beside the path through which the marble can fall.

Each hole Is numbered , and the score is the number of the hole reached when

the marble drops dcwn. The player guIdes the marble by tilting the track

platform , controlling the direction and amount of tilt with two knobs which

he manipulates , one with each hand .

The pursuit rotor had a feature which permitted data gathering on a

variable which the labyrinth did not a f f o r d .  Each person could select the

degree of difficulty of the task he would attempt by regulating the speed of

the turntable for each of hIs 20 second trials. The I demonstrated the

slowest and fastest rates and told S that he could adjust the turntable fcr

each trial t~ any of the four speeds.

The pursuit rcLor was the first task for all Es. Each person practiced

for five 20 second trials. He/she then answered two questionnaire items ,



one describing how well he/ she ~as doIng on a scale marked from poor to

excellent, the other describing how much he/she was enjoying the task on a

continuum ranging from “not at all ” through “very much ” . I also asked S to

judge the extent to which performance on the pursu±t rotor reflected luck,

effort , ability , task difficulty , or the sex of the person attempting it.

S then practiced for as long as he/she wished , selecting his/her own

speeds for each trial. When Es were satisfied with thelr performance , they

notified E, who then conducted two final “test” trials at 45 and 60 rpm , set

by I. After the two test trials, Es again answered the questionnaIre Items

describing how well they had done at learning the pursuit rotor , how much

they had enjoyed it, and one added item describing how hard they had tried .

S also repeated his/her judgments on how much performance depended on luck ,

effort, ability , task difficulty , or sex , and responded to a brief intervIew,

to be described below.

I then continued to the second half of the ex-perimer.t , the labyrInth

task. After explainIng the task , she permitted S to practice guiding the

marble for 3 minutes, timed with a step watch. She then asked S to answer

the same questionnaire items that were used after the first practice pericd

on the pursuit rotor.

S then practiced the labyrinth for as long as he/she wished , and

notified I when he/she was satisf led with his/her performance. I then

admInistered one last trIal which was described as the score to be used for

S’s record. A2aIn, S responded to the same questionnaire and inte~ :Iew items

that were used at the termination of the pursuit rotor.

F inally, I briefly inte~~iewed S about the two tasks and about S ’s own

beliefs about sex dIfferences on these and other tests , and administered

3em ’s Androgyny Scale or the Ben Sex—Role Inventory (Bern, I97-~). I thanked

— • a — .  . 
- - - -
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S for participating in the experiment , made it clear that the experiment was

over , and explained and discussed the purposes of all features of the

experiment, including the points at which deception was introduced . Es

were asked not to discuss the experiment with classmates as their classmates

were possible future volunteers. No Es gave any hint of knowing about

experimental details up through the end of the data collecting period.

All data were obtained in individual experimental and testing sessions

by two Es. Both Es were white women who were probably regarded by Es as

graduate students in psychology.

Sex—Appropriateness of Tasks

Both tasks were selected to be suff ic ient ly  novel that  Es would be

unlikely to hold preconceived ideas of whether men or women would be likely

to perform bet ter  on them. The I told half of the men and half of the women

that women could usually perform better  on the pursuit rotor than men. The

other half of the men and women were tcld that men could usually perform

better than women. When the pursuit rotor was described as a task at which

women did better than men I demonstrated the pursuit rotor in operation ,

explained the timer, and then said “ . . .This particular task has been used

in researca by a great many investigators. Generaily speaking , it ’s a task

at which women do better than men since it seems to be a measure of fine

motor skills and manual dexterity of a very precise kInd. Women seem to be

outstanding in fine motor skills that take precise coordinatIon just as men ,

on the average , outdo women in strength ... The pursuit rotor apparently

demonstrates the kind of ability that is important for many of the occu-

patlonai. fields in which women do better than men , :ike those whIch require

handling or assembling small, complex instruments and many types of clerical

jobs .  Bell Telephone Company, for  example , has found f rom experience that

~~~~~~~~~

-
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women are better able than men to put together the small , t ransistorized

parts of the telephone.” To describe the pursuit rotor as a masculine task ,

E said “ ... This particular task has been used in research by a great many

investigators. Generally speaking , it is a task at which men can do better

than women as it seems to involve coordinatIon of eyes and hand s or vIsual

motor coordination. This is important in aiming, throwing or hitting in

games like baseball or basketball, as well as in other activitIes, such as

hunting.”

The labyrinth was also introduced as a task at which the performance of

either men or women was said to be superior. For Es for whc n the pur suit

rotor had been introduced as a task at which women were more proficIent than

men , the labyrinth was introduced as a task at which men were more prof ic ient

than women. If the pursuit rotor had been introduced as a task at whIch

men were more successful , the labyr inth was introduced as a task at which

women were more successful.  The wording of the two rationales was identical

to that used to describe the pursuit r o to r .

Social Comparison Feedback

The I gave S the imprass~on that his/her performance was unusually good
H

or unusually poor , relative to that of other Es who had been in for  the

experiment, in two of the three social comparison conditions . :~ the thIrd ,
I gave S the sane test or check trials but did not comment on S ’s performance.

Success. On the pursuit rotor , after ~ completed the questionnaire

items a f t e r  the fi r s t  five trials and took the sixth trial  for whIch I set

the speed at 43 rpm , I read the score aloud , recorded it , and then said ,

“Wow ! That ’s the best score I’ ve seen anyone get a f t e r  th i s  l i t t le  bi t  of

practice.” Cm the labyrinth while S was filling out the questicnnair e after

his/her f i r s t  three minutes of pract ice , I p retended to look over S’ s scores. 

~~~~~~~~~
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When S returned the questionnaire, E said , “Your highest score was (whatever

score S had reached on his or her best trial). That’s the furthest I’ve

seen anyone get af te r  this l i t t le bit of practice.”

Failure. On the pursuit rotor , I said after the test trial, “You ’re

really not doing very well. Almost everyone else can keep on target longer

that that after this much practice.” On the labyrinth , when S returned the

questionnaire I said , “You ’re really not doing very well on this one. Almost

everyone else got past (whatever score S had reached on his or her best trial)

after this much practice.”

No Social Comparison. On the pursuit rotor Es took the sixth trial at

the specified speed , ~5 rpm , but I did not comment on Es ’ performance. On

the labyrinth.  Es were asked to stop practicing after the first three minutes

and to fill out the questionnaire , but no comment was mad~ on their perf or—

mance before they were allowed to resume practice.

Experimental Design

Social comparison feedback was scheduled in such a way that all Es who

were told that their performance was best (success) on the f i r s t  task , the

pursuit rotor , were told that their performance was poor (faIlure) on the

second , the labyrinth .  Those who experienced failure on the pursuit rotor

experienced success on the labyrinth.  This was done both In order to

attenuate the impact of failure and to increase the believability of the

experimental condItions. Es who received no feedback on the pursuit  ro tor

also received none on the labyrinth.

Each S experienced one task as a task at which members of h I s /her  own

sex usually dId best , and one at which members of the opposite sex usua .ly

did best.

~feasures of dependent variables ( to be described) were obtained b e f o r e

~~~~~~~~~~~ 
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as well as after the success or failure treatments for each of the two tasks.

The experimental design is depicted in Table 1. Within each sex, Es were

assIgned to conditions in rotating order . An effort was made to obtain an

equal number of male and female ~s.

Dependent Variables

Four kinds of measures were obtained in the course of the experiment :

(1) Behavioral measures of:

a. Goal setting -

b. Practice effcrt
c. Perfor mance

(2) Subjective , self—report measures cf:

a. Enjoyment
b. Effort
c. Proficiency
d. Goals held during practice

(3) S’ s at tr ibutIons of performance on each of the tasks——that is,

his/her judgments of how much performance depended on each of

five performance determinants:

a. Sex
b. Ability
c. Effort
d. Task difficulty
e. Luck

(4) Self—descriptive personality data on mascul inI ty—femin inIty .

The measures obtained were as follows:

(1) Behavior al Measures

a. Goal Setting. The rpm Es chose for their practice efforts

- - on the pursuit rotor were taken as indicators of the degree of challenge

Es were wil .Ing to set for themselves , wi th  the 60 rpm speed assumed to

be obvIously the most d i f f i cu l t  task , ar.d the 15 rpm speed the least

difficult. There was no comparable measure on the labyr in th .

b. Practice Effort. The measure of effort on the pursuit

~~~~~~~ a-.
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rotor was the number of trials S chose to practice be fo re  request ing

the test trial. Cn the labyrinth , S recorded the time, in seconds ,

from Es ’ resu$tion of practice after rece~v~ng social comparison

feedback , to their decision to stop for the final “test”.

c. Performance. Three performance measures were obtained from

the pursuit rotor data. The first , pre—social comparIson measure was

the number of seconds (out of 20) that Es remained on target during

the sixth trial at the 45 rpm speed set by S. After  social comparison,

when Ss said they were ready for the final tests, the same measure was

obtained from the 45 rpm and the 60 rpm final trials.

Several performance measures were obtained from the labyrinth

data. The first , S ’s Best Scores were the highest scores attained

by S in either the initial 3 minute practice period or the post—

feedback practice period . Sums , either over the last five trIals

within the f ir s t  three minutes or over the post feedback pract ice

period , were also recorded for each S. Each S also received a Test

Trial Score for the trial taken to measure his/her final performance

“for the record ”.

(2) Subjective Peports

a. Enjoyment. Es responded to the questionnaire item describing

their enjoyment of each task twice: after completion of the initial

practice period but before social comparison success or failure feedback

and again after the fInal test trial. Es were asked to place a check

mark along a line to describe how much they were enjoying the task ,

-
~~~ with the lower end labeled “not at all” and the upper , “very much” .

~esponses were scored according to the distance of Es ’ check marks

from the lower end of the scale.

L ~~~~~~~~~~
_ .______ _ _ _ _ _ _
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b. Ef fo r t .  At the conclusion of each of the two tasks , Es

indicated how much effort they had put into the task , from “very

little” to “very much”, with the response scored in the same way.

c. Proficiency. Ss gave subjective evaluations of their

learning progress or performance on each task twice: after com-

pletion of the initial practice period but before social comparison

success or failure feedback and at the end of each task. Es

described how well they believed they were doing (or had done)

along a continuum described as “poor” at its lower end to “excellent”

at the top .

d. Self—Expressed Goals. At the end of each of the tasks,

I asked , “Did you have a goal while you were practicing on the

task?” If the answer was yes , S asked S to describe it. S also

asked S how he/she decided when to take the test trial , whether or

not he/she felt he/she had made progress in learning the task, and

• to describe any turning points in learning progress he/she could

- 
- 

remember.

(3) Attributions of Performance. Attr ibutIons  were described

through the use of a device similar to a pie diagram which allowed

¶ Es to ascribe performance on each task to any of five possible

determinants: sex , ability, e f fo r t , luck , or task d i f f i c u l t y .

The device was made of five circular cardboard discs , of different

colors, each disc slit to its center and slipped on its axis

through each of the others so that the amount of each colar showing

L 

could be adjusted b y E  Each color ~as labeled w2.th one o~~ t~e
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five attributes , and Es adjusted the series of discs to display their

best judgment of the amount that performance on the task depended on

each of the five qualities. Ss could obliterate any of the five

qualities if they so chose, or they could State that one of the quali-

ties named completely accounted for performance effectiveness.

The score for each attribution was the number of degrees , out

of the 360 available in the complete set of discs , that S assigned

to each of the five possibilities. Four of the five——natural

ability, effort , luck , and task difficulty——are the standard attri-

butions measured in most investigations concerned with attribution

theory. The fifth , sex, was added because of its special interest

to the present study, and because other investigators have reported

that many individuals will add attributes other than those given

in most experiments if they have the opportunity (Frieze, 1975;

Falbo , Beck and Melton, 1976). Es made these judgments twice for

each task: after initial practice but before social comparIson

success or failure, and at the end of each task.

(4) Measure of Masculinity—Femininity . We used Bern’s Sex—Role

Inventory, or the BSRI, and scored it according to the procedure

described by Bern and Watson (1976). after the recot~~endation of

Soence , Helmreich, and Stapp (1975), the procedure establishes a

fourfold classifIcation of Es as either masculine (high masculine—

low feminine), feminine (high feminine—low masculine), androgynous

(high masculine—high feminine), or undifferentiated (low masculine

low feminine).

• 
~~ .- - - . s - - 

.-
~~~
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RESULTS

Goal Setting

The average rpm chosen by Es during their first five practice trials

on the pursuit rotor was the behavioral measure of level of aspiration , or

the degree of challenge preferred by Es in their chosen tasks. There were

no statistically significant differences by sex or by sex—labeling of the

task before social comparison success or failure , although there was a slight

trend in the direction of males choosing higher speeds of rotation than

females (F (1, 81) = 2.31; j < .20) .

Social comparison success and failure , however , produced a highly

significant effect. Es who failed their first test confined their subsequent

practice to the selected test trial speed , 45 rpm. Es who succeeded at the

first test trial did not differ in their subsequent practice at 45 rpm from

Es to whom no comment was made. However, those who were successful in

their first five trials chose the 60 rpm setting more often than the Es

to whom rio comment was made , who in turn , chose to practice at 60 rpm

more often than the Es who had experienced failure. Average proportions

of practice trials at 45 and at 60 rpm are shown in Table 2. The F tests

for proportions of trials at 45 rpm and for proportions of trials at 60

rpm , are highly significant as a function of social comparison feedback:

• (F (2 , 73) = 10.02; 0 < .001) for proportion of trials at 45; (F (2, 73)

7.63; ~ ~ .001) for proportion of trials at 60. There are no other signifi—

- •  cant effects. Thus, the effect of feedback conveying information about

quality of performance relative to that of other individuals was the same

for  both sexes . Failure focused subsequent a t tent ion on master ing the task

under the conditions at which performance had been said to be poor. Successp
shifted attention to a more difficult task. Either positive or negative

- ~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 
i ± 1:~~ 1-

~~. 
_ _ _ _ _
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Tabl e 2 1

Proportions of Practice Trials Selected at 45 and at 60 rpms after Social

Comparison Success , Failure , or No Co~~ent on Early Test Trial

Social Average Average - i

Comparison Proportion Proportion
- 
. Treatment at 45 rpms at 60 rpms -

Success .32 .49 29 -

FaIlure .59 .20 28

No Co ent .34 .38 28

I

I:



~ . - -~~~~_ _

feedback produced a departure from usual behavior under the “no comment”

condition , and did so equally for men and women.

Practice

Both the pursuit rotor and the labyrinth gave objective measures of the

effort Es would devote to perfecting their performance. The measure of

practice effort based on the pursuit rotor data was the number of periods of

rotation S chose to practice before asking for his/her test trials. For the

labyrinth , the measure was based on the length of time S practiced before

requesting the final trial “for the record ”. Square roots of tIme (in

seconds) were used to reduce skewness for the labyrinth measure.

There were no significant differences as a function of sex—labeling of

tasks or social comparison treatment on either of the tasks. However , women

tended to practice longer than men before asking for their test trIal on

both. Average amounts of practice for males and females are given in Table 3.

Whii~ the F for the sex difference is not quite significant for the pursuit

rotor data (F (1 , ~3) = 3.59; p < .10) the same sex difference appears for the

labyrir.th data , with women again taking longer to practice than men (F (1, 71)

— 3.15; p = .081).1 One other difference also approached significance for the

labyrinth , an interaction between sex of S and the sex—labeling of the task,

with both men and women practicing longer when the labyrinth was described

as a task at which members of their sex did well. (1 (1 , 7 1) 3 .05 ;

~~~ = .086).

1
Two Es who reported having practiced extensively on the labyrinth at home ,
arid whose scores clearly reflected extensive ~revious practice , were
eliminated from all data analyses on the labyrinth task.

I— - - -- .- - -
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Table 3

- Average Amounts of Voluntary Practice on Pursuit Rotor

and Labyrinth by Men and by Women

Task Measure Men N Women N

Pursuit Rotor Average Number 5.4 43 7.0 42
of Trials

Labyrinth Average Seconds 15.1 41 17.3 42
- of Effort

(square root)

I

I
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Performance

Both the pursuit rotor and the labyrInth gave objective neasures of

performance effectiveness whIch were obtained both before social comparison

success or failure and after Es had been permitted to practice , as they

wished , until they were satisif~ ed with their performance.

Pursuit Rotor Performance. There was a sizeable sex difference im

formance on Trial 6, the trial fot which Es were required to perdorm at 45

rpm. Men averaged 8.41 seconds on target; women 5.96 and the difference

Is significant at the .001 level (F (1, 81) = 19.87; ~~~~~~~ By the end

of the self—regulated practice period , the sex difference in favor of men ,

while still statistically significant , was reduced ; (~ (1 , 73) = 7.85; p =

a .007). Men ’s average number of seconds on target increased to 10.12 and

women ’s to 8.08. Women compensated partially for their initial disadvantage

by longer practice. Neither social comparison , nor describing the task as

one on which men or women excelled , produced statistically significant

effects.

:~ view of the sex difference , an analysis of covariance , using Es
pre—feedback levels of performance as a covariate , was performed to test

the significance of differences in performance increments between men and

women after social comparison treatment and subsequent practice efforts.

M.l differences , including sex differences , differences according to sex—

labeling treatment , and differences according to sccial comparison were

statistically non—significant in this analysis as well.

Performance on Labyrinth . In contrast to results dealing with the pu:—

suit rotor , all performance measures on the labyrinth after social -:omoar±scn

feedback showed s ign i f ican t  d i f ferences  between sex—labe l ing  and sociaL

comparison treatments. As with the pursuit rotor , men performed significant-

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~
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ly better than women during the first three minutes of practice. This was

true using either S ’s best score obtained during the first three minutes of

practice , or the sum of S’s last five trials in the initial practice period

as the measure of performance (Best score: F (1 , 79) — 5.80; ~ = .019; Sum

o f last f ive trials : F (1 , 79) 7 . 56 ;  ~ = .008) .

Following social comparison feedback , a significant interaction between 
—

sex, sex—labeling of the task, and social comparison appeared . Both men and

women performed comparatively poorly after failure , especially if the task

was sex—appropriate , better after success, but contrary to our expectations

both men and women performed best when the task was sex—appropriate and no

social comparison feedback was given.2 Men’s performance was outstanding

a when nc comments were made evaluating their skill relative to that of other

men , but they believed that men in general were good at their task. Women

also performed best when they thought the task was performed best by women ,

although their performance was less outstanding . Again , the results appeared

parallel whether S ’s best score or the sum of S’s scores over the last five

trials during practice was used as the measure of performance (F sex x sex—

labeling x social comparison for S’s Best score = F (2 , 7 1) 3.80; ~ = .028;

for sum of last five trials = 2.65; ~ = .078). However , when the sum of Es ’

scores over the last five trials was used as the measure , the sex difference

2 The sex—labeling treatment , which was apparently an effective one could
- . produce either a similar effect for both men and women or an e f f ec t which

depended on S’ s sex . The former appear in data analyses as main e f f e c t s
of the sex—labelIng treatment , and the latter as interactions involvIng
sex and sex—labeling . We have referred to the former in the text as
e f fec t s  of sex—labe ling . Results in which the effects for men receiving
the masculine sex—labelIng treatment parallel those for women receiving
the feminine sex—labelIng treatment are referred to as effects of sex—
appropriateness.

I.

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  J
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approached significance as in the pre—feedback data , with men performing

better than women (F (1, 71) 3.97; o .051), and the interaction between

sex and sex—labeling of task was s ignif icant  at the 5Z level (F (1, 71) =

5.03; 2. = .029) with both men and women performIng be t te r  when the task was

sex—appropr ia te .  The results  appear in Table 4 .

An analysis of covariance , using Es’ pre—feedback performance level as

the covariate , was performed on sums of scores over the last five practice

trials. Ss ’ performance during the postfeedback practice period , by this

analysis also gave rise tc a triple order ir.teraction which was significant

at the 5% level (F (2, 70) = 3.62;  p = .032) , with bot h men and women

improving most without social comparison feedback of any kind when the task

a was sex—appropriate for them , and least a f t e r  fa i lure , especially when the

task was sex—appropriate.

Additional analyses were performed on Es’ scores on the final test trial ,

the trial taken after Es expressed readiness to discontinue practice and take

the f inal  trial “for  the record” . In contras t  to the previous analyses of

data relating to the practice pericd , test trial scores showed a large and

significant main effec t for sex (F (1 , 71) = 16.0;  2. < .001).  The tr iple

order interaction between sex of 5, sex—labeling of task , and social compari—

son was also significant at the 3’~ level , again with both men and women doing

their best when they had received no comment on their performance ( (2 , 71)

= 3.26; p = .045). To determine the relationship between Es ’ levels of

performance during their practIce and their performance on the f inal  test

trial, an analysis was conducted using Es ’ test trial scores and subtracting

from them the average of Es ’ last f ive  t r ials  before  taking the test , during

the practice period . The ana lys i s  sh owed a s ignif ican t se:: difference , with

men, on the average, showing improvement on the test trial relative to their

LT :-:: _ _ _ _  
_ _  _ __ __
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own performance during pract ice , while the perform ance of women deteriorated

(F (1 , 71) = 8.71;  ~ = .005). These resul ts  are shown in Table 5. In fac t ,

men performed more poorly on the average during the test trial than they had

been performing In practice in only one experimental conditIon: when they

had experienced socIal comparison failure and the task was sax—appropriate.

Women performed more poorly in the test trial than during practice in all

conditions but one: when they received no feedback and the task was sex—

appropriate. Thus, two separate effects were observed . The first was a

differential effect according to sex—appropriateness of the task in which

both men and women profited most from practi ce when they thought the task

was one on which members of their sex did well , especially when they were

a given no other basis for evaluating the excellence of their performance

relative to that of other men or women. The second was a sex-differentiated

response to the stress of performing “ fo r  the record ’ , a stress which

apparently gave rise to unusual care and excellence fcr men but was disrup-

tive to the performance of women.

E nj oyment, E f f o r t ,  and Sub 4 ective Per formance  Evaluations

All Es were asked to describe their reactions to the two tasks first ,

as they completed the initial practice periods on both the pursuIc rotor

and the labyr inth and second , a f t er the tasks were finished and all test

trIals recorded .

Enjoyment. Rat ings of task enjoyment were analyzed first for sex

differences  and d i f fe rences  according to sex—labeling of the tasks before

social comparison feedback was introduced . Results of a repeated measures

ANOVA showed two significant iateracticms: an interaction between the order

of sex—labeling treatment and the task being rated such that whichever task
r

was described as a task which men did well was seen as the more enjoyable

~~~~~ 
.- . . - . 
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(
~ (1, 79)  = 4 . 2 6 ;  p —  .03~ ). The triple order In:eract~on between sex,

order of sex—labeling treatment , and task w;is also signifIcant (F (1, 79) =

5.01; p — . 029 ) .  Average enjo yment ratings for men and women are shown In

Table 6. The averages obtained indicate t h a t  the trIpLe order Interaction

was primarily due to the ratings reported by women. The men liked the

labyrInth somewhat better than the pursuit rotor whatever the sex—labeling

t reatm ent , but the women reversed tha~ r task pr e ferences  according to sex—

labeling, preferring whichever task was described as one men dId well.

Table 6

P~ tings of Task Enjc :-~~emt b y ~!em and Women

According to Sex—LabeLing of Task

Order of Sex—Labeling Pursuit Rotor  Labyrinth
Treatment

Men Women Men Women
Pursuit Rotor: Masculine

Labyr Inth:  Feminine 51.3 60.2 55.8 33 . i

?ursuit Ro to r :  Feminine
Labyrinth: Masculine 57.8 4L~.3 61.9 60.0

The addition of social comparison feedback also produced several near

signifIcant interactions which were consistent in nature over both tasks .

For the pursuit rotor , social comparIson success , faIlure , or no cc ent pro—

duced much greater differentials in the anjoyability of the task when it was

thought to be feminine than when it was mascu line . Failure when the p u r s u i t

rotor was described as a task women did well rendered the pursuit rotor c-:i:e

unenjoyab le , but success made for  high e nj o v a b i l it v .  The In t e r a c t i o n

b etween s ex—appr op r i a t e nes s  of the task and social  c o m p a r i s o n  b a r e L y  m i sse d

~~~~~
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being s ign i f ican t  at the 5’~ level (F (2 , 73) 3 .12;  p .051) .  The in te r—

action between sex and sex—labeling also approached significanc e , with

wcmen being more af fec ted  by sex—labeling than men, or in other words ,

showing the greater differences in reaction according to the sex—appropriate-

ness of the task. Their reaction was such that  their enjoyment of the task

was not impaired by failure , provided that the pursui t  rotor had been

described as a task performed well by men . However , when it had been

d escribed as a task done well by women , their lack of enjoyment was striking.

Men did not react so d i f f e r en t ly  a f t e r  ei ther success or fa i lure  (F (1 , 73) =

= .081).

A similar effect occurred on the labyr inth , with  t r iple  order in t er—

a actions between sex , sex—labeling , and social comparison conditions

approaching si;nificar.ce at the 5% level by analysis of variance of f inal

ratings of task enjoyment and by analysis of covarlance using pre—feedback

ratings of enj oyment as the covarlate , (F ( 2 , 7 1) = 3.08 ; p = .053; F (2 , 70) =

3 .030 : ~ = .055 , respect ively) . Average enjoyment ra t ings  of both tasks

appear in Table 7. On both tasks , enjoyment was more a funct ion of social

comparison when the sex—labeling of the task was feminine , with failure

making the task seem quite unpleasant and success making for  increased

pleasure. When the task labeling was masculine , success and fa i lur e seemed

to make less d i f f e rence .  On the pursui t  rc tor , the ef f e c t  was more pr oncunced

for  women , who appear to have been par t icular ly  responsive to social

comparison fa i lure , while or. the labyrinth , the  ef f ec t  arpea red mor e st r ongly

f c r  men , who appear to have been particularly responsive to success.

E f f o r t .  E f f o r t  r a t ings  were obtained only at  the te rminat ion  of p r act i c ’

on both  tasks . Averages fcr experimental  c cn d i t i om s  are reported Ir Table  S .

For the pursuit rotor dota , both the main effect for ccnpariscn and the
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- 
Table 7

- Ratings of Task Enjoyment by Men and Women after Social Comparison

Treatment and Practice according to Experimental Condit ion

Order of Sex—Labeling Order of Social Pursuit Rotor Labyrinth
Treatment Comparison

- Men Women Mer. ~cmen

Pursuit Rotor: Masculine
- Labyr inth:  Feminine Success: Failure 48.9 57.1 48.4 33.7I Failure: Success 54 .0  64.1 7 6 . 3  51.7

No Cotrm~ent 56.3 56.9 5~~.1 66 .7

Pursuit Rotor :  Feminine
Labyrinth:  Masculine Success: Failure 60.1 61.9 64 .4  ~6 .6

Failure:  Success 53.0 32.6  56. 4 6 7 . 6
No Conment 57 .0  52.3  69.1 65 .0

II

I:- P -- .  

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~- — .
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Table 8

Self—Ratings of E f f o r t  a f t e r  Social Comparison Treatment

and Practice according to Experimental Condition

Order of Se~~Labeling Order of Social Pursuit Rotor Labyrinth
Treatment Comparison

Pursuit Rotor: Masculine
Labyr inth : Feminine Success: Failure 66.9  64 .4

Failure: Success 61.7 6 2 . 6
No Comment 52.9  62 .6

Pursuit Rotor :  Feminine -

Labyrinth:  Masculine Success: Failure 59.5 7 2 . 5
Failure: Success 48.8 61.6
No Comment 67.8 76.9

h
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interaction between sex—labeling and social comparison produced differences

signi f icant  at the 5~ level (Social Co mpa r iso n : F ( 2 , 73) = 3.31; p = .043;

Sex—Labeling x Social Comparison: F (2 , 73) 3.80; p = . 0 2 7) .  The

d i f fe rences  were such that the highest ratings of effort were produced under

success , the lowest under fai lure , and the interact ion between socIal con—

parison and labeling of sex—appropriateness was such that  extremely low

ratings of e f f o r t  occurred when the ro to r  was described as a task on which

women did well but the S him (her) self was doing poorly .

Subjective Performance Evaluations. Men described themselves as making

be t t e r progress  in learning on both the pursui t  rc tor  and the ~aby r in th  than

did women be fore  social comparison standards were introduced (F (1 , 79) =

a 5.21; a = .026) . In addition , bot h men and women described themselves as

doi ng less well on the labyrinth than on the pursui t  ro tor  (F ( 1 , 79)  = 38.90;

.001).  (See Table 9)

Table 9

Men ’s and Women ’s Se l f—Rat ings  of Learning Progress

on Pursui t  Rotor and Labyr in th

Pursuit  Rotor  Labyrinth
Met’. 37 .8 23 .6

Women 31.4 15.9

Social comparison introduced further differences , with negat ive feedback

producing narkedl: lower self—evaluations(! (2, 73) = 4.7 6; ~ = .012 and

F (2 , 71) = 7.S7: ~ / ~ .001 for  main e f f e c t s  of social comparison t r e a tmen t  on

t he pursui t  ro tor  and labyr in th  da ta  respect ively) . The in te rac t ion  bet ween

sex ar.d social comp arison t r e a t m e n t  was also s ign i f i can t  on th e p u r s u i t  r o t o r ,
r.

w i t h  f a i lure clearl y b eing more s t r ongly  reacted to by women char .  b y non

IT



(F (2, 73) = 3. 49; p = .036). For the labyrinth data , the maIn effect for

sex also approached significance at the end of the task (F (1, 71) = 3.65;

p .061). The triple order interaction between sax, sex—labeling, and

social comparison also approached significance (F (2, 71) = 2 .69 ;  p = .076).

The nature of the effect was such that women described themselves as doing

extremely poorly a f te r  social comparison fa i lure , but not that much be t t e r

a f t e r  success——in f ac t , less well than if they were given no feedback whatever ,

and especially ~f they had been told that the labyrinth was a task women did

well. Men described themselves as doing well a f te r  social comparison success

if the task labeling was feminine but also described themselves as doing well

if the task was described as a masculine one without social comparison feed-

back. This was the condition in which performance records , in f act ,

demons t ra ted  the best learning men. Average se l f—ra t ings  at the conclusion

of each of the two tasks appear in Table 10.

Table 10

~-!en ’s and Women ’ s Seif—R ~ tings of Prof ic iency a f t e r  Social Comparison

Treatment and Practice According to Experimental Condit ion

Order of Sex—Labeling Order of Social Pursuit Rotor Labyr inth
Treatment Comparison

Men Women Mon Women
Pursuit Rotor: Masculine

Labyrinth: Feminine Success: Failure 43.9 40.6 21.1 11.0
Failure: Success 48.1 24.9 48.0 28.3
No Co ent 33.1 49.3 20.3 35.3

Pursuit Rotor : Feminine
Labyrinth : Masculine Success: Failure 50.6 52.6 16.6 12.6

Failure: Success 37.7 22.0 35.9 25.1
No Comment 52.7 47.4 45.0 26.0

Overall , the data or. the two tasks were consis ten t , with sex

dIfferences in which men tend to rate their progress better than women ap— 4
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pearing on both of the tasks. Social comparison effects were also consistent

on the two tasks , with failure evoking a much strc-nger reaction than success ,

especially on the part of women. In fact , the men did not always describe

themselves as doing less well after failure than they did when no comment

was made on their performance, while the women reacted by cor.sistently giving

themselves low ratings after failure but also tending to give themselves low

ratings even after success. With one small exception , women ’ s best self—

ratings appeared when no comment on their performance had been made.

In an effort to determine whether the conraratlve l~ ck of reaction of

the women to positive feedback or success on the labyrinth nig ht not be a

carryover from their previous failure experience on the pursuit rotor ,

self—ratings of progress on the labyrinth before feedback were ~naly:ef b y

social comoarison condition. The results of the analysis indicated that

there was a strong pro—existing trend , confined to women , for individuals

who had received negative feedback on the pursuit rotor to give themselves

low ratings or. the labyrinth before social comparison treatment. Average

self—ratings by men and women before social comparison feedback on the.

labyrinth were as shown in Table 11. The F for the interaction between

sex and social ocmoarisor. treatment was 2.018 ( 
~ = .4 1). ~-Thile ncr.—

significant , the trend and its appearance in the treatment conditior.s which

had just shown the strongest reaction to the previous failure feedback makes

the interpretation of the women ’s reaction to the success t reat m ent  on the

labyrinth equivocal in this data set. Women ’s seemingly dampened reaction

to success may have beer, due to carryover effects from the preceding part of

the exper Imen t .

_ _ _ _ _  - -~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~
-
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Table 11

Men ’s and Women’s Self ~Ratings of Learning Progress

on Labyrinth before Soc~a1 Comparison Treatment

Order of Social Men Women
Comparison

Success: Failure 20.0 20.0
Failure: Success 29.3 8.6
No Comment 23.1 19.6

Attributions of Performance and of Success and Failure

is were asked for their performance attributions , or for their best

judg ments as to determinants of performance four  t imes——once on each task

before E commented on the excellence or the poorness of their scores and or.ce

as the task was terminated . Five attributions were possible: sex , task

difficulty, natural ability, effort , and luck. Table 12 shows the average

attrIbucicns to ~ach of the five possibilities made by Ss of each sax before

receiving social comparison feedback, according to sex—labeling treatment.

t had been hoped that the two tasks would show similar patterns of

at t r ibu t i o n  be fo re  social comparIson feedback. Ecwever , a repeated measures

analysis of variance showed that two of the five possible attributions

differed according to the task being described . Pursuit rotor performance

was seen as more a reflection of natural ability than was performance on the

labyrinth (F (1, 79) = 3.56; o = . 063) .  Performance on the lab yrimth was

also seen as much more a function of luck than performance cm the pursui t

rotor (F (1, 79~ 30.35; p ~~~. .001). Ir , view of the a roor  of the two

dif ferences , the attributi on of performance on the labyrinth to luck , the

application of the sex —labeling treatment to the two tasks could not be

- 
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regarded as equivalent to each other , and attribution data for the two tasks

were analyzed separately.

Analyses of attribution data before social comparison feedback for the

pursuit rotor showed that: (1) Men tended to credit more performance to sex

tha n women (F (1, 81) = 3.93; .a = .051); (2) More performance was credited to

sex when the pursuit rotor was described as a task which was performed well

by women (F (1, 81) = 8.85; 2. = .004); (3) Both men and women attributed more

performance to task difficulty when the task was described as one usually

performed better by members of the opposite sex (P Sex x sex—labe1in~ =

F (1, 81) = 4.45; ; = .038); (&) More performance was credited to effort

when the pursuit rotor was described as a task perfcrmed well by men (F

(1, 81) = 11.69; ~ = .001);  and (3~ More performance was credited to luck

when the pursuit rotor was described as a task done well by women (F (1, 81)

5.15; £ = .026). In sum , performance was seen to be more a function of

effort when men ’s performance was thought to be usually superior t~~~ that of

women. When women!s performance was thought to be usually superior , both

sex and luck were thought to p lay a greater  role , and members of both sexes

attributed more performante to task difficult’.- when the;.’ were performing a

task whIch they believed likely to be better performed by members of the

opposite sex.

Analysis of covariance was used to test the si2r.iflcance of differences

resultIng f r om the addition of l’ s socia l comparison feedback .  Two in ter—

actIon s b et ;eem Ss ’ sex and react ions to success and f aI l u r e  proved to be

s ta t I s t i ca l ly  s ign I f i c a n t  in t h i s  anal-isis. Men ’ s a tt r i b u tI o n s  of o e r f o r m a m c e
P

to natural abIlity were either constan t or somewhat ir.c:eased after success

or when no comment was mad e on :he~ r rerfcrm ar.ce, but were lowered after

fal ure. ;;cmen ’s attribu tions to natural abil~ t’.’, in contrast , were lowered

after either success or with mc co er.t but were increased after failure

-— — ~~~~~~~~~~~~ — ~~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ _1~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~
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(F sex x social comparison = F (2, 72) = 3.29; p .043).

Attributions to effort shifted in an opposite manner for both sexes.

Nan lowered their attributions to effort if they experienced success , but

increased them if they experienced failure or if they received no feedback.

Women again did the converse; their attributions of performance to effort

were increased after success , reduced after failure , and were relatively

s~ oilar to those of men only when they received no feedback , when they,

like the men , increased their attributions of performance to effort with

longer experience (F sex x social comparison F (2, 72) = 3. 14; o = .049).

Average attributions of performance to natural ability and to effort by men

and by women according to social comparison treatment are shown in Table 13.

Table 13

changes in A:t~ ibutions of Pursuit Rotor Perfo~~ance to ~atural Ability

and E f f o r t  by  ;•!en and ;Tomen a f t e r  Succeeding , Failing , or Receiving No Comment

on Thei r Own Performance

Socia l Con~a r iscr~ Average Change In A t t r i bu t ion
reacment

Natural Ability E f f o r t

Men Women Man Women

Sucoess .0 —18.6 —13.0 10.7

Faflure —14 .6 8.2 8.2 —13.2

~o Comment 15.6 — 5.0 10.1 15.7

Lastly, a main effect for se:-~ ia
’oelir.g treatment was obtained for

attributicns to uck. ;-.hen the pursuit rotor was described as a task that

men did welL , at:ributior.s to luck were increased in the final measur ement ,
I ,

whether the social conpariscn treatment had been success , failurs , or no

~~~~~~~~~ —_ -- ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~
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comment (F (1 , 72) = 6.44; p =  .013). When the rotor was described as a task

women did well , attributions to luck were decreased , again whether the social

comparison treatment was success , failure , or no comment. The effect of the

differential shift was such that when they first began to practice on the task,

both men and women saw performance on the pursuit rotor as more a functIon of

luck when it was described that women did it well. However , by the end of their

task experience, sex—labeling no longer made a difference in perceptions of

the importance of luck (F (1, 73) = .‘~l2; ~~? .50). However , there was a

difference according to sex—labeling treatment in the process through which

this relatively egalitarian perception was accomplished . Whereas the

nasci~line performance was seen as more due to luck as time went or., the

• feminine performance was seen as more due to luck at the outset , but less so

a f t e r  increase-f practice .

• Parallel analyses were carried out on data based on learning the

labyrinth. Only one statistically significant difference emerged on all

analyses : a main effect of se~~labeling such that when the labyrinth was

described as a task which men ordinarily performed better than women , attri-

butions to effort were lower as the task was concluded than they had been in

the first , pre—feedback series of judgments (~ (1, 70) = 5.61; ~ = .021).

If the labyrinth was described as a task perfor-ned best by women , attributions

to effort were increased with longer experience on the task. While on first

thought , this result might appear to be inconsistent with other dat~~—as,

for example, with the fact that se~~ labeling for the pursuit rotor produced

a difference such that performance was seen as more strongly reflecting effort

when the task was described as one which men did well—further reflection

points to the a~paren: difference between the pursuit rotor and the labyrinth

and to the subt e:y of the attributicn process. The difference or. the pursuit

~~~~T1~J ~~~~~~
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rotor occurred after extremely limited experience with the task and before

much could be learned as to the likelihood of learning progress; it would

indicate that male performance is considered to be contingent on effort on a

priori grounds. The nature of the labyrinth is such that alnost all Ss make

some progress in successive trials. Ss can hardly fail to notice their own

improvement over time if they continue to practice. Hence the increased

attribution to effort in the final judgment might be taken to reflect a

conviction that if performance on a feminine task improves , it is due to the

effort expended . If so , the result is consistent with results obtained b’:

others which indicate that effective performance by women is seen as a

reflection of effort (Falbo , et al , 1976) and is the obverse of result from

the pursuit rotor data that performance on feminine tasks is credited less

to “luck ’ as time ores and cerrormance improves.

The lack of significant differences in attributions from the data for

the labyrir.th is taken as an outgrowth ~f our failure to take into account

the caution cited by ~iner (1962, 1971 , pp 517—515) in ccnr.ection with order

or sequence effects. Our Ss experiouced the sex—labeling treatment cm the

laby r in th  task immediately after having experienced a task described in an

opposite fash ion , and were asked to describe their  a t t r i bu t ior .s on a de’.’i:e

which elicited results which were correlated in successive measurements. As

Winer notes , there is a strong possibility that practice , fatigue , transfer

of training , or the like will become entang led with treatment effects in

designs like ours. We are inclined to place more credence in the attributi on—

al data for the pursuit rotor than in the data from the labyrinth , whic h must

‘~ be regarded as subject to the caut~ oms ‘~‘imer raises.

;~ascuiImitw. Feo~.inInitv and Ar.dr.c~~~y

3em ’s Sex—Role Inventory, or the BSRI was the measure of

~~~JTIIIII~~~ If 
.
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and femininIty used in the present study . The scoring method described by

Bern and Watson (1976) was used to yield a four—fold classification of Ss high

in both maxculinitv and femlnir.i:v (considered androgynous), hizh in masculInIty

but low in femininity (considered masculine), 1~.1gh in femininity but low in

masculinIty (consIdered femInine), or low in both (considered undifferentiated).

The recocm~ended scoring procedure involves scoring the dimensions of rnascul~nity

and femininity,  classifyIng Ss as above or below the median within the

sample tested on each of the two dimensions , and establishing the four_ fo ld

classification. As applied to the particular sample of volunteers recruited

for the present experiment , however , the scoring method yielded suprising

results in relation to Is’ race. It will be r~~embered that black vclumteers

• were unevenly dIvided as to sex , with more black women represented among

the volunteers than black men . The racial composi t ion of the f o u r — f o l d

classification was obviously uneven. Numbers of black and white men and

women classified as Androgynous, Masculine , Feminine , and UndifferentIated

are show in Table 1-i.. It is clear that the black women differed from the

white ~cmen In the likelihood of being classified as Feminine and Masculine:

while the majority of the black women were .aither Androgynous ~r Masculine ,

no ne of the wh i t e  women were c lass i f ied as Masculine and over ~~~ were

FeminIne.  The najorl:’: c~ the members of the Ur .d i f f er en t i a t ed  quadrant  were

white men.

To axo Lcre f~ rther the nature of the difference between the black and

the  wr. : te  ~c , analyses of variance of near. differences between black and
whit a men and women were compu t ed sep ara t e ly  for  the two dimensicns Nasoulin—

i t-i  an~ em~nini:’- . These averages are shown in Table 15. The d i f f e r e n c e

between bLac~~ and whites an the dimension of MasculinIty is significant at

the 5T~ e’:e , with co:h black wo~em and black men scoring higher on the

~ 
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1

• Table 14

Classification of Is on Bern Sex—Role Inventory Accordin g to Race and Sex

Sex Role Inventory Classification Slacks Whites

Men Women Men Women

Androg~~ous (High Masculine—High Feminine) 2 8 4 10

Masculine (High Masculine—
Low Feminine) 2 5 14

Feminine (Low Masculine—
High Feminine) 1 4 5 10

Undifferentiated (Low Masculine
Low Feminine) 2 15 3

5 19 38 23

‘4 
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H

Table 15

Average Masculinity and Femininity Scores of

Black and White Men and Women

Bern Sex—Role Inventory Scale Blacks Whites

Men Women Men Women

- 

I 
Masculinity 5 .5  5.0 4 .9  4 . 7

Femininity 4.7 5.0 4 . 5  5.1

N 5 19 38 23

0-

‘4
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average than white women or white men (F (1, 81) = 4.51; p = .037). Sex

differer.ces are not statistical!’,’ significant (F (1, 81) = 2 .96 ;  p = .09).

On the dimension of F emininity , sex differences are larger and highly

significant with both black and white women cl ea r ly desc r ibi ng thems elves a s

more feminine than either black or white men , and the race difference does

not approach sIgnificance (
~. 

sex = L( l , 81) = 12.40; ~ = .001; ~ race =

(1, 81) = .05; p > .5~~. The preponderance of black women classIfied as

Androgynous stems from their Masculinity scores which do tend to be higher

than those of the white men in this particular sample of undergraduate

students , while the relatively low Masculinity scores of the white men

leads to their classification as UndifferentIated .

It might be noted that the white men of this sample are not deviant or

unusual in their self—descriptions . In fact , the average Masculinity score

for white men in this sample , 4.9, is almost exactly the same as the median

given by Bern and Watson (19k ) for  their standardization sample of Stanford

undergraduates , 4 .89. ?resumbly,  the Sta nford sample was predominantly

white.  It appears to be the black women who introduced the unusual element

in the present sample , and the data would indicate that  there is a good

possibility that black culture acrentuates soi~e traits considered masculine

in American society at large in both men and women.

The existence of differences between blacks and whites in their se~~~ola

concepts is confIrmed by race differences in attributions to sex. In the

course of the experiment , all Is had four opPortunities to use sex as an

explanatIon f o r  performance on each cf the tasks they had undertaken to learn ,

two of them before receiving any feedbac< on their own personal level of

I~ skil . as ccmpared with that of other Is. Ten of the 35 Is gave sex no

r.
credence whatsoever as a determinant of performance; of the ten , seven were

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~~ _ -~~~- ~~~ -— -- —_—- •
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black (including one of the five black men). Average attributions to sex

from the two pre—feedback ratings on the two tasks are shown in Table 16. It

appears that what had seemed to be a differenc e between men and women was

actually largely a difference based on race in which black men and wcrnen

shared a tendency to make lower attributions to sex than white men and women

(F (1, 79) 5.196; ~ = .026). The difference between men and women was

both smaller and non—significant (F (1, 79) = .688; .2. = .410) as compared

with the difference based on race. The seemingly higher attributions to sex

of the men in the overall sample was actually due to the higher proportion of

white men than of white women among our volunteers. The remainder of the

attributional data was inspected for similar differences , but only attri—

-
• butions to sex showed such striking race differences.

Table 16

Average Attributions to Sex by Black and White Men and Women

Sex of Subject Blacks N Whites N

Men 27.5 5 40.6 36

Women 19.3 19 37.4 23

I

r

L~ ~ 
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DISCUSSI ON

Results are discussed under three general sections. In the first , we

are interested in the relationship between performance , as it was objectively

observed and recorded by our E, and men ’s and women ’s subjective evaluations

of their own capabilities at our two tasks. In the second , we are interested

in men ’s and women ’s enjoyment of their learning experience at the tasks and

in their attributions of performance , or in their beliefs as to the variables

underlying performance effectiveness at the tasks. The third section is

concerned with the results on differences between blacks and whites and on

relationships between race differences and sex differences.

Performance and Self—Evaluations of Abilities. Results provide little

support for the hypothesis that men and women would be differentially sus-

ceptible to social comparison information as compared with task feedback.

Both men and women gave clear indications of reacting to social comparison

success or failure , whenever it was available , judging from goal setting

behavior on the pursuit rotor. Both men and women also reacted in the

same way to negative comments on their skill in learning the labyrinth ,

as well as to sex—labeling. Individuals of both sexes showed better

learning when no coo~ ents on their progress had been offered , and

performed more poorly when their orogress was criticized , es~eciallv

U

when they believed other members of their own sex could perform well.
‘4

However parallel the objective ~erformance records of men and women ,

they clearly intermreted the situation di~ ferentl’i and felt differently abcet

theIr progress. The men showed little evIdence of belief in L ’s critical

coumtents on their rate of learning . By the end of their practice , men who

had been told that their pursuit rotor performance was unusually poor were

~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~ 
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describing their progress as positively as the men who had been told it was

good , especially if they believed men in general were good at theIr task.

Thus, men gave evidence of the “defensive bias” described and reported by

Nicholls (1975) ~n grade school boys insofar as their perceptions of their

progress were concerned : negative feedback had no measured effect on men ’s

jud~~erit of how good their performance was even a few rn~nutes later.

Men ’s attributions of performance to effort and ability after success

and failure showed a similar bias. Men saw pursuit rotor performance as more

responsive to effort if their performance was criticized; such a view is

consistent both with the acceptance of crIticism and with reviewing or

dismissing criticism in the light of new ex~erience even whet’, the new ex-

perience is brief. Men also thought performance reflected more “natural

ability” when they were praised . Both perceptions would justify a sanguine

evaluation of their own abIlities. If performance reflects “natural ability”

when it is good , but is a function •of effort rather than ability when it is

bad , their evaluations of their own performance capability can be supported

by only the positive information. The fact that there were sex differences

in the pattern of change after success and faIlure is confirmation of Nicholls

(1975); men seen to possess an ability to absorb feedback selectively that

women do not share.

Behav iorally , on the other hand , the men did not practice as long as the

women, and in actual fact , the wcmen ’s performance improved more than the

men’s in the course of the experiment. Both men ’s and women ’s ccgnitions

* were scmewhat out of line with their behavior; while the men ’s attributions

to effort and ability would seem to justify more effcrt on their part ,

especIally when they were failing , in fact , t:~eir effort did not increase.

And while the women ’s belIefs would be consistent w i t h  giving up and failing

-
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to practice , in fact they did put out more effort than the men and actually

succeeded in reducing the sex d i f f e r en t i a l  in performance by the end of the

tasks.

Nevertheless, the women contInued to believe that their performance was

poor if they had been crIticized , even after their more extended practice.

There was some indication that women who had been told they were poor at the

pursuit rotor continued to believe that they were poor , on our second task.

Thus, the women ’s reaction to crIticism was both more severe and longer

lasting than that of the men.

The women also showed actual disruption in their ability to perform well

on the test trial at the end of their pract ice  on the labyr in th .  They fa i led

to do as well when they were being tested as they had just demonstrated they

could do when they were only practicing , while the men demonstrated the

reverse effect , and ~n fact , some men did better durIng the test than they

had ever done previously. The direction of the practice test differential

is a behavioral confirmation of Nicholi ’s finding that girls felt worse than

boys when they were told they were about to do an important test. Our women

were not asked to describe their feelings , but they actually did worse.

However , Nicholls Interprets the effect to be a result of sex differences

in attributional patterns , with boys being more likely than girls to exert

extra e f f o r t  when they were failing. Our results provide no confirmaticn for

this interpretation. Our results are more consistent with the supposition

that there are sex differences in the capacity for mastering the stress
I

assocIated with the testing situation in this type of task. The women ’s

rela t ively poor performance on the test as compared with their perfo rmance

~~i e  they were practicing indicates that the process cf testing produced

an effec t whIch made for  thei r  per forming worse than usual , and which
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underestimated their level of proficiency. The evaluation setting actually

enhanced the performance of the men.

The effect , and the conditions under which it was elicited , parallel

the conditIons cited by Wine (1971) in connection with the arousal of test

anxiety. Wine conjectured and revIewed literature in support of the thesis

that the attentional focus of high and low test—anxious persons differs in

the testIng situation; highly anxious individuals divide their attention

between the task at hand and distracting, task—irrelevant worries relating

to their own somatic sym~toms and self—evaluation. Low test—anxious

ind ividuals have their Interest and motivation aroused in evaluativ e

situations and do their best. While test anxiety is ordinarily construed

to be an individual difference variable , the conditions of the present

experiment were such as to present , in sequence , a non—evaluative followed

by an evaluative performance measur~~ent setting to both men and wcmen.

these conditions , the men did better when they were performing under evalua-

tive conditions than they did while they were practicing while the women did

the reverse.

The differences between experimental conditions during the practice

trIals on the labyrinth suggest that Wine ’s irt~erpretation nay apply to the

process of learning to perform well on the labyrinth as well as to final

performance evaluations. Both of our experimental treatments——social com~ ari—

son success and failure and sex—labeling cf tasks——were such as to lead to

I - differential attention to the process of evaluation . AttentIon to evaluation

might be exnected to be at its maxImum after feedback indicating poor pro~ ress ,

especially if the task is one which other members of cn~’
’s Own sex car. d~ well .

On the other hand , in the absence cf scc~a1 conoarison fe~ f’~ack , information

that most other members of one ’s own sex do well at the task one is attem~ t i m g

iS reassuring. Both men and women , especially the men , d emonstrated their

L:___
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- best learning under the most reassuring , least evaluative conditions , and

their poorest learning when a negative evaluation had already been offered.

The sex differences in learning rates on the labyrinth are unfortunately

uninterpretable in that one cannot say whether or not women might demonstrate

as outstanding progress in learning as the men in the nc cotr~ent , sex—

appropriate condition on a task which was easier for them . The sex

differences in favor of the men on both of our tasks indicate that the tasks

were actually easier for the men than f or the women . Other investigations

have probably reported more correlatIons between test anxiety and performance

L measures for males than for females (Sarason , DavIdson , Lighthall , Waite , and

Ruebush , 1960; Cotler and Palmer , 1971). However , the present study differs

• from most other studies in two ways. Anxiety,  under the present conditions ,

would have to be ccnstrued as a state rather than a trait measure , and most

ocher studies have not attempted to look at the same person~s performance

under anxiety aroused and non—aroused conditions. Secondly , the majority of

other studies have considered intellectual or scholastic tasks. It might be

that motcr performance tasks involve skills at which males have a natural

advantage and/or previous learning experiences which reverse the situation

for intellectual or scholastic tasks , at which females seem to have the

advantage of earlier maturation at younger age levels.

~ :~ 
Nevertheless , it is noteworthy that men rather than women demonstrated

their most outstanding learning under the conditions where social comparison

standards for se,f—evaluaticn were never introduced . Social comparison theory

would predict tha t fai .ure , phrased in social comparison terms , would elicit

the most prolonged practice , especially on sex—appropriate tasks (Festingar ,

195i). It had been expected tha t men, rather than wc~ en , would 
‘be more

responsive to social ccmoari scn standards (Kipnis , 1974). Nct only did men

_ _ _  —~ _ .__~_ “.~ —
_
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fail to practice longer than usual under the conditions of social comparison

failure; the men , as well as the women , profited the least from the length

of time they did practice.

Conversely , men showed their best learning under conditions which might

be thought to involve the greatest resemblance to those elIciting “inner

direction” rather than evaluation pressure. The nature of the labyrinth task

was such that all who attempted it were automatically involved and attentive

to their own progress in learning . On the labyrinth , both men and women, but

especially the men, did their best where neither success nor failure had been

specified in social comparison terms, and where it was necessary for them to

assess their own progress through autonomous standards. Indications were chat

• either success or failure feedback served to distract Ss ’ attention f r om task

parameters whIch served them well in learning . What had been anticipated as

a control condition , where social comparison standards were never mentioned ,

in fact proved to be the learning condition under which the best progress in

learning took place.

Enjo~m’.enc and Attributions

An important key to women ’s involvement in the learning of tasks like

- 
- those of our experiment would appear to be sex labeling, with women , per’:ersel~

being more attracted to tasks at which men were thought to excel than to

tasks better performed by their own sex. Women began both tasks liking them

better when they had been described as tasks men did well. Their enthusiam

was not even dir~ ed b y social comparison failure , provided that the task ha~

been described as one men were good at. Women ’s evaluation of their progress

in learning indIcated acceptance and belIef in l’s description f how wel .

they were doIng , irrespective of sex—labeling treatment. Their enjoyment cr

their pleasure in the tasks, on the other hand , was a function of sex—labeling
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rather than of their own progress or their perception of their own progress.

Furthermore, indications also were that the women ’s performance was less

affected by criticism or failure when the task had been described as one men

did well than when it was described as one women did well. When tasks were

described as jobs well done by women, both men and women reacted by reporting

less enjoyment , if they thought their own performance was poor . The women

were especially susceptIble to this effect. Women tolerated criticism better

and enjoyed both tasks more when the tasks had been described as jcbs well

done by men.

As for the men , only their actual performance after failure appeared to

suffer when tasks were given masculine sex —labeling. Their evaluations of

their own learning progress were relatively impervious to failure feedback.

~1en ’s performance in general was such that they appeared better defended

than the women——better able to perform when being tested , and less wi .ling

to conclude that they were slow at learning even after criticism.

The key to the differences between men and women in their enjc~~ent of

the two tasks, as well as their self—evaluations of their progress in learning ,

seems to lie in the process of attribution. Attributions , like er.jo~~ient ,

seemingly were a function of sex— labeling , but whereas most of the differences

in enjoyment according to se:.~— labeling were most sharply experienced by women ,

both men and women saw our tasks differently depending on which sex was

thought to be better at performing them . Furthermore , the majority of the

differences in perception antedated men ’s and women ’s first experiences and

reactions to feedback describing their own personal success or failure. They

occurred after extremely limited experIence with the pursuit rotor , and demon—

strated sharp differences according to sex— labeling which seemingly featured

biases shared by both sexes. Performance on the pursuit rotor was seen as much

—~~ - - - - ~~~--—-t.~~~r —--&— 
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more heavily dependent or. effort when the rotor had been described as a task

men did well. If it had been described as a t~sk women did well , performance

was seen as dependent to a greater extent on sex cr luck. Both men and women

saw performance on the rotor as more a function of task difficulty when it

had been described as a task better done by members of the opposite sex.

The first conclusion would seem to be that men and women share a tendency

to view tasks as intr~ ns~callv different when the task has been se~~typ ed .

Accordingl-;, while much interest has centered on sex differences in attri-

butions of success and failure , it may be that more attention should be paid

to sex— typing of tasks rather than ~ex differences in attribution. Further—

more, it might also be the case that personal success or failure is but a

small component of what are felt to be the reaL determinants of performance

ef f ectiveness.

The natu~~ of the differences which appeared also do much to e~:plain

women ’s seeming attractIon to opposite sex activities. The one attribution ,

effort , seen to be most demanded for effective performance of the masculine

task is cited as the attribution most important for affective response to

success or failure (Weiner , 1972). ~aximum pride in success is experienced

‘by the actor when he views performance as a reflection of effort. Sex and

luck are both thought to be circumstances beyond the control of the actor

and undeserving of either reward or punishrner.t. Accordingly, through

participation in tasks sex—typed as masculine , women gaIn the possibility cf

- . reward. That they rIsk failure may seem less damagIng to them than failure

In tasks sex—typed as feminine; so lcng as they attempt men ’s work , less may

well be expected of them , by  themselves as well as b-: others. Confining

themselves to “women ’s work ’ means only tha t they recei;e neither credit

nor blame. -
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Masculinity—Femininity and Race

The unantIcipated sex difference in race Is a factor which confounds

interpretation of sex differences in the present sample. From the data

obtained , it is ambiguous whether the same sex differences would have been

found had the women as well as the men been predominantly white , or had it

been possible to obtain data from a larger number of black men as well as

black women . Both of our Es were also white women; there is an additional

possibility that race differences and/or sex differences were in part a

function of examiner or interviewer bias.

However , the differences between men and women in our sample were not

of the kind usually associated with supposed lower self assurance or greater

• defensiveness on the part of blacks. Blacks of both sexes described them-

selves as more masculine , and therefore , as more assertive , more aggressive ,

more competitive , and generally , as possessing more of the qualities assoc—

laced with stereotypic masculinity than did whites of either sex. Spence ,

Helmreich ar.d Stapp (1975) concluded that self—ratings of sex—related

attributes could be accorded the same degree of confidence as other self

report measures. If their conclusion is extended to this samp le , the result

would indicate that the black women were in fact more aggressive , self—

assertive, competitive , etc., than were many of the white men.

The result , therefore , mIght shed much light on the dynamics of

situations where blacks and whites of both sexes contact and interact with

each ocher——as fcr example , in colleges or universities like Temple or within

work and military organizations . Spence , et al. (1975) reported that the

h~;hest self—esteem on a scale designed to measure self—confidence and

competence in interpersonal situations , was had by indIviduals who were

oate-zo rized as androgynous on their measure of masculini :y—femininit- . The

- • 
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association between self—esteem and masculinity was particularly strong .

If both findings and interpretations are generalized to our sample , the most

confident, most androgynous indivIduals to participate in the experiment

should be found among the black women.

Bern (1975) demonstrated that androgynous individuals of both sexes

tend to show more “feminine” behaviors than nonandrogynous individuals in

a situation designed to elIcit that type of response , but more “masculine”

responses in a situation in whIch those behaviors were appropriate. In other

words , androgynous individuals were capable of both types of responses and

behaved appropriately according to the nature of the situation.

Accordingly , our results would suggest that it may be of the greatest

importance to first verify or replicate our finding . Secondly , replIcation

and further investigation of Bem ’s findings as to the situational specificity

of approprIately “masculine” or “feminine” behavior is also in order. Should

it be found that androgynous individuals do behave appropriately in

situations deemed important for  or~ anizacional functioning , black women might

be considered to constitute a population resource whose importance has not

been properly appreciated .

P.ace and Sex, Self—Esteem, and Self—Confidence

The self—assertive and confidant self—descriptive data from the BSRI ,

the denial of :he impact of sex on performance from the attribution data ,

interviewers ’ impressions , and some explicit comments from interviews all

ccntrast with the performance data from the labyrInth :ask, In which there

were mc apparent dIfferences between black women and whIte women in perfor—

maccc in the test setting ; the effect of testing was negati’ie for both . A

recent review docuzents the ambiguit-’ surrounding attempts to specify the

si.-tllarities and diE Eerer.ces between black ~omen and white WC~~ LCfl , and the

• a .  — 
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extent to which the achievement behavior of black women can be described as

dependent on their sex or on their race (Murray and Mednick , 1977). ~urrav

and Mednick describe much of the data as ambiguous and inconsistent , and

there are a great many parodoxes.

Our study is no exception. There are at least three potential explana-

tions of our data. One is that the kinds of data which point to assertIve ,

confident behavior on the part of black women all involve verbal report and

self—description , not behavioral data. Murray and Mednlck noted that black

women have often been depicted as aggressive , independent , and assertive.

Our data ittdicate that they are not only seen by others in this way——they

see themselves and present themselves in the same fashion. It is still

possible that the assertive stance is only a posture , and that in actual

fact , black women as well as white women are eçually likely to lack self

confidence , and consecuently to perform more poorly than usual under styassful

conditions .

A second possibility is that the numbers of black and white women

involved in the study were too small to reveal actual differences dependent

on race rather than sex. The fact that there were a disproportionate number

of black women but not of black men among our volunteers results in a real

confounding of sex wIth race as a variable ur.der study . Given the kind of

differences between blacks and whites that appeared , it is possible that our

failure to find sex differences in reliance on task feedback , as compared with

reliance on social comparison , resulted from the racial composition of our

particular sample. The cor.ditlons thought to bring abc’~t ~reatar reliance

on social comoarison as a method of self—evaluation are greater reliance

or. veer groups than on parental figures as socializing influences, more

frequent exposure to competitIve conditions in which self—evaluatIon occurs

L — •- a-s. • ~~~. -. - # -. .- 
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through comparisons of performance , and less frecuent adult contact in

which verbal exchange between adult and child is used dIrectly as the

means of teaching (Kipnis , l97.~). Black women maY actually be more

similar to men than to white women in these respects , and some of the

sex differences we anticipated and did not find may have resulted from

the racial composition of our sample of volunteers.

Thirdly , black culture may very well depart in some ways, but by

no means all, from the ways of Western society at large. The tendency to

describe themselves in a more “masculine” fashion than whites was shared

by black men and black women, as was the deemphasis on sex as an explana-

tion of task performance. Both differences po int to a greater valuation

of the qualities associated with masculin~tv in black culture than in white ,I - and to a lesser emphasis on sex dIfferences in work performance. However ,

there is still no guarantee of the actual experiences necessary to obtain

mastery over such stresses as that associated with our “testing” situation

on the labyrinth task. Here, the white men had an asset that the women of

either race dId not have; it may be that black men , whom we had very little

opportunity to cbserve , would have had as much difficulty as the women in

the test situation , and that the sex differences we did observe resulted

from the presence of more blacks amon~ the women than amor.g the men in our

sample. Any decision as to which interpretation is most correct must be

based on data beyond that provided by our study .

i:
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CONCLUSIONS

College men and women demonstrated best learning of a motor skills task

in a learning situation in which no evaluative comments , either ~~~O 5 It i VC  or

negative, were made on their learning progress while they were attempting to

learn , and they also believed that most other members of their own sex were

able to perform the task well. Both men and women performed poorly if their

learning progress was criticized , especially if they believed that other

members of their own sex were able to perform the task well. However , men ’s

self—appraisals of their progress in learning at the end of the tasks did not

show long range conscious acceptance of information criticizing their learning

progress. Men decreased the extent to which they believed performance

reflected ability if their own rate of learning had been criticized . Wcmen

did not show the same bias, and also showed evidence of a more severe and

longer lasting reaction to criticism of their learning progress.

Men and women reacted differently to a test situation as compared to

practice trIals. Men performed better when they believed they were being

tested than they did while they were practicing, while women performed more

poorly . 
-

Women enjoyed learning tasks which they had been told men usually per-

formed better than women; ~hev enjoyed learning the same tasks less when

they were told women were likely to be good at them . Men did not show less

pleasure in learning tasks that had been described to them as tasks women

did well. Both men and women saw a task described to then as a task men were

good at as more responsive to effort for good performance. f the same task

was described as one women were gccd at , ~ t was seen as more dependent on

luck. The perception that perfo~~ance on the “masculIne” task was more

dependent on effort is in accord with the women ’s tender.cv to en~ow learnin~
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and performing tasks more when they believed men were likely to be more

proficient. The perception is also in accord with a belief that masculine

tasks are intrinsically more challenging.

30th black men and women and white men and women participated in the

experiment; however , more black women than black men volunteered as Ss. While

the different proportions of blacks among the men and women make for diffi-

culties in interpreting some of the sex differences obtained in the study,

race differences in sex—role related personality traits were among the more

interesting results. Black men and women described themselves in a more

“masculine” fashion on the Bern Sex-Role Inventory than did white men and

women. Race differences in sex—role perceptions and behavior should be

followed in further research , particularly to test behavioral correlates of

sex—role related self—perceptions among black men and women as compared with

those of whites. . 

- - ~~~~~~~ 1::. 
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1APP END IX A

SUBJECTS’ SEX ?~ND RACE ACCORDING TO E~~ERIM~NTAL CONDIT ION

Female &
CondItion White .Black Other ~‘1hite ~Black Other

1

MSTF 7 1 4 3 15

~~TS 6 1 2 5 14

4 2 f 1 3 4 14

• 
Fs

~~ HI 2 :‘~ 4 14

FFMS 6 1 4 1 2 11 =
6 J 1 5 2

TOTAL

11 

34 5 4 21 f 19 

- 

2 85

~~~~~~~~~ 
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