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Previous research demonstrates expectations predict

actual performance. These studies evaluated the influence

of other variables, specifically task sex orientation,

biological gender, and sex-role identification, on perfor-

mance expectancies. Two studies investigated sex differences

in performance expectancies: Study 1 used a task norma-

tively favoring males; Study 2 used a task normatively

unbiased by gender. Subjects were 207 undergraduates,

approximately equal numbers of males and females. Experi-

menter sex was controlled. Performance expectancies were

influenced by interactions of task sex orientation with

biological gender and task sex orientation with sex-role

identification, but these variables became secondary to

personal experience. These findings were interpreted as

having implications on initial choice and consequent

involvement in novel activites and situations.
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SEX DIFFERENCES IN PERFORMANCE EXPECTANCIES

When an individual is faced with performing any type of

task, expectancies about performance are based on a variety

of factors, and these experiences influence subsequent per-

formance. In general, the psychological literature reflects

what one would intuitively predict: people who expect to

succeed perform better than people who expect to fail. Fur-

thermore, there have been a number of studies that indicate

sex differences in performance expectancies, with females

having lower self-confidence levels, thus lower expectancies

and setting lower goals than males (Ryan, 1978). Lenney

(1977), however, has suggested that various situational

variables influence women's self-confidence relative to

men's and that the perceived sex orientation of the task is

a salient factor. If the task is perceived as male oriented,

female expectations are lower than males, but when the task

is perceived as female oriented sex differences were elimi-

nated. Ryan (1978) has extended these findings to men:

males who believed the task was female oriented had lower

expectations and performance than either sex who believed

the task was oriented toward their own sex. Nor did they

differ from females who believed the task was male oriented.

There was, however, a confounding factor in Ryan's study

which made it impossible to support a theoretical causal
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relationship between expectancy and performance. It was

clearly demonstrated that sex orientation of the task,

performance, and expectations vary together: those who

believed the task was oriented toward their sex expressed

higher expectations and performed better than those who

believed the task was oriented toward the opposite sex.

The methodological flaw, however, is that subjects were

asked after performing on the task how they believed it was

oriented. Thus, it is possible that performance led to

expectations rather than the converse. While some evidence

(subjects who believed the task was oriented toward their

own sex expressed more confidence when rating how many trials

they believed they would win) does suggest that task sex

orientation is the critical variable, the findings are

inconclusive.

The present experiment addressed this issue of expecta-

tions and performance and attempted to gain further informa-

tion regarding the influence of variables such as task sex

orientation and biological gender on expectations and per-

formance. Two experimentally different studies were con-

ducted. In Study 1, the task was one in which normative data

had shown that males performed significanlty better than

females (Porteus, 1965). Manipulation of expectations prior

to personal experience with the task through labeling task

sex orientation "male" or "female" eliminated sex differences

in performance. Sex differences in performance were present,
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however, in the expected direction after the first trial.

Study 2 investigated how expectation about task sex orien-

tation influences performance. The task had no demonstrated

sex differences in performance (Ryan, 1978). By asking sub-

jects, among other questions, how they perceived the task sex

orientation before performing the task, Study 2 showed how

the subjects' personal expectations influenced performance.

The variables of sex-role identification and biological

gender were found to have some influence on both expectation

and performance prior to personal experience, but as in

Study 1, this influence became trivialafter the subjects had

some experience with the tasks.

Relevant Literature

Research efforts regarding the expectancy effect have

demonstrated that, in general, people who expect to succeed

on tasks perform better than those who expect to fail. Early

researchers (Feather, 1966; Tyler, 1958) that attempted to

simulate real-life situations found that the results of their

studies supported the prediction that expectations influence

performance. In several experiments, Locke (1966) investi-

gated the relationship between an individual's intended

level of achievement and the actual level of performance and

obtained a significant linear relationship: the higher the

level of intention, the higher the level of achievement.

These results are suggestive of a self-fulfilling prophecy.

Dalton, Maier, and Posavac (1977) investigated the role of
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a self-fulfilling prophecy in a competitive motor task. As

predicted, subjects who were told they would have a disad-

vantage because of an equipment bias tended to set lower

performance levels, and also performed at lower levels than

those students who were told they would have an advantage.

The alleged bias became a real bias, albeit a motivational

rather than an engineering one. In everyday living, indi-

viduals encounter various biases that help and hinder

expectancies and performance. The bias involved in one's

self concept of being male or female, and subsequently, how

one views the sex orientation of a particular task will be

addressed in this study.

There have been a number of studies investigating the

area of sex differences as related to expectancy and perfor-

mance. The results of several experiments indicate that

females set lower goals and have lower confidence than males,

especially in achievement situations (Crandall, 1969; Feather

& Simon, 1973; Maccoby & Jacklin, 1974; Ryan, 1978) . Some

other studies (Feather & Simon, 1971; House & Perney, 1974)

seem to limit the general conclusion that females report

lower performance expectancies because no significant sex

differences were found. Because the experimental situations

varied from competitive to noncompetitive, House (1974)

investigated the conflicting findings and hypothesized that

the existence of competition differentially influences

performance expectancies of males and females. House found
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no differences between males and females when they worked

alone, and no differences between expectations of males alone

and males competing. Females, however, that competed exhi-

bited significantly lower expectations than any other group.

Results were interpreted as reflecting the traditional per-

ception of the feminine role as noncompetitive.

Other experiments have examined the influence of sex

cues on expectancies and performance. Deaux and Emswiller

(1974) had male and female subjects evaluate the performance

of either a male or female stimulus person who performed in

an above-average manner on either a masculine- or feminine-

related task. While males expected to perform better than

the person they evaluated on either a masculine or feminine

task, women had higher expectations for themselves only on a

feminine task, and predicted substantially lower performance

on the masculine task. Both sexes had similar judgement

patterns regarding performance and attributions arguing

against any sex-linked bias toward or against one's sex.

Men were seen as skillful while women were viewed as lucky

for equivalent performance. This finding is consistent with

other studies which have shown that women are less likely

than men to attribute successful performance to their own

abilities (McMahan, 1971; Frieze, 1973) and that women's

attributions tend to emphasize luck and/or effort (Bar-Tal &

Frieze, 1973; Feather, 1969; Frieze, 1973). A more recent

study by Ryan and Pryor (1976) examined performance and
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aspirations of both sexes on a simple motor task. Subjects

(male and female) were provided with a standard of perfor-

mance which was identified as either the average score, the

average score for men, or the average for women. Results

showed that males estimated and performed significantly

higher than females. Furthermore, both sexes set lowest

goals when competing against male standards. Thus, again

there are indications that women set lower goals, have less

self-confidence, and perform lower than males. Results from

a study by Deaux and Farris (1977) extended and clarified

the findings in this area of research by demonstrating that

although men and women perform equally well on an anagram

task, they differ in their expectations, evaluations, and

explanations of that performance. While differences were

not evident when the task was labeled feminine, they appear

consistently when the task was labeled masculine. Males

expected to do better, evaluated their performance more

favorably by claiming greater ability following the task,

and used causal explanations which are consistent with a

self-enhancing pattern. Furthermore, these differences

emerge most strongly on the task when it is labeled masculine

and in the failure condition. Females are more likely to

explain their performance in terms of luck, whether they

succeed or fail. When the task was labeled feminine, expec-

tancies, evaluations, and attributions to ability tended to
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be equal for men and women rather than exhibiting the reverse

pattern of the masculine task.

In an extensive review of the literature, Lenney (1977)

states that "although low self-confidence is indeed a fre-

quent and potentially debilitating problem among women, they

are not lower in self-confidence than men in all achievement

situations" (p. 1). She acknowledged the influence of com-

petition as a variable influencing the confidence of women,

but indicated that situation variables seem to influence

females' self-confidence relative to men, particulary those

of the specific ability area, the availability of performance

feedback, and the emphasis placed upon social comparison or

evlauation.

Ryan (1978) investigated these variables in three studies.

He hypothesized that if evaluative cues in the environment are

salient, females will tend to have lower self-confidence than

males. Thus, in a competitive setting where performance is

being compared to others, females would exhibit lower expec-

tations. Secondly, when information regarding performance is

minimal or ambiguous, females exhibit lower self-confidence

than males, so it was hypothesized that such differences would

disappear if information regarding performance was clear.

Third, while perception of the task as masculine would result

in lower expectations for females than males, the perception

of the task as female oriented would result in no sex differ-

ences.
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The results of Ryan's first two studies demonstrated

that in conditions which minimize social comparison and inter-

actions, females working alone had expectations significantly

higher than males working alone and than females working in a

group or competing. The opposite pattern was exhibited by

males with lowest expectations expressed when working alone

and improved performance demonstrated in the presence of

others and in competition. In addition, knowing the task was

oriented toward their sex was sufficient to eliminate sex

differences in expectations, even under competitive conditions.

In these experiments, expectations were manipulated the same

for both sexes, such that males believed the task was male

oriented and females believed the task was female oriented.

In the third experiment, Ryan explored the influence of

perceived differences in the sex orientation of the task in

a manner that allowed for differences in perception to go in

either direction by telling subjects that the task was sex

oriented, but no information was given regarding toward which

sex the task was oriented. Therefore, it was possible to

observe the results of a more natural orientation as well as

to compare the performance and expectations of both sexes

when they believed the task was same sex oriented and when

they believed it was opposite sex oriented. The results

clearly showed that women are not "always" low in self-

confidence, even in achievement situations as others have

indicated. Rather, it appears that certain situational
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variables influence expectations and also influence confidence

of males as well as females. Ryan states that "the variables

that tend to impair performance and expectancies seem to be

relatively simple, and theoretically, at least, can be altered

to eliminate performance decrements" (p. 21). Results of his

experiments support Lenney's position that sex orientation of

the task influences self-confidence in achievement settings.

Consistently, it was shown that belief that a task was female

oriented eliminated sex differences in expectancies and per-

formance. This effect was even strong enough to eliminate

sex differences usually found in competitive conditions.

Whereas Lenney refers only to factors influencing the perfor-

mance of females, Ryan's data extends this position to include

males. Sex orientation of the task appears to be the dominant

variable among those studied in influencing expectations and

performance of both sexes.

In these studies, there were confounds between sex

orientation, performance, and expectations that limit ascrip-

tion of causal relations. Sex orientation of the task,

performance, and expectations clearly vary together. Those

who believed the task was oriented toward their sex expressed

higher expectations and performed better than those who

believed the task was oriented toward the opposite sex, but

because subjects were asked after performing how they believed

the task was oriented no final statement can be made that

expectations led to performance, or vice versa. While
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inconclusive, the evidence does suggest that expectations led

to performance, and that task sex orientation is the critical

factor, rather than performance. One of the present studies

will attempt to further explore these findings as well as

other possible explanations.

In a study designed to determine how elementary school

children sex-typed three motor activities and to examine

success predictions before and after cross-sex competition,

Corbin and Nix (1979) found support for the influence of task

sex orientation on self-confidence levels. Both girls and

boys sex-typed a motor task (bicycle game) requiring strength,

speed, and power as a "male" activity, while two other tasks,

one requiring balancing ability (balance game) and the other

requiring hand-eye coordination (pong game), were character

ized "male-female." Girls exhibited lower self-confidence

levels than boys only for the "male" activity prior to compe-

tition, as measured by success predictions. After cross-sex

competition, in which both sexes experienced the same amount

of success, no differences were found between girls and boys

in self-confidence levels. While this again supports task

sex orientation as a critical factor in performance, no con-

clusions can be drawn since no task was perceived as a

"female" activity.

Spence and Helmreich (1978) have extensively researched

the psychological dimensions of masculinity and femininity.

Specifically, these psychological dimensions are defined as
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"clusters of socially desirable attributes stereotypically

considered to differentiate males and females and thus to

define the psychological core of masculine and feminine

personalities" (p. 3). With respect to sex-role behaviors,

they state that in today's society, these psychological

dimensions do not rigidly determine which behaviors an indi-

vidual is likely to exhibit. Of the four domains of sexual

differentiation--biological gender, sexual orientation, sex

role, and masculinity and femininity--the group of self-

variables involved in sex role is most directly responsible

for the degree to which an individual exhibits masculine or

feminine sex role behavior in a given situation. Furthermore,

Spence and Helmreich disagree with the theoretical model that

masculine and feminine attributes are bipolar opposites.

Instead, they view masculinity and femininity as dualistic

and conceive of these attributes as separate aspects of the

personality that may vary more or less independently. As a

result of this view, the Personal Attributes Questionnaire

(PAQ) was developed to measure the psychological dimensions

of masculinity and feminity. Those items that measure mascu-

linity were defined as characteristics socially desirable in

both sexes, but believed to occur to a greater degree in males

(e.g., instrumental characteristics such as a aggressiveness

and dominance) , while items that measured femininity were also

defined as characteristics socially desirable in both sexes,

but believed to occur to a greater degree in females (e.g.,
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expressive characteristics such as emotional vulnerability and

need for emotional support). In addition, research has shown

a significant positive correlation between masculinity scores

and achievement scores, and sex differences in achievement

tended to disappear when PAQ category was taken into account.

Thus, sex role identification, as measured by the PAQ, may be

a better predictor of expectations and performance on a task

than biological gender.

Based on Ryan's (1978) findings that subjects would have

higher performance expectations and thus show better perfor-

mance on tasks they perceived as being biased in favor of

their genders, this relationship was expected in both of the

present studies. In Study 1, it was expected that performance

on a task normatively favoring males, Porteus Mazes, would

show an attenuation of this bias when it was labeled "female

oriented" for male subjects. Also expected was the reverse,

the performance of female subjects was expected to be enhanced

against the group mean when the task was labeled "female

oriented." Study 2 used a task normatively unbiased by gender

of subject. Prior to performing it, subjects were asked their

opinion of the task's orientation. The same pattern of

increased expectations of performance suggested by Ryan (1978)

was expected with the subject's opinions that the task was

biased in favor of their own gender or against it being asso-

ciated with their levels of performance.
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In Study 2 additionally, the position of Spence and

Helmreich (1978) that sex-role identification was more impor-

tant than biological gener led to the expectation that sex-

role identification measures would allow a better model of

subject's expectations and performances than would measure

of gender alone.

Method

Study 1 and Study 2 were experimentally and logically

separate procedures designed to investigate sex differences

in performance expectancies from different perspectives.

Therefore, a separate method section for each study follows.

Study 1

Subjects

Subjects were 117 North Texas State University under-

graduate students, 58 males and 59 females who agreed to

participate in this experiment as part of a classroom activity.

Procedure

Subjects were asked to participate in an experiment to

investigate factors that influence speed of movement. They

were told that they would be asked first to fill out a per-

sonal data sheet and that the information would be used for

statistical purposes only. Then they would be asked to per-

from a maze task. The mazes chosen for this experiment were

Porteus Mazes. Previous research has demonstrated that males

perform significanlty better on these tasks (Porteus, 1965) .
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Subjects read an advised consent statement informing them

of the nature of the experiment and that their continued par-

ticipation signified their consent to participate in the

experiment. Subjects were told that all information gathered

would be used for research purposes only and that they would

remain anonymous.

Prior to the maze tasks, subjects read an introductory

statement about the task. Half of the subjects were informed

that the task has been shown to be highly predictive of succes

in engineering-type jobs and that statistically, males perform

better than females. The other half of the subjects were

informed that the task has been shown to be highly predictive

of success in secretary-type jobs and that statistically

females perform better than males. Then subjects were given

instructions about the task. In addition, they were asked to

record after they finished the maze the amount of time it

took them to perform the task. A digital timer which could

be seen by all of the subjects was used to time their per-

formance (see Appendicies for experimental package used.)

Study 2

Subjects

Subjects were 90 North Texas State University undergrad-

uate students, 48 males and 42 females. Subjects were taken

from the same population as those used in Study 1. Five

groups, from 10 to 50 subjects each, were used. Subjects

agreed to participate in this experiment for extra credit points.
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Procedure

After filling out extra credit forms, the experimenter

collected them, and then subjects were told that the experi-

menter was investigating factors that influence speed of

movement. Two experimenters were used, a male and a female

to control for bias of experimenter's sex. Each experimenter

tested approximately half of the' subjects.

Subjects were then told that they would be performing on

a line drawing task that has been used in previous experiments

in this area of psychological research. The task was a paper

and pencil test that consists of making groups of five slash

marks, four vertical with the fifth crossing the four, as

quickly as possible for 20 seconds. This task is the same

one used by Ryan (1978) to investigate sex differences in goal

setting behavior. The experimenter then explained the task,

stated that most students find it to be enjoyable, and

answered any questions regarding the task.

Then subjects read a atatement informing them of the

nature of the study. They were told that they were under no

obligation to complete the experiment and could drop out any-

time and that their continued participation signified their

consent to participate. In addition, they were told that

they will be asked to fill out various questionnaires in

order to aid the researcher in determining the factors that

may have influenced their performance. Subjects were told

that all information to be gathered wouldbe used for research

n 1rnqc C 11T ;4 n rl +- M+- +- 11hi . -r M II .Tf-1 - - -lI,_ I
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Prior to the line drawing task, subjects were asked to

fill out several questionnaires. First, subjects filled out

the Personal Attributes Questionnaire (Spence, Helmreich, &

Stapp, 1974), for which the Masculine and Feminine scales

were scored. Subjects were told that because performance on

the line drawing task is sex oriented, their responses to

this questionnaire might shed some light on the factors that

influence speed of movement.

Next, the experimenter announced the instructions to the

task. These were similar to those used by Ryan (1978) except

that subjects indicated how they believed the task is oriented

(males better vs. females better) before they actually per-

formed. Instructions were as follows:

Research with this task over a number of experiments has

indicated one sex consistently does better than the other.

We are not going to tell you now which way the task is

oriented; instead we are going to ask you to indicate on

the next questionnaire how you think it is oriented.

In addition, subjects were asked to answer several questions

concerning their expectancies for their performance on the

task in comparison to others in the experiment as well as

other students on campus (see Appendicies for questions used).

Subjects were then told that they would be performing for

10 trials, and that before each of the trials they should indi-

cate how many marks they think they will make on that trial.

At the conclusion of each trial they counted and recorded

the number of marks they actually made. After five trials,
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the experimenter announced that next the subjects would be

given a series of five competitive trails. They were asked

to pair up with a subject of the opposite sex who was sitting

nearby. When pairing was completed, subjects indicated how

many of the next five trials they thought they could win and

how confident they were of this prediction. At this point

they did not know the score of their partner. Then five com-

petitive trials were given. Subjects were free to compare

scores with the opponent after each trial. At the conclusion

of the five competitive trials, subjects recorded the actual

number of trials won. Then subjects completed a questionnaire

regarding their attributions for their performance (ability,

luck effort, task difficulty). In addition, subjects were

asked, "Now that you have had some experience with the line

drawing task, do you think that males or females perform

better?" They were also asked how they believed they per-

formed in relation to the other males and females partici-

pating in the experiment, as well as how they believed they

performed in relation to other males and females on campus

(see Appendicies).

Subjects were thanked for their cooperation and debriefed.

They were told that a summary of the study's findings will be

sent to them upon request.

Materials

Advised Consent Form. This form consisted of a brief

statement of the procedures and a guarantee of anonymity.
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Subjects were also told that continuing with the experiment

signified their consent to participate.

Personal Data Sheet. Demographic information was

obtained from each of the subjects to insure that a subject

only participated once. Data on each subject included

social security number, sex, age, and grade level.

Personal Attributes Questionnaire. The short form of

the Personal Attributes Questionnaire (Spence, Helmreich, &

Stapp, 1974) was used to assess masculinity and feminity.

This instrument consists of 24 bipolar items describing

personal characteristics on which subjects rate themselves

on a five-point scale. Two scores, masculinity and femi-

nity, were obtained from this questionnaire following the

scale author's instructions.

Porteus Maze Test. Two forms of the Adult 1 Maze

Test, Porteus Tests-Vineland Revision (copyright 1933) and

Porteus Maze Extension (copyright 1955) were used. Research

has demonstrated that males perform significantly better

than females on these two mazes (Porteus, 1965). Errors

in performance on these mazes were scored according to stan-

dardized procedures. In addition, amount of time to complete

task was recorded for statistical purposes.

Results

Study 1

There was no overall effect upon the Maze tasks due to

subject sex, sex-labeling of the task, or the interaction of
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these two variables upon the four outcome variables (full

model (p > .2). Thus, males and females did not differ sig-

nificantly in the amount of time needed to complete the mazes

or in the number of errors made during their performance on

the tasks. Furthermore, the labeling of the task as either

"male-oriented" or "female-oreinted" did not significantly

effect performance.

Although there was no significant overall effect, cor-

rected t-tests were performed on the least-square means to

address the hypothesized apriori group contrasts. The data

analysis on the pre-planned comparisons revealed one signi-

ficant finding: on Maze 2, males in the group in which the

task was labeled "female" performed significantly faster

than males in the group that performed under the "male-

oriented" labeling of the task (p < .05). While the sex

labeling of the task did effect the outcome variable of time

for males on Maze 2, no significant difference in errors was

evidenced. No significant differences were demonstrated on

any other outcome variable, between any groups.

Study 2

In Study 2, the most significant predictor of actual

performance across all ten trials was expectations (r = .92;

p < .0001). On trial 1, a two stage multiple regression

analysis demonstrated that the following interactions had a

significant effect on performance expectancies: task orien-

tation by sex of subject (p < .0001), task orientation by
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masculinity (p < .0001), and task orientation by femininity

(p < .001) (Table 1). These variables showed consistent

trends in their contribution to the variability in perfor-

mance on the remaining trials, but the data suggests that the

amount of variability accounted for these interactions is

trivial (largest Beta < .02) and only valuable beyond

personal expectations. Additionally, the data do lend

support to the notion that sex-role identification, as

measured by masculinity and feminity scores, on Spence,

Helmreich and Stapp's (1974) Personal Attributes Question-

naire, gives additional predictive information beyond

biological gender. Furthermore, across all trials, a high

masculinity score significantly contributed as a predictor

of actual performance (p < .05). No other dependent

variables were associated with significance levels beyond

.05.

Table 1

Two Stage Regression Model for First
Trial Performance (N = 90)

Variable R 2 Regression F pWeightF

Gender (A) .43 .002 .9

Task Orientation (B) 2.62 .07 .8

Interaction (A x B) -.46 .005 .9

.005 .15 .9
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Table 1 Continued

Variable R2  Regression F PWeight

Masculinity (C) -0.42 0.14 0.7

Task Orientation (B) -9.38 0.39 0.5

Interaction (C x B) 0.53 0.62 0.4

.0291 0.86 0.5

Feminity (D) 1.09 0.86 0.3

Task Orientation (B) 18.72 1.16 0.3

Interaction (D x B) -0.72 0.98 0.3

.0161 0.47 0.3

Predicted from Gender
x Task Orientation (A x B) -1.2 27.0 .0001

Predicted from Masculinity
Task Orientation (C x B) 1.0 163.8 .0001

Predicted from Feminity x
Task Orientation (D x B) 1.0 77.4 .0001

.76 90.8 .0001

Discussion

The results of Study 1 suggest that normative sex

differences in performance may be eliminated by manipulating

expectations. Overall, males and females did not differ sig-

nificantly in their performance on either of the mazes. After

male subjects doing a task labeled "female" had some experience

on the task, however, the pattern of performance was contrary

to the hypothesis based on Ryan's (1978) findings. It was
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expected that males would perform well on a "male" task and

worse relative to this on a "female" task; the findings of

this study demonstrated that after personal experience with

the task, males performed significantly better when the task

was labeled "female." No significant difference was evidenced

by females in either group or between male and female subjects.

Thus, these findings suggest another variable beyond task sex

orientation is important in how one performs on a specific

task. Perhaps, an explanation based on situation-specificity

is too simplistic. Instead, performance may be based on

internal factors or more likely on the interaction between

individual variables and situational variables.

In Study 2, the impact of a potentially more individu-

alized and internal variable, sex-role identification, was

investigated to attempt to gain more information about factors

that might have contributed to a better prediction of perfor-

mance. Additionally, consistent findings regarding the

interactions between sex-role identification, biological

gender, and task sex orientation, on the one:)hand, and on the

other hand the subsequent effect on expectations and actual

experience with the task lend support to the conclusion that

performance is based on many variables--situational, trait,

and interactional.

Specifically, the results of Study 2 clearly supported

the hypothesis that expectancies are highly predictive of

actual performance. When an individual is faced with anovel
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task, this study suggests that performance expectancies are

influenced by the interactions of task sex -orientation with

biological gender and task sex -orientation with sex-role

identification. As subjects gain experience with the task,

however, these variables become secondary to personal experi-

ence in effecting performance expectancies and thus affecting

peformance.

Another interesting finding of Study 2 is that both

males and females scoring highly on the masculinity scale

performed significantly better on the task. This influence

was found both for the initial expectations of performance on

a novel task and to continue after actual experience had pro-

vided the major basis for performance expectation. This

suggests that qualities that are associated with the mascu-

line sex-role sterotype enhance performance on a motor task

of this nature. This finding is consonant with Spence and

Helmreich's (1978) position about the instrumental nature of

masculinity. Further research efforts might focus on whether

other performance-oriented tasks are seen as "masculine" and

similarly if the more social-interaction tasks are viewed as

more "feminine." The question of the degree to which sex

roles are ingrained in society once again surfaces.

Both studies suggested that stereotypic views of male

and female behavior on sex-biased tasks were systematically

influential in effecting expectations and subsequent perfor-

mance. Contrary to Ryan's (1978) findings, the belief that
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the task or the situation is oriented to the opposite sex did

not in and of itself impair performance. Nor did the belief

that the task was biased in favor of one's sex guarantee that

performance would be enhanced.

The impact of sex-role stereotypes on performance was

evidenced in both studies and has far reaching practical

implications. The pattern of results in Study 1 suggested

that the "male-superiority" myth is still very much a part of

the male value system. Possibly, after an initial uncertainty

over performing a novel task equated with "women's work," the

men's superior performance might be explained by their expec-

tation that reflected the notion of "anything a 'girl' can

do, I can do better." Study 2 showed the importance of

exectancies upon this type of task.

The inconsistency in the findings of this study and Ryan's

may be related to the representativeness of either sample com-

pared to the general population. The influence of geographical

variables, particularly the tendency for Southwestern men to

be sterotypically "macho" and Californians to be more "liberal"

is one possible explanation that requires further clarifica-

tion.

Extrapolations from the data of Study 2 provide direction

for subsequent research as well as for remediation in the

influence- of sex-role sterotypes on choice of activities (e.g.,

recreational, employment, domestic) for both males and females.

Before any individual engages in a novel task, performance
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expectancies are developed, based on the information received

from the environment about the task and one's perception of

how similar others perform in that situation. The present

study supports what one would intuitively predict: biological

gender and sex-role stereotypes are salient variables in

determining performance expectancies on a novel task. As

such, these factors interact with one's perception of the sex

orientation of the activity. However, after personal experi-

ence with the task, expectations reflecting experience predict

the degree that the relationship (.92 correlation) between the

two approaches a determined model (.95 correlation; Harris,

1975). If these results are confirmed in future investiga-

tions, the impact of these findings on the initial choice and

consequent involvement in situations ranging from youth

athletics to career choice is overwhelming.

Application of these findings could include the recom-

mendation that girls and women be given external interpersonal

and social support to engage in traditionally male occupations

and activities. Once given this "encouraged trial," the

present findings suggest that the influence of traditional

sex-role expectations would be greatly reduced. As other

current investigators note, potentially this would allow

greater personal expression in occupational and avocational

choice. The female has, and hopefully will continue, to enter

stereotypically male situations; as hopefully males will do.

As females enter into a greater variety of role models, the
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impact of the "male superiority" myth, as evidenced in this

study, may be lessened in the realm of both "male-oriented"

and "female-oriented" activities.
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Appendix A

Study 1: Use of Human Subjects Advised Consent

The following questions and items are all for "experi-

mental" research purposes only. Because they are still in

the research stage, we cannnot tell you exactly what they

measure--this is in part what we are measuring.

You do not have to answer any of the questions; you may

choose to answer all of them, only some of them, or none of

them. At any time you may choose not to go on in this

research study; if you choose not to go on, we thank you for

considering to serve as subjects. If you continue and answer

the items, we will take it that you are giving consent to be

a subject and your permission to use your answers in the

statistical analysis. All of your answers will be kept com-

pletely anonymous.

If you would like a summary of what we find when this

study is completed, give your name and address on a separate

paper to a researcher.

If you have any questions, feel free to ask them at any

time; we will try out best to answer them.
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Appendix B

Study 1: Instructions A

In this experiment, you are going to be asked to fill

out some information about yourself for statistical purposes.

Then you will be asked to perform on a maze task.

This type of task has been shown to be highly predic-

tive of success in engineering-type jobs because it involves

planning ability. Statistical data has shown that males

usually do better than females.

For the maze taks, you will need a soft lead pencil.

You are to begin at the center and find you way out. You can

stop anywhere as long as you like while you decide which way

to go, but do not lift the pencil off the paper until you are

right outside the maze. Don't bump into any walls.

Study 1: Instructions B

In this experiment you are going to be asked to fill out

information about yourself for statistical purposes. Then

you will be asked to perform on a maze task.

This type of task has been shown to be highly predic-

tive of success in secretarial-type jobs because it involves

fine motor coordination and accuracy. Statistical data has

shown that females usually to better than males.

For the maze task, you will need a soft lead pencil.

You are to begin at the center and find your way out. You can
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stop anywhere as long as you like while you decide which way

to go, but do not lift the pencil off the paper until you are

right outside the maze. Don't bump into any walls.
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Appendix C

Study 1: Information Sheet

Social Security Number:

Sex: Male Female

Age:

Grade Level: Freshman

Other

Sophomore. Junior Senior
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Appendix D

Study 2: Use of Humam Subjects Advised Consent

The following questions and items are all for "experi-

mental" research purposes only. Because they are still in

the research stage, we cannot tell you exactly what they

measure--this is in part what we are researching.

You do not have to answer any of the questions; you may

choose to answer all of them, only some of them, or none of

them. At any time you may choose not to go on in this

research study; if you choose not to go on, we thank you for

considering to serve as subjects. If you continue and answer

the items, wewilltake it that you are giving consent to be a

subject and your permission to use your answers in the statis-

tical analysis. All of your answers will be kept completely

anonymous.

If you wish to receive extra credit for an undergraduate

psychology class, you will need to fill out a separate "extra

credit" form. We will forward information about your parti-

cipation to the instructor.

If you would like a summary of what we find when this

study is completed, give your name and address on separate

paper to a researcher.

If you have any questions, feel free to ask them at any

time; we will try our best to answer them.
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Appendix E

Study 2: Information Sheet

Social Security Number:

Age:

Sex:

Classification: Freshman Sophomore

Other

Partner's Social Security Number:

Junior Senior
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Appendix F

Prequestionnaire

1. Do you think that males or females usually perform better
on this task?

males females

2. There are about 50 females taking this test. How many do
you think you can beat out of the 50?

0 5 10 15 20 25 30 35 40 45 50

3. How confident are you in the above predidtion (question 2) ?

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%
not at all very
confident confident

4. There are about 50 males taking this test. How many do
you think you can beat out of the 50%

0 5 10 15 20 25 30 35 40 45 50

5. How confident are you in the above prediction (question 4)?

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50$ 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%
not at all very
confident confident

6. If this test were given to all females on this campus,
where do you think you would rank in performance compared
to these women?

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%
Bottom Top

7. If this test were given to all males on this campus,
where do you think you would rank in performance compared
to these men?

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%
Bottom Top
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Appendix G

Motor Task Experiment Tackage

Example:

5 10 15 20
Trial 1

How many marks do you think you will make on this trial?

5 10 15 20 25 30 35

40 45 50 55 60 65 70

75 80 85 90 95 100 105

110 115 120 125 130 135 140

How many marks did you make on this trial?
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Example:

5 10 15 20

Trial 2

How many marks do you think you will make on this trial?

5 10 15 20 25 30 35

40 45 50 55 60 65 70

75 80 85 90 95 100 105

110 .115 120 125 130 135 140

How many marks did you make on this trial?
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Example:

5 10 15 20

Trial 3

How many marks do you think you will make on this trial?

5 10 15 20 25 30 35

40 45 50 55 60 65 70

75 80 85 90 95 100 105

110 115 120 125 130 135 140

How many marks did you make on this trial?
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Example:

5 10 15 20

Trial 4

How many marks do you think you will make on this trial?

5 10 15 20 25 30 35

40 45 50 55 60 65 70

75 80 85 90 95 100 105

L
110 115 120 125 130' 135 14'0

How many marks did you make on this trial?

37
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Example:

5 10 15 20

Trial 5

How many marks do you think you will make on this trial?

5 10 15 20 25 30 35

40 45 50 55 60 65 70

75 80 85 90 95 100 105

110 115 120 125 130 135 140

How many marks did you make on this trial?
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How many of the next 5 trials do you think you can win?

1 2 3 4 5

How confident are you of the above prediction?

C)% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 10(

Not at all Vei
confident confi

39

0%

ry
dent
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Example:

S| I I

5 10 15 20

Trial 6

How many marks do you think you will make on this trial?

5 10 15 20 25 30 35

40 45 50 55 60 65 70

75 80 85 90 95 100 105

110 115 120 125 130 135 140

How many marks did you make on this trial?

40
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Example:

5 10 15 20

Trial 7

How many marks do you think you will make on this trial?

5 10 15 20 25 30 35

40 45 50 55 60 65 70

75 80 85 90 95 100 105

110 115 120 125 130 135 140

How many marks did you make on this trial?
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Example:

5 10 15 20

Trial 8

How many marks do you think you will make on this trial?

5 10 15 20 25 30 35

40 45 50 55 60 65 70

75 80 85 90 95 100 105

110 115 120 125 130 135 140

FHow many marks did you make on this trial?

42
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Example:

5 10 15 20

43

Trial 9

How many marks do you think you will make on this trial?

5 10 15 20 25 30 35

40 45 50 55 60 65 70

75 80 85 90 95 100 105

110 115 120 125 130 135 140

How many marks did you make on this trial?
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Example:

5 10 15 20

Trial 10

How many marks do you think you will make on

5 10 15 20

40 45 50 55

75 80 85 90

110 115 120 125

How many marks did yotu make on this trial?

25

60

95

1 30

this trial?

30 35

65 70

100 105

135 140

44
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Appendix H

Postquestionnaire

1. How many of the last trials did you actually win?

1 2 3 4 5

2. What percentage of your performance was due to each of
the following? (For each of the following assign a
percentage from 0% to 100% so that they add up to 100%).

ability _%

luck

effort

0
0

0
0

task difficulty 0
0

100%

3. Now that you have had some experience with the line
drawing task, do you think that males or females per-
form better?

males females

4. About 50 females took this test. How many do you think
you beat out of the 50.

0 5 10 15 20 25 30 34 40 45 50

5. About 50 males took this test. How many do you think
you beat out of the 50?

0 5 10 15 20 25 30 34 40 45 50

6. If this test were given to all females on campus, where
do you think you would rank in performance compared to
these women?

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%
Bottom Top
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7. If this test were given to all males on campus, where do
you think you would rank in performance compared to these
men?

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%
Bottom Top
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