Utah State University

Digital Commons@USU

All Graduate Theses and Dissertations, Spring

1920 to Summer 2023 Graduate Studies

5-1986

The Classroom Modification of Children's Gender Stereotyping of
Careers

Paul Vance Campbell
Utah State University

Follow this and additional works at: https://digitalcommons.usu.edu/etd

6‘ Part of the Gender and Sexuality Commons

Recommended Citation

Campbell, Paul Vance, "The Classroom Modification of Children's Gender Stereotyping of Careers" (1986).
All Graduate Theses and Dissertations, Spring 1920 to Summer 2023. 8933.
https://digitalcommons.usu.edu/etd/8933

This Dissertation is brought to you for free and open

access by the Graduate Studies at

DigitalCommons@USU. It has been accepted for

inclusion in All Graduate Theses and Dissertations, /[x\

Spring 1920 to Summer 2023 by an authorized /\ ] )
administrator of DigitalCommons@USU. For more IQ‘ .()Al UtahStateUniversity

information, please contact digitalcommons@usu.edu. (\MERRILL-CAZIER LIBRARY


https://digitalcommons.usu.edu/
https://digitalcommons.usu.edu/etd
https://digitalcommons.usu.edu/etd
https://digitalcommons.usu.edu/gradstudies
https://digitalcommons.usu.edu/etd?utm_source=digitalcommons.usu.edu%2Fetd%2F8933&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
https://network.bepress.com/hgg/discipline/420?utm_source=digitalcommons.usu.edu%2Fetd%2F8933&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
https://digitalcommons.usu.edu/etd/8933?utm_source=digitalcommons.usu.edu%2Fetd%2F8933&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
mailto:digitalcommons@usu.edu
http://library.usu.edu/
http://library.usu.edu/

THE CLASSROOM MODIFICATION OF CHILDREN'S

GENDER STEREOTYPING OF CAREERS

by

Paul Vance Campbell

A dissertation submitted in partial fulfillment

Approved:

of the requirements for the degree
of
DOCTOR OF PHILOSOPHY
in

Sociology

Major Professor

Committee Member

Committee Member

Committee Member

Committee Member

Dean of Graduate Studies

UTAH STATE UNIVERSITY
Logan, Utah

1986




b s

DEDICATION

To, for, and because of

Sara




—

14

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

Dr. Pamela J. Riley gave me encouragement, employment, criticism
and most éf her library. Her supply of patience is almost as large as
is my debt to her. Thanks, Boss.

To the other members of my committee: Dr. Austin, Dr. Bylund, Dr.
Kiger and Dr. Toney, I extend my gratitude for their comments and
criticisms but mostly for their extraordinary cooperation in the
completion of the degree requirements.

Further, my colleagues at Wayne State College have been supportive

and generous in their comments, criticisms and favors. Particularly

noteable is Mr. Clifton Ginn who, as Division Head, allowed flexibility
in scheduiing my teaching duties to facilitate my research.

My parents provided the impetus for my education. That my
Father did not live to see the completion of this research is and
will be a life-long regret.

My wife, Sara, has been more than just a supurb typist whose
skill and willingness have made my work easier. Faith, goading and
encouragement are my fuel. Without her, there is nothing.

To my children, Todd, Elizabeth, and Leigh, I must apologize for
being less than all a parent should be during these past months.
Ultimately, this is all about their world, a future in which their
limits should be determined by their own abilities and desires,

rather than by the narrower lives of others.

Paul Vance Campbell




iv

|
' PREFACE

The purpose of this study 1s to 1nvestigate the mechanisms of
changing gender stereotyping of careers by school children and thén
to examine the extent of that change over time. The focus 1s on only
one part of the socialization process, the school, and uses elements

of social learning theory as the vehicle whereby attitudinal

manipulation in the classroom 1s tested.

...before a structure of inequality can be
dismantled, we must first know the base on
which it rests. Thus our...common search for
origins 1s 1mplicitly a search for a strategy
with a politicized goal (Reiter, 1976:1).
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ABSTRACT

The Classroom Modification of Children's

Gender Stereotyping of Careers

by

Paul Vance Campbell, Doctor of Philosophy
Utah State University, 1986
Major Professor: Dr. Pamela J. Riley
Department: Sociology
This research tested the use of non-sexist occupational
modules of teaching activities and toys for preschool, second grade
and fourth grade classes. In addition to brief descriptions of
biological, cognitive development and social learning theories of
gender role development, the literature review also focuses on
factors which contribute to gender stereotyping in schools: teachers,
teacher training, toys, teaching materials and activities. Several
hypotheses were tested comparing project members as presenters of
modules versus module use by regular classroom teachers and a module-
free control group in each grade. Also, second graders were tested
i1n third grade to assess persistence of module effect. Findings
suggest teaching modules and materials do produce reduced
stereotyping 1in each grade but the effect is more pronounced among

females than among males. Those tested one year after module use

showed module effect persists but was diminishing over time.




x1 .

The study concludes non-sexist teaching modules are effective

intervention to change occupational aspirations and stereotypes,

particularly for girls.

(247 pages)




CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

OVERVIEW

The research project described herein 1s an examination of the
mechanism of changing gender stereotyping of careers by children
using teaching materials designed to alter perceptions about careers
and alter children's personal aspirations for careers. Do the
teaching modules used 1im preschool, second grade and fourth grade
classrooms result 1in changes 1in the children's perceptions and
aspirations? If change exists are there any effect differences
between grade levels, genders, or research design conditions? These
questions are addressed by this research. Furthermore, if various
effects are found, the utility of such an 1intervention program 1s
enhanced 1f the module effect has some lasting effect on the
students. Career attitudes are measured a year later 1n order to
assess 1intervention effects over time. The discussion about using
teaching modules centers around the tenets of social learning theory

in explaining why the module intervention should be effective.
RATIONALE

Some time 1in the late 1970s to early 1980s the nonemployed
wife became a nonconformist role, a statistical minority (48.4%, cf.
Bureau of the Census, 1986:390) recognized for the 1980 Census of the

United States wherein the husband no longer was automatically termed

"head of household." The fact of life in the 1980s no longer




reflects the homilies of the folk wisdom which demanded males be
educated to become the family provider while females were educated to
become the nurturant supporters who had little or no occupational
experience and seldom had any status of her own (Bernard, 1982). To
the contrary, the projected experience facing today's school children
is a world in which half of the full time labor force will be female
and both females and males face the high probability (90%) of full
time employment for some portion of their adult lives (U.S.
Department of Labor, 1977). For American society of the near future,
the growth in the labor force for the next decade will be accounted
for largely by women entering the full time labor force (Bureau of
Labor Statistics, 1984:14). The huge surge of women entering the job
market has not been and 1is not projected to be uniform - females
overwhelmingly are represented in lower paying occupations which also
have less social status (AFL-CIO, 1984).

Dr. Eleanor Maccoby (1986) reminds us that the gradual change in
sex roles 1n soclety 1s being wrought not by political or
philosophical forces so much as by profound demographic factors which
lead to women occupying a significant portion of the labor force.

She described the 1800s and before as an era wherein women spent most
of their adult life in childrearing. Due to early age at marriage,
fecundity, lengthy (18 months or more) nursing of children and
relatively short life spans, few women had any non-childrearing years
wherein full employment was likely. Now, however, changes 1in

marriage, childbearing, nursing and lifespan patterns give women a

very high likelihood of thirty or more years of adult life without




childrearing responsibilities - many of those years will be 1in the
full time labor force, particularly for those who are the sole
working adult 1in single parent families. Demographic changes also
have altered the previous sole supporter role for many men into a
situation of shared support with an employed wife. Both male and
female should expect more time together as a childless couple. All
of these changes are forcing the gender roles of the immediate future
to be more confused and overlapped than even now. The implication
for the future 1s that preparing for change now 1s a compelling
social interest (Maccoby, 1986).

While most of the occupational stereotype research concentrates
on females; males, too, face an altered occupational future 1in which
the growth of service industries places high value on many of the
social skills long held to be the province of women 1n our society
(Bem, 1974; Appley, 1977). Also, some men may find their traditional
labor skills less valued in a non-manufacturing economy, and the
changing family roles for males also may lead to the need for
increased flexibility in career choices for males. The conclusion
drawn from these occupational projections 1s that males and females
should expect life i1in the 1990s to be an expanded occupational market
place which 1is different than the one we now face. :

Most women are not now 1n the most lucrative careers and are not
likely to be so in the immediate future due to stereotyping of

occupations by gender (Reid and Stephens, 1985). Perpetuation of

occupational gender stereotyping 1s the product of various social




processes among which are: parenting, school, peer interaction, and

media. These processes operate over a considerable time span (Lokan
and Biggs, 1982) resulting, by late adolescence, in rather well
defined occupational expectations, expectations which clearly reflect
perceived gender stereotyped limits in their occupational choices
(Beuf, 1974; Riley, 1981).

So, in a dramatically changing work force projection for the
immediate future, the current gender division of labor, commonly
called occupational stereotyping, must change. But, that change is
inhibited by inertia of any social change coupled with rather
passionately held perceptions that the division of labor is a natural

part of society, and hence, immutable.
GENDER ROLE STEREOTYPING

What is wrong with gender divisions in our society? Linton
said:
[T]he division of a society's members into...
sex categories is perhaps the feature of greatest
importance for establishing participation of the
individual in culture (Linton 1945:63).
Gender is, in our society, a master status (Hughes, 1945), a
singularly important trait which is the foundation of status

categorization. Mussen asserted, "No other social role directs more

overt behavior, emotional reactions, cognitive functioning, covert

attitudes and general psychological adjustment” (1969:707).




Walter Lippman (1922) coined the term, stereotypes, in a study
about attitudes in reference to racial groups. Mackie, in an
impressive literature review of stereotypes, defined the term as:
"...folk beliefs about the attributes characterizing a social
category on which there is substantial agreement” (197 3:435). While
many of the attributes subsumed under gender-role stereotype may be
positively valued, it is a basic tenet of much of the current
research on gender-role research (cf. Bem, 1974; Weitzman, Eifles,
Hokada, and Ross, 1972), that many of the gender-role stereotypes
include some negatively valued attributes. Specifically, gender-role
stereotypes contain exaggerated or even inaccurate characterizations
which serve to limit the range of opportunities of those thus labeled
labeled. The stereotype presented through socialization may largely
be valued but{ given the changing nature of the adult world,
socialzation which limits opportunity rather than expands opportunity
is not valued in relation to the individual's ability to adapt to the
occupational change projected for the immediate future.

Along with the vital master status of gender is a collateral set
of auxiliary ttaits - generally described as masculine and feminine
traits. Bem (1974) expresses that social changes and society at
large generally act as if masculinity and femininity are bi-polar
extremes. These auxiliary traits are expected to be present and
dichbtomous. Bem further develops the position that our culture is
in error whén we conceptualize gender behaviors as bipolar, masculine
or feminine but not both. She asserts strongly gender-typed indivi-

duals are severely limited in their own repertoire of behaviors in

situations which may demand the "other gender"-typed behavior. The



individual with only gender-typed behaviors thus 1s constrained
agalnst any behavior they consider sex-inappropriate even 1f such a
choice 1is clearly wrong (Kagan, 1964; and Kohlberg, 1966). Bem
refutes the assumption that a highly gender-typed 1individual
epitomizes mental health while those who show less distinct gender
roles are less healthy. She predicts the standard of psychological
health 1in the future will reflect gradual movement away from strict
stereotyping toward humans who are socialized in both "masculine" and
"feminine'" characteristics as preparation for adulthood.

The secondary or auxiliary traits associated with a "gender of
assignment' generally are termed masculinity and femininity. Maccoby
(1986) contends these terms derive their meaning from three somewhat
interconnected uses: masculine or feminine are scored on some
instrument purported to measure those traits; they are a subjective
assessment of the degree of conformity to rather indistinct idealized
stereotypes; and, they score some estimation of attractiveness to the
opposite sex. In all these operationalizations of the terms feminine
and masculine there really 1s little reference to the auxiliary
traits associated with the majority of occupations, yet stereotyping
of careers as masculine or feminine persists.

In a culture which accords occupation as a major factor in
status assignment for 1ts members, occupations are often highly
stereotyped along gender lines. Despite rhetoric claiming "progress"
toward equality for women through increased labor force

participation, there has actually been little change in occupational

segregation by gender; and, more importantly in some respects, gender



differential in employment income suggests even greater gender
segregation is occurring (England and McLaughlin, 1977; and Harris
and Associates, 1981). Bose and Rossi (1983) report the "gap" seems
more pronounced when polar extremes of occupational gender stereo-
types are considered than when considering the full range of
occupations.

The belief of some that women need only prepare for the
homemaker role is clearly constraining in occupational choices yet,
"women are...caught in a process of social change, in which the
cultural configuration restrains them to traditional roles, while new
ones are proffered by economic and social forces” (Sirjamaki,
1948:469). The gender stereotypic socialization pattern experienced
by children does not fully prepare them for increased awareness of
the range of occupational opportunities.

Given the changing nature of occupations, shifting economic
forces impinging on the "traditional"” gender division of labor in
society, and a gradual development of a "class consciousness” about
the gender inequalities in society, that the stereotyped gender
dichotomies in society are changing is not surprising. The nature of
the change, the direction, the rapidity, the extent, the mechanisms
whereby change is affected - are not fully understood. Consequently,
there are many research efforts regarding division of labor by
gender, gender stereotyping and the nature of sex role development;
yet there also is little agreement on these issues.

Chapter Two provides a brief review of the major perspectives on

the nature of gender role development, discussing the biological

basis of gender differentiation, and the competing explanations of




the cognitive development theory of Kohlberg and a more detailed
examination of social learning theory. Also reviewed are the general
perspectives on how attitudes influence behavior and how attitudes
change according to the theories mentioned above.
Biological determinants of gender role behaviors are
controversial because evidence is either inconsistent or
unsubstantiated (Bowman, 1978; Etaugh, 1983). The discussion of
biologically based views of sex role development in Chapter Two
includes the caution that while not conclusively demonstrated to be
the determinant of gender role behavior, biological factors cannot be
wholely dismissed.
Two general theories provide social explanations of gender role
development. Cognitive development theory contends sex roles arise
through a maturation process of observing and identifying with a
gender role, then adopting that role and elaborating upon its
presentation through choices of behavior. Following Piaget (1932),
Kohlberg (1966), and others, the cognitive development view considers
socialization as the starting point in gender role development,
followed by a series of progressions wherein the child becomes
self-identified in a gender and behaves in a gender role. :
Social learning theory begins explanation of gender role
development with the idea of socialization but places the
responsibility for directing the child into a particular, culturally
defined gender role upon the behavior of various models. Cognitive
development has the observing child making choices leading to adult

behavior while social learning theory has socialization guided by

others intentionally (parents, teachers) or sometimes unintehtionally




providing modeled gender role behavior which is imitated by children.
What modeled behavior 1s imitated 1s a function of rewards, the
relationship between the model and observer and other factors in the

modeling circumstances.

THE STUDY

A 1977 study (Riley and Powers), in concert with work by
Barbara Sprung (1975), Flerx, Fidler and Rodgers (1976), Edelbrock
and Sugawara (1978), among others, led to a project funded by Grant
#G007800029, Office of Career Education, U.S. Department of Health,
Education, and Welfare, reported in Riley and Marotz-Baden (1979).
This study involved designing teaching modules utilizing toys and
games deplcting careers 1n a relatively nonsexist manner. The
experimental design included a control group 1in each grade level
(preschool, second grade, and fourth grade), an experimental group in
each grade level using the module, teaching materials, toys and games
under the direction of the regular classroom teacher, and an
additional experimental group using the same materials under the
direction of two research assistants specifically selected for their
relatively nonsexist attitudes.

The classroom intervention modules, developed by Dr. Ramona
Marotz-Baden, Montana State University, were designed to provide a
means of exploring job skills for selected occupations and evaluating
personal aspirations based on requisite skills rather than

asplrations constrained by cultural conventions. By presenting

occupations 1n nonsexlst examples focusing on salient occupational
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skills and activities rather than the gender of occupational models,
the project follows the general suggestions of Barbara Sprung's books
(1975; 1978) on nonsexist early childhood education utilizing some of
the materials reviewed in Riley and Powers (1977) and Cohen and
Martin (1976), other commercially available toys and games, and some
toys specifically commissioned for the project (c.f. Riley and
Marotz-Baden, 1979) [See Appendix A for toy descriptions and
information].

The study was conducted 1in second grade and fourth grade
classrooms of nearby public schools and in the preschool of the Child
Development Laboratory, Department of Family and Human Development,
Utah State University, Logan, Utah during the 1978-1979 school year.
These schools were selected for their accessibiity to the researchers,
their lack of tracking in classroom assignment of children and
relatively undifferentiated social status of the students' parents.

Data for each original group for each grade were collected after
the experimental groups were exposed to the modules and materials.
Pre-schoolers were asked a series of questions (see Appendix B for
the questionnaire). Questions included inquiries as to the
children's occupational aspirations, asking to verbally list jobs
boys and girls could do; apd, to specifically test the modules,
asking 1f a girl and/or boy could do each of the occupations covered
in the modules. Testing in each grade was done individually, with
each subject 1n a location other than their classroom.

Second graders were asked their occupational aspirations, which

module toy was liked the most and to identify their parents'

occupations. To test modules, each child was asked whether a girl
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and/or boy could do each of the 23 occupations addressed 1in the
modules. Also, each second grader was asked to indicate their own
preferences 1n a two at a time card sort of eight same gender
drawings of four traditionally male occupations and four
traditionally female occupations. Rankings were assigned a numerical
score for each drawing according to the degree of traditionalism of
the depicted occupation (Appendix B).

Fourth grade children were tested in a manner similar to the
second grade testing except that the listed occupations reflected
those discussed in the modules for that grade level (Appendix B).

For the follow-up study of the second graders as third graders a
year later, the same instrument used 1in the second grade was used

again, without asking parental occupation information.
HYPOTHESES

The intended effect of the module intervention was to expand
career option perceptions for those students exposed to the modules.
As developed more fully in Chapter 2, social learning theory suggests
children who see behavior by models who are rewarded eventually will
imitate the modeled behavior. The expectation of the module
intervention 1s that those who were exposed to the modules would
report occupational aspirations and attitudes which are measurably
distinct from the aspirations and attitudes of a control group not
exposed to the modules.

Accordingly, the basic hypothesis of this study is that the

curriculum modules would produce an impact on those children exposed
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to modules in comparison with those children not exposed to modules.
Further, the modules were intended to reduce children's gender-
stereotyping of careers, therefore the first hypothesis is:
Hy: Experimental Groups will show less gender

stereotyping than the Control Group, as measured

by occupational aspirations, gendertyping,

traditionalism and traditional picture ranking.
The null hypothesis is that there is no module effect. The
specific measures to be used are described in a later portion of this
chapter, and again in Chapter III.

The second hypothesis, and each remaining hypothesis, assesses
an element of the nature of the module impact. Predicated upon the
modules having some effect, the second hypothesis focuses on module
differences between girls and boys.

Hy: Girls in each group will show less gendertyping
than boys in each group, as measured by occupational
aspirations, gendertyping, traditionalism and
traditional picture ranking.

The null hypothesis is there is no score difference between girls
and boys. The rationale for this hypothesis is discussed in Chapter
2, focusing on demand characteristics, the increased imitation of
models which have higher occupational prestige for girls in
non-typical occupations but not for boys in non-typical occupations,
and the finding (Stein, Pohly and Mueller, 1971) that girls respond
more to non-typical models than do boys.

The third hypothesis deals with the possibility of an age

related factor in changing stereotypes. The basis for this

hypothesis comes from Piaget (with Inhelder, 1969) who posited

children show cognitive changes as they mature, leading to less rigid
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gender stereotyping among older children (Garrett, Ein and Tremaine,

1977).
H3: Fourth grade subjects will have less gender
stereotyping than second grade subjects and
second grade subjects will have less gender
stereotyping than preschool subjects, as
measured by occupational aspirations, gender-
typing, traditionalism and traditional picture
ranking.
The null hypothesis would assert no age differences in gender
stereotyping. Chapter II contains further discussion of this topic.
The fourth hypothesis, predicated upon the findings of the first
hypothesis, examines variation of module effect between delivery
types within the experimental condition. Because of the influence of
novel models children are expected to be more responsive to the
module intervention by the Researchers than by their regular
classroom instructors.
H,: In each grade level Research Group scores will
show less gender stereotyping than Teacher Group
scores and Teacher Groups scores will show less
gender stereotyping than Control Group scores, as
measured by occupational aspirations, gendertyping,
traditionalism and traditional picture ranking.
The null hypothesis is no difference in scores between the
experimental conditions (assuming the first hypothesis has been }
substantiated).
A concomitant research hypothesis which was only peripherally
associated with the module intervention concerns a difference in

occupational aspiration range based on whether or not the child's

mother is employed out of the home.

Hg: Within each group (Researcher, Teacher, Control)
at each grade level, children whose mothers are
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employed out of the home are likely to have less
gender stereotyping, as measured by occupational
aspirations, gendertyping, traditionalism and
traditional picture ranking.

A sixth hypothesis 1s immediately predicated upon the first
hypothesis, that the modules would produce an effect and the fourth,
that group affects module influence. If such an influence exists,
social learning theory suggests the relative lack of reinforcement
once the modules cease should result in a gradual diminishment of the
effect of modules over time as indicated by more stereotyplng one
year later.

Hg: Third Grade scores for each Experimental Group
will show some module effect persisted from Second
grade, as measured by occupational aspirations,
gendertyping, traditionalism and traditional
picture ranking.

If this relationship 1is obtained, the expected more pronounced

influence of the intervention design of the Researcher Groups over

Teachers and Control Groups should be a discernable difference which

remains over time (Hypothesis #7).
H In Third Grade scores, Research Group will show
less gender stereotyping than the Teacher Group, as
measured by occupational aspirations, gendertyping,
traditionalism and traditional picture ranking.

7:

The theoretical basis for all of these hypotheses will be developed

in the following chapter.

Presentation and Discussion of Findings

Following the literature review and a more detailed discussion

of the study methodology, the findings are presented and discussed 1n

relation to the hypotheses. Conclusions regarding social learning
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theory, cognitive development and the mechanism of attitude change

are drawn therefrom, with suggestions for further inquiry.

A NOTE ON VOCABULARY

Money (1968) points out that our culture seems to use the
terms sex and gender as 1interchangeable, as synonymous, when the
terms should be distinct. Sex 1s a genetic or external genitalia
~categorization which does not have to be 1in agreement with the gender
of assignment and rearing or the gender identity (1968:11-13). While
some more recent authors use gender to denote assignment, rearing and
identity, many earlier authors, and casual conversation, use sex and
gender interchangeably although the terms are not synonymous. Sex 1s
a biological term, gender 1s social 1in nature. The social 1impact of
sex 1s through gender role and gender identify (Money, 1963:10).

: However most of the literature cited herein, and 1n lay usage
commonly, sex 1s the term of choice even when, contextually, gender
1s more appropriate. Because so many used sex and gender
interchangeably or used the term ''sex'" exclusively it may be more
confusing than beneficial now to attempt to correct the vocabularly
of the past.

Sex role typing 1s the individual's relative awareness of those
activities behavioral traits and symbols culturally denoted as male
and female (Biller and Borstelmann, 1967). One may have sex role (or
gender) typing without translating such discernment into active

choices of behavior. Actively desiring or acquiring those behaviors

associated with one sex or the other 1s the concept of sex role
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preference (Brown, 1956).

Sex role, then, 1s the internalized set of behavior patterns and
expectations socially ascribed to a particular gender (Lynn, 1962).
That sex role (gender role) 1is variable and malleable is a recurring
theme 1in this dissertation.

Gender role stereotyping applies Lippman's classic term
"stereotype' to the societal ascriptions of secondary, or auxiliary,
traits to the master status of sex or gender. The Women's
Educational Equity Act defined sex stereotyping to be "éhe attribu-
tion of behaviors, abilities, intersets, values and roles to a person
or group of persons on the basis of their sex" (U.S. Office of
Education, 1976:np). Ekstrom (1979) points out the term sex role
stereotype presumes 1ndividuals with a common gender will have shared

interests as well. This research does not consider them to coincide.

In this vein, Appley (1977:314) notes: "If maleness and femaleness

are so natural, why are there so many sanctions to insure conformity?
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CHAPTER II

LITERATURE REVIEW

Examining the mechanism of altering gender role stereotyping
of careers by school children requires exploration of the literature
of several topics. Gender role development 1s part of the more
general process of socialization. The major theories of
socialization are biological, cognitive development and social
learning theories. Biological theories contend gender role behavior,
and most other behavior, 1is a reflection of the biological
necessities of the individual; a product of the heredity and hormones
of the 1individual. Cognitive development asserts gender roles arise
through maturation of the individual who ascertains their own gender
1dentity and categorizes all they see according to 1its applicability
to that 1identity. Social learning theory emphasizes that gender
roles are products of a combination of teaching, rewards, punishment,
1mitation of others and generalization. Each theory will be
discussed below.

Since the study 1n question does not give a view of how children
acqulire their gender role stereotyping but deals with how that
stereotyping can be changed, another body of literature to be
discussed deals with the mechanism of attitude change. The role of
the school in developing gender stereotyping by children also is a

topic of review 1n the literature material to this research

project.
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BIOLOGICAL EXPLANATIONS

Traditionally, many behavioral scientists viewed sex linked
behavior as a product of biological forces. This biological
determinism permeated much of early psychological literature and even
was espoused by some sociologists. In particular, Talcott Parsons
and Robert Bales (1955) contended male and female roles are
functionally complementary yet distinct and are so organized by what
they termed, the "natural order of society."

There 1s an obvious circularity to discussions of whether having
the anatomy of a particular sex determines socialization's path.
However, this circularity renders such arguments futile and not very
useful in the cummulation of knowledge. To juxtapose such
dichotomies.as nature versus nurture, 1lnnate versus acquired,
environmental versus hereditary, 1s somewhat outmoded. As suggested
by Money and Ehrhardt (1972:1), "The basic proposition should be not
a dichotomization of genetics and environment, but their interaction
(1972:1). The study of the origin, nature and course of gender
1dentity has reflected a progression toward an eclectic synthesis of
many diverse attempts to explain the human condition. Research 1in
recent years has brought into question several earlier held
preconceptions. Further, the renewed 1nterest 1n the range of sex
relative behaviors brought about by a resurgence of feminism has
prompted researchers to be exacting in their measures and 1in their
descriptions of sex differences. The expressiqn "gender identity"

can be discussed 1n new light; what 1t 1s, the process of its

acquisition and maintenance, and its significance in the expession of
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human development all are topics of interest.

Gender 1identity 1s assigned by society as being determined by
the genital appearance at or shortly after birth. Society
presupposes, therefore imposes, a dimorphism of male or female
exclusively, with no recognition of the possible variations 1n sexual
development. On the basis of anatomical differences about 95 percent
of the population develop unequivocal gender identity (Oakley, 1973).
But, the fact that there is not a foolproof (or public-proof)
anatomical basis for gender identification 1s indicative of decision

implications beyond the neonate's external genitalia. Society

generally assumes gender to be a polar question, one is either female
or male. Humans are not exclusively either male or female, however
such terms are defined. The human species 1s not neatly divisible by
sex. A basic restatement of this theme 1is:

There 1s no such biologic entity as sex. What
exlsts 1n nature 1s a dimorphism within species
into male and female individuals, which differ
with respect to contrasting characters for each
of which 1n any given species we recognize a male
form and a female form, whether these characters be
classed as of the biologic, or psychologic, or
social orders. Sex 1s not a force that produces
these contrasts; 1t 1s merely a name for our
total impression of the differences (Hampson and
Hampson, 1961:1430).

Studies of the presumed sexual dichotomy reveal there is a
complexity to the determination of gender, a complexity far beyond
genital morphology. Hampson and Hampson (1961) stipulate six

variables of sex:
1. Chromosomal Sex: Males usually exhibit 46, XY chromosomal

pattern, while females usually exhibit a 46, XX pattern. However,

there are other chromosomal patterns which may or not confuse the
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gender dichotomy at birth. For instance, 45, X/46XY, an example of
chromosomal mosaicism, is a male hermaphrodite, having anatomical
differentiation of an incomplete male and female. Klinefelter's
syndrome, 47, XXY, and 48, XXXY, too, are examples of the range of
non- fatal chromosomal variation. The assignment of gender based on
the presumption of genital dimorphism may not be concordant with the
chromosomal sex which has a range of variation, not a simple dichotomy
(Money and Ehrhardt, 1972).

2. Gonadal sex 1s a matter of glandular morphology. The normal
course of embryonic development indicates a differentiation of the
fetal gonadal tissue about the sixth week of gestation if the gonad
1s to become a testis. Ovarian differentiation 1s a later process.
The inference from this differentiation is that the production of a
male 1s dependent on the presence of two chemicals, testosterone
which prompts genital development, and a Mullerian-inhibitor which
suppresses further female development (Jost, 1972). Seemingly,
nature creates a genetic female unless something happens, testiculal
differentiation.

3. Fetal hormonal sex usually 1is concordant with the gonadal
differentiation. However, the range of hormonal variation does exist
beyond a simple dichotomitization. Exactly how the variation 1in
hormonal sex is expressed anatomically and socially 1s relatively
unknown. There 1s some indication of hormonal alteration 1n the
development of a cyclic pituitary function.and a variation 1n

hypothalmic differentiation in the fetus. Fetal hormonal variation,

either accidental or 1atrogenicly induced can produce hermaphroditism,
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generally expressed as a female (Money and Ehrhardt, 1972).

4. Internal morphologic sex 1s based on the variation 1in
development of the primordial organs of reproduction. Approximately
in the seventh week of gestation, the fetal differentiation of the
Mullerian and Wolffian structures begin. To become an internal male
the Wolffian proliferates, eventually to become the vas deferens, and
seminal vesicles, while the Mullerian structure vestigiates. For
female development, the Mullerian proliferates into uterian and
fellopian tissues while the Wolffian tissue vestigiates. The
mechanism of this differentiation 1s uncertain, however, 1t seems to
be dependent on testicular function. If testes are present, the
differentiation 1is to male; 1f absent, a female internal structure
develops. Presence of ovaries 1s not necessary to develop Mullerian
tissues, the absence of a testis 1s sufficient to cause female
differentiation (Money and Ehrhardt, 1972). Although internal
structure 1s important in reproductive function, Hampson and Hampson
remark, '"...there seems no reason to suspect any correlation
between gender role and the internal accessory organs (1961:1411)."

5. External genital appearance 1s the product of the
developmental processes i1nvolving the previous four stages of sex
growth; differentiation of external genitalia is the final step 1in
fetal sexual morphology. The previously described internal
differentiation comes from two separate organelles, the Wolffian and

Mullerian tissues. In development of the external genitals both male

and female develop from the same primordial tissues. In the eighth
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gestatlon week the external genitalia is entirely dependent upon
testicular function, production of androgen. Money and Ehrhardt
summarize, '"'mammalian female differentiation of the genital ducts and
external genitalia 1s independent of the presence of ovaries; male
differentiation, however, 1s dependent on androgenic substances,
normally produced by the testes (1972:45)." It is unfortunate, in
instances of confusion or ambiguity, that visual appearance of
external genitals alone gives no accurate clue as to the gonadal or
chromosomal sex. Rosenberg and Sutton-Smith (1972:33) relate:

In the case where twenty-five individuals had been

raised in an assigned sex that contradicted their external

genital appearance, twenty-three of the subjects had come

to terms with their anomalous appearance and had

established a gender role consistent with their assigned

role and rearing.'

Here, the social variable of gender may be in error 1f based
on genital appearance yet soclety persists 1n such announcements 1n
the delivery room.

6. Gender of assignment and rearing 1s the basis of what 1is
more commonly termed gender identity. The foregoing discussion of
the variation 1in sex differentiation indicates the iﬁadequacy of
dichotomizing sex or gender 1identity based on the appearance of
external genitals at birth, simply because there is no exact
dichotomy externally and because the externals give no accurate
assessment of chromosomal, gonadal, hormonal and internal morphologic

sex. The morphology of external genitalia exercises 1its initial, and

virtually permanent, influence by way of the doctor and parental

responses to the genital appearance.




23

"Parents wait for nine months to see whether the
mother gives birth to a boy or a girl. They feel
themselves so incapable of influencing what nature
ordains that it simply never occurs to them that
they are also waiting for the first cue as how to
behave toward the new baby. Yet, as soon as the
shape of the external genitals 1s perceived, 1t
sets 1n motion a chain of communication. It's a
daughter! It's a son! This communication itself
sets 1n motion a chain of sexually dimorphic
responses, beginning with pink and blue, pronominal
use, the name choice, that will be transmitted from
person to person to encompass all persons the baby
ever encounters, day by day, year in and year out,
from birth to death. Dimorphism of response on the
basis of the shape of the sex organs 1is one of the
most universal and pervasive aspects of human social
interaction. It is so ingrained and habitual 1in
most people, that they lose awareness of themselves
as shapers of a child's gender-dimorphic behavior,
and take for granted their own behavior as a no-
option reaction to the signals of their child's
behavior which they assume to have preordained

by some eternal verity to be gender-dimorphic"
(Money and Ehrhardt, 1972:12).

The rather lengthy discussion of variations in the expression
of what 1s loosely termed sex, may seem as a needless digression.
The obverse 1s true, for our cultural expectation 1s a dichotomy
whereas the biological basis for a dichotomy is lacking. '"Gender
identity and role are not preordained by genetic and intrauterine
events alone, but that psychosexual differentiation 1s largely a
post—-natal process and highly responsive to social stimulation and
experience" (Money, 1963:48). Rather than a nonsequitur based on
whim, not morphology, for most of the population, the gender of
assignment found on the birth certificate 1s 1in agreement with the
chromosomal, gonadal, internal and external morphology. But,

belaboring the point, external genitalia 1is no accurate assessment of

the fetal development process. Assignment of gender identity directs
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the social interaction the baby will subsequently encounter.

There is an argument whether humans are sexually neutral at
birth or are genetically or innately sexually predispositioned.
Hampson and Hampson (1961) and Money (197 3) contend humans are
undifferentiated behaviorally at birth. Diamond (1965) argues a
contrasting view, that, "Undoubtedly we are dealing with an
interaction of genetics and experience; the relative contribution of
each, however, may vary with the particular behavior pattern and
individual concerned . . . (1965:158)." Further, Diamond concludes:

. « «Sexual predisposition is only a potentiality
setting limits to a pattern that is greatly
modifiable by ontogenetic experiences. Life
experiences most likely act to differentiate and
direct a flexible sexual disposition and to mold
the prenatal organization until an environmentally
(socially or culturally) acceptable gender role

is formulated and established (1965:167).

Which is pre—eminent in the development of humans, nature or
nurture, persists as an area of discussion and research. However,
both psychological and sociological explanations of gender assignment
internalization by the baby are predicated upon the perspective that
gender identity is learned, not innate. According to Money:

The sex of assignment is the product of both an
official act in the signing of the birth certificate
and a reiterative routine in all the daily acts of
rearing that decrees and confirms masculine or
feminine expectations (1968:11).

Discussion of gender identity, the self-awareness of an

ascriptive label as either female or male, cannot be divorced from

discussion of the concomitant behavior patterning and set of

expectations learned. In essence, gender identity assumption is also
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an automatic, or almost automatic, adoption of a culturally defined
behavior set which 1s associated with the putative gender label. The
plastic nature of this behavior set 1is amply demonstrated in cross-
cultural comparisons of sex differences. Margaret Mead, 1in
reflection upon New Guinea tribes which exhibit norms for each sex
which are markedly different for each tribe, concludes:

Human nature 1s almost unbelievably malleable,

responding accurately and contrastingly to

contrasting cultural conditions...Standardized

personality differences between the sexes are of

this order, cultural creations to which each

generation, male or female 1s trained to conform

(1935:190-191).

Study of gender 1identity 1s based on assignment of gender

based on the appearance of external genitalia. However, simultaneous
with the assignment of a gender label the child also 1s saddled with
a culturally prescribed set of behavioral expectations closely linked
with social conceptions about the nature of "innate'" behaviors as
well as culturally delimited social behaviors appropriate to males
and to females, separately. Thus, when one speaks of gender identity
the subject 1s more than an anatomical decision. The meaning of
gender identity 1s found in the cultural expression of that identity,
in the gender roles which comprise the cultural expectations
transmitted to the child. The message to the child 1s more than
merely stating, "You are a boy!" or "You are a girl!" The actual
message, as in W. I. Thomas' classic phrase, 'the definition of the

situation,'" 1s more than the pure dichotomy boy or girl. The child

also receives a set of meanings inherent in the social usage of "boy"

or "girl." What "boy" or '"girl" means 1s more than an anatomical




26

distinction; 1t includes the set of cultural expectations for
behavior appropriate and 1nappropriate to a particular ascribed

status.

Berger and Luckmann (1966) discuss the importance of these
social role prescriptions 1in creating and perpetuating the collective
behavior patterns of every day life in any given culture. They state
everyday life 1s taken for granted by most and needs no verification,
"by playing roles, the individual participates in a social world. By
internalizing these roles, the same world becomes subjectively real
to him [sic]" (Berger and Luckmann, 1966:569). These roles become
very controlling, compliance 1s expected and non-compliance becomes
socially problematic and personally vulnerable. Social status and
function 1n society largely become socially constructed from cultural
expectations following a biological series of events. Seidenberg
comments: '"'Anatomy may be destiny . . . but it must be remembered
that these circumstances of anatomy or destiny loom as large or small
as the social rules of society make them" (1973:149).

The earlier listing of sex variables by Hampson and Hampson
(1961) indicates the dichotomy of male and female 1s inappropriate
biologically. That there are physical differences in males and
females (the recipients of those labels hereafter referred to by
those labels) 1s not disputed. Aside from the obvious differences in
primary and secondary sex characteristics and reproductive function,
there 1s definite sex-related dimorphism. One difference 1s 1n adult

hormonal activity. Males secrete androgens and testosterone, 1n a

continuous manner. Females have two sex hormones, estrogen and
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progesterone, the relative amount of which varies in a cyclic manner
in adults.

In body size, males tend to be larger, heavier, have more
musculature, be more active, have a lower tactile sensitivity, have
lower metabolism rates and lower resistance to temperature extremes.
In all social classes and 1in all cultures, females usually reach
puberty earlier than males and each generation is slightly earlier 1in
pubescence than preceding generations, i1f nutritional improvement 1is
present. Numerous other differences have been reported, although the
method considerations of much of this research renders 1t
inconclusive. It 1s 1mportant to note these physiological
differences are differences between gender population means. There
1s great overlap of trait distribution between males and females; 1in
many lnstances, the distribution range within each gender often 1is
greater than the differences between genders (Forisha, 1978). Data
regarding physiological differences may be misleading 1f means are
reported for comparison. The routine assessment of intragender
variability, rather than means, may be a rewarding approach (Korner,
1974b).

Korner (1974b) summarizes numerous reports of physiological
response differentiation between male and female infants. Of
particular note 1s her criticism of any research which does not
account for the influence of a traumatic surgical procedure which 1is
routinely practiced in the Western World. She doubts the worth of

any and all research which does not take into account the effects on

the recently circumcised male infant. Unfortunately, the bulk of
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current research ignores this factor. Another exogamous variable 1in
virtually all neonatal research 1is the differential treatment males
and females receive. Research of parental behavior immediately
following birth, within the first week, indicate mothers smile more
at girls than boys, which may not be too important, but they also
talk to girls more than boys. Both parents tend to touch males more
than females. Korner (1974a:202) concludes: ". . . 1t 1is
nevertheless noteworthy that a sex-related trend of parent-infant
interaction, similar to that prevailing in later months, begins as
soon as the baby is born."

Biological explanations of sex differences do indicate that
differences exist, but the biological perspective fails to account
for the wide range 1n variation of the significance of behavioral
differences which seemingly have little or no etiological ties to the
biological variation. Also, 1n many instances whatever differences
which are present are overshadowed by the rearing process which
accompanies assignment of a gender. Of particular note 1is the lack
of evidence 1in support of the contention the male 1s biologically
superior, however superiority 1is defined. 1In a review of biological
research, Barfield states:

In summary, while it need not and cannot be argued
that the individual human being 1s a biological
tabula rasa at birth, the slate of a prior;
assumptions concerning soclal-biological character-
istics should be blank (1976:110).

Studying sex identity really 1s studying gender identity and

gender role within a particular culture. However, researchers,

especlally in biology and psychology, have produced volumes of
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research on the existence of differences between males and females
(usually based on genital appearance or gender of assignment which
society assumes coincides with genital appearance).

Maccoby and Jacklin (1974) provided perhaps the most widely
recognized review of the extant literature on sex differences. They
conclude the evidence supports four differences between males and
females: 1) males are generally more aggessive; 2) males generally
exhibit higher quantitative ability; 3) males seem to have more
ability to visualize spatial relationships; and, 4) females appear to
have more verbal skills. All other sex differences in behavior or
personality either are myths or insufficiently investigated according
to Maccoby and Jacklin (1974). The authors emphasized the lack of
documentation of consistent differences in early childhood with
somewhat more evidence for adolescent differences.

Although widely cited, Maccoby and Jacklin are not without their
detractors. Some contend more differences exist, some contend the
differences cited are so indistinct as to be negligible.

Aggression studies (cf. Frodi, Macaulay and Thorne, 1977, for a
review) generally concur with the Maccoby and Jacklin (1974) finding
that males exhibit more aggression than do females. Mischel (197 3),
too, reviews numerous studies in which there is observational support
for concluding males are more aggressive than are females. Some of
those studies focus exclusively on the social origin of aggression by

males, others (cf. Money, 1973) include a hormonal component in

aggressive behavior by males.
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Fennema (1977) presents the view that the purported male
superiority in mathematical ability reported in Maccoby and Jacklin
(1974) is a distinction not well established; and the difference, if
any, may well be due to another factor, choice of courses, rather
than ability.

Male advantage in spatial ability is supported by Maccoby and
Jacklin's review as well as a host of more recent researchers:
Sherman, 1974; Goldberg and Meredith, 1975; Hyde, Geringer and Yen,
1975; Yen, 1975. 1In opposition, Harris (1978) remarked that while
males appear generally to out perform females in spatial ability
tasks, the difference in performance can be overcome by appropriate
training. Parsons (1980) also declared biological factors may favor
males in acquisition of spatial skills but the female disadvantage is
amenable to change through training.

The female advantage in verbal ability cited in Maccoby and
Jacklin is supported by Flerx, Fidler and Rogers (1976); and by
Harris (1978). They demonstrate that girls acquire language skills
earlier than boys. Maccoby and Jacklin (1974) [as well as Korner,
1974a, b] reported females do seem more responsive to touch, taste
and smell stimuli which others (cf. Frieze et al., 1978; Harris,
1978) purport explains girls' apparent superiority in language skill
acquisition. Parsons (1980) points out girls are biologically more
mature hence language skill superiority may be a function of time

advantage; however, this superiority-due-to-maturation perspective

does not explain male advantages in other areas.
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Some researchers have added to the list of differences provided
by Maccoby and Jacklin. For instance, McGlone (1980) adds
differences in susceptibility to some diseases, with males usually
more susceptible. Also McGlone (1980) describes distinct differences
in cerebral organization of thought wherein males are reported to
think in a linear manner while females are described as thinking in a
pattern described as "gestalten."” Gelfand (1962) posits the apparent
female verbal skill superiority may be a function of lower self-
esteem, as suggested, too, by Peterson (1980). Block (1976),
reviewing Maccoby and Jacklin's list of studies, reports the studies
in review also support females have higher compliance and males have
higher self-esteem. Block also states works cited by Maccoby and
Jacklin but not included in their conclusions support concluding
males usually score higher than females in measures of dominance,
activity and curiosity. Hoffman (1977) said females have lower
performance competency; to which Lenney (1977) adds such a conclusion
is very situationally constrained. Hoffman also claimed females are
more emphathetic than males but only three of the sixteen studies he
used for such a conclusion show the conventional .05 level of
significance.

Infants begin to demonstrate sex differences in their own
behaviors between 12 and 18 months of age although some researchers
report earlier evidence, which may be a function of female birth
maturity which may equalize with slower maturing males by age two
(Parsons, 1980:11-12). Korner (1974a) reported no replication of

infant activity (response to faces) differences (Clark-Stewart, 197 3;

Kagan, 1970) or their responses to others as claimed by Bell (1968).
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Maccoby and Jacklin (1974) concluded that attachment-related
behaviors 1in early childhood are not distinguished by gender.
Furthermore, they also did not substantiate any advantage in
curlosity or exploratory behavior in infants.

Parsons (1980) cautions any discussion of biological
distinctions between genders should take into consideration that
although most such research deals with young children many behavioral
changes may emerge post-pubescently. But,

"...separating the 1influence of socialization
from the influence of biology at this point 1in
a person's development, however, is extremely
difficult...cultural expectations of sex-—
appropriate behavior patterns also...shift at
puberty'" (Parsons, 1980:16).

In the adult world many behaviors seem sex specific yet only
one factor seems consistant cross—culturally to the extent that it
largely 1s accepted to attribute that distinction to biological
causes. Mead's (1935) assertion that males are more aggressive than
females has been tested but not refuted (Archer, 1976; Rosenblatt and
Cunningham, 1976). Based on bigger bodies, more muscle mass, higher
proportion of hemoglobin (hence better able to transport oxygen),
stronger long bones (leverage), higher metabolism and higher
testosterone levels, males generally are more able to engage 1in
aggression (Scheinfeld, 1958). However, Parsons (1980) issued
another warning that studies of aggression have focused upon physical

behaviors while verbal aggression has received much less attention;

hence, females may be as aggressive as males but may manifest that

aggression 1n another manner.
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To be fair, Maccoby and Jacklin's detractors seldom mention
Maccoby and Jacklin cautioned against accepting the results or
conclusions of any single investigation without rigorous
substantiation. For instance, Horner's (1970, 1972) conclusion that
women tend to fear success has become enshrined as truth despite an
absence of replication by others and severe methodological criticism
(Tresemer, 1976). Hargreaves remarked, "It is hardly surprising that
clear-cut psychological sex differences do not emerge from studies
that use a wide range of experimental subjects, measuring instruments
and techniques of analysis™ (1979:186).

An important problem in "sex differences” type research is the
conclusions are based on aggregate data rather than individual by
individual distinctions. As is often in social research, differences
between individuals in a group may be greater than differences, if
any, between groups (Gelman, 1981). Schneider (1976) presents
similar caution in stating there is considerable overlap between
males and females in almost every variable.

Sherman (1978) and Hyde (1981) illustate the controversy over
drawing sex differences conclusions at all, saying such studies
really report negligible differences or are suspect methodologically.
Barbara Bowman also criticizes sex differences by drawing on the

narrowness of any distinctions in the literature.

A little more aggressiveness here, a little
better visual-spatial perception there, a
little better verbal ability or upper chest
strength...these are the slim pickings on
which a theory of biologically determined...
sex role differences would have to be built
(Bowman, 1978:30).




In the research cited by Maccoby and Jacklin (1974) and others
there remains disagreement about the exact cause or causes of these
purported behavior differences between males and females. Bowman
reminds us that in the aggregate males and females are alike in 45
chromosomes but differ in only one. To attribute all behavior
differences between males and females to the influence of that one
chromosome is to assume the 45 we share are less behaviorally
influential than the one that is different (1978:45).

Males and females differing anatomically in some respects does
not necessarily lead to the conclusion their behavior, too, must
differ. This view also assumes there is some direct link between
| chromosomes and specific behaviors. The literature does not support
‘ this assumption (Money, 1986).

Researchers in sex differences in the aggregate do not conclude
that such differences are exclusively innate (Hutt, 1972; and
Reinisch, 1974), although the male's size, leverage and musculature
do provide some differences in some tasks while women's endurance,
insulation and brain activity patterns may be task—specific
advantages (Tanner, 1972; Durden—Smithl, 1980; and Gelman, 1981).

Anothef caution about biological-base theories of sex roles is
that social power does not necessarily flow from a biologically

superior position. Indeed, Montagu (1968) argued that females are in

fact superior to males biologically but that male social superiority
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stems from men's striving to domlnate in compensation for being
inherently inferior. Montagu's female superiority theme 1is largely
1gnored by other researchers and has no substantial following.
John Money, a biologist and physician, observes:
Gender 1identity and role are not preordained by
genetic and intrauterine events alone, but that
psychological differentiation 1s largely a post-

natal process and highly responsive to social
stimulation and experience (1968:48).

"who 1s superior'" poses problems since

This consideration of
the level of analysis 1s important to the discussion. Biological
superiority may be a hasty non-sequitur since 1t could be assessed on
many lemmas: size, body fat, longetivity, lifting power, oxygen load,
etc.. Furthermore, to discuss aggregate data with behavior
implications for individuals may be an ecological fallacy. Perhaps
more importantly, Curtis (1986) argues social stratificaiton
literature almost always uses i1ndividuals as the level of analysis
when he claims family 1s the basic unit of spending power and social
status, hence women may have significantly more power than
stratification literature assesses. Curtls also reminds us power 1in
families has bases other than income and occupational prestige such
as authority, redistribution of resources, and decision making. The
idea of social or biological superiority of one gender over the other
1s not clearly supported but the Darwinian nature of the argument
makes 1t attractive to those for whom biology 1s the basis of sexual
dichotomy.

Money contends that from a biological perspective sex 1s a term

which has at least ten distinctive forms (1968:11). Of all of these
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types of "sex," sex of assignment and rearing and gender identity
(and role) are the ones which form the basis of social role, status
and day-to-day interaction 1n soclety. Although sex is based upon
external morphologic presentment (genitalia), the gender of
assignment 1s less a part of the birth certificate form and more the
product of a reiterative social routine 1n socialization. Gender
identity and role are social creations regardless of genitalia
(Money, 1968). Since society constantly is changing, so too are our
sex roles, by necessity, and sometimes by choice (Money, 1986).
Holter (1970) reminds us that any sex role theory based upon
constitutional factors 1is unable to promote an understanding of sex
role change since change 1s therein assumed to be prenatal rather
than social. The biologists seem to agree that, "With the exception
of findings on sex hormones, very few research directions
convincingly demonstrate that sex differences come from sources other
than societal" (Etaugh, 1983:40). The dearth of convincing
biological-factors-only research has lead to the conclusion expressed

' we just don't know any

by Harvard biologist Richard Lewontin,'
differences except the plumbing features that unambiguously separate
men from women" (Gelman, 1981:73). But Barash (1977:277) asserts
off-handedly dismissing biological, evolutionary forces 1in

discussions of human behavior 1s both presumptuous and arrogant.

Darrough concludes:

It 1s not merely a question of nature vs. nurture
as a dichotomous choice. It 1s rather a question
of degree. The biological constraints are real




37

and should not be ignored. However strong these
constraints are, and whether humans can overcome

them 1f necessary, 1s another question. In the

case of Homo sapiens, the evolutionary force of
natural selection seems to have favored more and

more '"flexible programs" [culture and socialization]...
(1983:119)

The biological explanation of sex role behaviors cannot be
rejected out of hand. While physiology and endocrinology may be able
to explain some of the nature of the sexes; "An individual's sex 1is
obviously both a biological and a social fact...But [the amount of
influence of] the biological base cannot be inferred with confidence"

(Maccoby and Jacklinj; 1974:2).
SOCIAL EXPLANATIONS

The "biology 1s destiny' perspective was challenged by
Margaret Mead's clear statement, "'standardized personality
differences are...cultural creations to which each generation, male
and female, is trained to conform'" (1935:190). Her cross cultural
examples contradict the view of sex roles as monolithic; sex roles
are too variable to be assumed innate and universal. Explaining how
and why people do what they do 1s the topic of the study of sociology
and the process of socialization, ''the process by which individuals
acquire the knowledge, skills, and dispositions that make
them...members of their society'" (Brim and Wheeler, 1966:3).

Gender 1s a major role ascription criterion in all cultures and

each expresses gender distinctions 1n their language (Rosaldo and

Lamphere, 1974; Rosenblatt and Cunningham, 1976). While role-based
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division of labor 1s an anthropological universal, there 1s virtually
no universality in gender roles beyond child bearing and nursing.

Mead (1935) convincingly established males and females do not
act the same 1n all societies, that gender is not the same as
biological sex. The plastic nature of this behavior set 1s amply
demonstrated 1in cross-cultural comparisons of sex differences.
Margaret Mead, in reflection upon New Guinea tribes which exhibit
norms for each sex which are markedly different for each tribe,
concluded, "Human nature 1s almost unbelievably malleable, responding
accurately and contrastingly to contrasting cultural conditions...
(1935:190-191).

Seidenberg comments: '"Anatomy may be destiny . . . but 1t must
be remembered that these circumstances of anatomy or destiny loom as
large or small as the social rules of society make them" (1973:149).
In the Western World, at least, the gender role becomes a master
status role:

No other social role directs more overt behavior,
emotional reactions, cognitive functioning, covert
attitudes and general psychological adjustment...of
the individual into society (Mussen, 1969:707).

Sex differences 1in socialization begins even prior to birth,
in that there 1s a preference for male children 1n most cultures
(Hoffman, 1977). While not as extreme as in some other nations, this
male preference appears in American families, especially those 1n

rural areas (Holter, 1970; Poffenberger and Poffenberger, 1973).

Indeed, many families express a desire to contlnue having children

until they have a boy (Coombs, Coombs and McClelland, 1975).
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From the moment of birth, whereupon genital examination leads to
a declaration of sexual category, sex role socialization continues
inexorably toward a culturally constant sex identity we loosely term
gender, a social label used to distinguish and classify people as
male or female (Unger, 1979). Weigert defines gender as "the
socially constructed identities bestowed and presented through sexual
appearance” (1983:239). Beyond the expression of which gender is
desired, from birth parents treat boys and girls differently (Wylie
and Hutchins, 1967; Brook, Whiteman, Peisach and Deutsch, 1974;
Birns, 1976).

In comparing the significance of between the physiological label
of sex and the socialization process based upon that natal assignment
choice, Money and Ehrhardt (1972) strongly contend the essential
factor in gender identity is the gender of assignment, rearing and
identity rather than any morphological differences.

Two general theories provide social, rather than biological,
explanations of sex role development: the cognitive development
approach and the social learning perspective. As elaborated
primarily by Kohlberg (1966), the cognitive-development perspective
holds that sex role differentiation is a natural concomitant of the
maturation process, independent of specific training by adults.
Differentiation leads to preferences which, in turn, lead to
activities, attitudes and adult behaviors. The other theory, social

learning, emphasizes that sex roles are products of teaching, rewards

and punishment, generalization and imitation of others.




40

Both social learning and cognitive development have been applied
to gender role development with some success. Both views start from
the common point 1in which socialization 1is, again, ''the process by
which individuals acquire the knowledge, skills, and dispositions
that make them more or less able members of their society" (Brim and
Wheeler, 1966:3). The description of the process differs according

to theoretical perspective.

Cognitive Development Theory

The cognitive development theoretical position 1is based on
the work of Piaget (1932) and Kohlberg (1966). In this view,
children learn at an early age, 18 months to 36 months (Kagan, 1964),
that they are labeled "boy" or "girl." This label becomes a
categorizing tool by which the child makes sense out of the world.
Further, this categorization leads to purposeful selection of
activities thus categorized as '"my type' rather than "not my type."
In effect, Kohlberg (1966:89) contends a boy reasons, "I am a boy,
therefore I want to do boy things, therefore the opportunity to do
boy things is rewarding.'" (Presumably girls similarly reason.) The
cognitive development position then asserts the child goes through
successive ''stages'" of development which, over time, stabilizes the
individual's personality about these seemingly solid perceptions of
soclety as sex-typed. Consistency 1n applying this gender 1identity
to others based on the child's understanding of manifestations of the

requlsites appears about age 4 years, while the gender identity and

self-concept in the individual becomes stable about age six

(Kohlberg, 1966; Kagan, 1964).
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Kohlberg (1966) postulates five mechanisms whereby gender
identity/gender role concepts become equated with dualistic,
stereotypic attitudes:

1. By age two, the child exhibits consistent sex
differentiation 1in interests, activities and personality
traits.

2. Three year olds make value judgments consistent with the
gender self-concept.

3. The stereotype variables are associated with self values,
hence behavior follows a stereotyplic pattern.

4. Gender role 1is adopted as normative and a valid basis for
judgments favoring conformity to stereotypes.

5. Modeling or identification 1s a consequence of adoption of a
gender 1dentity and role set. What behaviors are to be
modeled are determined by their consistency with the assumed
gender role.

When Piaget (1932) and Kohlberg (1966) write about stages of
development, typical age of that developmental stage often 1is
associated with a particular stage. Bijou (1968) cautioned age may
be a parameter for recording events but 1s not automatically a causal
agent. The association of a specific age with a developmental stage
1s descriptive rather than explanatory - the stage can happen once
the previous stage has been reached, however most children transit
each stage at about the same age. Typically, a child reaches a

particular stage at a particular age, but the relationship is not

causal.
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There 1s a wealth of literature focused on the identification of
these stages of development. Kohlberg's theory is based upon the
assumption that sex roles are neither wholly biological in origin nor
are they purely arbitrary cultural constructs. Instead, Kohlberg
(1966:82) asserts the source of sexual attitudes as, "the child's
cognitive organization of his [sic] social world along sex-role
dimensions." This perspective does include some learning on the part
of the child, particularly observational learning, but the learning
1s less ;ignificant than the child's processing of stimuli--the
child's cognitive choice and categorization of observations,
information and meanings of what has been perceived.

This theory has the adult world as there to be viewed. Since,
1n the cognitive-developement perspective, that adult world usually
1s constant in portrayal of adult female and male roles, there 1s no
need for active 'teaching" by adults; the child is the active
participant who observes and understands.

Labeling the child "boy" or '"girl," based on natal genitalia,
begins this sex typing experience. Repeatedly hearing themselves
characterized as a boy or girl leads to knowing their own self-
labels by about 24 months of age (18 to 36 month range, generally)
[Ragan, 1964]. This identity becomes overwhelmingly powerful in the
evaluation of further perceptions and in the choice of responses to

stimuli. Thus, perceived differences in adult size, strength and

power become important factors which are observed by the child as
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they also learn the cultural sex stereotypes (Kohlberg, 1966). The
self-identification self-assessment become the deciding factors in
the child's activities and values.

Once established, the sex-self-identity generates more sex-
typed attitudes via the postulated mechanisms of Kohlberg's theory.
Kohlberg views the child as being an active participant in the
socialization process, one who acts according to the stage of
development, in deciding what information from the world to store,
what to sort and what to reject, 1in an attempt to malntailn and ]
elaborate their sex identity and its assoclated "appropriate'
behavior (Katz, 1979). Kohlberg posits gender identity comes first;
the child then 1s able to find reward and satisfaction in subsequent
sex—-appropriate behavior (Williams, LaRose and Frost, 1981:5).

Kohlberg's cognitive development theory is not without
challenges. There seems little contention with the belief that a
child's cognitive abilities in perception and understanding of the
adult world they see are a strong influence on sex-role behavior.
The question 1s a matter of emphasis and mechanism. Kohlberg's
theory remains largely untested as a whole (Mussen, 1969). A stable
sex 1dentity by age five 1s essential to cognitive development theory
yet children at that age still exhibit some 1inconsistency or
instability. Guttentag and Bray (1976) found children (5-6 years

old) who were quite positive about their own identity as boy or girl,

yet were unsure whether they wished to grow up to be men or women




(although more ambiguity was found among the girls than among the

boys). Maccoby and Jacklin (1974) set forth that, contrary to
Kohlberg, children seem to exhibit and adopt gender-appropriate
behavior without recognizing gender constancy. Conversely, changing
gender of assignment after age two 1s problematic (behavioral and
psychological problems, higher suicide rate [Scanzoni, 1986]) in
personality development which indicates gender may be a fairly stable
factor much earlier than Kohlberg's sexual constancy stage
(Constantinople, 1979).

Also, Kohlberg's sex identity categorization 1is founded upon a
view that the child, at least, divides the world into a dichotomy
with one set of characteristics for males and another set for
females, with little in common. Paul Shiller expressed an objection:

To think 1n polarities . . . 1s merely a habit
without regard for the real structure of things, and
excusable only as a preliminary step in the
explanation of the world. If one observes carefully
enough, true opposites are not found . . . Warm 1is
not the opposite of cold. Dark 1s not the opposite
of light, love 1s not the opposite of hatred

There 1s no polarity between activity and passivity,
between aggression and submission, between rest and
motion . . . L have never found two opposite
strivings as the basis of so-called ambivalence .
masculinity is not the opposite of feminity. (Paul
Schiller, quoted in Lynd, 1966:137-138).)

According to the cognitive development perspective children do
see a dichotomous world, however 1incorrect. They learn both sets of
characteristics, but the "opposite' sex's set is learned as
proscribed behaviors, negatively valued. Kohlberg (1966) implies the

- child exists in a concrete world and will persist in this view until

they become a bit more flexible in early adulthood. Reigel's (1976)

observation that we are in an almost constant condition of change
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throughout our lifetimes 1s a message lost on children whose time
sense 1s limited; to them adult life may seem relatively stable.

As children mature the basic vocabulary and value system about
gender they establish as a child becomes the structure against which
all incoming information is evaluated. Thus Kohlberg (1966) contends
gender identity stabilizes and remalns so over time because the
initial categorizing effect 1s established early in life and 1s the
basis for acceptance or rejection of other information. Furthermore,
adult attitudes are not novel but are restructurings of childhood
attitudes modified by experience (Kohlberg and Ullian, 1974).

Kohlberg's view 1s descriptive—developmental rather than
focusing upon the antecedent-consequent opportunity studied 1in the
research reported herein. Further, cognitive development works of
Weitzman (1975) and Kohlberg (1966) tend to pay more attention to
aggregate, cross—-gender differences rather than individual
differences within each gender which, as noted previously, may be
more lnstructive 1n explaining the process of socialization.

Katz (1979) suggested Kohlberg's stages should be modified to
encompass the i1dea gender role development 1is a life-long process.
She posits three overlapping developmental levels wherein children

learn appropriate male and female child behavior; appropriate

potential adult female and male behavior (role playing); and,

finally, appropriate male and female adult behavior. Katz suggests
each stage or phase may contain markedly different tasks for members

of each sex and that the socialization mechanism may differ for each

stage. Although untested, Katz's work encompasses much of value from
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the cognitive development perspective while not being as rigid and
childhood-bound as Kohlberg's 1in describing sex role development.

A similar theory by Constantinople (1979) is based on the sex
identity acquisition of cognitive development theory. Her contention
1s that children use the labels adults give to objects and behaviors
in screening information as appropriate or not. She then suggests
children continue to follow their sex identities through positive or
negative reinforcement of particular behaviors in a life long
process, much like the accommodation efforts found in Festinger's
cognitive dissonance theory (1957).

Festinger's (1957) cognitive dissonance theory deals with an
aspect of earlier cognitive theory which was difficult to reconcile;
people's attitudes do change. Rather than being very consistent,
people hold a multitude of cognitions, or items of knowledge
(attitude, emotion, value), which may form irrelevant, consonant or
dissonant relationships with each other. Irrelevant cognitions are
those which have no bearning on each other. Consonance 1s when two
cognitions are consistent with each other, they "fit" together.
Dissonance 1s when two conditions do not fit, are 1nconsistent.
Festinger (1957) believed inconsistency, or dissonance, 18
uncomfortable to individuals therefore the individual 1s motivated to
reduce the dissonance through changing their presently held
cognitions or by adding one or more consonant cognitions or by
altering the meaning and importance of the cognitions.

These 1deas are attempts to bridge the gap between cognitive

development and social learning theory. Kohlberg contended social
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learning neglected to include the cognitive processes (Mischel,
1970:29) while the social learning proponents contend the cognitive
development perspective gives 1nadequate attention to the potency of
reinforcement, modeling and identification in the continuing
elaboration of an individual's gender role identity (Mussen,
1969:726).

One of the problems of cognitive development theory 1is the
suggestion by Schleifer and Douglas (1973) that the stages of
development can be altered by purposive intervention, indicating
moral reasoning by children 1s subject to social outside influence.
Cognitive theory focuses on the child's processing of information but
gives little attention to how that information 1is imparted to the
child by society. Cognitive development theory does not appear too
useful as a vehicle for intentional efforts toward gender role change
- our school systems are not structured to allow children to change

attitudes at their own pace or not at all.

Social Learning Theory

The primary exposition of social learning is found in several
works by Albert Bandura and Richard H. Walters, with several
collaborators (cf. Bandura and Huston, 1961; Bandura, 1962; Bandura
and McDonald, 1963; Bandura, Ross and Ross, 1963c; Bandura and
Walters, 1963). While the focus of most of this original research 1is
upon the process of developing aggression, the learning principles
1llustrated are applicable in other situations, in other learned

behaviors. Based on Tarde's (1903) The Laws of Imitation, and the

general precepts of Skinner's behavior modification research (1953),
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social learning theory holds behavior which is reinforced and/or
modeled by significant models 1s likely to be repeated.

Social learning theory, based on operant conditioning, explains
human behavior, adult or child, as a product of various forms of
reinforcement. Imitation and vicarious learning are important
aspects of this learning process. In contrast to the fairly
monolithic rearing envisioned in Kohlberg's work, social learning
theory research demonstrates children are rewarded for sex-role
appropriate behavior and punished for inappropriate behavior.

Social learning 1s a theoretical perspective which pays greater
attention to the mechanisms by which behavior is changed than does
cognitive development. Major areas of concern in the social learning
school are: differential and selective rewards and punishment,
modeling, imitation, generalization, and vicarious learning. In some
form or another, these explanations of acquiring and modifying
behavior are probably the most widely accepted, ranging from folk
wisdom on child rearing practices ('"teach boys not to cry") through
highly structured explanations of changing behaviors.

Social learning holds that gender is a product of socialization,
not a set of given conditions present at birth (Weigert, 1983).
Although not all boys or girls receive exactly the same training, the
fairly consistent adult stereotypes unique to each culture indicate
parents and the rest of society do provide a stereotypical
socialization process. Berger and Luckmann (1966) describe the

reason why this socialization usually reflects the societal

stereotypes. The 1ndividual's first definitions of reality come from
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the significant others, who usually reflect societal standards.
Socialization 1nto stereotypes begins with primary socialization
(family, mostly) followed by secondary socialization (school, church,
associations) and later by the generalized other represented by
career, law and community (Berger and Luckmann, 1966).

Numerous studies (cf. Etaugh, 1983) demonstrate the existence of
different patterns of socialization for boys and girls. What remains
to be more fully explained are the various influences which have an
lmpact on the socialization. This 1s the point of social learning
theory, to discourse on the means by which infants become
enculturated by adults generally expressing the norms of their parent
soclety.

The most i1mportant assumption of social learning theory 1s that
behavior 1s largely controlled by the social consequences of that
behavior (Tavris and Offir, 1977:164). Rewarded behavior usually
reoccurs, punished behavior usually reoccurs less frequently.
Anticipated rewards and punishments produce similar behavior choices.
By observing what happens to themselves and to others, children learn
"appropriate'" and "inappropriate' behaviors and learn to discriminate
the situational limits of behavior choices. Parents model behavior,
often inadvertantly, which may be imitated by children. Other
influences, such as teachers, school materials, peers, the general
media, and other people also produce models of behavior from which
children learn behavior alternatives.

In explaining sex typing, soclal learning theory utilizes well

established, empirical principles of learning. The use of selective
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rewards and punishments, imitation, modeling, vicarious learning and
generalization all are components of social learning's approach to
explaining sex role development. In rudimentary form, social
learning theory says culturally approved behavior is reinforced by
parents, schools, peers and significant others in society; and,
hence, is more likely to be repeated. Behavior viewed by others as
sex—-inappropriate is likely to be negatively reinforced, hence is
less likely to be practiced, and may be extinguished. In social
learning the focus is less upon the children than upon the parents,
schools, media, and other social sources of reinforcements for
behavior.

The primary socialization process begins with the parents and
what they chose to transmit to their children. That at the birth of
a child parents and others stereotype is rather amply demonstrated.
Parental aspirations even before birth favor boys as more sought than
girls, even by mothers (Pohlman, 1969). Parents, family, friends,
even the hospitals, begin recognizing a sex difference by using blue
items for boys and pink for girls. We know babies respond to stimuli
within a few days by turning their heads, smiling and later
vocalizing iq response to a person. Rheingold (1956) demonstrated
babies as young as three weeks are able to discern yet turn away from
a stimulus which was previously accompanied by a negative reinforcer.
Clothing choices, verbal labeling, toy choices, and other behavioral
choices do seem to be differentially regarded by parents (Goldberg

and Lewis, 1969; Moss, 1967; Elkin, 1960; Kohlberg, 1966 and others).

Maccoby and Jacklin (1974:308-311) present a tabular review of the
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then available literature on these points.

Parental behavior with neonates is gender stereotypic (Meyer and
Sobieszek, 1972; Rubin, Provenzano and Lauria, 1974). Studies
indicate parents, from the outset, train young girls for
interpersonal behaviors while young boys are trained for achievement
of tasks. Boys receive more physical stimulation; girls receive more
verbal attention (Lewis and Weinraub, 1974; Moss, 1974). By the time
children arrive in pre-school they have at least a rudimentary view
of adult life as gender dichotomous and most of them have some idea
of their own niche in the world (Maccoby, 1986).

Weitzman (1975:109) declares three analytic processes occur in
the years before school (hence largely due to parental interaction).
First, children are rewarded for being able to distinguish male and
female, adult and child distinctions and are aware of at least some
behavior norms associated with these differentiations. Second,
children express culturally appropriate sex role preferences for
themselves and are rewarded for those expressions. And, third,
children behave generally in concert with sex role standards they
recognize. The essential distinction between Weitzman's view and
Kohlberg's (1966) cognitive development idea is that Weitzman sets
forth her analytic process study as a result of learning by the
child, learning rewarded for gender appropriate choices. Her
discussion of processes is predicated upon the influence of parents

in modeling desired behaviors and rewarding their expression by

children.
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Because parents present the first view of the world to children
their world 1is internalized as "...the world, the only existant and
only conceivable world... It 1is for this reason...primary
socialization 1s so much more firmly entrenched in consciousness
than...secondary socializations'" (Berger and Luckmann, 1966:124).

While parents are important to sex role development, their
influence 1s not central to the project discussed here where the
concerns are the concomitant influences of school factors: teachers
and teaching materials. The mechanism of learning 1is similar, the
setting and specific activities vary.

Sears (1951) studied the acquisition and modification in dyadic
and group situations wherein the salient factor which influenced the
acquisition of a particular behavior was whether or not the
demonstration of the behavior was reinforced. Rotter mentioned,

the probability of the occurrence of a given
behavior 1in a particular situation 1s determined
by two variables - the subjectively held probability
(expectancy) that the behavior 1in question will be
reinforced and the value of the reinforcer to the subject"
(Bandura and Walters, 1963:2).

Skinner's (1953) work in operant conditioning focused upon the

refinement of description of the circumstances of learning when a

stimulus was paired with reinforcer. One of Skinner's findings was

e i

that subjects may exhibit novel responses not anticilpated and not
directly reinforced.

In attempting to explain responses that were not directly
reinforced, Bandura and McDonald (1963) relied upon the

role of imitation. Earlier, Miller and Dollard had paid particular

attention to the mechanism of imitation 1n social learning (1941).
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Bandura and McDonald (1963) explained that children's acquisition of
a behavior can be hastened by the use of social models who give
reinforcement. Combining models, reinforcement and Skinner's novel
responses, Bandura and Walters said, '"most children develop a
generalized habit of matching the responses of successful models"
(1963:4-5) even though there may be no direct reinforcement by the
model (Bandura, 1962). Here is the bridge between the child's
cognitive activities favored by Kohlberg and the éctive behavior of
the adult world trying to mold the child through teaching and
modeling.

Social behavior patterns are most rapidly acquired through the
combined influence of models and differential reinforcement" (Bandura
and Walters, 1963:5). But there is more to this learning than
lmitation and reward. Learning may not always be tied to immediate
reinforcement; observers may not reproduce modeled behavior right
away, hence may have little or no overt reinforcement (Bandura,
1962), although learning may be taking place as evidenced by
replication of modeled behavior later.

Generalization, learned patterns of response applied to
situations other than those in which the response was learned
(Bandura and Walters, 1963:8), is the social learning explanation of
why behavior may appear patterned with no discernable instrumental
reinforcement at the time of the immediate behavior.

Children imitate some behavior which 1s modeled for them. Of

course there are numerous factors which influence the response to

modeling, but modeling does occur. Children seldom get to choose
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their models - parents, media, toys, teachers, school material,
usually are chosen by adults. What adults overwhelmingly do choose
to portray 1is gender stereotyped portrayals of childhood and adult
life, giving children a stereotyped range of behavior. Stereotyplng
by adults limits the repertoire of behaviors available to children
who are observing and learning from what the adults model. Since
social learning theory posits modeled behavior leads to imitation of
that behavior (Bandura and Walters, 1963), it follows stereotypic
models will elicit stereotypical behaviors and non-stereotypic models
will elicit non-stereotypic behavior. Such a conclusion 1s supported
by the findings of the Riley and Marotz-Baden (1979) study.

Social learning also addresses whether models who reward or
punish imitative behavior influence the imitation (Geen and Stoner,
1971). Various factors about the model may influence modeling by
observers. For 1nstance, several researchers have worked on the
issue of sex differences between the model and the child (Bandura,
Ross and Ross, 1961; 1963a; Rosenblith, 1959; Epstein and Liverant,
1963; Grusec and Brinker, 1972; Maccoby and Wilson, 1957, among
others). The same sex model was found to be more likely to be
imitated (Bandura, Ross and Ross, 1961) when the modeled behavior 1is
rewarded or rewarding (Bandura and Walters, 1963; Mischel, 1970).
This finding is consistent with Mischel's observation, '"Boys do not
learn baseball by watching girls and girls do not learn about
fashions from observing boys" (1970:38). However, research 1in

general personality traits does not conclude children resemble the

same sex parent more than the opposite sex parent (Maccoby and
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Jacklin, 1974).

But this statement is contrasted by several findings otherwise.
For instance, Maccoby and Wilson (1957) found children have better
cognitive recall of modeled behavior if the model is of the same sex
as the observer, especially when the modeled behavior is adjudged to
be sex appropriate (aggression for boys, female heroines in action
for girls). A simplistic view of social learning would hold to the
expectation that same sex models will be more influential. However,
social learning theory explains this apparent discrepancy by
contending learning involves much, much more than just having a
model, "Effective social learning requires both adequate
generalization and sharp discriminations” (Bandura and Walters,
1963:9). Models do not produce identical clones; children have a
myriad of models and cannot exactly imitate all they see, and often
don't want to emulate all they see. The reward structure influences
their choices.

Turner and Berkowitz (1972) reported high status models, of
either sex, were more likely to be imitated. This power or prestige
factor also was identified by Bandura, Ross and Ross (1963c) as a
salient factor in model influence, illustrated by girls imitating
Cross sex mo&els who were powerful in relation to same sex models.
The authors concluded prestige (or rewarding power) of the model
shapes behavior. Also Bandura (1965a, b) found rewarding models were
more imitated than punishing models. Prince (1962) said a reward

from a high prestige source is more effective than the same reward

from a lesser prestige source. High prestige models are more
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imitated (Asch, 1948). Of course, prestige is a relative, variable
matter — what may be seen as high prestige may be less valued by
another group; hence, the disparaging remarks of parents contrasted
by approving comments of peers may be competing reinforcers,
particularly for teens. This idea of the reference group as an
influence is supported by Zigler and Kanzer's (1962) discussion of
reinforcers and reference group.

Exemplary modeling receives a great deal of attention in child
training literature; folk tales and message literature contain
positive models for emulation and negative models for avoidance.
Sometimes intended modeling may be coupled inadvertently with less
desirable modeled behaviors.

While playing with toys which stimulate imitation
of adults, children frequently reproduce not only
the appropriate adult-role behavior patterns but
also characteristic or idiosyncratic parental
patterns of response, including attitudes,
mannerisms, gestures, and even voice inflections,
which the parents have certainly never attempted
directly to teach (Bandura and Walters, 1963:48).

Imitation, the acquisition of new responses or the
modification of existing response hierarchies (McBrearty, Marston and
Kanfer, 1961), is a function of the contiguity of events, such as
reinforcement of the behavior, to the observer or vicarious learning
by the observer (Bandura and Walters 1963:57).

Mowrer (1950) makes the distinction that imitation is emulating
the behavior when the model is readily available or only recently

departed, while "identification"” he takes to mean exhibiting the

modeled behavior with the model absent.
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Mowrer (1960) explains vicarious learning as an individual
gaining reinforcement from the reinforcement given to another. In
other terms, rewarded models are often imitated (Bandura and Walters,
1963). Bandura and Walters (1963) also discussed the imitation of
models who are inferred to have been or will be rewarded. This is of
even greater importance in considering, again, the prestige of the
model. For instance, Lefkowitz, Blake and Mouton (1955) report that
high status models (fashionable clothing) are more likely to be
imitated. Part of the earlier research By Walters (and others) also
established that observers do seem to categorize occupational
statuses of models in considering which modeling is instrumental in
imitated behavior (c.f. Miller and Dollard, 1941; Jakubczak and
Walters, 1959; Bandura and Kupers, 1964). Mischel and Grusec (1966)
demonstrated adults who control resources important to children
(cookies, play time) are likely to be imitated models.

The nurturant model is more imitated than the model which was
more distant (Bandura and Huston, 1961), a point which will gain more
salience in combination with the later discussion of teacher sex-
differential treatment. Bandura, Ross and Ross (1963c) mentioned
reward power was more important than model gender in determining
which model Qould be imitated. However, when power is clearly
modeled by women more than men there seems to be a distinction made
among observers — girls more readily imitated the powerful female
model than did boys (Bandura, Ross and Ross, 1963b; Pingree, 1978;

0'Bryant and Corder—Bolz, 1978; Flerx et al., 1976). When seen as

inappropriate or unbelieveable, children would not imitate a model as
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readily.

Flerx et al. (1976) point out the danger in expecting cross role
modeling, alone, to produce behavior and attitude changes.
Identification with the model seems to be an important factor, as
well as are power and rewards. Those observers who sense a
similarity with the model are likely to continue the belief in the
resemblence by imitating the behavior of the model (Burnstein,
Stotland and Zander 1961; Stotland and Dunn, 1963). In identifying
with others, observers adopt a whole repertoire of attitudes and
behaviors, in essence the observer begins to role play.

Role playing, a form of elaborate imitation, 1nvolves practicing
modeled behaviors. Maccoby (1959), suggested children use role play
to act out the behaviors they are expected to display as adults and
that play often 1s rewarded by adults and the child's peers. Usually
the behaviors were not expressly modeled by adults; children observe
even when models are not '"teaching'" (as asserted by Kohlberg, 1966).
Since role playing often involves numerous stimuli and actors 1in
interaction, those involved may display behavior not included in
expressly modeled behavior (Rosenberg and Abelson, 1960).

In experimental settings, Bandura and Walters (1963) report that
players may be rewarded for displaying role appropriate behavior.
Further, although role playing may facilitate behavior change
(Bandura and Walters, 1963:92) the cautions of Flerx et al. (1976)
remain--role playiqg may lead to apparent behavior changes 1in the sex

"appropriateness'" of children's activities but changing childhood

behaviors does not automatically generalize to attitudes and

e
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behavior change in the same child as an adult. Bandura (1969)
discusses the distinction between the acquisition of modeled behavior
and the actual choice to perform such behavior.

Maccoby and Wilson (1957) reported children recall media content
which 1s congruent with traditional sex roles and do not as readily
recall incongruent material. One's own sex models are better
recalled than the other sex unless such models are behaving in a sex-
lnapproprliate manner. Kindergarten children have better recall of
sex appropriate than 1nappropriate behavior and inappropriate
behavior of male models was particularly hard to recall (Koblinsky,
Cruse, and Sugawara, 1978). McArthur and Eizen (1976), observed that
sex of the model was less important than the sex appropriateness of
the behavior modeled.

Thus, social learning theory explains the acquisition and
performance of sex stereotyped behaviors as a product of the child's
social learning history of actively reinforced teaching, observation,
and generalization (Flerx et al., 1976). The essential difference
between cognitive development theory and social learning 1s cognitive
development posits the child's cognitive activity (active selection
and organization of perceptions) 1s the primary means of explaining
sex role development, whereas social learning theory views the child
as a selective receptor of that which adult society choses to model
or inadvertently models (Mussen, 1969). Social learning gives the :
child's culture a more active role 1n socialization than does

cognitive development. Lee (1976), in a brief discussion of how

schools transmit sex role stereotypes to children, points out the
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advantage of viewing sex roles in a societally induced perspective

rather than some biological or psychological determinist viewpoint.
Specifically Lee (1976:188) comments:

...we have replaced our old way of thinking about
childhood precisely because it no longer
corresponded with what we knew about children.
Similarly, traditional notions of sex role are no
| longer in harmony with important social,

\ technological and economic directions taken by our
! society. For this entirely pragmatic reason many
of us are asking for a newly invented version of
sex role.

Removing sex role from the realms of biology,
personality and superstition frees us from fixed
ways of thinking about the matter and enables us
to place it in somewhat better perspective. This
new perspective also holds benefits for children.
With the constraints of sex role lifted, children
can be appreciated more as individuals and less as
representatives of one sex or the other. Children
whose sex role development is atypical need not be
classified as "deviant.” With the stigma of
deviance removed, new worlds of experience can be
opened to children, which they and society would
otherwise close. Participation in experiences
traditionally reserved for the opposite sex would
no longer be viewed as indicative of early
abnormality, but as a reaching out for cultural
enrichment.

Obviously, schools and teachers cannot hope to induce
all these changes alone. But we can examine the
particular means we use to transmit sex role and then

reconstruct those means so they have a liberating
rather than constraining influence on children.

In attempting to explain how sex roles could change from one '
generation to another, there is a difference in the usefulness of

social learning and cognitive development theories as well as

J theories of sex role based on biology. Bio-developmentalists seem to




61

fear intimations that sex roles are or should be considered

variable,
That interference with the expression of the
'predispositions, predilictions, and inclinations'
may decrease creative functioning, restrict
affective expression and 1mpede learning.
...[school and society] should try to maximize
the natural 1inclination of each phase of
development (Bowman, 1978:30-31).

Biological and cognitive development perspectives have little
to offer in the way of mechanisms for changing gender roles 1in
soclety.

On the other hand, social learning theory views children's
socialization as a product of our creation; soclety can alter the
content of a child's perceptions through the mechanisms of social
learning. True, children may combine what they observe into rather
novel cognitions, but social learning contends much, i1f not most, of
what children learn is purposefully given to them by adults (Bandura
and Walters, 1963). In a sense social learning theorists believe
children are the target of much of the socialization information and

modeling by adults rather than receptive-observer children as 1in

cognitive development.

It 1s this interactive viéw - that socialization 1involves active
modeling, imitation and rewarding by adults - which 1s essential 1in
the next topic of discussion, how to influence the behavior of
children. Discussions of how thoughts and feelings combine with
situational influences in such a way as to produce behavior is,

perhaps, the central focus of psychology (Seidenberg and Snadowsky,

1976) and certainly of social psychology which once was characterized
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as the scientific study of attitudes (Thomas and Znaniecki, 1918;
Allport, 1935). Cognitive development does discuss attitude develop—
ment but not attitude change, whereas the mechanisms by which
attitudes change permeate social learning theory research. Changing
children's behavior in choosing their adult occupations is based on
giving or changing their perceptions about themselves, about adult
life and about the nature of occupations (Krech, Crutchfield and
Ballachey, 1962:146); therefore this study of influencing behavior
through presenting non-stereotypic models is applying precepts of

social learning to a process of attitude change.

ATTITUDE CHANGE

An attitude is "a relatively enduring organization of beliefs
around an object or situation predisposing one to respond in some
preferential manner"” (Rokeach, 1968:112). This definition, while not
the only definition of attitude available (cf. DeCecco, 1971;
Kiesler, Collins, and Miller, 1969), is one which encompasses the
work of many social psychologists and one which lends itself to the
idea behavior changes as beliefs change.

Allport (1950) suggested attitudes are learned rather than
innate, regardless of the mechanism of that learning. Attitudes are
not immutable, "although not momentarily transient, they are
susceptable to change” (Zimbardo and Ebbesen, 1970:6). By being the
enduring but changeable basis for behavior, the thrust of change of

behavior is predicated on changing the underlying attitudes which

lead to the behavior in question (Zimbardo and Ebbesen, 1970).
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Attitudes are based on beliefs about a topic: beliefs are
descriptive, evaluative or exhoratory (prescriptive/proscriptive)
(Rokeach, 1968). Each belief has three components: cognitive,
affective and behavioral (or, more accurately, predispositions toward
a behavior choice) [Rokeach, 1968]. Opinions are '"verbal expression
of an attitude" (Thurstone and Chave, 1929:7). A stereotype is "a
socially shared belief that describes an attitude object in an
oversimplified or undifferentiated manner" (Rokeach, 1963:125).

Thus, changing an attitude would be a change in predisposition toward
an object; a change either 1n the structure of the beliefs or a
change 1n the content of one or more of the beliefs which compose the
attitude (Rokeach, 1968).

A further consideration in the discussion of attitude and
attitude change 1s the emphasis found in the several theories on
attitude which all seem to contend individuals seek to malntain some
semblance of the consistency within a belief, between two or more
beliefs or within an attitude system - such concepts as balance,
strain and dissonance (Rokeach, 1968). Kiesler, Collins and Miller
(1969) divide theoretical approaches to attitude change into four not
mutually exclusive categories: consistency, functional, judgmental
and learning theories, each of which will be briefly reviewed.

Consistency theories include Heider's (1958) idea of balance and
Festinger's (1957) focus on what happens when beliefs are

inconsistent or dissonant with one another. Heider (1958) envisions

the tendency for people to adjust so that the triangle of the actor

(P) another person 1in some relation to the actor (0) and some object
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(X) are i1n a balance. All three relationships positive or two
positives and one negative are 1n balance; all other arrays are
lmbalanced. A balanced state 1is fairly stable, resisting change.
Introducing new information into a balanced system will be resisted
or 1t may 1introduce tension in the balance which is then unstable
and likely to result i1n some adjustment toward balance again. Heider
(1958) contends an individual faced with information which 1is
contrary to previous beliefs will seek to return to a balanced
position by changing their attitude toward the source of the
information, or by changing their attitude toward the object or
1ssue; or by discounting the information as invalid or misunderstood.
An unambigous, direct information source makes the latter position
less likely; hence, teachers should be forthright while politicians,
for very valid political reasons, should be ambiguous in order to
avoid alienating voters.

Balance theory provides structure to much of the research on
persuasive communication wherein attitude change 1s facilitated by
factual, well liked communicators (e.g., the believability of Walter
Cronkite or Ronald Reagan) [Hovland and Weiss, 1951]. However,
Seidenberg and Snadowsky (1976) caution that Heider's theory of
balance does not allow precision 1in predicting which of the three
responses to imbalance will occur 1n any given instance. The theory
seems explanatory more than predictive; thus 1t 1s limited 1n

application.

This lack of precision led to Rosenberg and Abelson's (1960)

work on describing the sequence of adjustment by those experiencing
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imbalance. Their idea is that imbalance will be reduced by the
avenue requiring minimum effort; thus if one of the three choices is
easier it is more likely the method of choice in reducing imbalance.
Accordingly, changing polarized, intensely valued attitudes may be
far more difficult than changing an attitude toward which the
individual has little social intellectual or emotional investment =
changing basic religious values is more difficult than changing a
mild dislike of a particular color or taste. Ego involvement in a
position makes change difficult (Sherif and Sherif, 1969). Eric

Hoffer points out in his books The True Believer (1951) and the

Passionate State of Mind (1955) that pronounced religious or

political belief changes may include total refutation of an entire
constellation of attitudes and adoption of a replacement set.
Massive change may be difficult but, once begun, may be consuming as
in "conversion."

A further development out of balance theory is Osgood and
Tannenbaum's (1955) congruity theory which "holds that when change in
evaluation or attitude occurs it always occurs in the direction of
increased congruity with the prevailing frame of reference” (Zajonc,
1960:286). Here, attitude change follows the direction of balance or
congruity with prevailing attitudes already in place within the
individual; attitudes tend toward a consistency of outlook which
resists tangential information or sources of information.

Realizing that any theory which discusses attitude change should

also include some analysis of why an attitude might not change led to

the construction of cognitive dissonance theory by Festinger (1957).
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This theory readdresses the elements of balance and congruity by
positing dissonance may be reduced in one of three ways: by changing
one or more of the 1involved elements, by adding new information

consistent with existing information, or by decreasing the importance

of the dissonant subject. People tend to seek supporting information
to sustaln a position, or alter their private views 1n concert with
more public but uncomfortable positions, or demote the centrality of
an attitude under attack. Brehm and Cohen (1962) further refined
Festinger's work by giving emphasis to the relationship of commitment
to an attitude and any efforts to reduce dissonance caused by new

information.

Discussion of attitude change 1includes several different
perspectives, including a psychological orientation. The functional
approach of attitude development deals with personality theories
wherein certaln attitudes are assumed to be meetlng some
psychological needs of individuals (Smith, Bruner and White, 1956).
Here attitudes are less concerned with rationality as 1n conslstency
theories, than with the individual's own self-image. Attitudes,
according to Smith, Bruner and White (1956) serve three broad
functions in the personality: 1) object appraisal, 2) social
ad justment, and 3) externalization. Object appraisal evaluates
information against the person's existing beliefs. In this function
overwhelming information 1is needed to 1induce an attitude change. In
social adjustment an attitude change 1s possible 1f it facilitates

maintenance of existing or sought social relations with significant

others. Here the reference group predomlnates over any question of
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rationality. Externalization directs attention to the position that

attitudes must be understood in the context of the needs and

personality of the individual; an attitude may protect a person "from .
acknowledging the basic truths about himself [sic] or the harsh |
realities in his [sic] external world" (Katz, 1960:170).

Judgmental theories are based on the premise that people will
tend to conform to personally developed norms of acceptance and
rejection against which new information is measured (Sherif, 1936).
Upon this research Asch based his classic study of conformity as a
drive force behind attitude change. By having experimenter
confederates give obviously incorrect answers Asch (1952)
demonstrated subjects become confused when faced with social reality
differing from their perceived reality; and, to a large degree, the
confused subject chose to conform to wrong answers rather than be out
of concert with the others in the experimental situation. It is
important here to note Asch (1952) found conformity to social
influence in about one-third of the subjects. Furthermore Kiesler
(1971) and Oskamp (1977) discuss what Oskamp termed the pseudo-
inconsistency of attitudes and behavior. While many instances of
behavior are consistent with the individual's attitudes some
situational factors (demand characteristics) norms, conflicting
attitudes and putative risk may result in behavior change without a
concomitant attitude change.

Further findings have shown variations on conformity according

to size of the group (Asch, 1951; Kidd, 1958; Rosenberg, 1961).

Thibaut and Strickland (1956) developed the distinction between
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normative and informational social influence. Normative influence 1is

social 1nfluence of others' opinions; while informational influence

1s whether or not the source of the information is trustworthy. '
Sherif (1936) made use of the autokinetic effect to show how groups

will develop norms to guide behavior in ambiguous situations for

which no prevailing norms seem to apply.

Deutsch and Gerard (1955) maintained normative influence 1s
strongest 1n well established social groups, 1s greater 1f the
subject 1s identified with the group; and, 1s noticeably less when
the subject 1s protected by anonymity. Informational influence 1s
relative - those with no information are more likely to accept
knowledge provided by others. Relative competence lncreases
confidence 1n one's own judgments. Judgmental theories suggest new
information 1s accepted i1f 1t 1s congruent with existing ranges of
acceptibility, 1f the group accepts the information, 1f the group 1is
important to the individual, and 1f the source of the new information
1s seen as competent or more competent than the subject. The
parallels here to the role of the classroom teacher will be made more
apparent later.

Learning theory has focused more upon the acquisition of
attitudes than upon the mechanism of attitude change yet the learning
perspective 1s a fruitful means of explaining and directing attitude
change. Skinner (1957) considered attitudes to be best manifested 1in
overt behaviors, including verbal behavior. Not only can attitudes

be established by learning theory principles (Staats and Staats,

1958), but through modeling and reinforcement principles found in
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learning theory attitudes can be modified. Hull (194 3) considered
learning to be the establishment of stimulus-response connections
based on reinforcements such as hunger, thirst, money, fear
reduction, and social approval.

To change an attitude, learning theory holds altering the
reinforcement system (content, source, frequency, intensity,
priority) can produce the desired effect. Approval alters behavior
of non—-anxious subjects (Stevenson, 1965) and disapproval similarly
influences behavior in anxious subject (Lepper, 1970). Rewarded
models are imitated (Bandura, 1965b). Even more than imitating
models, Zimmerman and Rosenthal (1974) showed subjects learn from
models more than that which is modeled - they also adopt the rules of
behavior and general cognitive strategies inferred from the model.

Attitudes change because the subject feels or anticipates some
reward, because new information leads them to change themselves, or
because their self-image of conformity demands it (Schneider, 1976).
Several factors are identified as impinging on the attitude change
process: credibility of the source, likeability of the source,
trust, expertise, attractiveness, status, similarity, confidence in
the source (London, 1972) and various personal factors such as
same-gender, prestige (Aronson and Golden, 1962) and presumed
objectivity of the communicator (Chu, 1967) seem to be important.

Attitudes are predispositions toward a behavior (Rokeach, 1968)
but Oskamp (1977) and Fishbein and Ajzen (1975) discuss why many

times attitudes actually appear to be inconsistent with behavior.

Conformity in behavior is subject to many factors which may or may
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not include holding the underyling attitude. Behavior change 1is
facilitated by attitude change but behavior 1s not dependant upon
attitude changes as well.

How to manipulate what people think becomes readily apparent 1in
the subsequent discussion of the institution our culture charges with
purposeful attitude establishment and change among our children, the

school. The school plays an important function in socialization.

THE SCHOOL IN ATTITUDE FORMATION AND CHANGE -

"Education 1s intervention to change the future" (Anderson and
Messick, 1974:284).

Actually, a more appropriate statement would also reflect the
1dea that education can also be a vehicle for resisting necessary
change for the future. For instance, Andreas accurately reminds us
the school frequently is a staunch supporter of portraying a gender
stereotyped world,

"Everyday, children are socialized by their
parents, by their schools, by the media, through
the books they read, by all the socialization
agents that have a stake 1in keeping people 1n
their places by gender (Andreas 1971:42).

Also, Henry (1963) remarks how the school is an institution
created to 1nstill 1in children the necessary cultural orientations to
make the child fit the culture as it already exists, yet 1t also 1is

structured to encourage laxity, originality and spontaneity.

There are many sources of information about adult life which

children receive which can be construed to fit either cognitive
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development or social learning theories; parents, media, peers,
school all have aspects which fit the theories. However, 1in the
school we have an 1institution specifically organized to 1mpart to
children a formal curriculum using active teaching as the primary
method. Social learning theory 1is amply illustrated by processes 1in
the school - teaching, rewards, imitation, modeling, vicarious
learning, attitude change intervention - the school as American
children usually experience 1t 1s social learning theory 1in
application. Although there 1s ample suggestion gender role
stereotyping is unhealthy (Nevill and Vandever, 1977) and societally
limiting, the schools remain bastions of gender dichotomy and
stereotyping. Lee and Gropper (1974) demonstrated traditional
schooling reinforces our current sex-role culture; 3aario, Jackin and
Tittle (1973) clearly reported the extent to which school teachers,
materials, and activities channel children 1into sex roles not
demonstratively different from that of their parents. Because of the
central socializing role of schools the understanding of how schools
preserve stereotypes and how schools can be used to alter stereotypes
1s 1mportant to understanding how to successfully prepare children
for the decades to come. Understanding stereotyping by schools 1is
essential to eliminating sex role stereotypes (Riley and
Marotz-Baden, 1979).

By their very structure, schools are stereotyped. Daniels

(1975:8) found 85 percent of elementary school teachers were female

yet 79 percent of their principals were male. In the schools




involved in the research reported herein all principles were male

(except the director of the University's Child Development Laboratory

- but her immediate supervisor was male) while only one of the

regular classroom teachers 1involved was male (plus one other male as
a student teacher in the Child Development Laboratory).

Teachers are 1mportant to the presence or absence of stereo-
typing 1n the classroom. Rosenthal and Jacobson's classic work,

Pygmalion in the Classroom (1968) indicates teacher expectations are

central to determining eventual student behavior and attitudes.

Adams and LaVoie (1977) demonstrated teacher expectation behavior is
a function of more than just an estimation of intellectual potential.
Among the variables used by teachers 1in predicting success are
gender, behavior, attractiveness, physique, race, soclal class and
selected personal characteristics (Brophy and Good, 1974).

Teachers act differentially toward girls and boys. Teachers are
more critical and negative 1n thelr comments, written records and
body language toward boys (Beilin, 1959; Lippitt and Gold, 1959;
Sears and Feldman, 1966; Serbin, 1978) yet such attention may be seen
as a form of reward to the child, hence criticism-notice may
reinforce more disruptive behavior (Serbin, O'Leary, Kent and Tonick,
1973). Leacock (1982) contends teacher attitudes and expectations
for students become reality through goal setting, curriculum content
choices, application of various teaching styles and classroom
management practices in general. Adams and LaVoie (1977) and Brophy

and Good (1974) provide extensive reviews of studies of teacher

expectancy effects, concluding the classroom teacher 1s a crucial
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determinant of the educational process and largely is responsible for
the educational product. The differential subjective explanations of
teachers lead them to objective outcomes; teachers treat different
(subjective perception) children differently (behavior). Imn the
words of W. I. Thomas, "If men [sic] define situations as real, they
are real in their consequences" (cited in Janowitz, 1966:74).

Unfortunately, teacher training fails to deal with the issue of
sex role stereotyping. Jacko (1981) decried that while there 1is
moderate to strong agreement among teachers and teacher trainers that
sex stereotyping 1nfluences students, there virtually 1s no attention
to sex stereotyplng as an 1lssue 1n teacher training programs.
Further, Jacko found teachers express desire to counter sex role
stereotyping but lack explicit training to do so. McDavid and Harari
(1966) report teachers who are sensitized (trained) to their own
stereotyping do alter their behavior and do less stereotyping.

Some researchers have utilized teachers as agents of
stereotyping alteration but these studies are not comprehensive.
Katz (1978) reported most intervention efforts by teachers were based
less on rigor 1in 1nstructional design than on often passionately held
ideologies, hence true effects of teacher behavior are difficult to
assess. Cohen and Martin (1976) provide suggestions for teachers to
examine their own attitudes and for parents to evaluate the teachers.
Simmons (1976) also addresses teacher self evaluation as an important
eérly step 1n restructuring the school presentation of sex roles.

Flerx et al. (1976) showed attitudes of children can be altered

by teachers and nonsexist materials. However, Koblinsky and Sugawara
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(1979) criticize this, and other studies, as relying far too much on
novel curricula and novel teachers.

Other studies have focused on the overwhelming propensity of
early grade teachers to be females and advocate recruiting males into
preschool teaching assignments in the belief male teachers could
alter the assumed feminizing influence of schools (Johnson, 1970;
Kendall, 1972; Williams, 1970). But the results have not fulfilled
the premise. Etaugh and Hughes (1975), Good and Grouws (1972); and
Robinson and Canaday (1978) report both male and female teachers give
more preference and reinforcement for 'feminine' behaviors in school.
Others (Brophy and Laosa, 1971; Etaugh, Collins and Gerson, 1975;

Lee and Wolinsky, 197 3; Madsen, 1968) assert males in teaching
positions either have virtually no influence on the females in the
class or only a marginal masculinization effect on the class as a
whole. Such inconsistent findings can be attributed to variations in
how effects are measured and the interaction of other classroom
factors such as teaching materials, media, toys and so forth.

Several experiments have included non-sexist curriculum
intervention in regular classrooms as a short intervention (Cohen and
Martin, 1976; Flerx, Fidler and Ekstrom, 1976; Garrett, Ein and
Tremaine, 1977; Heathington, 1981; Joffe, 1971; Rogers, 1976; Sprung,
1975) with successful change in stereotyping in evidence. Short term
presentations of egalitarian models do influence young children
(Davidson, Yasuna and Tower, 1979) suggesting longer term programs of

intervention should result in comprehensive changes in gender

stereotyping (Koblinsky and Sugawara, 1979). Most of these
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interventions involve female teachers and female experimenters, due
to the death of males in early childhood education, as noted earlier.
Further, with the notable exceptiqn of Guttentag and Bray (1976) most
non-sexist curriculum interventions have relied upon novel adults
rather than the regular classroom instructor.

Intervention programs by experimenters or by the classroom
instructor seldom examine the teacher attitudes, assuming interest
follows from presumed equalitarianism. That teachers are sources of
rewards for reinforcement of non-sexist behaviors (Grusec and
Brinker, 1972) does not directly assess the teachers themselves as
non—-sexist role models as Pogrebin (1978) contends is the essential
element in any intervention plan. It is not enough for a few
interested, attuned teachers to be aware of their own attitudes
(Jacko, 1981) although immediate change requires those in classrooms
will be in the forefront of change, if it is to happen.

Of course, teachers alone do not make the school such a major
factor in children's acquisition of sex typed behavior (Brooks—Gunn
and Matthews, 1979). Most research on the negative effects of
stereotypic sex role socialization in schools (cf. Adams and LaVoie,
1977 ; Dweck, Davidson, Nelson and Enna, 1978; Fagot and Patterson,
1969; Flerx et al., 1976; Levitin and Chananie, 1972; Serbin,
O'Leary, Kent and Tonick, 197 3); does not fully isolate any one
factor in the school setting. Teachers, materials and activities all

together are treated as the independent variable leading to changed

student sex stereotyping.
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There are resources which treat stereotype change as a total
prescription 1nvolving almost everything in the classroom. For

instance, Barbara Sprung (1975), in Non-Sexist Education for the

Young Child: A Practical Guide, suggests several exemplary programs

for creating a non-sexist classroom environment. Similarly, Simmons
(1976) treated the whole environment. Also Guttentag and Bray (1976)
describe a range of available materials and activities but they, as
well as others (Sadker, Serbin, Greenberg, Ulrey and McNett, 1977),
contlnue to assert the teacher 1is the key factor 1in creating a
non-sexist classroom. Sadker et al. (1977:8), note:

The teacher's behavior 1s probably the most

critical factor 1in determining whether what

happens 1n a classroom will encourage the

development of flexibility and proper sex

attitgdes or the retention of stereotyplng

practices.

Some researchers have implemented classroom change strategies by
focusing on the teacher. For instance, Kurilich (1981) brought in to
the classroom exemplars of stereotyped and non-stereotyped adults 1in
the labor force. Porro (1982) implemented the Sprung (1975)
suggestions using the regular classroom teacher. The previously
mentioned Koblinsky and Sugawara (1979) study also used the classroom
teachers, one of which happened to be a male.

Teachers exercise a great deal of control over the materials
used 1n the classroom in addition to control already exercised by

school boards, principals and the state. School books frequently

portray people in stereotyped roles (Frazier and Sadker, 1973).

Weitzman, Eifles, Hokada and Ross (1972) discuss school literature
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which portrays males more positively 1in almost all characterizations
while Gardner (1970) found most portrayals of women are stereotypic
and largely uninteresting.

School literature about adult careers 1s particularly
stereotypic (Reid and Stephens, 1985), a point which is disturbing
when considering the role of the school as the primary source of
children's occupational information (Looft, 1971a, 1971b; Stewig and
Higgs, 1973). School materials at all levels, not just early or late
grades, present a stereotypic world to both genders. Boys do notice
the portrayal of limited alternatives for girls (Women on Words and
Images, 1975). Girls notice the models even more, selecting (or
resigning themselves to) low status occupations for themselves
(Britton, 1974; Oliver, 1974). It should be noted this stereotyping
1n reading materials limits occupational choice range for boys as
well as girls (Women on Words and Images, 1975). Mischel (1970)
suggested books play an important part of the social learning
explanation of acquisition of sex role stereotypes. Exposure to
traditional portrayals in children's books 1s a source of vicarious
learning of that which 1s portrayed - stereotyped sex roles.

Analyses of children's books document systematic portrayal of males
in action and adventure situations whereln competence 1s expected and i
rewarded. Females have much more passive portrayals or have
successes attributed to external factors such as luck, magic or the
willing help of more competent males (Key, 1977).

Weitzman et al. (1972) point out the message to girls 1is to have
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