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Abstract

Rationale:

The rationale for this study was based on the premise

that a variety of factors influence personnel decisions.

These include factors possessed by applicants such as

degree of physical attractiveness and gender cue

characteristics which are personal background and interest

information that could be interpreted as more masculine or

more feminine in nature. Personnel decisions may also be

affected by elements in the backgrounds of those doing the

selection, as well as by their particular gender schema,

the degree to which they value attitudes reflective of

their own sex.

The theoretical basis for this research project came

from the area of social psychology. Constructs such as

beautyism (a theory that what-is-beautiful-is-good),

androgyny (the degree to which someone is sex-typed), and

stereotypes were considered in light of the gender schema

theory and attribution theory.

The purpose of this study was to determine if physical

appearance and gender cue characteristics of fictitious

applicants were significant in their being selected for

the position of Assistant Dean in a community college, and

if selection was affected by various demographic

characteristics or the gender schema of the subjects.

Further, the study sought to determine if these
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factors affected attributions for expected success or for

failure of the fictitious applicants if they were hired.

Procedure:

The sample included faculty and administrators from

community colleges in Hawaii and from mainland community

colleges which were similar in selected characteristics to

the community colleges in Hawaii. Each subject was sent

four fictitious applications (either all men or all women)

which varied in contents of gender cue characteristics

(either masculine or feminine) and with photos of

attractive or less attractive applicants. SUbjects were

asked to: (1.) rate each applicant on their likelihood of

being hired, (2.) assume each applicant had been hired and

assign attributional causes to their expected success or

failure, (3.) provide information about themselves, and

(4.) complete a Bern Sex-Role Inventory.

Design:

The design of this study was causal comparative.

Differences in hire ratings and in attribution ratings for

success and for failure were tested using ANOVA and

one-way analysis of variance. Ancillary questions sought

to determine the variables which contributed most to the

differences in hire ratings. The method of analysis for

this was mUltiple regression.

Results:

This study found that hire ratings differed
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significantly as a function of attractiveness and gender

cue characteristics. While the gender schema of the

subjects did not make a significant difference in hire

ratings, there were some significant differences in

assignment of attributions for success and failure. Hire

ratings of attractive applicants did not differ

significantly between sUbjects on the mainland and those

in Hawaii, however, for less attractive applicants, a

significant difference was found. Sex of the sUbjects, as

well as most demographic variables studied showed no

significant differences.

Multiple regression analysis of the data demonstrated

that attractiveness and gender cue characteristics were

the major contributors to the variance for both male and

female applicants.

Conclusions:

Unlike the results reported in similar studies of

middle managers in the business sector, for community

college administrators of both sexes, physical

attractiveness was a major factor in selection for both

sexes. Further, information about the attractiveness of

the applicant changed the sUbjects' perception of the

importance of gender cues in evaluating applicants. It

appeared to be a more important variable when rating men

than women.

Results of this study do not support predictions based
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on the gender schema theory with regard to hiring, but

some significant differences were found related to

attributions for expected success and failure. The

generally small R Squared values for the characteristics

of subjects means that the variables selected for

examination in this study were not the ones which have

much influence on the hiring behavior of the sUbjects.
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CHAPTER 1

Introduction and statement of the Problem

The purpose of Chapter one is to provide the

theoretical background and context for the research

questions. The chapter also contains statements of the

hypotheses to be tested, and defines the scope and

limitations of the proposed study.

Background

The first significant piece of federal legislation

relating to sex discrimination in employment was the Equal

Pay Act of 1963. This was extended to include

administrative and professional employees in July of 1972.

The next major prohibition of sex discrimination in

employment was Title VII of the civil Rights Act of 1964.

Title VII established the Equal Employment Opportunity

commission (EEOC) and created the procedural framework for

bringing both individual and class action in federal

court. These early provisions did not apply to academic

employment until they were extended by the Equal Employment

opportunity Act of 1972 which included educational

institutions, for the first time, under the 1964 Civil

Rights Act. This legislation made it illegal for

institutions, including those of higher education, to

discriminate against an individual in matters of employment

based on race, religion, or sex. Within the procedures

established to implement this law, the assumption was made
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that if any protected group was under represented, compared

to the percentage of members of that group in the hiring

pool, discrimination might be a factor. To compensate for

such under representation, the Affirmative Action program

provided formulas for calculating numerical goals (not

quotas) for future hiring in order to rectify inequities in

past hiring procedures. These explicit guidelines were

sent to colleges and universities by the Office for Civil

Rights in October of 1972. In addition, Title IX of the

Education Amendments of 1972 is specifically directed at

sex discrimination in education. sanctions for violation

of Title IX include the possible termination of federal

funding to programs and institutions. (Marshall and Grey,

1982)

In September of 1973, the carnegie Commission of Higher

Education issued a report entitled opportunities for Women

in Higher Education. While this report dealt with a large

number of problems faced by women in higher education, in

the section related to women in administration, it states,

"If women are thinly represented on faculties, especially

in traditionally male fields, they are so rarely

represented in top academic administrative positions as to

be practically nonexistent." (Carnegie, 1973). In addition

to, at least, a prima facie interpretation of this under

representation as being sex bias in selection for entry

level administrative positions, candidates for these

2
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positions may have been also sUffering from another form of

bias which is generally referred to as "beautyism". The

effect of physical appearance or degree of physical

attractiveness on behavior has been a topic of

psychological research for some time. A number of studies

now exist, thanks to the perseverance and pioneering effort

of Hatfield, et al. of the University of Hawaii Department

of Psychology and her colleagues. (Hatfield and Sprecher,

1985)

Documentation of the Problem

Beautyism is defined as the general tendency to believe

that "what-is-beautiful-is-good." Bern refined the

definition and identified two types of "goodness"--one type

that is sex irrelevant and another that is sex-linked.

Using scales of her own design, she found that for traits

which reflect social desirability, independent of sex

typing, the "what-is-beautiful-is-good" results were

obtained regardless of the sex of the person being

evaluated. That is, as attractiveness increased for males,

so did attributions of masculinity, whereas increases in

attractiveness for females were associated with increased

femininity. (Bern, 1975)

The question of the effect of a person's physical

attractiveness has been the sUbject of several studies.

One very frequently cited study was done by Dipboye

(1977). He provided employment interviewers with 12
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fictitious resumes of college students who might be

applying for management trainee positions. The resumes

represented three levels of scholastic standing and

attached to four resumes in each group were photos of

either a very attractive or a less attractive male, or an

attractive or less attractive female. The interviewers

were asked to rate the applicants and while the overall

ratings followed the scholastic levels, men were, in all

groups, rated higher than women, and attractive applicants

of both sexes were rated higher (or more qualified) than

the less attractive persons.

This finding has become so much a part of the accepted

body of knowledge in social psychology as to be reported as

exemplary in introductory college level psychology text

books (e.g .• Psychology: An Introduction by Benjamin Lahey,

1983). Similar findings have been reported (Wright, 1975;

Berscheid & Walster, 1974; Dermer & Thiel, 1975.)

However, Heilman & Saruwatari (1979) found that the

reverse is true in certain instances. Their research

indicated that the more attractive a woman is, the less

suitable she will be jUdged for occupying a job that is

thought to require "male" characteristics. In the business

world, these jobs are generally managerial or supervisory

in nature. It was their hypothesis that physical

attractiveness exaggerates perceptions of gender-related
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attributes. Their research extended the theoretical

constructs of Bern into the world of work.

In forming impressions of people, a primary goal is to

make inferences about the underlying traits or dispositions

of a person on the basis of his or her observable actions,

as well as other available knowledge. Such inferences are

important because they allow one to predict how a person is

likely to behave in the future. One theory of how this is

done was proposed by Weiner in 1972. He codified this

process into what is called attribution theory. Since

then, additional research has been done in the area of

social psychology in an effort to determine the extent of

the applicability of the theory and its utility in a

variety of situations (Harvey & Weary, 1984).

One of the central conclusions of these studies is that

while people tend to focus on situational (external) events

to explain their own behavior, they have a tendency to

focus on dispositional (internal) rather than situational

causes of other people's behavior (Watson, 1982).

A second theory about how people process information

was proposed by Lippmann in 1922. He assumed that

"reality" was too complex to be fUlly represented in an

individual's "pseudo-environment (often referred to as

"pictures in the head"), and he also argued that

stereotypes serve to simplify perception and cognition.

Distortions are likely to occur in the process of
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simplification. Over time and through experience, casual

data are collected by people about their associates. At

the same time, associates are assigned to mental groupings

or group memberships, often based on physical

characteristics. There is a tendency to make

generalizations and predictions about the behavior of

associates based on perceived group membership. In some

cases, people "learn" about these correlations between

group membership and expected behavior from others and the

casual data from interactions is used for further

verification of the existence of relationships between

group membership and expected behaviors. The

generalization about people based on group membership is a

stereotype. In. forming impressions of others, people rely

not only on overt behavior, but frequently on non-verbal

cues and stereotypes.

Aronson (1980) points out that there are two dangers to

stereotypes;

1. "stereotypes take away our ability to treat each

member of a group as an individual,

2. "stereotypes lead to faulty attributions."

For someone selecting from among applicants for an

administrative position, both these dangers are of special

importance.

In order to determine the effect of physical

attractiveness, as well as the sex of applicants on
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attributions, Cash, Gillen & Burns (1977) asked job

consultants to score possible reasons for predicted success

and predicted failure of a group of applications with

pictures attached. Consultants were asked to assign

percentages to each of four reasons (ability, effort, task

difficulty, and luck). Note that two of the reasons are

dispositional or internal attributions and the other two

are situational or external. The manner in which the

consultants attributed causes to employees' success or

failure reflected sex-role biases; i.e., men succeeded by

hard work, woman by luck. Further, as the attractiveness

of the women increased in male dominated jobs, so did the

attribution of luck.

Struthers (1992) extended the study of attributions to

the actual selection process. He developed a model of

applicant selection based on attribution theory and pointed

out that attributions may change depending on what point in

the selection process the selectors get information which

leads to attribution formation about the applicants.

Early research into stereotypes was focused on ethnic

group perceptions. Prior to 1960, there were very few such

studies. In the 1960's, a yearly average of 1.4 per 1,000

entries in Psychological Abstracts dealt with stereotypes.

By 1977 the rate had jumped to 7.5 per 1,000 entries.

Since 78% of these studies dealt with sexual stereotypes,

this increase in stereotype research in the 1970s is almost
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completely attributable to investigations of how women and

men are perceived (Hamilton, 1981). Some of that research

brought back into popularity the concept of androgyny and

scales were developed which measured the degree to which

people had internalized sexual stereotypes (sex-typed

individuals vs. androgynous individuals.) Some research

indicated that sex-typed sUbjects differentiated incoming

information along the dimension of masculinity-femininity

significantly more than did androgynous sUbjects and that

they weighted their perceptions on this dimension more

heavily in making judgments. (Bem, 1979) While these

studies dealt with video tapes of social interactions and

with handwriting samples, jUdgements of a more serious

nature are made in the selection of possible candidates for

administrative positions. It can be asked if the degree to

which someone has internalized sex role stereotypes has an

effect on this selection process.

Context of the Problem

While studies indicate that for managerial positions in

the business world, beautyism exaggerates sexual

stereotyping, and therefore may lead to faulty attributions

of the cause of success or failure, no studies were found

in the area of higher education administration. There is

some evidence that the situation in the academic world may

be different from that in the business world. For example,

Wynia & McNamara (1974) asked college seniors to rate
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prospective applicants for faculty positions in the College

of Business. No significant difference were found in the

acceptance of instructors on the basis of appearance only.

However, Romano (1989) presented high school students with

photos of college professors of both sexes and varied

degrees of attractiveness. She found that attractive

professors were seen as better teachers, more likely to be

asked for additional assistance, more likely to be

recommended to other students, and less likely to be blamed

if a student received a failing grade than unattractive

professors.

At the same time, the effects of Equal Employment

opportunity (EEO) legislation may be positive for women in

higher education administration, at least in the community

colleges in certain areas of the country. For example,

Hemming (1982) pointed out that there was a 372% increase

in women in administration of the community colleges of

California from 1972 to 1981, the first decade following

the extension of EEO guidelines into higher education. The

Digest of Education Statistics - 1992 indicates that in

1989, 39.2% of administrators in colleges and universities

across the country were women, 37.8% women in 2-year

colleges, and 39.5% women in 4-year colleges and

universities.

To summarize, there is a body of research which

indicates that beautyism may be a factor in the selection
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of applicants for managerial positions in the business

world. There are some indications that members of the

academic community may view things differently and behave

differently than members of the business community. An

additional factor in an employment selection process may be

the degree of androgyny possessed by the person doing the

selection, especially where the position in question has

been traditionally filled by members of one sex. The piece

that seems to be missing, is research which indicates

whether or not some of the factors at work in employee

selection in business are contributing to similar behaviors

in the selection of higher education administrators. This

study attempted to apply some of these research techniques,

previously used to study behavior in the business world, to

this, as yet, under researched population. The results of

such a study could be of significance to anyone planning

to enter a career in higher education administration or to

advance in the field. Additionally, such information might

become part of the academic preparation or curriculum of

such individuals.

Theoretical Constructs

According to Antaki (1982), there is no one complete

and systematic attributional theory. That is, there is no

one single set of propositions to which all inquirers into

the relation of attribution to behavior can refer. There
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are a number of complementary but unlinked principles which

guide research in the area.

The history of attribution theory has its roots in the

study of person perception. Person perception theorists in

the 1950s were concerned with what people thought about one

another, what they would jUdge another person to be like,

how quickly they would form their judgements, what they

would base them on, how much they would be influenced by

their own needs and desires, etc. Attribution theory

developed when theorists began to direct greater attention

to ascription of causes for various behaviors. In 1958,

Heider proposed that the major task of the perceiver in

understanding the world, social as well as physical, was to

find the underlying causes of the things the he or she saw

happening within it. What Heider pointed out was that the

ordinary person was, at all times, a scientist. Heider

broke down ordinary explanations into two sorts - personal

and environmental causes. According to his analysis,

people explained an action either by attributing its cause

to something to do with the person who performed it or by

attributing it to some external source. Further work

formalized the sequence of operations that the perceiver

might go through to arrive at Heider's personal and

environmental attributions.

The first formalization of Heider's principles of

ordinary explanation was Jones and Davis' (1965) theory of

11
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correspondent inference. This was a theory of how people

decided that what a person did was due to some long-lasting

trait the person possessed. They proposed that the task of

the explainer was to discount the operation of situational

or external constraints of the person's behavior. The more

such external constraints could be discounted, the more the

behavior was likely to be due to internal or dispositional

causes.

The second major statement about how people arrived at

Heider's internal and external attributions for others'

behavior was Kelley's suggestion of a mental computation

along the lines of a logical analysis (Kelley, 1980).

According to this theory, the perceiver, consciously or

unconsciously, picks up information about the actor in

three areas. First, how often has the actor done that

action in similar circumstances in the past (consistency

information); second, how often has the actor performed the

same sort of action in different circumstances

(distinctiveness information); and finally how many other

people did that sort of thing in those circumstances

(consensus information). All this is directed at the

question of whether the behavior covaries uniquely with the

actor. The more unique the behavior in a given situation,

the more likely one is to attribute the cause as internal

rather than environmental.

In such a model, the greater the amount of valid
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information the perceiver has about the actor, the greater

the likelihood of correct attributions. The model also

provides a basis for research into the effect of limited

information on attribution formation, and the nature of

attributional errors as a result of either limited data, or

data which is distorted in some way. During the 1970s, a

prominent concept was the "fundamental attribution error"

-- an overreliance on dispositional attributions to the

detriment of situational explanations (Ross, 1977).

Implied in this concept is the notion that situational

attributions are more accurate. More recently Harvey and

Weary (1984) documented a tendency to overestimate

situational factors and thus make inaccurate jUdgements.

The previously denigrated dispositional attribution appears

to be regaining credibility. (Knouse, 1989)

Several theories exist in the field of psychology which

attempt to account for how information can become

distorted, and thus lead to faulty attributions and

conclusions on the part of the observer. Included among

these are the theories surrounding stereotypes.

possibilities for distortions of information include both

the initial formation of the stereotype by the observer and

the inappropriate application of group characteristics to

individuals in the group.

The term "stereotype" was coined by Didot, a French

printer in 1798, to describe a printing process involving
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the use of fixed casts of material to be reproduced.

(Ashmore, 1981) The term was first used in social

psychology by 1922 by Lippmann. It was Lippmann's basic

thesis that humans do not respond directly to external

reality (Le., "the world outside") but to a representation

of the environment which is in lesser or greater degree

made by himself. He called this a "pseudo-environment."

As such, this is a theory of information processing,

especially relating to what he perceived of as a constant

state of information overload for all individuals.

Lippmann used the term "stereotype" very much as more

contemporary cognitive psychologists use the term

"schema." Lippmann proposed that a system of stereotypes

may be the core of one's personal tradition and/or the

defense of one's position in society. stereotypes may

thus be used to explain relationships between social

groups. For example, in slave-holding societies, the slave

is generally depicted as "childlike" and, thus, his

subservient position is best for master, slave, and

society. The theory suggests that stereotypes rationalize

existing societal arrangements and that society may

be a source of many individual stereotypes. (Ashmore,

1976) While stereotypes have been associated with

prejudice, this connection is not a necessary one.

Ashmore proposes that stereotypes be defined as, "A set

of beliefs about the personal attributes of a group of
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people." Group membership is most frequently based on

physical characteristics such as ethnicity, sex, and degree

of attractiveness. Using the definition, then all that has

been stated about individuals in the above discussion can

be applied to groups. The distortion of information in

doing so, however, is that all members of a group do not

possess the same attributes, other than those which define

group membership.

In addition to information distortion, the

sociocultural aspects of the theory predict something of a

self-fulfilling prophecy. Individuals are socialized into

a particular culture, and, through social rewards and

punishments, led to act in accordance with cultural

dictates. Further, by accepting cultural stereotypes,

individuals reinforce and thereby help to perpetuate the

existing cultural pattern. Very little research has been

conducted on how to significantly alter stereotype

attributions. (Ehrlich, 1973) And, while most of the

research in the area of stereotypes has focused on

identifying the phenomenon in different settings, very

little has been done to determine the effects of specific

stereotypes on the behavior of those that possess them.

The exception to this generalization has come from

investigations of the gender schema theory.

According to this theory (Bern, 1981), individuals

differ in their readiness to search for and to assimilate
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incoming information in gender-related terms, with

sex-typed individuals having a greater readiness than

nonsex-typed individuals to encode, to organize, and to act

on information on the basis of gender despite the existence

of other dimensions that could serve equally well as an

organizing principle. The theory suggests that individuals

differ in the extent to which they use culturally based

definitions for appropriate female and male behaviors as

guides for evaluating their own behavior and that of

others. (Cook, 1985) Sex-typed individuals are those who

endorse a high degree of characteristics from a cluster

corresponding to their own sex. Cross-sex-typed

individuals endorse a high degree of characteristics

corresponding to the opposite sex. Androgynous individuals

synthesize a high level of both feminine and masculine

desirable traits, while undifferentiated individuals low

levels of both feminine and masculine desirable traits. To

a greater or lesser degree all individuals are sex-typed,

cross-sex-typed, androgynous, or undifferentiated.

Gender schema theory is then an elaboration of an

aspect of a more general theory of stereotypes. Processing

information with the organizing principle of a stereotype

can lead to distortions of information and attributions of

individuals.

The important aspect of the theory, however, is the

effect that attributions have on the behavior of the
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perceiver. Note that the perceiver may be the actor when

one is seeking causal attributes for one's own behavior

under a given set of circumstances. weiner (1979) proposed

an attributional theory of motivation. The central idea is

that a person's motivation to something is a function of

how well he has done the same thing in the past and to what

he attributes his success (or lack of it). In Weiner's

theory, attributes are examined in terms of stability

(e.g .. habitual laziness vs. transient mood changes) and

control (e.g .• luck vs. effort). These attributions are

made continuously by one's self and by others. The theory

predicts that the more an actor believes his success at

something is attributed to external and transitory causes

which are beyond his control, the lower will be his level

of motivation to improve. Implicit in this is the notion

that at least some of the beliefs that people hold about

themselves are reflections of what others believe about

them or what others believe about group attributions such

as gender schema.

This research project has dealt with several aspects of

these theories. The effects of stereotypes of physical

appearance (beautyism) on the selection of job applicants

for a traditionally male position was examined. Research

was conducted to determine the extent to which these

stereotypes effect attributions (assumed causes) for future

success or failure of the job applicants. The gender

17



schema of the sUbjects were determined and relationships

between those schema and their selection behavior were

examined.

The Research Problem

This study attempted to answer the following questions:

(1) Do stereotypes related to physical appearance

(beautyism) exaggerate response to gender related stimulus

information (gender cues) about applicants for an entry

level administrative position and whether such responses

have an effect on the hiring practices at selected

community colleges?

(2) Does the extent to which the physical appearance of

applicants' alter attributions (or assumed explanations)

for predictions of applicants future success or failure in

entry level administrative roles?

(3) Do the subjects' gender schema, their level of

androgyny, affect the response to physical attractiveness

and gender cues as reflected in hiring decisions, and

attributions of predicted success and failure of

applicants?

(4) Additionally, how do these factors affect selection

of entry level administrators in the community colleges of

Hawaii compared to similar community colleges on the

Mainland?

(5) How do these factors affect selection of entry
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level administrators by male sUbjects compared to female

subjects?

Two ancillary research questions were developed. The

first (through a series of subquestions) sought to

ascertain the degree to which the selection behavior was

based on the attractiveness of the applicant, the gender

cues presented in the application, a number of demographic

characteristics of the sUbjects, and the gender schema

assigned sUbjects as determined by responses to questions

on the Bem Sex-Role Inventory for male applicants. The

second questions sought the same information for female

applicants.

Hypotheses

A. The following hypotheses were tested on data related to

the likelihood of applicants being hired:

(1.) There is no significant difference (p<.05)

in the hire ratings assigned fictitious male or female

applicants by sUbjects as a result of (a) physical

attractiveness of applicants and (b) gender cue

characteristics presented in applications as main

effects or when moderated by the following:

a. subjects' length of employment in higher
education

b. geographical location of the institution at
which the sUbject is employed

c. size of the college at which the sUbjects was
employed.

(2.) There is no significant difference (p<.05) in
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the hire ratings assigned fictitious male or female

applicants by subjects who are classified as sex-typed,

cross-sex-typed, Androgynous, or undifferentiated based

upon their scores on the Bern Sex-Role Inventory, as a

function of either the degree of attractiveness of the

applicants or the gender cues found in the

applications.

(3.) There is no significant difference (p<.05) in

the hire ratings assigned fictitious male or female

applicants by subjects employed in the state of Hawaii

versus those employed at comparable institutions on the

Mainland as a function of either the degree of

attractiveness of the applicants or the gender cues

found in the applications.

(4.) There is no significant difference (p<.05) in

the hire ratings assigned fictitious male and female

applicants by male subjects versus female subjects as a

function of either the degree of attractiveness of the

applicants or the gender cues found in the

applications.

B. The following hypotheses were tested on data related to

attribution ratings:

(5.) When sUbjects are asked to assume that each

applicant was hired as an entry level administrator and

then performed successfully, there is no significant

difference (p<.05) in the ratings of relative
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contribution made by each of four attributions to the

success by subjects of different gender schema as a

result of (a) physical attractiveness or (b) gender. cue

characteristics presented in applications for

fictitious male or female applicants.

(6.) When subjects are asked to assume that each

applicant was hired as an entry level administrator and

then performed unsuccessfully, there is no significant

difference (p<.05) in the ratings of relative

contribution made by each of four attributions to the

lack of success by subjects of different gender schema

as a result of (a) physical attractiveness or (b)

gender cue characteristics presented in applications

for fictitious male or female applicants.

Ancillary Questions

(1.) Which of the following factors make significant

contributions to the total variance in the hire ratings

assigned female applicants by the subjects of this study?

a. Attractiveness of the applicants
b. Gender cues presented in the applications
c. Sex of the subject (male or female)
d. SUbject Area (Liberal Arts or Vocational)
e. Employment status (faCUlty or administrator)
f. Ethnicity (Caucasian or not Caucasian)
g. Marital status (married or not married)
h. Area of country in which the sUbject was raised

(East, Central, South, West, Hawaii,
Other)

i. Regional location of college
(East, Central, South, West, Hawaii)

j. Size of college at which sUbject is employed
(1000-1999, 2000-2999, 3000-3999,
4000-4999, 5000 and over)

21



k. Years of teaching experience in higher education
1. Years of administrative experience in higher

education
m. Service (total years work experience in higher

education)
n. Gender schema (based on Bem Sex-Role Inventory)

(2.) Which of the factors listed for ancillary question

1 make significant contributions to the total variance in

the hire ratings assigned male applicants by the subjects

of this study?

Definitions of Terms

1. Bem Category: Subjects' status was determined to be

masculine, feminine, androgynous, or undifferentiated

based on responses to two subscales in the Bem Sex-Role

Inventory (BSRI).

2. Gender schema: Subjects' status was determined to be

sex-typed, cross-sex-typed, androgynous, or

undifferentiated based on the sex of the subjects and

the category determined by the sUbjects' performance on

the BSRI.

3. Gender cues: These are pieces of information about the

applicants such as their academic major, hobbies and

sports in which they participate, and groups to which

they belong. These were presented in the applications

of each candidate. In the absence of other

information, these cues could lead the sUbject to a

conclusion about the gender of the applicant.
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Limitations

Because of the nature of the sample, results can only

generalize to the staffs of community colleges which

possess selected characteristics similar to those of the

community colleges in Hawaii. Those characteristics

include community colleges which are state affiliated,

non-residential, offering both liberal arts and vocational

degrees, and having a student body between 1000 and 5500.

The data were gathered by mail and may not reflect the

views of those sampled that choose not to respond.

Summary of Chapter One

A brief review of the legislation related to sex

discrimination as it applies to higher education was

presented. In light of that, some of the hiring

statistics, especially those of administrators in community

colleges, were considered. Constructs such as beautyism

(pp. 3-4), attributions (p.5 ff.), and androgyny (p. 16)

and were discussed. Some of the research studies

presented in this chapter dealt with the ways in which

employee selection behavior has been affected by the

physical appearance of an applicant and the stereotypes

which are established or exaggerated by that appearance.

Further, the attributions for success or failure have also

been shown to be affected by these stereotypes.

While research has been conducted on the effects of

these factors in hiring practices in the business world,
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little or none has been done with hiring practices for

entry level administrators in higher education, and

specifically in American community colleges.

The theoretical basis for this research comes primarily

from the area of social psychology. Gender schema theory

predicts that behaviors of individuals, including the

behavior of selecting among applicants for an

administrative position, may be affected by the degree of

androgyny possessed by the selector. This prediction has

also not been researched with a population of community

college faculty and administrators.

The hypotheses tested were predicated upon the

questions of whether gender cue characteristics, degree of

physical attractiveness, and SUbjects' gender schema affect

the selection of applicants for entry level administrative

positions at mainland community colleges, chosen to be

similar to community colleges in Hawaii, and how this

selection behavior compares to that in Hawaii's community

colleges. other hypotheses question whether physical

attractiveness and gender cues affect attributions assigned

by the subjects for predicted success or failure of the

applicants. As ancillary questions, the degree to which

hiring decisions for both male and female applicants can be

predicted from other variables was explored.
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CHAPTER 2

Review of the Literature

Chapter Two reviews some of the research related to

this study. This research was drawn from the areas of sex

bias and affirmative action; the nature and effects on

behavior of physical appearance and the stereotypes

(beautyism) which accompany it; sex stereotyping of

occupations; the gender schema theory, and effects which

sex-typing have on behavior; instruments used to determine

degree of androgyny; and finally, findings related to

attribution theory.

Sex Bias and Affirmative Action

As indicated in Chapter One, the most striking

indictment of higher education with regard to sex bias and

discrimination is made by the report of the Carnegie

commission in its report Opportunities for Women in Higher

Education (1973). In that report they state, "If women are

thinly represented on faculties, especially in

traditionally male fields, they are so rarely represented

in top academic administrative positions as to be

practically nonexistent." Not only are numbers of women

disproportionately small compared to the number of women

Ph.Ds, researchers such as Juanita Kreps (1971) have noted

that, "Women tend to have positions in smaller, less

prestigious colleges with big teaching loads." It is her

belief that this results from jobs in Ph.D. granting
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departments not being as available to women as they are to

men.

A more recent survey of the status of women in academe

is presented by O'Reilly (1984). She pointed out that, in

the 1970s, women in higher education made up only 25% of

all full time faculty, 6% of college presidents and 18% of

college deans. This last figure includes deans of

traditionally female academic areas such as nursing schools

and schools of home economics.

Legislation alone seemed not always to be an effective

remedy for inequality. The immediate positive effect that

might have been expected as a result of such legislation

which should have banned gender discrimination was not felt

in some areas. For example, Frasher & Frasher (1979)

reported that the number of women in school administrative

positions as principals and assistant principals declined

from 15.2% in 1970 to 12.9% in 1979.

In the context of affirmative action, Palley (1978)

examined several possible causes for the apparent sex bias

in higher education administration. She points out that

while approximately equal "quantitative" opportunities may

be available to women, what she calls "qualitative"

differences still exist. These include differences in

academic majors (women in humanities, men in science)

leading to different publication rates; career

interruptions for maternity; less ability to relocate for

29



career advancement. She did not consider sex-typing as

another possible factor. This was considered by LaFontaine

and McKinzie (1985) and they pointed out, "That

administrative occupations in higher education are

sex-typed is apparent in both women's lack of

representation in institutional hierarchies and the

negative sentiment (and treatment) they are accorded when

they secure such positions."

On the assumption that academic administrators in

higher education are frequently drawn from faculty ranks,

or at least have had faculty experience, it would seem

reasonable to look at sex bias in the faculty ranks as a

possible source for its presence among administrators.

Hyer (1985) did a review of the nationwide statistics

available through the Higher Education General Information

System (HEGIS) for the 10 year period, 1971 to 1980. She

found that, considering only tenure-track positions, the

percentage of women faculty went from 11.4% to 16.1% -- a

gain of 4.7% The greatest gain was at the assistant

professor rank, 13%, while almost no gain, 0.6%, was

present over the 10 year period at the full professor

rank. Factors which tended to be significant in low growth

rate of women faculty included fewer numbers of women

students; scientific and technical curriculum; research

orientation; and high prestige of the college. Factors

which were not found to be related to increase in women
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faculty over the decade of the 70's were size of student

body, locus of control, region of the country, and size of

the city in which the university was located.

That, of course, dealt with women faculty members. As

noted in Chapter One, Hemming (1982) found that there was a

372% increase in women in administration of the community

colleges of California in the early 1980's. As reported in

the Digest of Education statistics - 1992, 39.2% of

administrators in all the reporting colleges and

universities were women in the fall of 1989. In two year

colleges, the percentage of women administrators was 37.8

for the same period.

It may be worthwhile asking if for a given subset of

higher education institutions, namely community colleges,

any of the factors investigated in the studies reported

above are important in administrator selection.

Effects of Physical Appearance (Beautyism)

Some of the early work in the area of the effect of

physical attractiveness was done by Dion, Berscheid &

Walster (1972). Their research in several areas confirmed

that most people believe that "what-is-beautiful-is-good"

and proceed to behave in correspondence to that belief.

Most narrative reviewers of this literature have agreed

that the beauty-is-good stereotype is a strong and general

phenomenon (Adams, 1982; Alley and Hildebrandt, 1988;

Hatfield and Sprecher, 1986; Patzer, 1985). Most secondary
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resources, especially introductory social psychology

textbooks, have likewise treated the beauty-is-good

stereotype as a homogeneous, potent, and firmly established

phenomenon (e.g .. , see Baron and Byrne, 1987, p. 197; Deaux

and Wrightsman, 1988, p. 250). Eagly (1991) suggested that

the stereotype may begin to form at an early age. In

children's television and books, the wicked witch and evil

giant are ugly and the heroic prince and virtuous princess

are attractive.

One very frequently cited study by Dipboye & Arvey

(1977) found that beautyism, the tendency to behave as

though it were the case that "what-is-beautiful-is-good,"

played a role in hiring practices. In their study, at

every level of qualification, the more attractive

applicants were more likely they were to receive higher

ratings.

In a dissertation by Forsythe (Forsythe, Drake, and

Cox, 1985), it was demonstrated that clothing of an

applicant had a significant effect on selection decisions

for management positions. A positive relationship exists

between the masculinity of the applicant's apparel and the

favorableness of the hiring recommendations about the

applicant.

In a related dissertation (Ray, 1984), he sought the

effect of dress, credentials, and physical impairment on

the selection of job applicants. His findings
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substantiated the importance of dress and appearance on

selection of applicants. He concluded that this was as

true for physically impaired people as for unimpaired.

These two dissertations concerned the effect of

physical appearance on the ability to be hired. Both found

appearance to be a statistically significant factor, though

neither directed itself at beauty, but rather to manner of

dress. Mack and Rainey (1990) reported that well-groomed

applicants were favored over the same applicants when

presented as poorly groomed. Of greater interest was their

finding that the decision makers believed that the

applicant's appearance was not an important factor in their

decision. The researchers concluded that it was very

difficult for decision makers to avoid being influenced by

grooming and appearance.

A report of another dissertation was found in a

vocational journal (Wright, 1975). The research findings

supported the title of the article, "They Don't Hire the

Uglies." The author makes the point that it is important

for vocational teachers to be aware of all the hiring

criteria their students are likely to face, in order to

better prepare them to meet those criteria.

In the business world, the effect of personal

appearance on selection of applicants for jobs is very well

accepted. For example, stubbs (1984) lists dress and

appearance as first on the list of things for candidates to
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concern themselves with when being interviewed. Nykodym

(1987) rated personal appearance eighth of all possible

organizational survival and success factors. It may no

longer be the most important item, but it is still an

important consideration in career planning.

Hatfield (1978) considers appearance, including

"general attractiveness," as one of the four nonverbal cues

related to a candidate's behavior from which interviewers

are likely to draw inferences about the candidate. Patzer

(1985) reviewed research which indicated that physical

attractiveness is an informational cue which is "subtle and

inescapable, transcends culture in its effects, and

produces verifiable differences" on, among other things,

personnel selection. He pointed out some of the monetary

effects of physical attractiveness in the business world.

Morrow et al. (1990) found that physical attractiveness

significantly affected the extent to which sUbjects would

recommend a candidate for promotion and expect future

success. These findings, however, explained only 2% of the

variance in ratings.

In a sense, voting for a political candidate is a

behavior related to personnel selection. Riggle et al.

(1992), studied political decision making and concluded

that estimates of candidates' attractiveness were strongly

correlated with estimates of the extent to which candidates

conveyed an image of the sort of person sUbjects wanted to
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represent them in Congress as well as with estimates of

trustworthiness, likableness, competence, and leadership

ability. This was especially true when the sUbjects were

limited in other sources of information about the

candidates.

In a 1975 article on "Tips for Landing That Job,"

Robert Half, a leading personnel authority, pointed out the

financial relationships which exist between various

physical characteristics and financial rewards. For

example, in one large firm it was noted that overweight

executives often earn as much as "$1,000 per pound" less

than their thinner counterparts. A study of University of

Pittsburgh graduates revealed that men 6'2" or taller

received starting salaries 12.4% higher than equally

qualified men who stood 6' or less. He reported several

studies on the effect of physical attractiveness on job

rating and attribution jUdgement.

More recent research indicated a gender bias as well.

Frieze, Olson and Russel (1991) discovered that, over a 10

year period, more attractive male MBA graduates had higher

starting salaries and continued to earn more over time.

For women, there was no effect of attractivoness for

starting salaries, but more attractive women earned more

later on in their jobs. Men earned $2600 more on average

for each unit of attractiveness (on a 5-point scale), and

women earned $1250 more per point.
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Not only may attractiveness not be as great an

advantage for women as for men, it may actually be a

hinderance. As detailed in the first chapter, certain

studies went into greater depth in their analysis and found

that beauty may work to the detriment of women for certain

jobs; particularly jobs which are perceived as masculine,

or those that are in fact, male dominated (Heilman &

sariwatara, 1979; Dermer & Thiel, 1975). These studies

formed a portion of the model for this research project.

As early as 1979, Fortune magazine indicated that there

were 82 individuals and companies engaged in helping

executives improve their "image." These services ranged

from fashion consulting to providing plastic surgeons.

Myers (1979) referred to this consulting as a "growth

industry."

The attractiveness stereotype may so distort

perceptions in personnel selection as to cause objective

data to be ignored. Such was the case in a study by Rynes

and Gerhart (1990). They found that their sUbjects

attended to interpersonal skills, goal orientation and

physical attractiveness as contributors to assessment of

applicants' employability, while not attending to objective

data such as grade point average.

Accepting that physical appearance is frequently a

factor in job applicant selection, Cann, Siegfried, and

Pearce (1981) studied ways to minimize the effect. They
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forced their sUbjects to look again at specific hiring

criteria and the applications of the applicants and to

postpone their hiring decisions for 48 hours after the

interview. This procedure, they claim, significantly

reduced the effect of "physical-attractiveness

discrimination."

Eagly, et ale (1991) pointed out that physical

attractiveness had its strongest positive Lmpaot; on

judgements of social competence, potency, intellectual

competence, and popularity. Physical attractiveness had

little impact on judgements of integrity and concern for

others. While Cash and Janda (1984) and Dermer and Theil

(1987) reported that attractive people were more likely

than unattractive people to possess negative attributes of

vanity and selfishness, Eagly found them to be more vain

and less modest.

Additionally, personnel selection is a complex issue

and may relate to personal decision making styles and other

personality traits of the selector. Snyder et al. (1988)

found that sUbjects high in self-monitoring rated

attractive applicants higher; sUbjects who were identified

as low in self-monitoring rated less attractive applicants

higher. Further, these researchers concluded that physical

appearance may not be as simple as once thought. Although

job-appropriate and physically attractive appearances may

go hand in hand, they often do not. Often job-appropriate

37



appearance may be of paramount concern to decision makers.

Feingold (1992) suggested that physical attractiveness

may be viewed as a status characteristic (more than just a

stereotype), along with intelligence, charm, humor,

athletic ability, and other socially valued

characteristics. His suggestion was that research ought to

move in the direction of studying its relation to success

and achievement. By extension, research into its

relationship to employment and attributions for future job

success and failure would fit this suggestion.

Sex Role stereotyping of Occupations

A major portion of this study dealt with how people

perceive information, how they organize it, and how they

acted on the information they had. One of the theories

associated with collection of information is a general

Theory of stereotyping, the attractiveness stereotype being

one example. McArthur (1980) pointed out that, generally

speaking, victims of stereotyping look different from the

perpetrators. Yet, it was her opinion that physical

appearance has been surprisingly underemphasized in

research and theory on the development of stereotypes. She

indicated that people can become stereotyped based on

physical distinctions, including sex and physical

appearance. These characteristics become what she calls

"salient stimuli-" Her research indicated that persons

possessing salient stimuli receive more polarized
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evaluations. That is, behavior that tends to create a

positive impression on a particular attribute will create

an even more positive impression when performed by a

physically salient person; and behavior that tends to

create a negative impression on a particular attribute will

create an even more negative impression when performed by

someone who is physically salient.

Many studies have documented the existence of

occupational stereotypes, as well as personal stereotypes.

O'Connor (1982) Panek, Rush, and Greenawalt (1977), and

Shepard and Hess (1975) have each found that certain

occupations are perceived as female-oriented and certain

occupations are perceived as male-oriented. For example,

lawyer, truck driver, and office manager are viewed as male

occupations whereas elementary school teacher, social

worker, and nurse are viewed as female occupations. While

the stereotype may be formed on the basis of valid data,

there were indications that the stereotype remains, even

when the proportion of men and women employees changes.

As Kanter (1977) stated, ideologies surrounding the

pursuit of sex-typed occupations and justifying their

position in the organization define both the labor pool

from which the occupations draw and the ideal images of

attributes of the people in the pool. Occupational

sex-typing and the stereotyping which accompanies it have

two major practical implications for the "other" sex.
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First, it discourages them from seeking "nonappropriate"

occupations. Second, it may have the effect of undermining

their formal authority, should they achieve such a

position. As pointed out by both Epstein (1970) and

Colwill, (1982), if there is a fundamental incongruity

between sex roles and/or status on the one hand and

occupation roles and/or status on the other, sex and not

occupation is dominant or salient. This was further

elaborated by Swoboda and Vanderbosch (1983) when they

stated that myths surrounding gender soon become

countervailing forces against the fact of position. A

woman president, dean, or chancellor is seen first as a

woman, and belatedly as an administrator. In fact, with

regard to both their role and their status in higher

education, women invariably were viewed, and exist as

"outsiders."

One's own sex also determines who is an "outsider" for

some stereotypes and the perceptions which they generate.

But there was conflicting data on this point. For example,

Sterrett (1978) found that women sUbjects rated applicants

using high intensity body language low on ambition and

those using low intensity body language high on ambition.

The reaction of male interviewers was in the opposite

direction. However, Elliott (1981) concluded that the

"most important finding of the study was the propensity of
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male and female interviewers to reach similar conclusions

about candidates' suitability."

Gender Schema Theory

Perhaps the critical factor in how one views the world

is less a matter of biological sex than it is a matter of

the degree to which a person is sex-typed. Since the early

work of Bakan (1966), Constantinople (1973), Block (1973)

and Bern (1974, masculinity and femininity have been viewed

as separate dimensions, present in various degrees, in both

men and women, rather than as polar ends of a single

continuum. Additionally, the masculine dimension

traditionally is viewed as embodying a cluster of

instrumental abilities (including assertiveness, dominance,

independence, competitiveness), while the feminine

dimension includes characteristics related to

expressiveness (including affection, compassion,

tenderness, warmth). Sex-typed individuals are those who

endorse a high degree of characteristics from the cluster

corresponding to their own sex while androgynous

individuals synthesize a high level of both feminine and

masculine desirable traits. Because the sex-typed

individual is motivated to keep his/her behavior consistent

with an internalized sex role standard and suppresses

behavior that might be considered inappropriate for a

particular gender, he or she may be seriously limited to

utilize only a task- or relationship-oriented leadership
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style. Such individuals may be at a disadvantage in

occupational settings in comparison to Androgynous

individuals (Sargent, 1983).

The development of the concept of Androgyny led to the

development of instruments to measure relative orientations

to it. One questions was whether people employed in

certain occupations differed in their gender schema.

Powell and Butterfield (1989) replicated a study they had

conducted in 1979. Reanalysis of the earlier data showed

that the "good manager" had been described as more

androgynous and less masculine in the earlier study and

less androgynous and more masculine a decade later. The~

pointed out that despite a considerable increase in the

proportion of women managers, the good manager continued to

be described as masculine.

This is somewhat inconsistent with the findings of

Kapalka and Lachenmeyer (1988). They found that, on the

whole, individuals employed in supervisory leadership

positions were more androgynous and obtained more internal

locus of control scores than those not in management

positions. Further, most women managers were androgynous,

while male managers were either androgynous or masculine

sex-typed.

Bern (1974) originally put forth what is now called

Gender Schema Theory. She proposed that the internalized

sex-appropriate standards had a marked impact upon the
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sex-typed person's view of the world and of others. In a

more recent refinement of the theory, Bern (1981) states

that sex-typed individuals cognitively process incoming

perceptual information in terms of culturally based

definitions of femininity and masculinity. Sex-related

connotations of attributes and behaviors are not similarly

salient for non-sex-typed persons.

Gender schema theory predicts that sex-typed

individuals differentiate along a gender-related dimension

significantly more than do androgynous individuals. This

was substantiated by a study done by Deaux and Major

(1977). SUbjects were asked to place pauses in a videotape

which seemed natural and meaningful to them. Sex-typed

sUbjects differentiated between male and female actors

significantly more than did androgynous sUbjects. In a

related study by Lippa (1977), subjects were asked to

analyze handwriting samples. Again, sex-typed individuals

differentiated along the dimension of

masculinity-femininity more than androgynous sUbjects did.

Since incumbents in managerial positions have been

shown to possess certain gender schema, and since the

gender schema theory predicts that this alters the

processing of incoming information, a major concern of this

research project was to determine what effect, if any, this

had on personnel selection in a sector of higher education.
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Instruments Which Measure Androgyny

At the time this study was proposed, there were several

instruments which had been developed to measure degree of

androgyny. These include the following:

1. Bern Sex-Role Inventory (BSRI), developed by Sandra

Bern in 1974;

2. Personal Attributes Questionnaire (PAQ), by

Spence, Helmreich, and stapp in 1974;

3. ANDRO Scale, by Berzins, Welling and Wetter, 1978;

4. Adjective Check List Scale (ACL) , by Gough and

Heilbrun in 1965;

5. California Psychological Inventory (CIP), by Gough

in 1957;

6. Sex Role Behavior Scale (SRBS), by Orlofsky,

Ramsden, and Cohen in 1982.

Although each of these instruments has different

criteria for the selection of the items which compose the

scale, research has been done which indicates that all

scales are comparable. Estimates of the internal

consistency of scale content, or homogeneity reliabilities

have been determined to range from .62 to .88 across all

the instruments. Wilson and Cook (1984) found that the

Masculinity scales yielded coefficients which ranged from

.73 to .88 (median = .81). Femininity scales ranged from

.62 to .80 (median = .73).
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There were two factors which influenced the decision to

use the BSRI in this study. First, it was developed by the

same person who most closely associated with the gender

schema theory. Second, according to Cook (1985), it is the

most widely used scale for determining degree of

androgyny.

Nearly two decades after the development of the Bern Sex

Role Inventory, Ballard-Reisch and Elton (1992) reexamined

the androgyny construct and its measurement. They reported

that for the original BSRI Masculine subscale, the alpha

reliability for their sample was .78; the Feminine

subscale reliability was .86. Both were comparable to

reliability measures found by Bern when the instruments was

constructed.

Attribution Research

As Frable and Bern (1985) state, "If you are gender

schematic, all members of the opposite sex look alike."

But it is not only how you choose to organize the

information which you collect. What is perhaps more

important are the predictions that are made, especially of

the behavior of others. This thought led into a theory of

attributions.

The theory of attributions was put forth by Weiner

(1972) in order to account for the situations not covered

by the previously existing theory of cognitive dissonance.
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Since then, a great deal of research into attributions has

been done (Harvey, 1984).

In brief, attribution theory focuses on explanations of

behavior that are either internal or dispositional

attributions (e.g., personality, motivation, or ability or

external or situational attributions (e.g., task

difficulty, environmental constraints, or luck). Resume

readers often make strong dispositional attributions toward

male applicants (i.e., men are seen as possessing more

favorable traits) and toward attractive women if a photo is

attached to the resume (Dipboye, Avery, & Terpstra, 1977;

Dipboye, Fromkin, & Wiback, 1975). If these attractive

women enter the organization on a managerial track,

however, men tend to attribute their success to unstable

external factors (being in the right place at the right

time) rather than to stable internal factors such as

ability (Heilman & Stopeck, 1985).

Other effects of gender in the interview process tend

to be more complex. For example, in a laboratory study,

Reid, Kleiman, and Travis (1986) found that men tended to

have more favorable internal attributions toward women who

were being interviewed for out-of-role positions.

Knowledge of some of the factors in the formation of

attributions to explain previous work history of applicants

for a new job have led to at least one attempt to develop
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a general model of attribution in personnel selection

(Knouse, 1989).

Once hired, attributions become important in personnel

evaluations. For example, Green and Likken (1980),

Mitchell and Wood (1980), and Wood and Mitchell (1981) have

found that supervisors reacted more intensely to poor

employee performance when it is attributed to internal

(e.g., lack of effort or ability) than to external (e.g.,

supervisory bias or bad luck) factors.

Causal attributions are somewhat dependent on the sex

of the ratee. According to Wong (1982), sex differences in

attributions seem to be linked to traditional sex role

stereotyping. For example, Deaux and Emswiller (1974) and

Taynor and Deaux (1975) found that above-average

performance by a male doing a "male" task tended to be

attributed to skill, an internal cause. Yet equivalent

performance on the same task by a female was more often

said to be due to external factors such as good luck (Deaux

& Emswiller, 1974) or to eas of task (Feldman-Summers &

Kiesler, 1974). Additionally, unsatisfactory performance

by women frequently was attributed to lack of ability, an

internal attribution, while men's failures were believed to

result from bad luck or the difficulty of the task,

external attributions (Etaugh & Brown, 1075; Feather &

Simon, 1975).
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Research findings in the area were not consistent,

however. While Levine, Gillman, and Reis (1982)

substantiated the earlier findings of sex based differences

in attribution for success and failure, McHugh, Friez, and

Hanusa (1982) called these findings into question. Among

other problems which they suggest, the editorial policies

of many journals favoring the publishing of research that

finds significant differences may be contributing to an

artifact that such differences actually exist.

Attribution differences have been found to relate not

only to the sex of the person being hired or rated, but to

other factors as well. Beehr & Gilmore (1982) found that

attractiveness affected the interviewers' decisions and

attributions of job-specific characteristics, but not of

non job-specific characteristics. Schein (1975) found that

attributes believed to characterize successful managers

were more often those ascribed to men than to women.

Managers' roles are usually sex-typed, and usually male

dominated, both in the business world, and in higher

education administration.

Bringing together several factors, Heilman and Stopec

(1985) considered effects of physical appearance, job type,

and sex on the performance evaluation process. They

reported that the same level of performance was rated

significantly lower when associated with attractive female

managers than when attributed to unattractive women in
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comparable positions. Conversely, the performance of

attractive female clerical workers was more highly

evaluated than was equivalent performance by unattractive

women clerical workers. Physical appearance, however, had

no effect on the performance appraisals of males.

The model used for this research project also

considered the effect of physical attractiveness on

attributions for success and failure and came from a study

by Cash, Gillen & Burns (1977). They asked interviewers to

predict the possible causes for success and failure of

bogus applicants. They reported several relationships of

gender, attractiveness, and type of job to different

attributions for men than for women.

Summary

Chapter Two presented a review of the literature which

indicates an apparent sex bias in the employment of

administrators in the field of higher education

administration. However, in some areas of the field, since

the advent of Affirmative Action legislation, significant

changes have occurred. Some of the factors related to

these changes were explored. Examples of research were

presented which indicate that physical appearance of job

applicants, both in the business world, and in the field of

education, may have an effect on selection for

administrative positions. Research findings were cited

which indicate that stereotypes, both those associated with
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physical attractiveness and with sex-appropriate

occupations, had an effect on behavior. Specifically, the

predictions of the Gender Schema Theory have been tested.

Data on various instruments for determining the level of

androgyny were reviewed. And finally, studies relating

predictions of the general attribution theory to employment

were presented.
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CHAPTER 3

Methodology

Chapter Three provides information on the population

and sample used in this study. It also contains

descriptions of the instruments used, the design of the

study, how the variables were measured, and the statistical

analyses that were performed.

Population

Barron's Guide to the Two-Year Colleges, 7th ed. (1981)

lists 1148 two-year colleges in the United states. This

reference also contains information on the following

parameters for each of the colleges listed:

a. Commuter vs. residential college
b. state vs. district affiliation (major source of

funding)
c. Student/Faculty ratio
d. Tuition and fees
e. Degrees offered (AA, AS, AAS, AGS, etc.)
f. Admission requirements
g. Full and part time enrollment figures by sex
h. Percent of acceptance of students (compared to

applications)
i. Percentage of out-of-state students

Because a section of this research project compared the

two-year (community colleges) in Hawaii with those on the

mainland, only those mainland colleges with similar

characteristics to those in Hawaii were included in the

population from which a sample was selected. The following

characteristics were common to the community colleges in

Hawaii during the period of this stUdy:
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a. They are all state affiliated;
b. All were commuter campuses;
c. Each had a student enrollment of between 1000 and

5500;
d. Each offers both Associate in Arts and Associate

in Science (vocational) degrees;

Of the 1148 two-year colleges listed, approximately 850

were commuter, or nonresidential campuses, as were the

community colleges in Hawaii. Of those, a number were

eliminated from the study because they were technical,

rather than comprehensive colleges. All of Hawaii's

community colleges offered a liberal arts program leading

to an Associate of Arts degree as well as a variety of

vocational programs which may lead to an Associate in

science degree. Another group of colleges were eliminated

because the major source of their funding was either

totally or partially from the districts in which the

colleges are located. In Hawaii, the major source of

funding comes from the state. There remained approximately

313 colleges across the nation that matched the stated

criteria and formed the population of institutions in this

study. Some or all of the two-year colleges in all but 17

states were represented in this population.

However, institutions do not make hiring decisions;

people do. Traditionally, both faculty and administrators

in community colleges participate in the selection of entry

level administrators. So the actual population of this

study were the faculty and administrators of community
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colleges which are non-residential, state affiliated,

comprehensive in curricular offerings, and enroll between

1000 and 5500 students each term.

Sample

Because of the nationwide distribution of campuses in

the study, the sample was divided into eight geographical

areas. The following formula

n-1 = N-1 + e 2 [Z2p(1_p)]-1

resulted in an estimated 386 sUbjects in the sample.

In each geographical area, approximately 10% of the

colleges were chosen on a random basis. Within each of

these colleges, approximately 10% of the faculty were

selected. All of the academic administrators in each of

these colleges were also used as sUbjects. The number of

subjects in the study was 410 which exceeded the 386

required by the formula. The larger number allowed for

subjects who did not respond.

Instrumentation

Three instruments were used in this study. The

instruments were developed in the following manner:

CA.) Applications - designed by the researcher

Four fictitious applications for the position of

Assistant Dean were created. The qualifications in all

four applications were roughly equivalent. That is to say,

(1) the age range of the applicants was kept to 5 years,

(2) all held master's degrees, (3) have had a similar
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amount of teaching experience, (4) displayed different, but

equivalent leadership experiences.

In two of the applications, the gender cue

characteristics were masculine. These included the

following items of information:

(1) Master's Degree was in a field in which at least

twice as many recipients were male as female, according

to Earned Degrees Conferred in 1977-78 (Pipin and

Wells, 1980);

(2) Membership or previous membership in organizations

which are usually (though not exclusively) thought to

be male dominated;

(3) Hobby or sports activity which is more commonly

participated in by males than females, as indicated for

example in the Nationwide Recreational Survey (National

Park service, 1986).

(4) Full or part-time work experience other than

teaching, in an area more likely to be associated with

male than female participation, as indicated in the

1980 Census of Population (1984).

The other two applications contained corresponding gender

cue characteristics which were feminine. That is, they

contained parallel information as stated above, but areas

were chosen in which female participation exceeds male

participation.
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In order to maximize the likelihood of subjects

complying with the request for data, anyone subject was

asked to rate only four applications. The four applicants

were of the same sex. The applications in each set contain

the same information, but first names were altered to

indicate that in one set, all applicants are men and in the

other set, all applicants are women. In each set, a photo

of an attractive person was attached to one of the

applications containing masculine gender cues

characteristics and to one containing feminine gender cue

characteristics. A photo of a less attractive person was

attached to the other applications containing masculine

gender cue characteristics and feminine gender cue

characteristics, respectively.

(B.) Bern Sex-Role Inventory (BSRI)

The instrument was designed by Dr. Sandra Bern to

implement empirical research on psychological androgyny.

It contains sixty personality characteristics. Twenty of

the characteristics are stereotypically feminine and twenty

are stereotypically masculine. There are an additional

twenty filler items. The instrument provides separate

scales for masculinity and femininity, rather than placing

these at opposite ends of a continuum. Therefore, not only

can the degree of masculinity and femininity be determined,

that is high on one scale and low on the other, a person
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can be determined to be androgynous if high on both scales

anduUndifferentiated if low on both scales.

The items in the instrument have been sUbjected to

factor analysis by Bem and others. Most items that were

selected from a larger pool of items have loadings greater

than 0.35. In general, factor analyses yield four factors

that account for approximately 75 percent or more of the

common variance.

In order to estimate the internal consistency of the

BSRI, coefficient alpha was computed separately in sample

populations of 819 females and 910 males for the Femininity

score, the Masculinity score, and the

Femininity-minus-Masculinity Difference score.

Correlations ranged from 0.75 to 0.90., indicating high

internal consistency.

To determine the reliability of the scale, the BSRI was

administered to 28 male and 28 female SUbjects who

participated in the original study four weeks earlier.

Test-retest correlations ranged from 0.76 to 0.91.

There are several studies relating to measures of

validity of the instrument reported in the Bem Sex-Role

Inventory Professional Manual. These studies reflect

generally high levels of validity when instrument scores

are compared to behavioral patterns of SUbjects.

(C.) Subject Questionnaire

Subjects were asked to respond to some questions
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related to their own demographics, age, sex, length of

service in higher education, area of the country in which

they were raised, location of the college at which they

were currently employed, etc. The same form had rating

scales for the likelihood of each candidate being hired and

scales to indicate the degree to which each of four

attributions might account for the sUbsequent success or

failure of each of the candidates.

Field Testing

lA.) Applications

The applications (without names or photographs

attached) were field tested on a group of community college

faculty to determine that there was, in fact, a

statistically significant difference in the gender

perceptions generated by the information in the

applications. Field test subjects were asked to guess the

gender of each of the applicants. The data were subjected

to a chi-square analysis and there was a significant

difference (p=<.05), which indicated that the gender cues

were generating appropriate perceptions. At the same time,

field test sUbjects were asked to rate the applicants on

their likelihood of being hired on a scale of 1 to 10 (10

being very likely). A oneway analysis of variance

indicated no significant difference (p=0.48) among the

ratings given the four applications with no pictures

attached.
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(B.) Photographs

A series of photographs were obtained of several

people, along with their consent to participate in this

research project. The men and women who were photographed

were in the age range indicated on the bogus application

forms. In order to control for the variable of ethnicity,

all the photographs were of Caucasians. They varied in

their degree of attractiveness. A second group of faculty

and administrators from the same community college were

asked to rate each photograph on a scale of 1 to 10 as to

the physical attractiveness of the person. The only

designations on the scale were "Not Very Attractive" near

the number 1 and "Very Attractive" near the number 10. The

term attractiveness was not defined for any field test

subject. As cited in Chapter One, the research indicates

that within any ethnic group, general perceptions of

attractiveness are quite similar (Hatfield, 1985).

Eventually, four pictures were identified as having

attractiveness ratings which were statistically

significantly different, that is, two were attractive and

two less attractive for each gender.

Data Gathering

(A) Hire Ratings

The subjects were asked to rate each applicant on a

separate scale, (1) indicating "not likely to be hired" and

(10) indicating "very likely to be hired". This was
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referred to throughout the study as the hire rating.

(Bl Attribution Ratings

SUbjects were asked to assume that each candidate was,

in fact, hired at their college and had been a successful

administrator. They were then asked to rate the relative

contributions of four possible causes (or attributions of

luck, hard work, ease "of job, ability of the person) for

the success of each candidate.

Next the sUbjects were asked to assume that each

candidate had been hired and then performed unsuccessfully

as an administrator in their college. They were again

asked to rate an equivalent four possible causes (bad luck,

poor work performance, difficulty of the job, and lack of

ability on the part of the person) for the lack of success

of each candidate. These were referred to as attribution

ratings throughout this study.

(Cl Demographic Data

Each subject was asked to provide the following

demographic data about themselves:

a. Sex of the subject (male or female)
b. Employment status (faculty or administrator)
c. Ethnicity (Caucasian, black, oriental, cosmopolitan,

other)
d. Marital status (single, married, widowed, divorced)
e. Regional location of college

(New England, Mid East, Great Lakes,
Plains, Southeast, Southwest, Rocky Mountains,
Far west)

f. Size of college at which subject is employed
(1000-1999, 2000-2999, 3000-3999,
4000-4999, 5000 and over)
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g. Area of country in which the subject was raised
(New England, Mid East, Great Lakes,
Plains, Southeast, Southwest, Rocky Mountains,
Far west)

h. Years of teaching experience in higher education
i. Years of administrative experience in higher

education

CD) Bern Sex-Role Inventory

SUbjects were asked to rate themselves on the Bern

Sex-Role Inventory (BSRI). The BSRI produces two separate

scale scores, masculine, feminine. A sUbject's Bern

Category was determined to be Masculine if the subject

scored high on the masculine scale and low on the feminine

scale. If a sUbject scored high on the feminine scale and

low on the masculine, the subject's category was determined

to be feminine. sUbjects scoring high on both the

Masculine and Feminine scales were classified as

androgynous, while subjects low on both scales were

classified as undifferentiated. This classifications is

independent of the biological sex of the subject and is

referred to in this study as the Bern Category.

The gender schema of the sUbjects depends on both the

Bern Category and the biological sex of the sUbjects. Male

subjects who score high on the masculine scale and low on

the feminine scale, and female sUbjects who score high on

the feminine scale and low on the masculine scale were

classed as sex-typed. Male subjects who score high on the

feminine scale and low on the masculine scale, and female

subjects who scored high in masculine scale and low on the
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feminine scale were classed as cross-sex-typed. Subjects

of either sex who score high on both the masculine and

feminine scales were androgynous and subjects that score

low on both scales were undifferentiated.

Design of study

This was a causal comparative study. In his discussion

of this type of study Tuchman (1972) states that it

"involves the collection of two or more sets of data from a

group of subjects with the attempt to determine the

subsequent relationship between those sets of data." There

were no treatments to the groups, except for what naturally

occurs to people as a result of life experiences. The goal

of the study was to see if the behaviors of rating

applicants and ascribing to them attributions for future

success or failure vary systematically with selected

elements in the backgrounds of the sUbjects and/or with the

subjects' gender schema.

Variables

(A) Independent Variables

In each parallel strand of the study (i.e., data

collected from sUbjects who viewed female applicants and

from those who viewed male applicants), there were two sets

of independent variables. They were treated separately,

with the dependent variables with which each was

associated.
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One set of independent variables related to the

stimulus material presented to each subject, that is the

applications. The variables were the four combinations of

(a) physical attractiveness of the person whose photo is

attached to each application and (b) the two conditions of

gender cue characteristics presented in the applications.

The second set of independent variables was related to

the sUbjects' performance on the Bern Sex-Role Inventory and

the biological gender of the subjects. This produced

categories of subjects (sex-typed, cross-sex-typed,

androgynous, or undifferentiated) designated throughout the

study as the gender schema. Additionally, performance on

the Bern Sex-Role Inventory produced categories (masculine,

feminine, androgynous, and undifferentiated) which were

independent of the sex of the subjects and were known

throughout the study as Bern categories. certain of these

variables were also used as predictor variables in other

analyses of the data.

(B) Moderator variables

Some of the demographic data collected on the sUbjects

were used as moderator variables. These included total

years of service in higher education, the size, and the

geographic location of the colleges at which the subjects

were employed. These were also used as predictor variables

in other analyses of the data.
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(C) Dependent Variables

(1) The first dependent variable was the evaluation

assigned each applicant by the sUbjects of the study as to

the likelihood of their being hired. SUbjects assigned

each applicant a rating on a scale from one to ten. This

was called the Hire Rating throughout the study.

(2) The subjects were asked to assume future success

on the part of the applicants in the role of

administrator. They were then asked to rate relative

contributions (percentages) of four areas of cause (or

attribution) for success. Subjects were then asked to

assume future failure on the part of a candidate and then

to rate relative contributions of each of four attributions

for the failure. These attribution ratings formed the

other dependent variables for the part of the study in

which attributions were examined.

(C) Predictor Variables

Each of the following was used as a predictor variable

in a regression analysis:

a. Attractiveness of the applicants
b. Gender cues presented in the applications
c. Sex of the sUbject (male or female)
d. SUbject Area (Liberal Arts or Vocational)
e. Employment status (faculty or administrator)
f. Ethnicity (Caucasian or not Caucasian)
g. Marital status (married or not married)
h. Area of country in which the subject was raised

(East, Central, South, West, Hawaii,
Other)

i. Regional location of college
(East, Central, South, West, Hawaii)
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j. Size of college at which subject is employed
(1000-1999, 2000-2999, 3000-3999,
4000-4999, 5000 and over)

k. Years of teaching experience in higher education
1. Years of administrative experience in higher

education
m. Service (total years work experience in higher

education)
n. Gender Schema (based on Bem Sex-Role Inventory

scores)

Statistical Analysis

(A) Descriptive Statistics

Descriptive statistics were employed to obtain

information about the general characteristics of the

subjects in the sample.

(B) Inferential Statistics

The data collected in this study were subjected to or

analyzed by one or more of three statistical procedures:

the analysis of variance, the one-way analysis of variance,

and the mUltiple regression analysis.

a. Analysis of Variance - ANOVA

Analysis of variance is defined as a statistical test

used to measure whether the group means of the dependent

variable(s) are equal when they differ along one or more

dimensions of the independent variable. Therefore, the

test becomes a method of identifying, breaking down, and

testing for statistical variances that come from various

sources (Norusis, 1990).

The basis of analysis of variance is the decomposition

of variation or sums of squares corrected for the mean
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(SS). The total variance of all the scores can be broken

into a between-groups variance and a within-groups

variance. The equation can be written:

SSy = SSbetween + SSwithin

where SSbetween is the portion of the sum of

squared in Y (the dependent variable) due to

Factor A (a categorical independent variable),

that is due to the variation in the Yj means of

the categories of the factor A. Or,

SSy = SSA + SSerror'

The effects of A are expressed by the sum of the

squared differences of the factor A category means of Y

from the grand mean of Y. The analysis of variance is

incorporated in the general linear model, meaning that no

terms of the equation have powers greater than one which

expressed the sources of variance for a set of measures.

N-way ANOVAs (two-way and more) answer several

questions: (1) if significant differences exist for the row

means, a main effect of the row means occurs; (2) if

significant differences exist for the column means, a main

effect of column occurs and; (3) whether an interaction has

occurred, the effect on the dependent variable of at least

two independent variables operating together. Interaction

means that the operation or influences of one independent

variable on a dependent variable depends on the level of

another independent variable. The interaction deals with
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cell means, not with the overall row or column means. A

first-order interaction encompasses two independent

variables; a second-order interaction involves three

independent variables interacting in their influence on a

dependent variable.

b. One-way Analysis of Variance - ONEWAY

One-way analysis of variance indicates the use of only

one independent variable. Each dimension or independent

variable is called a unique factor which can be sUbgrouped

into levels. One-way analysis of variance with post hoc

tests (Scheffe) were used in this study to systematically

compare all possible pairs of group means. The groups were

divided into comparative subsets where the differences in

the means of any two groups in a subset were evaluated as

significant or not significant at a prescribed level (Nie

et ale, 1970).

c. Multiple Regression:

Multiple regression is a general, multivariate

statistical technique which allows the study of the linear

relationship between a set of independent variables and a

number of dependent variables while taking into account the

interrelationships among the independent variables.

This statistical technique produces a linear

combination of independent variables which will correlate

as highly as possible with the dependent variable. The

linear combination can then be used to "predict" values of
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the dependent variable and to determine the amount of

variance that can be attributed to the dependent variables

(Pedhazur, 1982).

Because no subjects reviewed applications of both male

and female applicants, the data on male applicants were

analyzed separately from data on female applicants. An

analysis of variance was done on the Hire Ratings of the

applicants, moderated by selected variables, to see if

there were significant differences. Separate analyses were

run on attractive applicants, less attractive applicants,

applicants possessing masculine gender cues, and applicants

possessing feminine gender cues, to see if hire ratings

were affected by these factors.

Separate one-way analyses of variance were run on

attractive applicants, less attractive applicants,

applicants possessing masculine gender cues, and applicants

possessing feminine gender cues to see if there were

significant differences in the hire ratings assigned

applicants by sUbjects employed at Hawaii colleges versus

subjects employed at Mainland colleges.

Similar analyses were conducted to determine if the sex

of the subject made a significant difference in the hire

ratings.

Separate one-way analyses of variance were run on

attractive applicants, less attractive applicants,

applicants possessing masculine gender cues, and applicants
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possessing feminine gender cues to see if there were

significant differences, as a function of the gender schema

of the subjects, in the each of the attribution ratings

(luck, ability, task difficulty, effort) when the applicant

was assumed to have been hired and then was successful as

an administrator. Where significant differences were

found, a Scheffe Test was run to determine the specific

variables that differed significantly from the others.

Subjects were asked to assume that the applicants were

hired and then failed at the task. They then assigned

attribution ratings to account for the failure to each of

four attributions (bad luck, lack of ability, difficult

task, poor work). These data were sUbjected to the same

analyses as the data for attributions for success.

Regression analyses detected which of the predictor

variables contributed most to the hire ratings obtained for

female applicants and for male applicants. Separate

analyses were run on subsets of each set of data related to

attractiveness and gender cues. A stepwise multiple

regression procedure identified the combination of

variables which best predicted the rating behavior of the

subjects in the study.

Summary

Chapter Three described the methodology used in the

study. The population to which the results may be

generalized are the approximately 32,500 faculty and
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administrators employed at 313 community colleges selected

because they formed a comparison group for the faculty and

administrators of community colleges in Hawaii. criteria

for the selection of the colleges are listed. The sample

had an N = 410, slightly larger than the required number

for such a study as determined by sampling formula.

The data gathering procedure included sending sUbjects

fictitious applications of either male or female candidates

for an Assistant Dean position and asking them to rate the

applicants. SUbjects were then asked to respond to the Bern

Sex-Role Inventory and to provide some demographic data

about themselves. Subjects were also asked for possible

causes (attributions) for predicted success or failure of

each applicant.

The data were sUbjected to various tests of analyses of

variance to determine significant differences in response

patterns both in hire ratings and in attribution ratings.

The ancillary questions were treated with stepwise

regression analyses.
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CHAPTER 4

Findings

This chapter contains the desciptive statistics

pertinent to the dependent variables, the moderator

variables, the data from the scores on the Bem Sex-Role

Inventory, the hire ratings, and the attribution ratings

for success and failure assigned the fictitious applicants

by each of the sUbjects. It also contains the results of

the testing of each hypothesis and the ancillary questions

for this study.

Principal Descriptive Information

The total sample consisted of 264 sUbjects employed by

community colleges in Hawaii and at similar institutions on

the Mainland. The sample was then split into two groups,

142 sUbjects that believed they were evaluating female

applicants and 122 subjects that believed they were

evaluating male applicants for the position of Assistant

Dean. Each subset of sUbjects was then treated separately

with regard to statistical analysis.

Table 1 shows the distribution of sUbjects over the

several variables for which data were collected. These

subjects all believed they were evaluating female

applicants.

As demonstrated by the data in Table 1, for the

subjects evaluating female applicants for the position, 114
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Table 1

Frequency and Percentage Distribution of SUbjects
Evaluating Female Applicants After Some Data Were

Collapsed Within certain Variables

Category Frequency Percentage

Sex
Male 76
Female 66

Employment category
FaCUlty 114
Administration 28

Marital Status
married 112
not married 30

Ethnicity
Caucasian 127
Not caucasian 15

Size of Subject's College
under 2999 78
over 3000 69

Subject's Childhood Home
East 27
Central 37
South 28
West 28
Hawaii 11
Other 7

Location of Subject's College
East 23
Central 19
South 46
West 26
Hawaii 27

Academic Areas of Subjects
Lib. Arts 66
Voc. & Other 45
Administration 28

53.52%
46.48%

80.28%
19.72%

78.87
21.13

89.44
10.56

51.40
48.60

19.57
26.81
20.29
20.29
7.97
5.07

16.20
13.38
32.39
18.31
19.01

47.48
32.37
20.14

(80.28%) were currently employed as faCUlty in community

colleges, 76 (53.52%) were male, and 112 (78.87%) were

currently married. Although data were gathered on marital
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status of single, widowed, and divorced, so few subjects

fell into each of those categories that all were collapsed

into "not currently married" in order to do a more

meaningful statistical treatment.

Similarly, with regard to ethnicity, it was found that

127 (89.44%) of the subjects in this group were Caucasian.

categories of Black, Oriental, Cosmopolitan, Native

American, and Other, were collapsed into "Not Caucasian"

for the purposes of statistical treatment.

SUbjects were asked to indicate the enrollment of the

institution at which they were employed. In some cases it

was possible to identify subjects from the same institution

by postmarks. Many times the "estimates" of size varied

greatly for what seemed to be the same institution. This

may have been a result of confusion between headcount and

full time equivalency. For most subjects, however, the

information about the size of their college could not be

verified. While no sUbjects working at colleges with

enrollment under 1000 headcount students were asked to

participate in this study, 10 sUbjects (7.04%) reported

"less than 1000" as their current enrollment. The data for

college size was collapsed into "Smaller, under 2,999

students" and "Larger, 3000 students or more."

SUbjects were asked the geographic location where they

had grown up. Although 11 geographic areas were originally

established, these were collapsed into 6 areas in order to
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produce more meaningful statistical results. The Central

area of the United states had the greatest number of

subjects, 37 (26.81%).

Similarly, sUbjects were asked to identify the

geographical location of the college at which they were

currently employed. These data were collapsed into 5

geographical areas. The largest portion of the sample was

46 (32.39%) from the South.

SUbjects were asked their academic area of work. The

several options that were given them were collapsed into

"Liberal Arts," "Vocational and Other," and

"Administration." Most of the sUbjects, 66 (47.48%) were

liberal arts faculty; 28 (20.14%) were administrators.

Subjects were asked to review four applications for the

position of Assistant Dean of Instruction and to assign a

rating from 1 to 10 on the likelihood of each applicant

being hired. This was referred to as the hire rating

~hroughout the study. Table 2 shows the means, standard

deviations, and ranges of hire ratings for the total sample

that evaluated female applicants, as well a for sUbsamples

of the data. The data in Table 2 demonstrate that sUbjects

used the full range of possible ratings for each applicant.

SUbjects were asked to assume that each applicant was

hired and was then successful as an administrator. They

then assigned ratings to each of four possible attributions
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Table 2

Summary of Descriptive Statistics on Hire Ratings
Assigned Female Applicants

Sub-sample Mean std Dev Minimum Maximum

Total Sample
6.05 2.27 1.00 10.00

Attractive Applicants
6.44 2.23 1.00 10.00

Less Attractive Applicants
5.66 2.24 1.00 10.00

Masculine Gender Cues
6.09 2.28 1. 00 10.00

Feminine Gender Cues
6.02 2.26 1.00 10.00

that could have accounted for the success. Throughout the

study, these are referred to as attribution ratings.

Table 3 shows the means, standard deviations, and

ranges for the attribution ratings of each of the four

attributions for the total sample and for sUbsamples. The

data in Table 3 demonstrate that the mean of the

attribution rating of hard work was the highest for the

total sample and in each sUbsample. Further, it can be

seen that in almost every subset of data, at least one

subject failed to assign a value of 10% or more to this

attributions.

Subjects were asked to assume that each applicant was

hired and was then unsuccessful as an administrator. They
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Table 3

Summary of Descriptive statistics on Attribution Ratings
Assigned Female Applicants Who Were Assumed to Have Been

Hired and Then Were Successful Administrators

Attribution Mean Std Dev Minimum Maximum

Total Sample

Hard Work 45.94 16.01 .00 100.00
Ability 39.93 15.80 .00 90.00
Good Luck 7.15 8.74 .00 100.00
Ease of Job 4.89 7.79 .00 60.00

Attractive Applicants

Hard Work 45.87 14.72 10.00 100.00
Ability 41.93 14.78 .00 90.00
Good Luck 7.34 7.84 .00 50.00
Ease of Job 4.96 7.90 .00 60.00

Less Attractive Applicants

Hard Work 46.08 18.32 .00 100.00
Ability 36.14 16.97 .00 85.00
Good Luck 6.93 9.63 .00 100.00
Ease of Job 4.82 7.69 .00 50.00

Masculine Gender Cues

Hard Work 45.95 15.54 10.00 100.00
Ability 39.79 15.80 .00 80.00
Good Luck 6.11 6.73 .00 50.00
Ease of Job 3.67 5.70 .00 45.00

Feminine Gender Cues

Hard Work 45.94 16.27 .00 100.00
Ability 40.01 15.82 .00 90.00
Good Luck 8.10 10.16 .00 100.00
Ease of Job 6.04 9.21 .00 60.00

then assigned ratings to each of four possible attributions

that could have accounted for the failure.

Table 4 shows the means, standard deviations, and
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Table 4

Summary of Descriptive Statistics on Attribution Ratings
Assigned Female Applicants Who Were Assumed to Have Been

Hired and Then Were Unsuccessful Administrators

Attribution Mean Std Dev Minimum Maximum

Total Sample

Poor Work 30.39 21.53 .00 90.00
Low Ability 39.47 22.36 .00 100.00
Bad Luck 14.51 17.35 .00 90.00
Job Difficult 9.35 15.67 .00 90.00

Attractive Applicants

Poor Work 32.18 21. 66 .00 90.00
Low Ability 39.22 22.08 .00 100.00
Bad Luck 17.61 19.56 .00 90.00
Job Difficult 11.15 17.20 .00 90.00

Less Attractive Applicants

Poor Work 27.39 21. 04 .00 90.00
Low Ability 39.94 22.92 .00 100.00
Bad Luck 10.53 13.04 .00 60.00
Job Difficult 7.27 13.43 .00 90.00

Masculine Gender Cues

Poor Work 26.87 22.48 .00 90.00
Low Ability 37.45 23.66 .00 100.00
Bad Luck 12.73 17.25 .00 80.00
Job Difficult 7.44 14.25 .00 90.00

Feminine Gender Cues

Poor Work 32.51 20.70 .00 90.00
Low Ability 40.60 21.57 .00 100.00
Bad Luck 15.91 17.34 .00 90.00
Job Difficult 11.02 16.66 .00 90.00

ranges for the attribution ratings of each of the four

attributions for the total sample and for sUbsamples.

The data in Table 4 demonstrate that the mean of the
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attribution rating of lack of ability was the highest for

the total sample and in each subsample. Further, it can be

seen that in every subset of data, at least one sUbject

assigned 100% of the cause of failure to that attribution.

Table 5 shows the distribution of sUbjects over the

several variables for which data was collected. These

subjects all believed they were evaluating male

applicants. In order to do more meaningful statistical

treatments, data was collapsed across the variables of

marital status, ethnicity, size of college, geographic

locations, academic areas in the same manner as described

above.

As demonstrated by the data in Table 5, for the

subjects evaluating male applicants for the position, 95

(77.9%) were currently employed as faculty in community

colleges, 71 (58.2%) were male, and 89 (73.0%) were

currently married. with regard to ethnicity, 106 (86.9%)

of the subjects in this group were Caucasian. Sixty two

(50.8%) of the subjects were employed at colleges with

enrollments of under 3000 students. Thirty six (29.5%) of

the sUbjects were raised in Southern states, and 44 (36.1%)

were employed in colleges in Southern states. Most of the

sUbjects, 54 (44.3%) were liberal arts faculty, 27 (22.1%)

were administrators.

Table 6 displays the means, standard deviations, and
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Table 5

Frequency and Percentage Distribution of Subjects
Evaluating Male Applicants After Some Data Was

Collapsed within certain Variables

category Frequency Percentage

Sex
Male 71
Female 51

Employment Category
Faculty 95
Administration 27

Marital Status
married 89
not married 33

Ethnicity
Caucasian 106
Not Caucasian 16

Size of SUbject's College
under 2999 62
over 3000 58

SUbject's Childhood Home
East 21
Central 29
South 36
West 14
Hawaii 10
Other 8

Location of Subject's College
East 16
Central 15
South 44
West 18
Hawaii 29

Academic Areas of SUbjects
Lib. Arts 54
Voc. & Other 41
Administration 27

58.20
41.80

77.90
22.10

73.00
27.00

86.90
13.10

50.80
47.50

17.20
23.80
29.50
11.50
8.20
6.60

13.10
12.30
36.10
14.80
23.80

44.30
33.60
22.10

ranges of hire ratings for the total sample that evaluated

male applicants, as well a for sUbsamples of the data.

The data in Table 6 demonstrate that except for
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Table 6

summary of Descriptive statistics on Hire Ratings
Assigned Male Applicants

Sub-sample Mean std Dev Minimum Maximum

Total Sample
5.66 2.18 1.00 10.00

Attractive Applicants
6.31 2.01 1.00 10.00

Less Attractive Applicants
5.00 2.15 1. 00 9.00

Masculine Gender Cues
5.74 2.08 1.00 10.00

Feminine Gender Cues
5.58 2.28 1.00 10.00

evaluating the less attractive male applicants, subjects

used the full range of possible ratings for each applicant.

SUbjects were asked to assume that each applicant was

hired and was then successful as an administrator. They

then assigned ratings to each of four possible attributions

that could have accounted for the success. Table 7 shows

the means, standard deviations, and ranges for the

attribution ratings of each of the four attributions for

the total sample and for sUbsamples.

As was the case with the sUbjects who evaluated female

applicants, the data in Table 7 demonstrate that the mean

of the attribution rating of hard work was the highest for

the total sample and in each sUbsample. Further, it can be
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seen that in every subset of data, at least one subject

failed to assign a value of 10% or more to this

attributions.

Table 7

Summary of Descriptive Statistics on Attribution Ratings
Assigned Male Applicants Who Were Assumed to Have Been

Hired and Then Were Successful Administrators

Attribution

Total Sample

Hard Work
Ability
Good Luck
Ease of Job

Attractive Applicant

Hard Work
Ability
Good Luck
Ease of Job

Mean

44.58
37.43
8.14
6.58

44.88
40.30

7.94
6.86

Std Dev

17.91
18.65
10.14
10.10

16.52
17.77
8.74
9.79

Minimum

.00

.00

.00

.00

.00

.00

.00

.00

Maximum

100.00
100.00
70.00
70.00

100.00
100.00

50.00
55.00

Less Attractive Applicant

Hard Work
Ability
Good Luck
Ease of Job

43.99
32.08
8.36
6.27

20.39
19.13
11.54
10.45

.00

.00

.00

.00

100.00
100.00
70.00
70.00

Masculine Gender Cues

Hard Work
Ability
Good Luck
Ease of Job

Feminine Gender Cues

Hard Work
Ability
Good Luck
Ease of Job

45.17
36.21

6.32
5.10

44.27
38.08

9.73
7.91

17.68
18.39
7.23
8.10

18.06
18.79
11.91
11.44

89

.00

.00

.00

.00

.00

.00

.00

.00

100.00
100.00

50.00
50.00

100.00
100.00

70.00
70.00



Subjects were asked to assume that each applicant was

hired and was then unsuccessful as an administrator. They

then assigned ratings to each of four possible attributions

that could hava accounted for the failure. Table 8 shows

the means, standard deviations, and ranges for the

attribution ratings of each of the four attributions for

the total sample and for subsamples.

The data in Table 8 demonstrate that the mean of the

attribution rating of poor work was the highest for the

total sample and in each sUbsample. This differed from the

ratings assigned female applicants, in which the highest

mean attribution for failure was lack of ability. Further,

it can be seen that in every subset of data, at least one

sUbject assigned 100% of the cause of failure to that

attribution.

Hypothesis 1

Hypothesis 1 was devised to determine if there were

significant differences in the hire ratings assigned

fictitious applicants for the position of Assistant Dean of

Instruction based on the (a) physical attractiveness of

the candidates and (b) on the gender cues found in the

candidates' applications as main effects and when moderated

by the geographical location of the subject's college, the

length of time the subjects had been employed in higher

education, and the size of the college at which the

subjects were employed.
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Table 8

Summary of Descriptive statistics on Attribution Ratings
Assigned Male Applicants Who Were Assumed to Have Been

Hired and Then Were Unsuccessful Administrators

Attribution Mean Std Dev Minimum Maximum

Total Sample

Poor Work 36.52 24.64 .00 100.00
Low Ability 31.63 22.70 .00 100.00
Bad Luck 12.20 17.48 .00 100.00
Job Difficult 12.54 17.43 .00 100.00

Attractive Applicants

Poor Work 38.21 24.62 .00 100.00
Low Ability 31. 38 21.82 .00 100.00
Bad Luck 14.83 18.84 .00 90.00
Job Difficult 15.15 18.91 .00 100.00

Less Attractive Applicants

Poor Work 33.51 24.48 .00 100.00
Low Ability 32.06 24.22 .00 100.00
Bad Luck 9.01 15.10 .00 100.00
Job Difficult 9.32 14.86 .00 100.00

Masculine Gender Cues

Poor Work 33.40 25.84 .00 100.00
Low Ability 28.65 23.07 .00 100.00
Bad Luck 10.14 16.43 .00 90.00
Job Difficult 10.20 15.63 .00 100.00

Feminine Gender Cues

Poor Work 38.27 23.82 .00 100.00
Low Ability 33.38 22.35 .00 100.00
Bad Luck 13.90 18.15 .00 100.00
Job Difficult 14.44 18.59 .00 100.00

SUbhypothesis 1.1

The results of the analysis used to test the

subhypothesis that there was no significant difference in
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hire ratings assigned to female applicants based on

physical attractiveness and gender cues either as main

effects or when moderated by the location of the sUbjects'

colleges, the length of service in higher education, and

the size of the college at which the sUbjects were employed

are presented in Table 9.

Table 9

Results Using an N-way ANOVA with Physical Attractiveness
as an Independent Variable, Gender Cues, Geographical

Location of College at Which the Subjects Are Employed,
Length of Employment in Higher Education,

and Size of the SUbjects' Colleges as
Moderator Variables, and Hire Ratings for Female

Applicants as the Dependent Variable

Sum of Mean Signif
Source of Variation Squares DF Square F of F

Main Effects
ATTRACT 87.260 1 87.260 17.692 .000*
GENCUE .590 1 .590 .114 .735
COLLEGE 37.343 3 12.448 2.524 .057
SERVICE 11.174 1 11.174 2.266 .133
ENROLL 2.770 1 2.770 .562 .454

2-way Interactions
ATTRACT GENCUE 62.594 1 62.594 12.691 .000*
ATTRACT COLLEGE 5.496 3 1.832 .371 .774
ATTRACT SERVICE 5.974 1 5.974 1. 211 .272
ATTRACT ENROLL 7.557 1 7.557 1. 532 .216
GENCUE COLLEGE 3.394 3 1.131 .229 .876
GENCUE SERVICE 3.998 1 3.998 .811 .368
GENCUE ENROLL .029 1 .029 .006 .939

Explained 448.903 62 7.240 1. 468 .016

Residual 2293.414 465 4.932

Total 2742.316 527 5.204

Note: The full analysis table on all the analyses in
Hypothesis 1 may be found in Appendix D.
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Data in Table 9 demonstrate that a significant

difference was found for level of attractiveness as a main

effect. There was also a significant interaction effect

between attractiveness and gender cues. Therefore, the

null hypothesis was rejected.

To further test this phenomenon, the hire rating data

were divided into four categories, (1) ratings for

attractive applicants, (2) for less attractive applicants,

(3) for applicants possessing masculine gender cues, and

(4) for applicants possessing feminine gender cues.

Separate analyses were conducted on each subset of data.

Two way interactions which did not contain direct measures

with either attractiveness or gender cues were omitted.

Subhypothesis 1.2

The results of the analysis used to test the

subhypothesis that there were no significant differences in

hire ratings assigned to female applicants as a function of

gender cues, geographical location of college at which the

subjects were employed, length of employment in higher

education, or size of the sUbjects' colleges for either

applicants portrayed as attractive or for those portrayed

as less attractive are presented in Table 10.

Data in Table 10 demonstrate that there were

significant differences found in the hire ratings for both

the attractive and less attractive female applicants as a

function of gender cues. Therefore, the null hypothesis
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Table 10

Results Using an N-way ANOVA for Female Applicants
Portrayed as Attractive and for Applicants

Portrayed as Less Attractive with Gender Cues,
Geographical Location of College at Which the SUbjects

Were Employed, Length of Employment in Higher Education,
and Size of the sUbjects' Colleges as Independent

Variables, and Hire Ratings as the Dependent Variable

Source of Variation

Attractive Applicants

Main Effects
GENCUE
COLLEGE
SERVICE
ENROLL

2-way Interactions
GENCUE COLLEGE
GENCUE SERVICE
GENCUE ENROLL

Explained

Sum of
Squares

27.299
28.184
16.583
9.632

80.745
1.868
4.821

.075

201. 776

OF

1
3
1
1

12
3
1
1

31

Mean
Square

27.299
9.395

16.583
9.632

6.729
.623

4.821
.075

6.509

F

5.559
1.913
3.377
1.962

1.370
.127
.982
.015

1.326

Signif
of F

.019*

.128

.067

.163

.181

.944

.323

.902

.126

Residual

Total

1153.954 235

1355.730 266

4.910

5.097

Less Attractive Applicants

Main Effects
GENCUE
COLLEGE
SERVICE
ENROLL

2-way Interactions
GENCUE COLLEGE
GENCUE SERVICE
GENCUE ENROLL

Explained

35.071
14.272

.304
6.097

3.785
.443
.002

159.743

1
3
1
1

3
1
1

30

35.071
4.757

.304
6.097

1.262
.443
.002

5.325

7.079
.960
.061

1. 213

.255

.089

.000

1.075

.008*

.412

.805

.272

.858

.765

.983

.369

Residual

Total

1139.460 230

1299.203 260
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was rejected. No other significant differences were found,

either as main effects or as interactions.

subhypothesis 1.3

The results of the analysis used to test the

subhypothesis that there were no significant differences in

hire ratings assigned to female applicants as a function of

level of attractiveness, geographical location of college

at which the sUbjects were employed, length of employment

in higher education, or size of the subjects' colleges for

either applicants possessing masculine gender cues or for

those possessing feminine gender cues are presented in

Table 11.

Data in Table 11 demonstrate that for female applicants

possessing feminine gender cues, there was a significant

difference found in the hire ratings as a function of

attractiveness. Therefore, the null hypothesis was

rejected for this variable. No other significant

differences were found, either as main effects or as

interactions.

sUbhypothesis 1.4

The results of the analysis used to test the

subhypothesis that there was no significant difference in

hire ratings assigned to male applicants based on physical

attractiveness and gender cues either as main effects or

when moderated by the location of the sUbjects' colleges,

the length of service in higher education, and the size of
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Table 11

Results Using an N-way ANOVA for Female Applicants
Possessing Masculine Gender Cues and for Female
Applicants Possessing Feminine Gender Cues with

Attractiveness, Geographical Location of College at Which
the subjects Were Employed, Length of Employment in

Higher Education, and Size of the SUbjects' Colleges as
Independent Variables, and Hire Ratings as the

Dependent Variable

Source of Variation

Masculine Gender Cues

Main Effects
ATTRACT
COLLEGE
SERVICE
ENROLL

2-way Interactions
ATTRACT COLLEGE
ATTRACT SERVICE
ATTRACT ENROLL

Explained

Sum of
Squares

.958
28.441

.823
1.841

3.545
.915

4.228

132.364

DF

1
3
1
1

3
1
1

31

Mean
Square

.958
9.480

.823
1. 841

1.182
.915

4.228

4.270

F

.175
1. 729

.150

.336

.215

.167

.771

.779

Signif
of F

.676

.162

.699

.563

.886

.683

.381

.795

Residual

Total

Feminine Gender Cues

1266.663 231

1399.027 262

5.483

5.340

Main Effects
ATTRACT
COLLEGE
SERVICE
ENROLL

2-way Interactions
ATTRACT COLLEGE
ATTRACT SERVICE
ATTRACT ENROLL

Explained

148.129
12.451
13.816
1.074

3.872
6.639
3.201

316.215

1
3
1
1

3
1
1

30

148.129
4.150

13.816
1. 074

1.291
6.639
3.201

10.541

33.759
.946

3.149
.245

.294
1.513

.729

2.402

.000*

.419

.077

.621

.830

.220

.394

.000

Residual

Total

1026.751 234

1342.966 264
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the college at which the sUbjects were employed are

presented in Table 12.

Data in Table 12 demonstrate that for male applicants,

significant differences were found for level of

attractiveness and size of college as main effects. There

was also a significant interaction effect between

attractiveness and gender cues. Therefore, the null

hypothesis was rejected. No other main effects of

interactions were significant.

subhypothesis 1.5

The results of the analysis used to test the

subhypothesis that there were no significant differences in

hire ratings assigned to male applicants as a function of

gender cues, geographical location of college at which the

subjects were employed, length of employment in higher

education, or size of the subjects' colleges for either

applicants portrayed as attractive or for those portrayed

as less attractive are presented in Table 13.

Data in Table 13 demonstrate that there were

significant differences found in the hire ratings for both

the attractive and less attractive male applicants as a

function of gender cues. Therefore, the null hypothesis

was rejected for this variable. No other significant

differences were found, either as main effects or as

interactions.
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Table 12

Results Using an N-way ANOVA with Physical Attractiveness
as an Independent Variable, Gender Cues, Geographical

Location of College at which the Subjects Are Employed,
Length of Employment in Higher Education,

and Size of the SUbjects' Colleges as
Moderator Variables, and Hire Ratings for Male

Applicants as the Dependent Variable

Source of Variation

Main Effects
ATTRACT
GENCUE
COLLEGE
SERVICE
ENROLL

2-way Interactions
ATTRACT GENCUE
ATTRACT COLLEGE
ATTRACT SERVICE
ATTRACT ENROLL
GENCUE COLLEGE
GENCUE SERVICE
GENCUE ENROLL

Explained

Sum of
Squares

194.527
1.968

50.651
9.749
5.536

53.610
5.576

.767
2.478
6.583
3.415
4.113

394.346

Mean
OF Square

1 194.527
1 1. 968
3 16.884
1 9.749
1 5.536

1 53.610
3 1.859
1 .767
1 2.478
3 2.194
1 3.415
1 4.113

25 15.774

F

47.036
.476

4.082
2.357
1. 339

12.963
.449
.185
.599
.531
.826
.994

3.814

Signif
of F

.000*

.491

.007*

.125

.248

.000*

.718

.667

.439

.662

.364

.319

.000

Residual

Total

SUbhypothesis 1.6

1712.197 414

2106.543 439

4.136

4.799

The results of the analysis used to test the

sUbhypothesis that there were no significant differences in

hire ratings assigned to male applicants as a function of

level of attractiveness, geographical location of college

at which the sUbjects were employed, length of employment

in higher education, or size of the sUbjects'
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Table 13

Results Using an N-way ANOVA for Male Applicants
Portrayed as Attractive and for Applicants

Portrayed as Less Attractive with Gender Cues,
Geographical Location of College at Which the Subjects

Were Employed, Length of Employment in Higher Education,
and Size of the Subjects' Colleges as Independent

Variables, and Hire Ratings as the Dependent Variable

Source of Variation

Attractive Applicants

Main Effects
GENCUE
COLLEGE
SERVICE
ENROLL

2-way Interactions
GENCUE COLLEGE
GENCUE SERVICE
GENCUE ENROLL

Explained

Sum of
Squares

17.812
31.299

2.281
.321

5.032
9.267
1.255

90.755

DF

1
3
1
1

3
1
1

18

Mean
Square

17.812
10.433

2.281
.321

1.677
9.267
1.255

5.042

F

4.445
2.604

.569

.080

.419
2.313

.313

1.258

Signif
of F

.036*

.053

.451

.777

.740

.130

.576

.219

Residual

Total

809.435 202

900.190 220

4.007

4.092

Less Attractive Applicants

Main Effects
GENCUE
COLLEGE
SERVICE
ENROLL

2-way Interactions
G~NCUE COLLEGE
GI:NCUE SERVICE
GENCUE ENROLL

Explained

38.823
24.340
8.522
7.495

3.084
.114

2.960

134.766

1
3
1
1

3
1
1

18

38.823
8.113
8.522
7.495

1.028
.114

2.960

7.487

8.841
1.848
1.941
1. 707

.234

.026

.674

1.705

.003*

.140

.165

.193

.873

.872

.413

.041

Residual

Total

---_.-_._ .

878.229 200

1012.995 218
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colleges for either applicants possessing masculine gender

cues or for those possessing feminine gender cues are

presented in Table 14.

Data in Table 14 demonstrate that there were

significant differences found in the hire ratings for both

male applicants possessing masculine gender cues or for

those possessing feminine gender cues as a function of the

level of attractiveness as a main effect. Therefore, the

null hypothesis was rejected. There were no significant

interactions.

Hypothesis 2 - ! -..'

Hypothesis Two was devised to determine if there were

significant differences in the way sUbjects with different

gender schema rated applicants as a function of (a)

physical attractiveness or (b) gender cues as presented in

application. In order to determine the gender schema for

each sUbject, the responses on the masculine scale and the

feminine scale of the Bem Sex-Role Inventory were scored.

Male subjects who scored high only on the masculine scale

and female subjects who scored high only on the feminine

scale were considered sex-typed. Male subjects who scored

high on only the feminine scale and female subjects who

scored high only on the masculine scale were considered

cross-sex-typed. Subjects of either gender who scored high

on both the masculine and feminine scales were classes as

androgynous. Subjects of either gender who scored low on
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Table 14

Results Using an N-way ANOVA for Male Applicants
Possessing Masculine Gender Cues and for Male Applicants

Possessing Feminine Gender Cues with Attractiveness,
Geographical Location of College at Which the sUbjects

Were Employed, Length of Employment in Higher Education,
and Size of the SUbjects' Colleges as Independent

Variables, and Hire Ratings as the Dependent Variable

863.432 202

Source of Variation

Masculine Gender Cues

Main Effects
ATTRACT
COLLEGE
SERVICE
ENROLL

2-way Interactions
ATTRACT COLLEGE
ATTRACT SERVICE
ATTRACT ENROLL

Explained

Residual

Sum of
Squares

21. 869
29.463
1.857
9.353

4.301
5.533
1.956

104.866

DF

1
3
1
1

3
1
1

18

Mean
Square

21. 869
9.821
1.857
9.353

1.434
5.533
1.956

5.826

4.274

F

5.116
2.298

.200
2.188

.335
1.294

.458

1. 363

Signif
of F

.025*

.079

.655

.141

.800

.257

.500

.153

Total

Feminine Gender Cues

968.299 220 4.401

Main Effects
ATTRACT
COLLEGE
SERVICE
ENROLL

2-way Interactions
ATTRACT COLLEGE
ATTRACT SERVICE
ATTRACT ENROLL

226.101
27.555
12.085

.064

2.817
1.277

.662

1 226.101
3 9.185
1 12.085
1 .064

3 .939
1 1. 277
1 .662

55.112
2.239
2.946

.015

.229

.311

.161

.000*

.085

.088

.901

.876

.578

.688

18 17.491Explained

Residual

Total

314.842

820.510 200

1135.352 218
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both the masculine and feminine scales were classes as

undifferentiated.

Subhypothesis 2.1

The data used to test the hypothesis that there were no

significant differences in the hire ratings assigned to

female applicants portrayed as attractive and those

portrayed as less attractive based on the gender schema of

the sUbjects are presented in Table 15.

The data in Table 15 demonstrate that there were no

significant differences in the way sUbjects with four

different gender schema rated either attractive or less

attractive female applicants. On the basis of this

analysis, there was failure to reject the null hypothesis.

subhypothesis 2.2

The data used to test the hypothesis that there were no

significant differences in the hire ratings assigned to

female applicants whose applications contained either

masculine or feminine gender cues as a function of the

gender schema of the subjects are presented in Table 16.

The data in Table 16 demonstrate that there were no

significant differences in the way sUbjects with four

different gender schema rated applicants on the basis of

either masculine or feminine gender cues presented in the

applications. Therefore there was failure to reject the

null hypothesis.
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Table 15

Results of One-way ANOVA with Subjects Who Were
Sex-typed, Cross-sex-typed, Androgynous, or

Undifferentiated as the Independent Variable and the
Hire Ratings of Female Applicants who were Portrayed

as Either Attractive or Less Attractive as the
Dependent Variable

Sum of Mean F F
Source D.F. Squares Squares Ratio Probe

Attractive Applicants

Between Groups 3 55.3044 18.4348 1. 3773 .2526

within Groups 130 1740.0165 13.3847

Total 133 1795.3209

Less Attractive Applicants

Between Groups 3 18.8296 6.2765 .3974 .7551

Within Groups 125 1974.2092 15.7937

Total 128 1993.0388

subhypothesis 2.3

The data used to test the hypothesis that there were no

significant differences in the hire ratings assigned to

male applicants portrayed as attractive and those portrayed

as less attractive based on the gender schema of the

subjects are presented in Table 17.

The data in Table 17 demonstrate that there were no

significant differences in the way sUbjects with four

different gender schema rated male applicants on the basis
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Table 16

Results of One-way ANOVA with Subjects Who Were
Sex-typed, Cross-sex-typed, Androgynous, or

Undifferentiated as the Independent Variable and the
Hire Ratings for Female Applicants Possessing Either

Masculine or Feminine Gender Cues
as the Dependent Variable

Source D.F.
Sum of

Squares
Mean

Squares
F

Ratio
F

Prob.

Masculine Gender Cues

Between Groups 3 31. 2875 10.4292 .7282 .5370

Within Groups 126 1804.5894 14.3221

Total 129 1835.8769

Feminine Gender Cues

Between Groups 3 24.0035 8.0012 .6942 .5572

Within Groups 129 1486.9138 11.5265

Total 132 1510.9173

of physical attractiveness. Therefore there was failure to

reject the null hypothesis.

subhypothesis 2.4

The data used to test the hypothesis that there were no

significant differences in the hire ratings assigned to

male applicants whose applications contained either

masculine or feminine gender cues as a function of the

gender schema of the subjects are presented in Table 18.

The data in Table 18 demonstrate that there were no
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Table 17

Results of One-way ANOVA with Subjects Who Were
Sex-typed, Cross-sex-typed, Androgynous, or

Undifferentiated as the Independent Variable and the
Hire Ratings of Male Applicants Who Were Portrayed

as Either Attractive or Less Attractive as the
Dependent Variable

Source D.F.
Sum of

Squares
1,lean

Squares
F

Ratio
F

Probe

Attractive Applicants

Between Groups 3 18.3557 6.1186 .5096 .6765

Within Groups 110 1320.6618 12.0060

Total 113 1339.0175

Less Attractive Applicants

Between Groups 3 18.5675 6.1892 .4756 .6999

Within Groups 110 1431. 4325 13.0130

Total 113 1450.0000

significant differences in the way sUbjects with four

different gender schema rated male applicants on the basis

of either masculine or feminine gender cues presented in

the applications. On the basis of this analysis, there was

failure to reject the null hypothesis.

Hypothesis 3

Hypothesis Three was devised to determine if there were

significant differences in the way sUbjects employed in

Hawaii rated applicants compared to sUbjects employed at
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Table 18

Results of One-way ANOVA with Subjects Who Were
Sex-typed, Cross-sex-typed, Androgynous, or

Undifferentiated as the Independent Variable and the
Hire Ratings for Male Applicants Who Were Portrayed

as Possessing Either Masculine or Feminine Gender Cues
as the Dependent Variable

Source D.F.
Sum of

Squares
Mean

Squares
F

Ratio
F

Prob.

Masculine Gender Cues

Between Groups 3 23.5038 7.8346 .6739 .5699

Within Groups 110 1278.9173 11. 6265

Total 113 1302.4211

Feminine Gender Cues

Between Groups 3 24.0035 8.0012 .6942 .5572

Within Groups 129 1486.9138 11.5265

Total 132 1510.9173

Mainland Community Colleges as a function of (a) physical

attractiveness or (b) gender cues as presented in

applications.

SUbhypothesis 3.1

The results of the analysis of data used to test the

hypothesis that there was no significant difference in the

hire ratings assigned to attractive and to less attractive

female applicants based whether the sUbject was employed in

Hawaii or on the Mainland are presented in Table 19.
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Table 19

Results of One-way ANOVA with SUbjects Who Were Employed
Either in Hawaii or On the Mainland as the Independent

Variable and the Hire Ratings of Female Applicants
Who were Portrayed as Either Attractive or Less

Attractive as the Dependent Variable

Source D.F.

Attractive

Between Groups 1

Within Groups 279

Total 280

Less Attractive

Between Groups 1

Within Groups 273

Total 274

Sum of
Squares

15.7008

1379.5804

1395.2811

39.5124

1338.3567

1377.8691

Mean F F
Squares Ratio Probe

15.7008 3.1753 .0758

4.9447

39.5124 8.0598 .0049*

4.9024

Mean Hire Rating for Hawaii subjects = 6.4467
Mean Hire Rating for Mainland sUbjects = 5.4789

The data in Table 19 demonstrate that there was no

significant difference in the hire ratings assigned to

attractive female applicants as a function of whether the

subject was employed in Hawaii or on the Mainland.

However, there was a significant difference for the less

attractive applicants. Since one of the two groups

(attractive - less attractive) in the sUbhypothesis was

significantly different, the null hypothesis was rejected.
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Subhypothesis 3.2

The results of the analysis of data used to test the

hypothesis that there was no significant difference in the

hire ratings assigned to female applicants possessing

masculine gender cues or those possessing feminine gender

cues as a function of whether the subject was employed in

Hawaii or on the Mainland are presented in Table 20.

Table 20

Results of One-way ANOVA with SUbjects Who Were Employed
Either in Hawaii or On the Mainland as the Independent

Variable and the Hire Ratings of Female Applicants
Possessing Either Masculine Gender Cues or

Feminine Gender Cues as the Dependent Variable

Source D. F.
Sum of

Squares
Mean

Squares
F

Ratio
F

Prob.

Masculine Gender Cues

Between Groups 1 46.0126 46.0126 9.1169 .0028*

Within Groups 275 1387.9079 5.0469

Total 276 1433.9206

Mean Hire Rating for Hawaii sUbjects = 6.9254 '
Mean Hire Rating for Mainland sUbjects = 5.8884

Feminine Gender Cues

Between Groups 1 11.9776 11. 9776 2.3499 .1264

Within Groups 277 1411. 8933 5.0971

Total 278 1423.8710

The data in Table 20 demonstrate that there was no

significant difference in the hire ratings assigned to
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female applicants possessing feminine gender cues as a

function of whether the subject was employed in Hawaii or

on the Mainland. However, there was a significant

difference for applicants possessing masculine gender

cues. Since one of the two groups (masculine - feminine)

in the sUbhypothesis was significantly different, the null

hypothesis was rejected.

subhypothesis 3.3

The results of the analysis of data used to test the

hypothesis that there was no significant difference in the

hire ratings assigned to attractive and to less attractive

male applicants based whether the subject was employed in

Hawaii or on the Mainland are presented in Table 21.

The data in Table 21 demonstrate that there was no

significant difference in the hire ratings assigned to

attractive male applicants as a function of whether the

subject was employed in Hawaii or on the Mainland.

However, there was a significant difference for the less

attractive applicants. Since one of the two groups

(attractive - less attractive) in the sUbhypothesis was

significantly different, the null hypothesis was rejected.

Subhypothesis 3.4

The results of the analysis of data used to test the

hypothesis that there was no significant difference in the

hire ratings assigned to male applicants possessing

masculine gender cues or those possessing feminine gender

109



Table 21

Results of One-way ANOVA with SUbjects Who Were Employed
Either in Hawaii or On the Mainland as the Independent

Variable and the Hire Ratings of Male Applicants
Who were Portrayed as Either Attractive or Less

Attractive as the Dependent Variable

4.5054

32.7601 7.2713 .0075*

Source D.F.

Attractive

Between Groups 1

Within Groups 232

Total 233

Less Attractive

Between Groups 1

Within Groups 230

Total 231

Sum of
Squares

1. 0933

943.1332

944.2265

32.7601

1036.2356

1068.9957

Mean
Squares

1. 0933

4.0652

F F
Ratio Prob.

.2689 .6045

Mean Hire Rating for Hawaii subjects = 5.6652
Mean Hire Rating for Mainland sUbjects = 4.7874

cues as a function of whether the sUbject was employed in

Hawaii or on the Mainland are presented in Table 22.

The data in Table 22 demonstrate that there were no

significant differences in the hire ratings assigned to

male applicants possessing either masculine gender cues or

those possessing feminine gender cues as a function of

whether the sUbject was employed in Hawaii or on the

Mainland. Therefore there was failure to reject the null

hypothesis.
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Table 22

Results of One-way ANOVA with Subjects Who Were Employed
Either in Hawaii or On the Mainland as the Independent

Variable and the Hire Ratings of Male Applicants
Possessing Either Masculine Gender Cues or

Feminine Gender Cues as the Dependent Variable

Source D.F.
Sum of

Squares
Mean

Squares
F

Ratio
F

Prob.

Masculine Gender Cues

Between Groups 1 10.9659 10.9659 2.5501 .1116

Within Groups 232 997.6495 4.3002

Total 233 1008.6154

Feminine Gender Cues

Between Groups 1 11. 6379 11. 6379 2.2513 .1349

Within Groups 230 1188.9655 5.1694

Total 231 1200.6034

Hypothesis 4

Hypothesis Four was devised to determine if there were

significant differences in the way male and female subjects

rated applicants as a function of (a) physical

attractiveness or (b) gender cues as presented in

applications.

subhypothesis 4.1

The results of the analysis of data used to test the

hypothesis that there were no significant differences in

the hire ratings assigned to attractive and to less
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attractive female applicants based the sex of the subject

are presented in Table 23.

Table 23

Results of One-way ANOVA with Sex of Subjects as the
Independent Variable and the Hire Ratings of Female
Applicants Who were Either Portrayed as Attractive

or Portrayed Less Attractive as the Dependent Variable

Sum of Mean F F
Source D.F. Squares Squares Ratio Probe

Attractive

Between Groups 1 2.2847 2.2847 .4576 .4993

Within Groups 279 1392.9964 4.9928

Total 280 1395.2811

Less Attractive

Between Groups 1 6.7071 6.7071 1. 3354 .2489

within Groups 273 1371.1619 5.0226

Total 274 1377.8691

The data in Table 23 demonstrate that there was no

significant difference in the hire ratings assigned to

either attractive applicants or less attractive female

applicants as a function of the sex of the sUbjects.

Therefore, there was failure to reject the null hypothesis.

subhypothesis 4.2

The results of the analysis of data used to test the

hypothesis that there was no significant difference in the
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hire ratings assigned to female applicants possessing

masculine gender cues or those possessing feminine gender

cues as a function of the sex of the subjects are presented

in Table 24.

Table 24

Results of One-way ANOVA with Sex of the Subjects
as the Independent Variable and the Hire Ratings of

Female Applicants possessing Either Masculine Gender Cues
or Feminine Gender Cues as the Dependent Variable

Sum of Mean F F
Source D.F. Squares Squares Ratio Probe

Masculine Gender Cues

Between Groups 1 .5072 .5072 .0973 .7553

Within Groups 275 1433.4133 5.2124

Total 276 1433.9206

Feminine Gender Cues

Between Groups 1 11. 4872 11.4872 2.2529 .1345

within Groups 277 1412.3837 5.0989

Total 278 1423.8710

The data in Table 24 demonstrate that there was no

significant difference in the hire ratings assigned to

female applicants possessing either masculine gender cues

or those possessing feminine gender cues as a function of

the sex of the subjects. Therefore, there was failure to

reject the null hypothesis.
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Subhypothesis 4.3

The results of the analysis of data used to test the

hypothesis that there were no significant differences in

the hire ratings assigned to either attractive or to less

attractive male applicants based the sex of the sUbject are

presented in Table 25.

Table 25

Results of One-way ANOVA with Sex of SUbjects as the
Independent Variable and the Hire Ratings of Male

Applicants Who were Either Portrayed as Attractive
or Portrayed Less Attractive as the Dependent Variable

Sum of Mean F F
Source D.F. Squares Squares Ratio Prob.

Attractive

Between Groups 1 5.3296 5.3296 1. 3169 .2523

within Groups 232 938.8969 4.0470

Total 233 944.2265

Less Attractive

Between Groups 1 1. 0106 1. 0106 .2176 .6413

Within Groups 230 1067.9851 4.6434

Total 231 1068.9957

The data in Table 25 demonstrate that there was no

significant difference in the hire ratings assigned to

either attractive male applicants or less attractive

114



applicants as a function of the sex of the subjects.

Therefore, there was failure to reject the null hypothesis.

subhypothesis 4.4

The results of the analysis of data used to test the

hypothesis that there was no significant difference in the

hire ratings assigned to male applicants possessing

masculine gender cues or those possessing feminine gender

cues as a function of the sex of the subjects are presented

in Table 26.

Table 26

Results of One-way ANOVA with Sex of the SUbjects
as the Independent Variable and the Hire Ratings of

Male Applicants Possessing Either Masculine Gender Cues
or Feminine Gender Cues as the Dependent Variable

Source D.F.
Sum of

Squares
Mean

Squares
F

Ratio
F

Probe

5.1787

9.4938 1.8332 .1771

Masculine Gender Cues

Between Groups 1 .1218

Within Groups 232 1008.4936

Total 233 1008.6154

Feminine Gender Cues

Between Groups 1 9.4938

within Groups 230 1191.1097

Total 231 1200.6034
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The data in Table 26 demonstrate that there was no

significant difference in the hire ratings assigned to male

applicants possessing either masculine gender cues or those

possessing feminine gender cues as a function of the sex of

the sUbjects. Therefore, there was failure to reject the

null hypothesis.

Hypothesis 5

Hypothesis Five was devised to determine if there were

significant differences among the assigned ratings for each

of four attribution for the success of the applicant if

hired as a result of (a) physical attractiveness of the

applicant or (b) gender cue characteristics presented in

the application forms as a function of the four categories

of gender schema of subjects as determined by their

responses on the Bem Sex-Role Inventory.

subhypothesis 5.1

A summary of the results of one-way analyses of

variance for each of four attributions contributing to the

success of attractive and of less attractive female

applicants as a function of the four gender schema of the

sUbjects is presented in Table 27.

The data in Table 27 demonstrate that there was a

significant difference in the ratings assigned to less

attractive female applicants for the attribution of luck as

a function of the gender schema of the sUbjects.
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Table 27

Summary of One-way ANOVAs of Each of Four Attributions
Contributing to the Success of Attractive and of

Less Attractive Female Applicants as the Dependent
Variable and SUbjects' Four Gender Schema

as the Independent Variable

Degree of
Attractiveness Ability Hard Work Easy Job Luck

Attractive
F Ratio 1. 0022 2.2441 0.1113 1. 0850
F Probability (.3923) (.0835) (.9534) (.3559)

Less Attractive
F Ratio 0.1849 1.4439 0.3601 3.9292
F Probability (.9066) (.2303) (.7819) (.0091*)

Therefore, for this single analysis, the null hypothesis

was rejected. The results of a Scheffe test indicated a

significant difference between sUbjects who were identified

as cross-sex typed and those that were identified as

androgynous, with higher ratings assigned by the cross-sex

typed subjects. (Note: The complete One-way ANOVA tables

on all the analyses of Hypothesis Five, including the

results of the Scheffe test, may be found in Appendix E.)

There were no other significant differences in the

attributions assigned to either attractive or less

attractive female applicants by sUbjects whose gender

schema were identified as sex-typed, cross-sex-typed,

androgynous, or undifferentiated. Since only one of eight
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ANOVAs was significant, there was failure to reject the

null hypothesis (except as discussed above.)

subhypothesis 5.2

A summary of the results of one-way analyses of

variance for each of four attributions contributing to the

success of Female applicants possessing masculine gender

cues and those possessing feminine gender cues as a

function of the four gender schema of the subjects is

presented in Table 28.

Table 28

Summary of One-way ANOVAs of Each of Four Attributions
Contributing to the Success of Female Applicants

Portraying Masculine Gender Cues and Those
Portraying Feminine Gender Cues as the Dependent

variable and Subjects' Four Gender Schema
as the Independent Variable

Gender Cue Ability Hard Work Easy Job Luck

Masculine 0.0519 0.9697 1. 2108 2.6501
(.9844) ( .4075) (.3062) (.0492*)

Feminine 0.4965 2.0785 0.0872 2.1295
(.6850) (.1034) ( • 9670) (.0968)

The data in Table 28 demonstrate that there was a

significant difference in the ratings assigned to female

applicants possessing masculine gender cues for the

attribution of luck as a function of the gender schema of

the sUbjects. For this single analysis, the null

hypothesis was rejected. The results of a Scheffe test

118

--- ------~----------------



indicated that no two groups were significantly different

at the .050 level.

There were no other significant differences in the

attributions assigned to either female applicants

portraying masculine gender cues or to those portraying

feminine gender cue by sUbjects whose gender schema were

identified as sex-typed, cross-sex-typed, androgynous, or

undifferentiated. Since only one of eight ANOVAs was

significant, there was failure to reject the null

hypothesis (except as discussed above.)

subhypothesis 5.3

A summary of the results of one-way analyses of

variance for each of four attributions contributing to the

success of attractive and of less attractive male

applicants as a function of the four gender schema of the

sUbjects is presented in Table 29.

The data in Table 29 demonstrate that were significant

differences in the ratings assigned to both attractive and

to less attractive male applicants for the attribution of

ease of job as a function of the gender schema of the

sUbjects. For these variables, the null hypothesis was

rejected. The results of a Scheffe test for attractive

male applicants indicated a significant differences between

subjects who were classified as sex-typed and those who

were classified as undifferentiated as well as between
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Table 29

Summary of one-way ANOVAs of Each of Four Attributions
Contributing to the Success of Attractive and of
Less Attractive Male Applicants as the Dependent

Variable and Subjects' Four Gender Schema
as the Independent Variable

Degree of
Attractiveness Ability Hard Work Easy Job Luck

Attractive
F Ratio 0.5719 0.4348 5.1223 1. 4486
F Probability (.6340) (.7283) ( . 0019*) (.2293)

Less Attractive
F Ratio 1.0588 0.8535 2.9322 0.6643
F Probability (.3673) ( .4659) (.0342*) (.5747)

those who were classified as cross-sex-typed and those who

were undifferentiated (p<.05). The highest mean value for

ratings of this attribution were from sUbjects who were

classified as undifferentiated. For applicants who were

less attractive, no two groups were significantly different

at the .050 level.

There were no other significant differences in the

attributions ratings assigned to either attractive or less

attractive applicants by sUbjects whose gender schema were

identified as sex-typed, cross-sex-typed, androgynous, or

undifferentiated. since only two of eight ANOVAs were

significantly different, there was failure to reject the

null hypothesis (except as discussed above.)

120



Subhypothesis 5.4

A summary of the results of one-way analyses of

variance for each of four attributions contributing to the

success of male applicants possessing masculine gender cues

and those possessing feminine gender cues as a function of

the four gender schema of the sUbjects is presented in

Table 30.

The data in Table 30 demonstrate that there was a

significant difference in the attribution ratings assigned

to both male applicants possessing masculine gender cues

and those possessing feminine gender cues for the

attribution of ease of job as a function of the gender

schema of the sUbjects. For these variables, the null

hypothesis was rejected. The results of a Scheffe test for

applicants possessing masculine gender cues indicated a

significant difference between subjects who were classified

as being sex-typed and those who were classified as

undifferentiated as well as between those who were

classified as Androgynous and those who were

undifferentiated (p<.05). The highest mean value for

ratings of this attribution were from sUbjects who were

classified as undifferentiated. For male applicants who

possessed feminine gender cues, there was a significant

difference between subjects classified as sex-typed and

those classified as undifferentiated.
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Table 30

Summary of One-way ANOVAs of Each of Four Attributions
contributing to the Success of Male Applicants

Portraying Masculine Gender Cues and Those
Portraying Feminine Gender Cues as the Dependent

Variable and SUbjects' Four Gender Schema
as the Independent Variable

Gender Cue Ability Hard Work Easy Job Luck

Masculine 1. 7734 0.3126 4.5300 1.4714
(.1529) (.8163) (.0041*) (.2229)

Feminine 0.1544 1. 0249 3.0118 0.9669
(.9268) (.3823) (.0308*) (.4090)

There were no other significant differences in the

attributions assigned to either male applicants possessing

masculine gender cues or to those possessing feminine

gender cue by subjects whose gender schema were identified

as sex-typed, cross-sex-typed, androgynous, or

undifferentiated. since only two of eight ANOVAs were

significantly different, there was failure to reject the

null hypothesis except as discussed above.

Hypothesis 6

Hypothesis Six was devised to determine if there were

significant differences among the assigned ratings for each

of four attribution for the failure of the applicant if

hired as a result of (a) physical attractiveness of the

applicant or (b) gender cue characteristics presented in

the application forms as a function of the four categories
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of gender schema of subjects as determined by their

responses on the Bern Sex-Role Inventory.

subhypothesis 6.1

A summary of the results of one-way analyses of

variance for each of four attributions contributing to the

failure of attractive and of less attractive female

applicants as a function of the four gender schema of the

subjects is presented in Table 31.

Table 31

Summary of One-way ANOVAs of Each of Four Attributions
contributing to the Failure of Attractive and of

Less Attractive Female Applicants as the Dependent
Variable and Subjects' Four Gender Schema

as the Independent Variable

Degree of Lack of Poor Work Difficult Bad
Attractiveness Ability Job Luck

Attractive
F Ratio 0.8434 0.5223 0.0806 o 4488
F Probability ( . 4712) (.6673) (.9705) (.7184)

Less Attractive
F Ratio 0.7509 1.2373 0.7459 0.5045
F Probability (.5227) (.2966) (.5256) (.6795)

The data in Table 31 demonstrate that there were no

significant differences in the attributions assigned to

either attractive or less attractive female applicants by

subjects whose gender schema were identified as sex-typed,

cross-sex-typed, androgynous, or undifferentiated.

Therefore, there was failure to reject the null hypothesis.
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subhypothesis 6.2

A summary of the results of one-way analyses of

variance for each of four attributions contributing to the

failure of female applicants possessing masculine gender

cues and those possessing feminine gender cues as a

function of the four gender schema of the subjects is

presented in Table 32.

Table 32

Summary of One-way ANOVAs of Each of Four Attributions
contributing to the Success of Female Applicants

Portraying Masculine Gender Cues and Those
Portraying Feminine Gender Cues as the Dependent

Variable and Subjects' Four Gender Schema
as the Independent Variable

Gender Cue

Masculine

Feminine

Lack of Poor Work Difficult Bad
Ability Job Luck

0.8278 0.9260 0.1045 0.3339
(.4796) (.4287) (.9574) ( .8008)

0.4946 0.6743 0.1202 0.5409
(.6864) (.5685) (.9482) (.6547)

The data in Table 32 demonstrate that there no

significant differences in the attributions assigned to

either female applicants portraying masculine gender cues

or to those portraying feminine gender cue by subjects

whose gender schema were identified as sex-typed,

cross-sex-typed, androgynous, or undifferentiated.

Therefore, there was failure to reject the null hypothesis.
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Subhypothesis 6.3

A summary of the results of one-way analyses of

variance for each of four attributions contributing to the

failure of attractive and of less attractive male

applicants as a function of the four gender schema of the

subjects is presented in Table 33.

Table 33

Summary of One-way ANOVAs of Each of Four Attributions
contributing to the Failure of Attractive and of
Less Attractive Male Applicants as the Dependent

Variable and Subjects' Four Gender Schema
as the Independent Variable

Degree of Lack of Poor Work Difficult Bad
Attractiveness Ability Job Luck

Attractive
F Ratio 2.4386 3.0361 0.0555 0.5693
F Probability ( . 0652) ( . 0299*) ( .9828) (.6357)

Less Attractive
F Ratio 0.8410 1. 3751 0.8395 1. 9262
F Probability ( .4726) (.2510) (.4734) ( .1260)

The data in Table 33 demonstrate that was a significant

difference in the ratings assigned to attractive male

applicants for the attribution of poor work as a function

of the gender schema of the subjects. For this variable,

the null hypothesis was rejected. The results of a Scheffe

test for attractive male applicants indicated that no two

groups were significantly different at the .050 level.

There were no other significant differences in the
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attributions ratings assigned to either attractive or less

attractive male applicants by sUbjects whose gender schema

were identified as sex-typed, cross-sex-typed, androgynous,

or undifferentiated. Since only one of eight ANOVAs was

significant, there was failure to reject the null

hypothesis (except as discussed above.)

subhypothesis 6.4

A summary of the results of one-way analyses of

variance for each of four attributions contributing to the

failure of male applicants possessing masculine gender cues

and those possessing feminine gender cues as a function of

the four gender schema of the sUbjects is presented in

Table 34.

Table 34

Summary of One-way ANOVAs of Each of Four Attributions
Contributing to the Success of Male Applicants

Portraying Masculine Gender Cues and Those
Portraying Feminine Gender Cues as the Dependent

Variable and Subjects' Four Gender Schema
as the Independent Variable

Gender Cue

Masculine

Feminine

Lack of Poor Work Difficult Bad
Ability Job Luck

2.2370 3.0971 0.3665 0.5092
( •0753) (.0276*) (.7773) (.6763)

1. 0295 1. 4053 0.5124 1.3101
(.3802) (.2419) (.6741) (.2718)

The data in Table 34 demonstrate that there was a

significant difference in the attribution ratings assigned
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to male applicants possessing masculine gender cues for the

attribution of poor work as a function of the gender schema

of the sUbjects. For this variable, the null hypothesis

was rejected. The results of a Scheffe test for applicants

possessing masculine gender cues indicated a significant

difference between subjects who were classified as being

androgynous and those who were classified as

undifferentiated (p<.05). The highest mean value for

ratings of this attribution were from subjects who were

classified as undifferentiated.

There were no other significant differences in the

attributions assigned to either male applicants portraying

masculine gender cues or to those portraying feminine

gender cue by sUbjects whose gender schema were identified

as sex-typed, cross-sex-typed, androgynous, or

undifferentiated. Since only one of eight ANOVAs was

significant, there was failure to reject the null

hypothesis except as discussed above.

Ancillary Questions

This section contains the results used to answer the

ancillary questions for this study. The first ancillary

questions asked how much of the variance in the hire

ratings assigned female applicants could be explained by

the factors of attractiveness and gender cues of

applicants, sUbjects' year of teaching experience, years of

administrative experience, total years of service in higher
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education, sUbject area, employment status (currently

faculty or administrators), sex, marital status, ethnicity,

area of the country in which the sUbjects had grown up,

area of the country in which the sUbjects' colleges were

located, size of the college at which the subject was

employed, and gender schema.

A stepwise mUltiple regression analysis was performed

on the dependent variable of hire ratings, using the

previously mentioned variables as potential predictors.

The statistical analysis identified the combination of

predictor variables which best predicted the likelihood of

applicants being hired. The stepwise method for inclusion

of variables in the multiple regression analysis was used

because it controlled for possible effects of

multi-collinearity which may have been inherent in the

independent variables. Dummy variables were created for

the characteristics which were nominal in nature: gender

cues, employment status, subject area, sex, marital status,

ethnicity, area of the country in which the subjects had

grown up, area of the country in which the subjects'

college were located, and gender schema.

Ancillary Question 1

Table 35 contains the results of the multiple

regression analysis showing amount of variance in hire

ratings for female applicants as predicted by applicants'

attractiveness and gender cues, subjects' year of teaching
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Table 35

Refmlts from MUltiple Regression Analysis
Indicating Significant Predictors

for the Hiring of Female Applicants

variable R Sq B SE B Beta Sig T

ATTRACT .03066 .810476 .202058 .175427 .0001
SERVICE .01745 -.037754 .012381 -.133521 .0024
COLLEGE .01243 .121693 .038749 .149012 .0018
ENROLL .00797 -.140557 .068881 -.096913 .0418
(Constant) 7.742497 .479713 .0000

Total .11662

experience, years of administrative experience, total years

of service in higher education, sUbject area, employment

status (currently faculty or administrators), sex, marital

status, ethnicity, area of the country in which the

subjects had grown up, area of the country in which the

sUbjects' colleges were located, size of the college at

which the sUbject was employed, and gender schema.

The results presented in Table 35 demonstrated that 3

percent (R Square = .03066) of the variance in hire ratings

for all female applicants can be explained by

attractiveness. When combined with the factors of the

sUbjects' total years of experience in higher education,

location of college, and size of college, almost 12 percent

(R Square = .11662) of the variance in hire ratings can be

accounted for. Further, it can be shown from the Beta

Weights that: (1.) the more attractive the applicants, the

higher the hire rating, (2.) the longer the sUbjects have
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been employed in higher education, and the larger the

college at which the sUbject was employed, the lower the

hire ratings (an inverse relationship), (3.) the location

of the sUbjects' college also has a predictive value.

Four additional follow up analyses for each ancillary

questions were conducted. They are labeled as

subquestions.

SUbguestion 1.1

The question asked how much of the variance in hire

ratings assigned attractive female applicants could be

explained by the variables of the applicants' gender cues,

and all the demographic variables considered in the

original ancillary question. Table 36 contains the results

of the multiple regression analysis showing the amount of

variance in hire ratings as predicted by these variables.

Table 36

Results of MUltiple Regression Analysis
Indicating Significant Predictors of

Hire Ratings for Attractive Female Applicants

Variable R Sq B SE B Beta Sig T

GENCUE .02684 .740876 .278762 .162121 .0084
CHILD .02657 .147278 .051618 .177004 .0047
ENROLL .01893 -.207190 .088800 -.144502 .0204
SERVICE .01980 -.039438 .017094 -.141206 .0219
(Constant) 6.033375 .681061 .0000

Total .09214
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The results presented in Table 36 demonstrated that

more than 9 percent (R Square = .09214) of the variance in

hire ratings for attractive female applicants can be

explained by gender cues, section of the country in which

the sUbjects were raised, size of the sUbjects college, and

years of service in higher education. Further, it can be

shown from the Beta Weights that the larger the sUbjects'

colleges and the longer the subjects have been employed in

higher education, the lower the hire ratings (an inverse

relationship.)

Subguestion 1.2

This sub-question asked how much of the variance in

hire ratings assigned less attractive female applicants

could be explained by the variables of the gender cues, and

the other demographic variables examined in the original

ancillary question. Table 37 contains the results of the

multiple regression analysis showing the amount of variance

in hire ratings as predicted by these variables.

Table 37

Results of Multiple Regression Analysis
Indicating Significant Predictors of

Hire Ratings for Less Attractive Female Applicants

Variable

GENCUE
ADMIN
(Constant)

Total

R Sq

.02388

.01618

.04006

B

-.687598
-.043071
6.813804

SE B

.286391

.021425

.462816

Beta

-.151876
-.127170

Sig T

.0171

.0455

.0000
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The results presented in Table 37 demonstrated that

more than 4 percent (R Square = .04006) of the variance in

hire ratings for less attractive female applicants can be

explained by gender cues and the and years of service in

higher education. Further, it can be shown from the Beta

Weights that the longer the subjects have been employed in

higher education, the lower the hire ratings (an inverse

relationship.) Applicants with feminine gender cues were

more likely to receive better hire ratings.

Subguestion 1.3

This follow up question asked how much of the variance

in hire ratings assigned female applicants possessing

masculine gender cues could be explained by the variables

of the attractiveness of the applicants and the other

demographic variables considered in the original ancillary

question. Table 38 contains the results of the multiple

regression analysis showing the amount of variance in hire

ratings as predicted by these variables.

Table 38

Results of Multiple Regression Analysis
Indicating Significant Predictors of
Hire Ratings for Female Applicants
Possessing Masculine Gender Cues

Variable R Sq

CHILD .02184
(Constant)

B SE B

.127304 .054659
5.339726 .317235
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The results presented in Table 38 demonstrated that

more than 2 percent (R Square = .02184) of the variance in

hire ratings for female applicants possessing masculine

gender cues can be explained by the geographical area in

which the subjects were raised. Generally, subjects raised

in the Eastern part of the country rated subjects higher

than those raised in the West.

Subguestion 1.4

The forth follow up question sought to determine how

much of the variance in hire ratings assigned female

applicants possessing feminine gender cues could be

explained by the variables of the attractiveness of the

applicants, subjects' year of teaching experience, years of

administrative experience, total years of service in higher

education, subject area, employment status (currently

faculty or administrators), sex, marital status, ethnicity,

area of the country in which the subjects had grown up,

area of the country in which the subjects' colleges were

located, size of the college at which the subject was

employed, and gender schema. Table 39 contains the results

of the mUltiple regression analysis showing the amount of

variance in hire ratings as predicted by these variables.

The results presented in Table 39 demonstrated that

more than 11 percent (R Square = .11388) of the variance in

hire ratings for female applicants possessing feminine

gender cues can be explained by the attractiveness of the
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Table 39

Results of Multiple Regression Analysis
Indicating significant Predictors of
Hire Ratings for Female Applicants

Possessing Feminine Gender Cues

Variable R Sq B SE B Beta sig T

ATTRACT .11388 1.523395 .268721 .335785 .0000
SERVICE .03123 -.048513 .016526 -.173878 .0036
(Constant) 9.219313 .526018 .0000

Total .14501

applicant. A total of 14 percent of the variance can be

explained by attractiveness of applicant and sUbjects'

total years of service in higher education. Further, it

can be shown from the Beta weights that the more attractive

the applicant and the longer the subjects have been

employed in higher education, the higher the hire ratings.

Ancillary Question 2

The second ancillary questions asked how much of the

variance in the hire ratings assigned male applicants could

be explained by the factors of attractiveness and gender

cues of applicants, subjects' year of teaching experience,

years of administrative experience, total years of service

in higher education, sUbject area, employment status

(currently faculty or administrators), sex, marital status,

ethnicity, area of the country in which the subjects had

grown up, area of the country in which the sUbjects'

colleges were located, size of the college at which the

sUbject was employed, and gender schema.
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Table 40 contains the results of the mUltiple

regression analysis showing amount of variance in hire

ratings for male applicants as predicted by applicants'

attractiveness and gender cues, sUbjects' year of teaching

experience, years of administrative experience, total years

of service in higher education, sUbject area, employment

status (currently faculty or administrators), sex, marital

status, ethnicity, area of the country in which the

sUbjects had grown up, area of the country in which the

sUbjects' colleges were located, size of the college at

which the subject was employed, and gender schema.

Table 40

Results of Multiple Regression Analysis
Indicating Significant Predictors of

Hire Ratings for Male Applicants

variable R Sq B SE B Beta Sig T

ATTRACT .08483 1.270682 .201264 .291502 .0000
COLLEGE .00917 .074271 .035815 .095748 .0387
(Constant) 7.108779 .383332 .0000

Total .09400

The results presented in Table 40 demonstrated that

more than 8 percent (R Square = .08483) of the variance in

hire ratings for all male applicants can be explained by

attractiveness. Less than 1 percent (R Square = .00917) of

the variance can be explained by the geographical

locationof the sUbjects' college.
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shown from the Beta Weights that the more attractive the

applicants, the higher the hire rating.

As with the first ancillary question, four additional

follow up analyses were conducted. These are labeled as

subquestions.

Subquestion 2.1

This question asked how much of the variance in hire

ratings assigned attractive male applicants could be

explained by the variables of the applicants' gender cues

and the demographic variables that were considered in the

original question. Table 41 contains the results of the

multiple regression analysis showing the amount of variance

in hire ratings as predicted by these variables.

Table 41

Results of Multiple Regression Analysis
Indicating Significant Predictors of

Hire Ratings for Attractive Male Applicants

variable R Sq

GENCUE .01922
(Constant)

B SE B

.562338 .275216
5.446753 .432109

Beta

.138649

Sig T

.0423

.0000

The results presented in Table 41 demonstrated that

almost 2 percent (R Square = .01922) of the variance in

hire ratings for attractive male applicants can be

explained by gender cues. Further, it can be shown from

the Beta Weights that the sUbjects possessing masculine

gender cues received better hire ratings.
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Subquestion 2.2

The second follow up question asked how much of the

variance in hire ratings assigned less attractive male

applicants could be explained by the variables of the

gender cues and the demographic variables which were

considered in the original question. Table 42 contains the

results of the multiple regression analysis showing the

amount of variance in hire ratings as predicted by these

variables.

Table 42

Results of MUltiple Regression Analysis
Indicating Significant Predictors of

Hire Ratings for Less Attractive Male Applicants

variable

GENCUE
SERVICE
(Constant)

Total

R Sq

.03984

.03911

.07895

B

-.864309
-.050199
7.215027

SE B

.283713

.016811

.544305

Beta

-.201766
-.197769

Sig T

.0026

.0032

.0000

The results presented in Table 42 demonstrated that

almost 8 percent (R Square = .07895) of the variance in

hire ratings for less attractive male applicants can be

explained by gender cues and the and years of service in

higher education. Further, it can be shown from the Beta

Weights that the longer the subjects have been employed in

higher education, the lower the hire ratings (an inverse

relationship.) Applicants with feminine gender cues were

more likely to receive better hire ratings.
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Subguestion 2.3

This question sought to determine how much of the

variance in hire ratings assigned male applicants

possessing masculine gender cues could be explained by the

variables of the attractiveness of the applicants and the

demographic variables examined in the original ancillary

question. Table 43 contains the results of the multiple

regression analysis showing the amount of variance in hire

ratings as predicted by these variables.

The results presented in Table 43 demonstrated that

more than 4 percent (R Square = .03778) of the variance in

hire ratings for male applicants possessing masculine

gender cues can be explained by the size of the subjects'

college and the attractiveness of the applicants. Further,

it can be shown from the Beta Weights that the larger the

college at which the sUbject is employed and the more

attractive the applicant, the better hire ratings.

Table 43

Results of Multiple Regression Analysis
Indicating Significant Predictors of

Hire Ratings for Male Applicants
Possessing Masculine Gender Cues

variable R Sq B SE B Beta Sig T

ENROLL .01944 .181231 .086610 .140981 .0376
ATTRACT .01834 .568219 .282713 .135415 .0457
(Constant) 5.891928 .549715 .0000

Total .03778
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Subguestion 2.4

The final follow up question asked how much of the.

variance in hire ratings assigned male applicants

possessing feminine gender cues could be explained by the

variables of the attractiveness of the applicants and the

same demographic variables considered by the original

ancillary question. Table 44 contains the results of the

multiple regression analysis showing the amount of variance

in hire ratings as predicted by these variables.

Table 44

Results of MUltiple Regression Analysis
Indicating significant Predictors of

Hire Ratings for Male Applicants
Possessing Feminine Gender Cues

Variable R Sq

ATTRACT .19227
(Constant)

B SE B

1.978836 .279217
8.550265 .443342

Beta

.438490

Sig T

.0000

.0000

The results presented in Table 44 demonstrated that

more than 19 percent (R Square = .19227) of the variance in

hire ratings for male applicants possessing feminine gender

cues can be explained by the attractiveness of the

applicant. Further, it can be shown from the Beta weights

that the more attractive the applicant, the better the hire

ratings.

Summary for Chapter 4

Hypothesis 1 tested whether there were differences in
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hire ratings assigned fictitious applicants for the

position of Assistant Dean based on the attractiveness of

the candidates and on gender cues found in the applications

as main effects or when moderated by selected demographic

variables of the subjects. For both male and female

applicants, significant differences were found for level of

attractiveness of applicants. Additionally, for male

applicants only, size of the subject's college was found to

be significant. For both male and female applicants who

were attractive and those less attractive, there were

significant differences for gender cues. There was a

significant difference in hire ratings only for female

applicants possessing feminine gender cues as a function of

level of attractiveness. For both groups of male

applicants, those possessing masculine and those possessing

feminine gender cues, there were significant differences as

a function of the same variable.

Hypothesis 2 tested whether there were differences in

hire ratings assigned fictitious applicants based on the

attractiveness of the candidates and on gender cues found

in the applications as a function of the gender schema of

the subjects. No significant differences were found for

any subset of the data.

Hypothesis 3 tested whether there were differences in

hire ratings assigned fictitious applicants based on the

attractiveness of the candidates and on gender cues found
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in the applications by subjects employed in Hawaii versus

those employed on the Mainland. For both male and female

applicants, there were no significant differences in

ratings for attractive candidates, but there were

significant differences for both groups of less attractive

candidates. There was a significant difference in ratings

by Hawaii sUbjects and Mainland sUbjects for female

applicants possessing masculine gender cues.

Hypothesis 4 tested whether there were differences in

the hire ratings assigned fictitious applicants based on

the attractiveness of the candidates and on gender cues

found in the applications by male versus female subjects.

No significant differences were found for any subset of the

data.

Hypothesis 5 tested whether there were differences in

attribution ratings for the success of the applicants based

on physical attractiveness and gender cues as a function of

the gender schema of the sUbjects.

There was a significant difference in ratings assigned

to less attractive female applicants for the attribution of

luck. Significantly higher ratings were assigned by

subjects who were identified as cross-sex-typed than by

those identified as androgynous.

There were also significant differences in ratings

assigned female applicants possessing masculine gender cues

for the attribution of luck.
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Among male applicants, there were significant

differences in the attribution of ease of job for both

attractive and less attractive candidates. Subjects who

were identified as undifferentiated rated attractive

applicants significantly higher for this attribution than

did those identified as sex-typed. SUbjects identified as

undifferentiated rated less attractive applicants

significantly different and higher for this attribution

than did those identified as cross-sex-typed.

For male applicants possessing masculine gender cues

and those possessing feminine gender cues there were

significant differences in ratings for the attribution of

ease of job. For applicants possessing masculine gender

cues, sUbjects identified as undifferentiated rated the

attribution significantly different and higher than

subjects identified as either sex-typed or those identified

as androgynous.

Hypothesis 6 tested whether there were differences in

attribution ratings for the failure of the applicants based

on physical attractiveness and gender cues as a function of

the gender schema of the sUbjects.

For female applicants, there were no significant

differences in the ratings for any attribution in any

subset of data. Among male applicants, both for those who

were attractive and for those possessing masculine gender

cues, there were significant differences in the ratings for
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the attribution of poor work. For subjects possessing

masculine gender cues, subjects identified as

undifferentiated rated the attribution significantly higher

than those identified as androgynous.

Ancillary Question 1 sought to determine how much of

the variance in the hire ratings assigned to female

applicants could be explained by the factors examined in

this study. Related analyses were conducted on each of

four subsets of the data gathered on female applicants.

For all female applicants taken as a group, variables of

attractiveness of applicant, sUbjects' years of employment

in higher education, location and size of subjects'

colleges accounted for approximately 3% of the variance in

hire ratings.

For attractive female applicants, approximately 9% of

the variance in hire ratings was accounted for by gender

cues possessed by the applicant (higher for masculine),

area of the country in which the subject grew up, size of

college, and years of service in higher education (both

inverse relationships).

For less attractive female applicants, approximately 4%

of the variance in hire ratings was accounted for by the

gender cues possessed by the applicant (higher for

feminine) and number of years the subjects were employed as

administrators (inverse relationship).

For female applicants possessing masculine gender cues,
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the area of the country in which the subject was raised

accounted for approximately 2% of the variance in hire

ratings.

For female applicants possessing feminine gender cues,

attractiveness of applicant accounted for 11% of the

variance. Years of employment in higher education

accounted for an additional 3% (an inverse relationship).

Ancillary Question 2 sought to determine how much of

the variance in the hire ratings assigned to male

applicants could be explained by the factors examined in

this study. Related analyses were conducted on each of

four subsets of the data gathered on male applicants. For

all male applicants taken as a group, variables of

attractiveness of applicant and location of SUbjects'

colleges accounted for approximately 9% of the variance in

hire ratings.

For attractive male applicants, almost 2% of the

variance in hire ratings was accounted for by the gender

cues of the applicant, masculine being favored.

For less attractive male applicants, almost 8% of the

variance was accounted for by gender cues (favoring

feminine) and length of employment in higher education (an

inverse relationship).

For male applicants possessing masculine gender cues,

approximately 4% of the variance in hire ratings was
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accounted by the size of the subjects' colleges and

attractiveness of applicant.

For male applicants possessing feminine gender cues,

approximately 20% of the variance in hire ratings was

accounted for by the attractiveness of the applicant.
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Chapter 5

Summary, Conclusions, and

Implications for Further Study

Chapter 5 provides summaries from Chapters 1 and 3

which identify the problem which was examined in this

study, the hypotheses which were tested, and the sample

population for which a generalization was made. A summary

of the results of the data analyses are included as well as

the conclusions drawn from the study. Implications for

future study are also included.

Summary from Chapter 1

The Equal Employment Opportunities legislation was

reviewed as a background for this study. Such legislation

is aimed at minimizing discrimination on the basis of

ethnicity and gender and improving fairness in hiring

practices. However, there exists evidence that factors not

covered in legislation affect hiring decisions. Studies

were presented which indicate that physical attractiveness

and gender stereotypes also affect hiring decisions in the

business sector, especially for jobs that are thought to be

male dominated. In the business world, these are generally

managerial jobs. The higher education equivalent would be

administrative jobs. Additionally, once hired, evidence

was presented that suggests that performance evaluations
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are also affected by physical attractiveness and gender

stereotypes.

The theoretical basis for this research project came

from the area of social psychology. Constructs such as

beautyism (a theory that what-is-beautiful-is-good),

androgyny (the degree to which someone is sex-typed), and

stereotypes were considered in light of the gender schema

theory and attribution theory.

While research into hiring practices as related to

these theories and constructs exists in the world of

business, none was found that were related to hiring

decisions in higher education.

The following hypotheses were tested in this study:

(1.) There is no significant difference (p<.05) in the

hire ratings assigned fictitious male or female applicants

by sUbjects as a result of (a) physical attractiveness of

applicants and (b) gender cue characteristics presented in

applications as main effects or when moderated by the

following:

a. subjects' length of employment in higher
education

b. geographical location of the institution at
which the sUbject is employed

c. size of the college at which the sUbjects was
employed.

(2.) There is no significant difference in the hire

ratings assigned fictitious male or female applicants

(p<.05) by subjects who are classified as sex-typed,
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cross-sex-typed, androgynous, or undifferentiated based

upon their scores on the Bem Sex-Role Inventory, as a

function of either the degree of attractiveness of the

applicants or the gender cues found in the applications.

(3.) There is no significant difference (p<.05) in the

hire ratings assigned fictitious male or female applicants

by sUbjects employed in the state of Hawaii versus those

employed at comparable institutions on the Mainland as a

function of either the degree of attractiveness of the

applicants or the gender cues found in the applications.

(4.) There is no significant difference (p<.05) in the

hire ratings assigned fictitious male and female

applicants by male subjects versus female sUbjects as a

function of either the degree of attractiveness of the

applicants or the gender cues found in the applications.

B. The following hypotheses were tested on data related to

attribution ratings:

(5.) When sUbjects are asked to assume that each

applicant was hired as an entry level administrator and

then performed successfully, there is no significant

difference (p<.05) in the ratings of the relative

contribution made by each of four attributions to the

success by sUbjects of different gender schema as a result

of (a) physical attractiveness or (b) gender cue

characteristics presented in applications for fictitious

male or female applicants.
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(6.) When subjects are asked to assume that each

applicant was hired as an entry level administrator and

then performed unsuccessfully, there is no significant

difference (p<.05) in the ratings of the relative

contribution made by each of four attributions to the lack

of success by subjects of different gender schema as a

result of (a) physical attractiveness or (b) gender cue

characteristics presented in applications for fictitious

male or female applicants.

In addition to the above hypotheses, the following

ancillary questions were explored in this study:

(1.) Which of the following factors makes significant

contributions to the total variance in the hire ratings

assigned female applicants by the subjects of this study?

a. Attractiveness of the applicants
b. Gender cues presented in the applications
c. Sex of the sUbject (male or female)
d. Subject Area (Liberal Arts or Vocational)
e. Employment status (faculty or administrator)
f. Ethnicity (Caucasian or not Caucasian)
g. Marital status (married or not married)
h. Area of country in which the sUbject was raised

(East, Central, South, West, Hawaii,
Other)

i. Regional location of college
(East, Central, South, West, Hawaii)

j. Size of college at which subject is employed
(1000-1999, 2000-2999, 3000-3999,
4000-4999, 5000 and over)

k. Years of teaching experience in higher education
1. Years of administrative experience in higher

education
m. service (total years work experience in higher

education)
n. Gender schema (based on Bern Sex Role Inventory

scores)
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(2.) Which of the factors cited above make significant

contributions to the total variance in the hire ratings

assigned male applicants by the sUbjects of this study?

Summary from Chapter 3

Chapter 3 detailed the methodology of the study.

SUbjects were selected from among faculty and

administrators employed in Hawaii's Community Colleges and

from Mainland Community Colleges identified as similar to

those in Hawaii on a number of factors. Subjects were

asked (1.) to evaluate four fictitious applications for an

administrative position and to rate each in terms of

likelihood of applicant being hired. Applications varied

by gender cues and attractiveness (attractive feminine,

attractive masculine, less attractive feminine, and less

attractive masculine). SUbjects were asked (2) to rate

relative attributions for future success and then for

future failure of applicants if hired. (3) The gender

schema of subjects was determined by their responses on the

Bem Sex-Role Inventory and (4) sUbjects responded to a

number of demographic questions. Three primary statistical

analyses (ANOVA, One Way Analysis of Variance, and MUltiple

Regression) were used to test the major hypotheses and the

ancillary questions.

The design of the study was causal comparative. The

goal of the study was to see if the behaviors of rating

applicants and ascribing to them attributions for future
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success and failure vary systematically with selected

elements in the backgrounds of the subjects, their gender

schema, and the attractiveness and gender cues presented in

the fictitious applications.

Summary from Chapter 4

This was a complex study with a number of specific

hypotheses. For that reason, it was decided to protect the

familywise error rate rather than the experimentwise error

rate. Thus several separate analyses of variance were run

for each hypothesis.

Hypothesis 1 tested whether there were differences in

hire ratings assigned fictitious applicants for the

position of Assistant Dean based on the attractiveness of

the candidates and on gender cues found in the applications

as main effects or when moderated by selected demographic

variables of the sUbjects. For both male and female

applicants, significant differences were found for level of

attractiveness of applicants. Additionally, for male

applicants only, size of the sUbject's college was found to

be significant. For both male and female applicants who

were attractive and those less attractive, there were

significant differences for gender cues. There was a

significant difference in hire ratings only for female

applicants possessing feminine gender cues as a function of

level of attractiveness. For both groups of male

applicants, those possessing masculine and those possessing
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feminine gender cues, there were significant differences as

a function of the same variable.

Hypothesis 2 tested whether there were differences in

hire ratings assigned fictitious applicants based on the

attractiveness of the candidates and on gender cues found

in the applications as a function of the gender schema of

the sUbjects. No significant differences were found for

any subset of the data.

Hypothesis 3 tested whether there were differences in

hire ratings assigned fictitious applicants based on the

attractiveness of the candidates and on gender cues found

in the applications by subjects employed in Hawaii versus

those employed on the Mainland. For both male and female

applicants, there were no significant differences in

ratings for attractive candidates, but there were

significant differences for both groups of less attractive

candidates. There was a significant differences in ratings

by Hawaii sUbjects and Mainland subjects for female

applicants possessing masculine gender cues.

Hypothesis 4 tested whether there were differences in

the hire ratings assigned fictitious applicants based on

the attractiveness of the candidates and on gender cues

found in the applications by male versus female sUbjects.

No significant differences were found for any subset of the

data.
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Hypothesis 5 tested whether there were differences in

attribution ratings for the success of the applicants based

on physical attractiveness and gender cues as a function of

the gender schema of the subjects.

There was a significant difference in ratings assigned

to less attractive female applicants for the attribution of

luck. Significantly higher ratings were assigned by

subjects who were identified as cross-sex-typed than by

those identified as androgynous.

There were also significant differences in ratings

assigned female applicants possessing masculine gender cues

for the attribution of luck.

Among male applicants, there were significant

differences in the attribution of ease of job for both

attractive and less attractive candidates. Subjects who

were identified as undifferentiated rated attractive

applicants significantly higher for this attribution than

did those identified as sex-typed. SUbjects identified as

undifferentiated rated less attractive applicants

significantly different and higher for this attribution

than did those identified as cross-sex-typed.

For male applicants possessing masculine gender cues

and those possessing feminine gender cues there were

significant differences in ratings for the attribution of

ease of job. For applicants possessing masculine gender

cues, subjects identified as undifferentiated rated the
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attribution significantly different and higher than

sUbjects identified as either sex-typed or those identified

as androgynous.

Hypothesis 6 tested whether there were differences in

attribution ratings for the failure of the applicants based

on physical attractiveness and gender cues as a function of

the gender schema of the subjects.

For female applicants, there were no significant

differences in the ratings for any attribution in any

subset of data. Among male applicants, both for those who

were attractive and for those possessing masculine gender

cues, there were significant differences in the ratings for

the attribution of poor work. For sUbjects possessing

masculine gender cues, sUbjects identified as

undifferentiated rated the attribution significantly higher

than those identified as androgynous.

Ancillary Questions

Ancillary Question 1 sought to determine how much of

the variance in the hire ratings assigned to female

applicants could be explained by the factors examined in

this study. Related analyses were conducted on each of

four subsets of the data gathered on female applicants.

For all female applicants taken as a group, variables of

attractiveness of applicant, sUbjects' years of employment

in higher education, location and size of sUbjects'
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colleges accounted for approximately 3% of the variance in

hire ratings.

For attractive female applicants, approximately 9% of

the variance in hire ratings was accounted for by gender

cues possessed by the applicant (higher for masculine),

area of the country in which the subject grew up, size of

college, and years of service in higher education (both

inverse relationships).

For less attractive female applicants, approximately 4%

of the variance in hire ratings was accounted for by the

gender cues possessed by the applicant (higher for

feminine) and number of years the sUbjects were employed as

administrators (inverse relationship).

For female applicants possessing masculine gender cues,

the area of the country in which the subject was raised

accounted for approximately 2% of the variance in hire

ratings.

For female applicants possessing feminine gender cues,

attractiveness of applicant accounted for 11% of the

variance. Years of employment in higher education

accounted for an additional 3% (an inverse relationship).

Ancillary Question 2 sought to determine how much of

the variance in the hire ratings assigned to male

applicants could be explained by the factors examined in

this study. Related analyses were conducted on each of

four subsets of the data gathered on male applicants. For
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all male applicants taken as a group, variables of

attractiveness of applicant and location of sUbjects'

colleges accounted for approximately 9% of the variance in

hire ratings.

For attractive male applicants, almost 2% of the

variance in hire ratings was accounted for by the gender

cues of the applicant, masculine being favored.

For less attractive male applicants, almost 8% of the

variance was accounted for by gender cues (favoring

feminine) and length of employment in higher education (an

inverse relationship).

For male applicants possessing masculine gender cues,

approximately 4% of the variance in hire ratings was

accounted by the size of the sUbjects' colleges and

attractiveness of applicant.

For male applicants possessing feminine gender cues,

approximately 20% of the variance in hire ratings was

accounted for by the attractiveness of the applicant.

Conclusions

Results of studies in the business world indicated that

attractiveness was an asset to male applicants for

managerial positions, but not to female applicants. As the

analyses of data on hire ratings indicated, physical

attractiveness was a major factor in selection of

applicants for administrative (managerial) positions in

higher education for both male and female applicants. For
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at least this sample of community college personnel, it

seems to be the case that "what-is-beautiful-is-good."

Recalling that the contents of the application forms were

designed to elicit no significant differences in ratings

assigned applicants when nothing was known about their

physical appearance, it must be assumed that differences

found when photos were attached are the result of

distortions in perceptions due to the attractiveness of the

applicant. Mistakes in employee selection can be costly,

resulting in hiring unwanted (poor) applicants or rejecting

wanted (good) applicants. Currently applicants are not

asked to attach photos to applications as this potentially

provides information about the ethnicity of the applicant,

a question no longer allowed to be asked under Equal

Employment opportunity guidelines. The results of this

study would support the prohibition on photos, as

information on the applicant's attractiveness appears also

to have the potential for stereotype formation and

interference with more objective data about the applicant

at an early stage of the selection process.

Recall also that the contents of the applications

themselves were designed and adjusted in such was as to

elicit a significant difference in the gender cues they

contained, but no significant difference in the hire

ratings by field test subjects who evaluated the

applications with no photos attached. Once photos were
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attached to the applications, there were significant

differences in interaction effects between attractiveness

and gender cues for both male and female applicants. Also,

for subsets of attractive and less attractive applicants of

both sexes, there were significant differences in hire

ratings as a function of gender cues alone. This could

lead to the conclusion that additional information about

the attractiveness of the applicant changed the sUbjects'

perception of the importance of gender cues in evaluating

the applicants. However, when applicants were sorted on

the basis of gender cues, there were significant

differences for male applicants possessing feminine gender

cues as well as those possessing masculine gender cues, as

a function of attractiveness however, a significant

difference was found only for female applicants possessing

feminine gender cues. It appears to be a more important

variable when rating men than women.

Gender schema theory predicts that there are

differences in how people who are sex-typed and people who

are androgynous view other people. Theoretically, this

should include how they view applicants for an

administrative position. The empirical results of this

study do not substantiate that prediction. For this

population, the gender schema of the subjects produced no

significant differences in the hire ratings of the
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applicants; However, there were differences in attribution

ratings for success and failure.

The only significant differences in hire ratings

between Hawaii subjects on Mainland subjects was for both

male and female applicants who were less attractive. In

both cases, Hawaii sUbjects rated these applicants higher

than did Mainland subjects. One may conclude that

community college faculty in Hawaii do not place a stigma

on candidates on the basis of their physical appearance.

The finding that there were no significant differences

in the hire ratings assigned any subgroup of applicants as

a function of the sex of the SUbject should not necessarily

undermine the effort made by institutions to have members

of both sexes on selection committees. In this study,

subjects were not given the opportunity to select among

applicants of different sexes (each subject rated either

four male or four female applicants). In many actual

hiring situations, applicants are of both sexes and sex

based selection criteria may be a significant factor.

The results of this study do not substantiate the clear

cut dichotomy of attributions found earlier by Bem and

others, that gender typed SUbjects attribute the success of

women to luck and that of men to hard work. The situation

seems to be more complex. For women applicants, luck was

the major attribution for success only for less attractive

applicants and for those possessing masculine gender cues.
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Luck is the least controllable and least stable of the four

possible attributions presented to ~he sUbjects. It is

also situational, not dispositional. It should be pointed

out that while significant differences in this attribution

were found, the attribution itself was consistently rated

as contributing the least in all categories.

For male applicants, the significantly different

attribution for success was ease of job, also situational,

but more stable and predictable than luck. For most

analyses, those sUbjects who were identified as

undifferentiated rated these attribution as most

important. However, dispositional or internal attributions

for success were not seen as different for the different

applicants as a function of the gender schema of the

sUbject. One might conclude that gender schema does not

influence interpretations as greatly as once thought, at

least not for this group of sUbjects. Perhaps, as more

women have entered higher education administration and been

successful at the task, perceptions of the role as 'male

occupation' have changed. Possibly in community colleges,

the job itself does not carry the status necessary to

product the results found in other studies.

Attributions for sUbsequent failure by male and female

applicants if hired also varied. These are really

attributions of blame. No attributions were significantly

different for any subgroup of female applicants, but for
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attractive males and for those possessing masculine gender

cues, subjects who were identified as undifferentiated

rated poor work the highest. This is a dispositional,

though not stable attribution. While not a conclusion, one

might speculate that perhaps sUbjects who were themselves

undifferentiated in their gender schema had higher

expectations for the success of attractive, masculine male

applicants. It is as if, since these applicants had so

much going for them at the start, they had to accept

personal blame for any lack of success.

In determining the relative effects of predictor

variables on the selection or hiring of applicants, with

few exceptions, the characteristics of the sUbjects chosen

for this study accounted for very little, if any, of the

variance. Most R Squared values were less than 0.04. The

two greatest exception to this generalization were for

female applicant possessing masculine gender cues where the

only significant predictor was the area of the country

where the subjects were raised, and for male applicants

possessing female gender cues where attractiveness

accounted for almost 20% of the variance. The generally

small R Squared values for the characteristics of the

sUbjects means that the variables selected for examination

in this study were not the ones which have much influence

on the hiring behavior of the sUbjects.
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Implications for Further study and Practice

The following section relates to observations made

while conducting this study. These are not strictly

related to the results of the study but have implications

which are suggestive of further research.

1. This study suffers from a problem cornmon to many

studies of personnel selection behavior, that of asking

subjects to respond to what are sometimes referred to as

"paper people." The subjects of this study knew that there

was no real position available at their college. They knew

that the evaluation would have no real, long term effect on

any real person's career. They knew that they would not

really have to work with any of the applicants. So there

is a strong possibility that their responses in this quasi

laboratory setting would be different in a real setting.

One possible way around that, though costly, difficult, and

perhaps impossible would be to gather photos and

application forms of real applicants for real entry level

administrative positions after the hiring decisions had

been made, and retrospectively compare hiring on the basis

of physical attractiveness (available to selectors during

interviews) and gender cues identified in application

information.

2. It was an implicit assumption in this study that the

administrative role was masculine oriented as it had for so

many years been male dominated. In previous decades, the
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only woman administrator on a campus was likely to be the

Dean of Women at a nonsectarian campus, or a nun who headed

a small Catholic women's college. As indicated in Chapter

1, those statistics are changing, and so too, perhaps, is

the image of the job.

Another implicit assumption in this study was that an

entry level administrator's job was perceived of as having

great status by higher education faculty members. Perhaps

at smaller colleges, such as those in this study, the

faculty have greater contact with administrators and the

view of status is different than in large universities. In

further research in this area, information on the subjects'

views of the sex orientation of the job and the status of

the job should be gathered and compared to the sUbjects'

responses to the target applications.

3. Conventional wisdom suggests that people are more

prone to hire those who are more like themselves. Part of

the basis of Affirmative Action plans is to break the

connections between incumbent males being more likely to

hire other males, incumbent Caucasians being more likely to

hire other Caucasians, etc. In this study, there was no

determination of the physical attractiveness of the

subjects. By extension of behaviors with other

characteristics in hiring, perhaps sUbjects who perceived

themselves or were perceived by others as more attractive

rated the applicants differently than did sUbjects who were
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less attractive themselves. Although the response rate

would be expected to be much lower, subjects in other

studies could be asked either to rate themselves on a

physical attractiveness scale or to send in a photo of

themselves.

4. There was sUbstantially greater difficulty in

finding photos of males than of females who were rated

significantly different in attractiveness. It is therefore

interesting that attractiveness made such a significant

difference in a subset of the data rating male applicants.

Given a choice between two male applicants who possessed

feminine gender cues, by a relatively large margin, the

more attractive one was rated higher. This relationship

might be explored further in other studies.

5. The sample of SUbjects selected for this study was

from a very limited sector of higher education, small

community colleges. Similar studies of faculty and

administrators in larger institutions should also be

carried out.

6. Certainly as time progresses and as there become

fewer sex oriented occupations and more women and

minorities become qualified through education and

experience to take on higher status occupations such as

Higher Education Administrator, selection behaviors can

also be expected to change. There will be a continuing

need for studies of the criteria used in selection to
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assure that variables not relevant to the applicants'

performance do not distort perceptions and cause costly

hiring errors.

In the meantime, based on the results obtained here,

both male and female applicants for administrative

positions would be well advised to look their best at the

job interviews.
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Appendix A

University of Hawaii at Manoa
College of EducadoD

Department of Educational AdmfnletratioD
1776 Unlvenlty Avenue. Honolulu. Hawall 96822

Dear Colleague,

I am a faculty member at a community college in Hawaii, and
a graduate student in the Department of Educational
Administration at the University of Hawaii. I am doing a
research project which will examine factors which may effect the
selection of entry level administrators in community colleges.

Your name was randomly selectad from among the faculties and
staffs of two-year colleges which have characteristics that are
similar to those of a majority of the community colleges in
Hawaii. The anonymity of your response will be protected.
Although certain demographic information will be requested,
there will be no way to link that data to the individual
responses.

Please review the four applications enclosed in your packet.
You are asked to rate (not rank) each applicant on how likely
they would be to be hired as an entry level administrator. On
the same form (blue sheet), you are asked two other questions
about each applicant. You will also find a section requesting
some demographic data on yourself. And last, there is a Bem
Inventory (white sheet) with instructions. Please do not spend
very much time pondering all of this, I am interested in your
first impressions and reactions. When completed, please return
the pink and white forms in the enclosed stamped addressed
envelope. Discard the application forms.

If you wish to receive a summary of the results of this
study, please write your name and address on the enclosed
postcard and return it under separate cover.

You will find a packet of Hawaii's own Kona Coffee in this
envelope. Why not make yourself a cup right now, and enjoy it
while filling out these forms. Thank you in advance for taking
your valuable time and assisting in research in this interesting
area of human behavior.

Aloha and Mahalo,

R. Maly

AN EQUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER
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Appendix B

Name:
Barbara Miller

Personal Data:
Born December 4, 1942

in Durham, North Carolina.
Divorced with two daughters.

Education:
A.S.
BA
M.A.

Coastal Carolina Cmty. Col.
East Carolina Univ. (Greenville)
Appalachian Slate (Boone, NC.)

1962
1966
1972

Secretarial Science
Secretarial Studies
Education - ESl

Military Experience:
None

Teaching Experience:
Peace Corps. (American Samoa)
Central High School (Boone, NC)

Central Piedmont Cmty. Col.

Teaching English
Teaching Secretarial

courses
Inst. English and

study skills

1966-68

1968-72

1972-present

Other Work Experience:
Self employed tax preparer and financial consultant for small
businesses and individuals - 1970 to present.

Administrative Activities:
Coordinator of learning Skills Center
Department Chairman (language Arts Department)
Co-Chair of a statewide committee to study faculty workload

Community Activities:
Volunteer clerical work for my church
Member of the Cancer Society Education Committee
President of the PTA for two years

Hobbles and Interests:
Drawing and Painting
Gourmet cooking
Raising assorted pets
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Appendix C

Administrators Form

Sex __Male __Female

Marital statu8
__single __married __widowed __divorced

Ethnlclty
__Caucasian __Black __Oriental __Cosmopolitan __American Indian

__Other (please specify) _

Number of 8tudent8 (hll8dcount) enrolled at thl8 college.

_under 1000 _1000-1999 _2000-2999 _3000-3999 _4000-4999 _over 5000

Number of years as a full-time administrator.
1 6-10
2 11-15
3 16-20
4 21·25
5 26·30

__over 30 years

Number of years of previous employment a8 8 faculty member.
none 6·10
1 11·15
2 16-20
3 21·25
4 26-30
5 __ over 30 years

In which state or country did you spend most of your childhood? _

In which state is this college located? _

..................................................................
Please rate applicant paula Wells on how likely she is to be hired as an entry level administrator.

(Circle one value)
not likely very likely

2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

If this applicant were hired, and then were successful as an administrator, how much do you think each
of the following factors would contribute to that success? (Indicate a percentage in each blank space
0% to 100% Note: the sum of you four numbers must total 100%)

__'Yo hard work ___'Yo luck 'Yo ability ___'Yo job was easy ___%TOTAL

If the applicant were found to be unsuccessful, what percent of each of these factors do you think would
have contributed to that? (Again, the sum of these four must be 100%)

__'Yo poor work ___'Yo bad luck % low ability 'Yo hard job

Plea8e fill In BOTH sides of this form
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Please rate applicant Berb:![l! Ml!ler on how likely she is to be hired as an entry level
administrator. (Circle one value)

not likely very likely

2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

II this applicant were hired, and then were successful as an administrator, how much do you think each
of the following factors would contribute to that success? (Indicate a percentage in each blank space
0"10 to 100"10 Note: the sum of you four numbers must total 100%)

__% hard work ___°/. luck % ability ___% job was easy ___%TOTAL

If the applicant were found to be unsuccessful, what percent of each of these factors do you think would
have contributed to that? (Again, the sum of these four must be 100%)

__% poor work ___% bad luck % low ability % hard job

..................................................................
___%TOTAL

Please rate applicant Michelle Johnson on how likely she is to be hired as an entry level
administrator. (Circle one value)

not likely very likely

2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

If this applicant were hired, and then were successful as an administrator, how much do you think each
of the following factors would contribute to that success? (Indicate a percentage in each blank spaca
0"/0 to 100"10 Note: the sum of you four numbers musttotaJ 100%)

__% hard work ___% luck % ability ___% job was easy ___%TOTAL

lithe applicant were found to be unsuccessful, what percent of each of these factors do you think would
have contributed to that? (Again, the sum of these four must be 100%)

__% poor work ___% bad luck % low ability % hard job

...................................................................
___%TOTAL

Please rate applicant JaDe Clark on how likely she is to be hired as an entry level administrator.
(Circle one value)

not likely very likely

2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

If this applicant were hired, and then were successful as an administrator, how much do you think each
of the following factors would contribute to that success? (Indicate a percentage in each blank space
0"/0 to 100"10 Note: the sum of you four numbers musttotaJ 100%)

__% hard work ___% luck % ability ___% job was easy __%TOTAL

If the applicant were found to be unsuccessful, what percent of each of thes~ factors do you think would
have contributed to that? (Again, the sum of these four must be 100%)

__% poor work ___% bad luck % low ability % hard job

....................................................................
Pleese fill In BOTH Iides of this form
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Appendix D

Table 45

Results using an N-way ANOVA with Physical Attractiveness
as an Independent Variable, Gender Cues, Geographical

Location of College at Which the Subject$ Are Employed
Length of Employment in Higher Education,

and Size of the SUbjects' Colleges as
Moderator Variables, and Hire Ratings for Female

Applicants as the Dependent Variable

Sum of Mean Signif
Source of Variation Squares OF Square F of F

Main Effects
BEAUTY 87.260 1 87.260 17.692 .000
GENCUE .590 1 .590 .114 .735
COLLEGE 37.343 3 12.448 2.524 .057
SERVICE 11.174 1 11.174 2.266 .133
ENROLL 2.770 1 2.770 .562 .454

2-way Interactions 177.744 18 9.875 2.002 .009
BEAUTY GENCUE 62.594 1 62.594 12.691 .000
BEAUTY COLLEGE 5.496 3 1.832 .371 .774
BEAUTY SERVICE 5.974 1 5.974 1.211 .272
BEAUTY ENROLL 7.557 1 7.557 1.532 .216
GENCUE COLLEGE 3.394 3 1.131 .229 .876
GENCUE SERVICE 3.998 1 3.998 .811 .368
GENCUE ENROLL .029 1 .029 .006 .939
COLLEGE SERVICE 56.085 3 18.695 3.790 .010
COLLEGE ENROLL 30.060 3 10.020 2.032 .109
SERVICE ENROLL .005 1 .005 .001 .974

3-way Interactions 67.554 22 3.071 .623 .909
BEAUTY GENCUE COLLEGE 2.237 3 .746 .151 .929
BEAUTY GENCUE SERVICE .794 1 .794 .161 .688
BEAUTY GENCUE ENROLL .001 1 .001 .000 .990
BEAUTY COLLEGE SERVICE .422 3 .141 .029 .993
BEAUTY COLLEGE ENROLL 10.109 3 3.370 .683 .563
BEAUTY SERVICE ENROLL 7.258 1 7.258 1.471 .226
GENCUE COLLEGE SERVICE 1.659 3 .553 .112 .953
GENCUE COLLEGE ENROLL 6.593 3 2.198 .446 .721
GENCUE SERVICE ENROLL .885 1 .885 .179 .672
COLLEGE SERVICE ENROLL 34.455 3 11. 485 2.329 .074

(continued)
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Table 45 (Continued)

Results Using an N-way ANOVA with physical Attractiveness
as an Independent Variable, Gender Cues, Geographical

Location of College at Which the SUbjects Are Employed
Length of Employment in Higher Education,

and Size of the SUbjects' Colleges as
Moderator Variables, and Hire Ratings for Female

Applicants as the Dependent Variable

Sum of Mean Signif
Source of Variation Squares DF Square F of F

4-way Interactions 55.116 13 4.240 .860 .596
BEAUTY GENCUE COL SER 20.763 3 6.921 1.403 .241
BEAUTY GENCUE COL ENR 1. 313 3 .438 .089 .966
BEAUTY GENCUE SER ENR .000 1 .000 .000 .997
BEAUTY COLLEGE SER ENR 17.911 3 5.970 1.211 .305
GENCUE COLLEGE SER ENR 16.786 3 5.595 1.135 .335

5-way Interactions 14.027 2 7.013 1.422 .242
BEAUTY GENCUE COLLEGE 14.027 2 7.013 1.422 .242

SERVICE ENROLL

Explained 448.903 62 7.240 1.468 .016

Residual 2293.414 465 4.932

Total 2742.316 527 5.204
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Table 46

Results Using an N-way ANOVA for Female Applicants
Portrayed as Attractive with Gender Cues,

Geographical Location of College at Which the SUbjects
Were Employed, Length of Employment in Higher Education,

and Size of the SUbjects' Colleges as
Independent Variables, and Hire Ratings as the

Dependent Variable

Sum of Mean signif
Source of Variation Squares DF Square F of F

Main Effects
GENCUE 27.299 1 27.299 5.559 .019
COLLEGE 28.184 3 9.395 1.913 .128
SERVICE 16.583 1 16.583 3.377 .067
ENROLL 9.632 1 9.632 1.962 .163

2-way Interactions 80.745 12 6.729 1. 370 .181
GENCUE COLLEGE 1.868 3 .623 .127 .944
GENCUE SERVICE 4.821 1 4.821 .982 .323
GENCUE ENROLL .075 1 .075 .015 .902
COLLEGE SERVICE 33.689 3 11.230 2.287 .079
COLLEGE ENROLL 30.485 3 10.162 2.069 .105
SERVICE ENROLL 2.849 1 2.849 .580 .447

3-way Interactions 20.267 10 2.027 .413 .940
GENCUE COLLEGE SERVICE 8.178 3 2.726 .555 .645
GENCUE COLLEGE ENROLL 1.535 3 .512 .104 .958
GENCUE SERVICE ENROLL .016 1 .016 .003 .954
COLLEGE SERVICE ENROLL 10.625 3 3.542 .721 .540

4-way ~nteractions 27.803 3 9.268 1.887 .132
GENCUE COLLEGE SERVICE 27.803 3 9.268 1.887 .132

ENROLL

Explained 201. 776 31 6.509 1. 326 .126

Residual 1153.954 235 4.910

Total 1355.730 266 5.097
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Table 47

Results Using an N-way ANOVA for Female Applicants
Applicants Portrayed as Less Attractive with Gender Cues,

Geographical Location of College at Which the SUbjects
Were Employed, Length of Employment in Higher Education,

and Size of the Subjects' Colleges as
Independent Variables, and Hire Ratings as the

Dependent Variable

Sum of Mean Signif
Source of Variation squares OF Square F of F

Main Effects
GENCUE 35.071 1 35.071 7.079 .008
COLLEGE 14.272 3 4.757 .960 .412
SERVICE .304 1 .304 .061 .805
ENROLL 6.097 1 6.097 1.213 .272

2-way Interactions 38.954 12 3.246 .655 .793
GENCUE COLLEGE 3.785 3 1.262 .255 .858
GENCUE SERVICE .443 1 .443 .089 .765
GENCUE ENROLL .002 1 .002 .000 .983
COLLEGE SERVICE 23.565 3 7.855 1. 586 .194
COLLEGE ENROLL 8.925 3 2.975 .601 .615
SERVICE ENROLL 3.304 1 3.304 .667 .415

3-way Interactions 63.776 10 6.378 1.287 .238
GENCUE COLLEGE SERVICE 10.778 3 3.593 .. 725 .538
GENCUE COLLEGE ENROLL 5.592 3 1.864 .376 .770
GENCUE SERVICE ENROLL .940 1 .940 .190 .664
COLLEGE SERVICE ENROLL 41.216 3 13.739 2.773 .042

4-way Interactions 3.010 2 1.505 .304 .738
GENCUE COLLEGE SERVICE 3.010 2 1.505 .304 .738

ENROLL

Explained 159.743 30 5.325 1. 075 .369

Residual 1139.460 230 4.954

Total 1299.203 260 4.997
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Table 48

Results Using an N-way ANOVA for Female Applicants
Possessing Masculine Gender Cues with

Attractiveness, Geographical Location of College at which
the SUbjects Were Employed, Length of Employment in

Higher Education, and Size of the SUbjects' Colleges as
Independent Variables, and Hire Ratings as the

Dependent Variable

Sum of Mean Signif
Source of Variation Squares OF Square F of F

Main Effects 29.932 6 4.989 .910 .489
BEAUTY .958 1 .958 .175 .676
COLLEGE 28.441 3 9.480 1. 729 .162
SERVICE .823 1 .823 .150 .699
ENROLL 1.841 1 1.841 .336 .563

2-way Interactions 57.170 12 4.764 .869 .579
BEAUTY COLLEGE 3.545 3 1.182 .215 .886
BEAUTY SERVICE .915 1 .915 .167 .683
BEAUTY ENROLL 4.228 1 4.228 .771 .381
COLLEGE SERVICE 22.587 3 7.529 1. 373 .252
COLLEGE ENROLL 26.712 3 8.904 1. 624 .185
SERVICE ENROLL .900 1 .900 .164 .686

3-way Interactions 37.441 10 3.744 .683 .740
BEAUTY COLLEGE SERVICE 10.436 3 3.479 .634 .594
BEAUTY COLLEGE ENROLL 4.196 3 1.399 .255 .858
BEAUTY SERVICE ENROLL 6.308 1 6.308 1.150 .285
COLLEGE SERVICE ENROLL 10.654 3 3.551 .648 .585

4-way Interactions 7.820 3 2.607 .475 .700
BEAUTY COLLEGE SERVICE 7.820 3 2.607 .475 .700

ENROLL

Explained 132.364 31 4.270 .779 .795

Residual 1266.663 231 5.483

Total 1399.027 262 5.340
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Table 49

Results Using an N-way ANOVA for Female Applicants
Possessing Feminine Gender Cues with

Attractiveness, Geographical Location of College at Which
the SUbjects Were Employed, Length of Employment in

Higher Education, and Size of the SUbjects' Colleges as
Independent Variables, and Hiring Scores as the

Dependent Variable

Sum of Mean Signif
Source of Variation Squares OF Square F of F

Main Effects 174.810 6 29.135 6.640 .000
BEAUTY 148.129 1 148.129 33.759 .000
COLLEGE 12.451 3 4.150 .946 .419
SERVICE 13.816 1 13.816 3.149 .077
ENROLL 1.074 1 1.074 .245 .621

2-way Interactions 65.464 12 5.455 1.243 .254
BEAUTY COLLEGE 3.872 3 1.291 .294 .830
BEAUTY SERVICE 6.639 1 6.639 1.513 .220
BEAUTY ENROLL 3.201 1 3.201 .729 .394
COLLEGE SERVICE 34.927 3 11. 642 2.653 .049
COLLEGE ENROLL 10.756 3 3.585 .817 .486
SERVICE ENROLL .833 1 .833 .190 .664

3-way Interactions 51.824 10 5.182 1.181 .304
BEAUTY COLLEGE SERVICE 9.315 3 3.105 .708 .548
BEAUTY COLLEGE ENROLL 8.145 3 2.715 .619 .603
BEAUTY SERVICE ENROLL 3.479 1 3.479 .793 .374
COLLEGE SERVICE ENROLL 40.062 3 13.354 3.043 .030

4-way ~nteractions 24.118 2 12.059 2.748 .066
BEAUTY COLLEGE SERVICE 24.118 2 12.059 2.748 .066

ENROLL

Explained 316.215 30 10.541 2.402 .000

Residual 1026.751 234 4.388

Total 1342.966 264 5.087
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Table 50

Results Using an N-way ANOVA with Physical Attractiveness
as an Independent Variable, Gender Cues, Geographical

Location of College at Which the Subjects Are Employed,
Length of Employment in Higher Education,

and Size of the SUbjects' Colleges as
Moderator Variables, and Hire Ratings for Male

Applicants as the Dependent Variable

Sum of Mean Signif
Source of Variation Squares OF Square F of F

Main Effects 266.441 7 38.063 9.203 .000
BEAUTY 194.527 1 194.527 47.036 .000
GENCUE 1.968 1 1.968 .476 .491
COLLEGE 50.651 3 16.884 4.082 .007
SERVICE 9.749 1 9.749 2.357 .125
ENROLL 5.536 1 5.536 1. 339 .248

2-way Interactions 127.905 18 7.106 1. 718 .034
BEAUTY GENCUE 53.610 1 53.610 12.963 .000
BEAUTY COLLEGE 5.576 3 1.859 .449 .718
BEAUTY SERVICE .767 1 .767 .185 .667
BEAUTY ENROLL 2.478 1 2.478 .599 .439
GENCUE COLLEGE 6.583 3 2.194 .531 .662
GENCUE SERVICE 3.415 1 3.415 .826 .364
GENCUE ENROLL 4.113 1 4.113 .994 .319
COLLEGE SERVICE 23.641 3 7.880 1.905 .128
COLLEGE ENROLL 14.243 3 4.748 1.148 .329
SERVICE ENROLL 7.036 1 7.036 1.701 .193

Explained 394.346 25 15.774 3.814 .000
,

Residual 1712.197 414 4.136

Total 2106.543 439 4.799
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Table 51

Results Using an N-way ANOVA for Male Applicants
Portrayed as Attractive with Gender Cues,

Geographical Location of College at Which the subjects
Were Employed, Length of Employment in Higher Education,

and Size of the SUbjects' Colleges as
Independent Variables, and Hire Ratings as the

Dependent Variable

Sum of Mean signif
Source of Variation Squares DF Square F of F

Main Effects 53.413 6 8.902 2.222 .042
GENCUE 17.812 1 17.812 4.445 .036
COLLEGE 31.299 3 10.433 2.604 .053
SERVICE 2.281 1 2.281 .569 .451
ENROLL .321 1 .321 .080 .777

2-way Interactions 37.342 12 3.112 .777 .674
GENCUE COLLEGE 5.032 3 1.677 .419 .740
GENCUE SERVICE 9.267 1 9.267 2.313 .130
GENCUE ENROLL 1.255 1 1.255 .313 .576
COLLEGE SERVICE 7.125 3 2.375 .593 .620
COLLEGE ENROLL 9.636 3 3.212 .802 .494
SERVICE ENROLL 5.886 1 5.886 1.469 .227

Explained 90.755 18 5.042 1.258 .219

Residual 809.435 202 4.007

Total 900.190 220 4.092
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Table 52

Results Using an N-way ANOVA for Male Applicants
Portrayed as Less Attractive with Gender Cues,

Geographical Location of College at Which the subjects
Were Employed, Length of Employment in Higher Education,

and Size of the SUbjects' Colleges as
Independent Variables, and Hire Ratings as the

Dependent Variable

Sum of Mean signif
Source of Variation Squares OF Square F of F

Main Effects 81.967 6 13.661 3.111 .006
GENCUE 38.823 1 38.823 8.841 .003
COLLEGE 24.340 3 8.113 1.848 .140
SERVICE 8.522 1 8.522 1.941 .165
ENROLL 7.495 1 7.495 1. 707 .193

2-way Interactions 52.799 12 4.400 1.002 .448
GENCUE COLLEGE 3.084 3 1.028 .234 .873
GENCUE SERVICE .114 1 .114 .026 .872
GENCUE ENROLL 2.960 1 2.960 .674 .413
COLLEGE SERVICE 29.899 3 9.966 2.270 .082
COLLEGE ENROLL 5.555 3 1.852 .422 .738
SERVICE ENROLL 1.678 1 1.678 .382 .537

Explained 134.766 18 7.487 1. 705 .041

Residual 878.229 200 4.391

Total 1012.995 218 4.647
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Table 53

Results Using an N-way ANOVA for Male Applicants
Possessing Masculine Gender Cues with Attractiveness,

Geographical Location of College at Which the SUbjects
Were Employed, Length of Employment in Higher Education,

and Size of the SUbjects' Colleges as
Independent Variables, and Hire Ratings as the

Dependent Variable

Sum of Mean signif
Source of Variation Squares DF Square F of F

Main Effects 64.551 6 10.759 2.517 .023
BEAUTY 21. 869 1 21. 869 5.116 .025
COLLEGE 29.463 3 9.821 2.298 .079
SERVICE 1.857 1 1.857 .200 .655
ENROLL 9.353 1 9.353 2.188 .141

2-way Interactions 40.315 12 3.360 .786 .665
BEAUTY COLLEGE 4.301 3 1.434 .335 .800
BEAUTY SERVICE 5.533 1 5.533 1.294 .257
BEAUTY ENROLL 1.956 1 1.956 .458 .500
COLLEGE SERVICE 10.914 3 3.638 .851 .467
COLLEGE ENROLL 7.750 3 2.583 .604 .613
SERVICE ENROLL 5.147 1 5.147 1.204 .274

Explained 104.866 18 5.826 1.363 .153

Residual 863.432 202 4.274

Total 968.299 220 4.401
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Table 54

Results Using an N-way ANOVA for Male Applicants
possessing Feminine Gender Cues with Attractiveness,

Geographical Location of College at Which the SUbjects
Were Employed, Length of Employment in Higher Education,

and Size of the sUbjects' Colleges as
Independent Variables, and Hire Ratings as the

Dependent Variable

Sum of Mean Signif
Source of Variation Squares DF Square F of F

Main Effects 266.686 6 44.448 10.834 .000
BEAUTY 226.101 1 226.101 55.112 .000
COLLEGE 27.555 3 9.185 2.239 .085
SERVICE 12.085 :I. 12.085 2.946 .088
ENROLL .064 1 .064 .015 .901

2-way Interactions 48.156 12 4.013 .978 .471
BEAUTY COLLEGE 2.817 3 .939 .229 .876
BEAUTY SERVICE 1.277 1 1.277 .311 .578
BEAUTY ENROLL .662 1 .662 .161 .688
COLLEGE SERVICE 16.776 3 5.592 1. 363 .255
COLLEGE ENROLL 21.999 3 7.333 1.787 .151
SERVICE ENROLL 2.129 1 2.129 .519 .472

Explained 314.842 18 17.491 4.264 .000

Residual 820.510 200 4.103

Total 1135.352 218 5.208
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Appendix E

Table 55

One-Way ANOVA of Attribution Ratings of Success Due to
Ability for Attractive Female Applicants as the

Dependent Variable and Four Conditions of Gender Schema
as the Independent Variable.

Sum of Mean F F
Source D.F. Squares Squares Ratio Prob.

Between Groups 3 641. 5000 213.8333 1. 0022 .3923

Within Groups 269 57392.2656 213.3541

Total 272 58033.7656

Table 56

One-Way ANOVA of Attribution Ratings of Success Due to
Hard Work for Attractive Female Applicants as the

Dependent Variable and Four Conditions of Gender Schema
as the Independent Variable.

Sum of Mean F F
Source D.F. Squares Squares Ratio Prob.

Between Groups 3 1426.5537 475.5179 2.2441 .0835

Within Groups 269 57000.9261 211.8994

Total 272 58427.4799
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Table 57

One-Way ANOVA of Attribution Ratings of Success Due to
Ease of Job for Attractive Female Applicants as the

Dependent Variable and Four Conditions of Gender Schema
as the Independent Variable.

Sum of Mean F F
Source D.F. Squares Squares Ratio Probe

Between Groups 3 16.9827 5.6609 .1113 .9534

Within Groups 269 13676.6510 50.8426

Total 272 13693.6337

Table 58

One-Way ANOVA of Attribution Ratings of Success Due to
Good Luck for Attractive Female Applicants as the

Dependent Variable and Four Conditions of Gender Schema
as the Independent Variable.

Source

Between Groups

Within Groups

Total

D.F.

3

269

272

Sum of
Squares

152.1753

12575.5902

12727.7656

G G G G
r r r r
p p p p

Mean F F
Squares Ratio Probe

50.7251 1.0850 .3559

46.7494

Mean Group

5.6324 Grp 3
7.0625 Grp 1
9.7857 Grp 4

12.2000 Grp 2

3 142

*
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Table 59

One-Way ANOVA of Attribution Ratings of Success Due to
Ability for Less Attractive Female Applicants as the

Dependent Variable and Four Conditions of Gender Schema
as the Independent Variable.

Sum of Mean F F
Source D.F. Squares Squares Ratio Prob.

Between Groups 3 141.6787 47.2262 .1849 .9066

within Groups 270 68963.3724 255.4199

Total 273 69105.0511

Table 60

One-Way ANOVA of Attribution Ratings of Success Due to
Hard Work for Less Attractive Female Applicants as the

Dependent Variable and Four Conditions of Gender Schema
as the Independent Variable.

Sum of Mean F F
Source D.F. Squares Squares Ratio Prob.

Between Groups 3 1268.0892 422.0964 1.4439 .2303

Within Groups 270 79041.3852 292.7459

Total 273 80309.4745
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Table 61

One-Way ANOVA of Attribution Ratings of Success Due to
Ease of Job for Less Attractive Female Applicants as the
Dependent Variable and Four Conditions of Gender Schema

as the Independent Variable.

Sum of Mean F F
Source D.F. Squares Squares Ratio Prob.

Between Groups 3 80.1632 26.7211 .3601 .7819

Within Groups 270 20035.6945 74.2063

Total 273 20115.8577

Table 62

One-Way ANOVA of Attribution Ratings of Success Due to
Good Luck for Less Attractive Female Applicants as the
Dependent Variable and Four Conditions of Gender Schema

as the Independent variable.

Sum of Mean F F
Source D.F. Squares Squares Ratio Prob.

Between Groups 3 1387.9425 462.6475 3.9292 .0091

Within Groups 270 31791.6195 117.7467

Total 273 33179.5620
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Table 63

One-Way ANOVA of Attribution Ratings of Success Due to
Ability for Female Applicants Possessing Masculine

Gender Cues as the Dependent Variable and Four Conditions
of Gender Schema as the Independent Variable.

Sum of Mean F F
Source D.F. Squares Squares Ratio Prob.

Between Groups 3 35.4265 11. 8088 .0519 .9844

Within Groups 270 61418.5151 227.4760

Total 273 61453.9416

Table 64

One-Way ANOVA of Attribution Ratings of Success Due to
Hard Work for Female Applicants Possessing Masculine

Gender Cues as the Dependent Variable and Four Conditions
of Gender Schema as the Independent Variable.

Sum of Mean F F
Source D.F. Squares Squares Ratio Prob.

Between Groups 3 707.0624 235.6875 .9697 .4075

Within Groups 270 65622.6602 243.0469

Total 273 66329.7226

185



Table 65

One-Way ANOVA of Attribution Ratings of Success Due to
Ease of Job for Female Applicants Possessing Masculine

Gender Cues as the Dependent Variable and Four Conditions
of Gender Schema as the Independent Variable.

Sum of Mean F F
Source D.F. Squares Squares Ratio Probe

Between Groups 3 187.8094 62.6031 1.2108 .3062

Within Groups 270 13960.5556 51. 7058

Total 273 14148.3650

Table 66

One-Way ANOVA of Attribution Ratings of Success Due to
Good Luck for Female Applicants Possessing Masculine

Gender Cues as the Dependent Variable and Four Conditions
of Gender Schema as the Independent Variable.

Sum of Mean F F
Source D.F. Squares Squares Ratio Probe

Between Groups 3 562.5808 187.5269 2.6501 .0492*

Within Groups 270 19106.0214 70.7630

Total 273 19668.6022

No two groups are significantly different at the .050
level
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Table 67

One-Way ANOVA of Attribution Ratings of Success Due to
Ability for Female Applicants Possessing Feminine

Gender Cues as the Dependent Variable and Four Conditions
of Gender Schema as the Independent Variable.

Sum of Mean F F
Source D.F. Squares Squares Ratio Probe

Between Groups 3 367.6530 122.5510 .4965 .6850

within Groups 269 66397.3433 246.8303

Total 272 66764.9963

Table 68

One-Way ANOVA of Attribution Ratings of Success Due to
Hard Work for Female Applicants Possessing Feminine

Gender Cues as the Dependent Variable and Four Conditions
of Gender Schema as the Independent Variable.

Sum of Mean F F
Source D.F. Squares Squares Ratio Probe

Between Groups 3 1638.4165 546.1388 2.0785 .1034

Within Groups 269 70681. 9131 262.7580

Total 272 72320.3297
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Table 69

One-Way ANOVA of Attribution Ratings of Success Due to
Ease of Job for Female Applicants Possessing Feminine

Gender Cues as the Dependent Variable and Four Conditions
of Gender Schema as the Independent Variable.

Sum of Mean F F
Source D.F. Squares Squares Ratio Probe

Between Groups 3 19.0850 6.3617 .0872 .9670

Within Groups 269 19624.8564 72.9549

Total 272 19643.9414

Table 70

One-Way ANOVA of Attribution Ratings of Success Due to
Good Luck for Female Applicants Possessing Feminine

Gender Cues as the Dependent Variable and Four Conditions
of Gender Schema as the Independent Variable.

Sum of Mean F F
Source D.F. Squares Squares Ratio Probe

Between Groups 3 611.2734 203.7578 2.1295 .0968

Within Groups 269 25739.2614 95.6850

Total 272 26350.5348
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Table 71

One-Way ANOVA of Attribution Ratings of Success Due to
Ability for Attractive Male Applicants as the

Dependent Variable and Four Conditions of Gender Schema
as the Independent Variable.

Sum of Mean F F
Source D.F. Squares Squares Ratio Probe

Between Groups 3 544.4223 181.4741 .5719 .6340

Within Groups 240 76160.7375 317.3364

Total 243 76705.1598

Table 72

One-Way ANOVA of Attribution Ratings of Success Due to
Hard Work for Attractive Male Applicants as the

Dependent Variable and Four Conditions of Gender Schema
as the Independent Variable.

Sum of Mean F F
Source D.F. Squares Squares Ratio Probe

Between Groups 3 358.4471 119.4824 .4348 .7283

within Groups 240 65957.1062 274.8213

Total 243 66315.5533
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Table 73

One-Way ANOVA of Attribution Ratings of Success Due to
Ease of Job for Attract.ive Male Applicants as the

Dependent Variable and Four Conditions of Gender Schema
as the Independent Variable.

Sum of Mean F F
Source D.F. Squares Squares Ratio Probe

Between Groups 3 1401.5713 467.1904 5.1223 .0019*

Within Groups 240 21889.6910 91.2070

Total 243 23291. 2623

G G G G
r r r r
p p p p

Mean Group

4.6364 Grp 1
5.2759 Grp 2
6.9677 Grp 3

10.8621 Grp 4

1 2 3 4

* *

Table 74

One-Way ANOVA of Attribution Ratings of Success Due to
Good Luck for Attractive Male Applicants as the

Dependent Variable and Four Conditions of Gender Schema
as the Independent Variable.

Sum of Mean F F
Source D.F. Squares Squares Ratio Probe

Between Groups 3 330.0575 110.0192 1.4486 .2293

Within Groups 240 18227.1392 75.9464

Total 243 18557.1967
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Table 75

One-Way ANOVA of Attribution Ratings of Success Due to
Ability for Less Attractive Male Applicants as the

Dependent Variable and Four Conditions of Gender Schema
as the Independent Variable.

Sum of Mean F F
Source D.F. Squares Squares Ratio Probe

Between Groups 3 1006.4595 335.4865 1.0588 .3673

Within Groups 240 76047.5405 316.8648

Total 243 77054.0000

Table 76

One-Way ANOVA of Attribution Ratings of Success Due to
Hard Work for Less Attractive Male Applicants as the

Dependent Variable and Four Conditions of Gender Schema
as the Independent Variable.

Sum of Mean F F
Source D.F. Squares Squares Ratio Probe

Between Groups 3 905.6541 301.8847 .8535 .4659

within Groups 240 84890.4566 353.7102

Total 243 85796.1107
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Table 77

One-Way ANOVA of Attribution Ratings of Success Due to
Ease of Job for Less Attractive Male Applicants as the

Dependent Variable and Four Conditions of Gender Schema
as the Independent Variable.

Sum of Mean F F
Source D.F. Squares Squares Ratio Prob.

Between Groups 3 1227.4598 409.1533 2.9322 .0342*

Within Groups 240 33489.3721 139.5391

Total 243 34716.8320

No two groups are significantly different at the .050 level

Table 78

One-Way ANOVA of Attribution Ratings of Success Due to
Good Luck for Less Attractive Male Applicants as the

Dependent Variable and Four Conditions of Gender Schema
as the Independent Variable.

Sum of Mean F F
Source D.F. Squares Squares Ratio Prob.

Between Groups 3 303.9952 101.3317 .6643 .5747

Within Groups 240 36606.7589 152.5282

Total 243 36910.7541
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Table 79

One-Way ANOVA of Attribution Ratings of Success Due to
Ability for Male Applicants Possessing Masculine

Gender Cues as the Dependent Variable and Four Conditions
of Gender Schema as the Independent Variable.

Sum of Mean F F
Source D.F. Squares Squares Ratio Probe

Between Groups 3 1547.0297 515.6766 1. 7734 .1529

within Groups 240 69786.4580 290.7769

Total 243 71333.4877

Table 80

One-Way ANOVA of Attribution Ratings of Success Due to
Hard Work for Male Applicants Possessing Masculine

Gender Cues as the Dependent Variable and Four Conditions
of Gender Schema as the Independent Variable.

Sum of Mean F F
Source D.F. Squares Squares Ratio Probe

Between Groups 3 281.4268 93.8089 .3126 .8163

within Groups 240 72026.6224 300.1109

Total 243 72308.0492
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Table 81

One-Way ANOVA of Attribution Ratings of Success Due to
Ease of Job for Male Applicants Possessing Masculine

Gender Cues as the Dependent Variable and Four Conditions
of Gender Schema as the Independent Variable.

Source

Between Groups

D.F.

3

Sum of
Squares

1416.8430

Mean
Squares

472.2810

F
Ratio

4.5300

F
Prob.

.0041*

Within Groups

Total

240

243

25021.4193 104.2559

26438.2623

G G G G
r r r r
p p p p

Mean Group

5.7576 Grp 1
5.8065 Grp 3
6.5690 Grp 2

11. 6379 Grp 4

1 3 2 4

* *

Table 82

One-Way ANOVA of Attribution Ratings of Success Due to
Good Luck for Male Applicants Possessing Masculine

Gender Cues as the Dependent Variable and Four Conditions
of Gender Schema as the Independent Variable.

Source

Between Groups

Within Groups

Total

D.F.

3

240

243

Sum of
Squares

387.8865

21089.1094

21476.9959
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Mean F
Squares Ratio

129.2955 1.4714

87.8713

F
Prob.

.2229



Table 83

One-Way ANOVA of Attribution Ratings of Success Due to
Ability for Male Applicants Possessing Feminine

Gender Cues as the Dependent Variable and Four Conditions
of Gender Schema as the Independent Variable.

Source

Between Groups

D.F.

3

Sum of
Squares

165.2446

Mean
Squares

55.0815

F F
Ratio Probe

.1544 .9268

Within Groups

Total

240

243

85595.1161 356.6463

85760.3607

Table 84

One-Way ANOVA of Attribution Ratings of Success Due to
Hard Work for Male Applicants Possessing Feminine

Gender Cues as the Dependent Variable and Four Conditions
of Gender Schema as the Independent Variable.

Sum of Mean F F
Source D.F. Squares Squares Ratio Probe

Between Groups 3 1002.2549 334.0850 1. 0249 .3823

within Groups 240 78235.8927 325.9829

Total 243 79238.1475
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Table 85

One-Way ANOVA of Attribution Ratings of Success Due to
Ease of Job for Male Applicants Possessing Feminine

Gender Cues as the Dependent Variable and Four Conditions
of Gender Schema as the Independent Variable.

Sum of Mean F F
Source D.F. Squares Squares Ratio Probe

Between Groups 3 1154.6693 384.8898 3.0118 .0308*

Within Groups 240 30670.1627 127.7923

Total 243 31824.8320

G G G G
r r r r
p p p p

Mean Group

5.7727 Grp 1
6.7069 Grp 2
7.8871 Grp 3

11.. 5517 Grp 4

1 2 3 4

*

Table 86

One-Way ANOVA of Attribution Ratings of Success Due to
Good Luck for Male Applicants Possessing Feminine

Gender Cues as the Dependent Variable and Four Conditions
of Gender Schema as the Independent Variable.

Sum of Mean F F
Source D.F. Squares Squares Ratio Probe

Between Groups 3 411.7927 137.2642 .9669 .4090

within Groups 240 34069.8917 141. 9579

Total 243 34481.6844
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Table 87

One-Way ANOVA of Attribution Ratings of Failure Due to
Lack of Ability for Attractive Female Applicants as the
Dependent Variable and Four Conditions of Gender Schema

as the Independent Variable.

Sum of Mean F F
Source D.F. Squares Squares Ratio Probe

Between Groups 3 1254.1924 418.0641 .8434 .4712

Within Groups 259 128384.2334 495.6920

Total 262 129638.4259

Table 88

One-Way ANOVA of Attribution Ratings of Failure Due to
Poor Work for Attractive Female Applicants as the

Dependent Variable and Four Conditions of Gender Schema
as the Independent Variable.

Sum of Mean F F
Source D.F. Squares Squares Ratio Probe

Between Groups 3 744.5105 248.1702 .5223 .6673

Within Groups 259 123059.2310 475.1322

Total 262 123803.7414
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Table 89

One-Way ANOVA of Attribution Ratings of Failure Due to
Difficulty of Job for Attractive Female Applicants as the

Dependent Variable and Four Conditions of Gender Schema
as the Independent Variable.

Sum of Mean F F
Source D.F. Squares Squares Ratio Probe

Between Groups 3 71. 0996 23.6999 .0806 .9705

Within Groups 259 76195.6684 294.1918

Total 262 76266.7681

Table 90

One-Way ANOVA of Attribution Ratings of Failure Due to
Bad Luck for Attractive Female Applicants as the

Dependent Variable and Four Conditions of Gender Schema
as the Independent Variable.

Source

Between Groups

D.F.

3

Sum of
Squares

497.7624

Mean
Squares

165.9208

F
Ratio

.4488

F
Probe

.7184

within Groups

Total

259

262

95761.9867 369.7374

96259.7490
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Table 91

One-Way ANOVA of Attribution Ratings of Failure Due to
Lack of Ability for Less Attractive Female Applicants as

the Dependent Variable and Four Conditions of
Gender Schema as the Independent Variable.

Sum of Mean F F
Source D.F. Squares Squares Ratio Prob.

Between Groups 3 1027.2220 342.4073 .7509 .5227

Within Groups 258 117648.6444 456.0025

Total 261 118675.8664

Table 92

One-Way ANOVA of Attribution Ratings of Failure Due to
Poor Work for Less Attractive Female Applicants as the

Dependent Variable and Four Conditions of Gender Schema
as the Independent Variable.

Sum of Mean F F
Source D.F. Squares Squares Ratio Prob.

Between Groups 3 1516.4730 505.4910 1.2373 .2966

within Groups 258 105408.1110 408.5586

Total 261 106924.5840
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Table 93

One-Way ANOVA of Attribution Ratings of Failure Due to
Difficulty of Job for Less Attractive Female Applicants

as the Dependent Variable and Four Conditions of
Gender Schema as the Independent Variable.

Sum of Mean F F
Source D.F. Squares Squares Ratio Prob.

Between Groups 3 593.3464 197.7821 .7459 .5256

Within Groups 258 68406.7757 265.1425

Total 261 69000.1221

Table 94

One-Way ANOVA of Attribution Ratings of Failure Due to
Bad Luck for Less Attractive Female Applicants as the

Dependent Variable and Four Conditions of Gender Schema
as the Independent Variable.

Sum of Mean F F
Source D.F. Squares Squares Ratio Prob.

Between Groups 3 390.3983 130.1328 .5045 .6795

within Groups 258 66553.7429 257.9602

Total 261 66944.1412
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Table 95

One-Way ANOVA of Attribution Ratings of Failure Due to
Lack of Ability for Female Applicants Possessing

Masculine Gender Cues as the Dependent Variable and Four
Conditions of Gender Schema as the Independent Variable.

Sum of Mean F F
Source D.F. Squares Squares Ratio Probe

Between Groups 3 1210.1860 403.3953 .8278 .4796

Within Groups 259 126216.1714 487.3211

Total 262 127426.3574

Table 96

One-Way ANOVA of Attribution Ratings of Failure Due to
Poor Work for Female Applicants Possessing Masculine

Gender Cues as the Dependent Variable and Four Conditions
of Gender Schema as the Independent Variable.

Sum of Mean F F
Source D.F. Squares Squares Ratio Probe

Between Groups 3 1245.7259 415.2420 .9260 .4287

Within Groups 259 116141.1866 448.4216

Total 262 117386.9125
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Table 97

One-Way ANOVA of Attribution Ratings of Failure Due to
Difficulty of Job for Female Applicants Possessing

Masculine Gender Cues as the Dependent Variable and Four
Conditions of Gender Schema as the Independent Variable.

Sum of Mean F F
Source D.F. Squares Squares Ratio Probe

Between Groups 3 87.5193 29.1731 .1045 .9574

Within Groups 259 72311. 7279 279.1959

Total 262 72399.2471

Table 98

One-Way ANOVA of Attribution Ratings of Failure Due to
Bad Luck for Female Applicants Possessing Masculine

Gender Cues as the Dependent Variable and Four Conditions
of Gender Schema as the Independent Variable.

Sum of Mean F F
Source D.F. Squares Squares Ratio Probe

Between Groups 3 347.7294 115.9098 .3339 .8008

Within Groups 259 89909.5709 347.1412

Total 262 90257.3004
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Table 99

One-Way ANOVA of Attribution Ratings of Failure Due to
Lack of Ability for Female Applicants Possessing Feminine
Gender Cues as the Dependent Variable and Four Conditions

of Gender Schema as the Independent Variable.

Sum of Mean F F
Source D.F. Squares Squares Ratio Probe

Between Groups 3 697.9076 232.6359 .4946 .6864

Within Groups 258 121359.1306 470.3842

Total 261 122057.0382

Table 100

One-Way ANOVA of Attribution Ratings of Failure Due to
Poor Work for Female Applicants Possessing Feminine

Gender Cues as the Dependent Variable and Four Conditions
of Gender Schema as the Independent Variable.

Source

Between Groups

D.F.

3

Sum of
Squares

880.6934

Mean
Squares

293.5645

F
Ratio

.6743

F
Probe

.5685

Within Groups

Total

258 112327.0814 435.3763

261 113207.7748
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Table 101

One-Way ANOVA of Attribution Ratings of Failure Due to
Difficulty of Job for Female Applicants Possessing

Feminine Gender Cues as the Dependent Variable and Four
Conditions of Gender Schema as the Independent Variable.

Sum of Mean F F
Source D.F. Squares Squares Ratio Probe

Between Groups 3 101.7160 33.9053 .1202 .9482

Within Groups 258 72772.8985 282.0655

Total 261 72874.6145

Table 102

One-Way ANOVA of Attribution Ratings of Failure Due to
Bad Luck for Female Applicants Possessing Feminine

Gender Cues as the Dependent Variable and Four Conditions
of Gender Schema as the Independent Variable.

Sum of Mean F F
Source D.F. Squares Squares Ratio Probe

Between Groups 3 459.8392 153.2797 .5409 .6547

within Groups 258 73113.4585 283.3855

Total 261 73573.2977
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Table 103

One-Way ANOVA of Attribution Ratings of Failure Due to
Lack of Ability for Attractive Male Applicants as the

Dependent Variable and Four Conditions of Gender Schema
as the Independent Variable.

Sum of Mean F F
Source D.F. Squares Squares Ratio Prob.

Between Groups 3 3421.1722 1140.3907 2.4386 .0652

within Groups 238 111299.6088 467.6454

Total 241 114720.7810

Table 104

One-Way ANOVA of Attribution Ratings of Failure Due to
Poor Work for Attractive Male Applicants as the

Dependent Variable and Four Conditions of Gender Schema
as the Independent Variable.

Sum of Mean F F
Source D.F. Squares Squares Ratio Prob.

Between Groups 3 5383.7539 1794.5846 3.0361 .0299*

Within Groups 238 140677.9156 591. 0837

Total 241 146061.6694

No two groups are significanty different at the .050 level
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Table 105

One-Way ANOVA of Attribution Ratings of Failure Due to
Difficulty of Job for Attractive Male Applicants as the
Dependent Variable and Four Conditions of Gender Schema

as the Independent Variable.

Sum of Mean F F
Source D.F. Squares Squares Ratio Probe

Between Groups 3 60.2652 20.0884 .0555 .9828

Within Groups 238 86117.0778 361.8365

Total 241 86177.3430

Table 106

One-Way ANOVA of Attribution Ratings of Failure Due to
Bad Luck for Attractive Male Applicants as the

Dependent Variable and Four Conditions of Gender Schema
as the Independent Variable.

Sum of Mean F F
Source D.F. Squares Squares Ratio Probe

Between Groups 3 609.4779 203.1593 .5693 .6357

within Groups 238 84925.9106 356.8316

Total 241 85535.3884
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Table 107

One-Way ANOVA of Attribution Ratings of Failure Due to
Lack of Ability for Less Attractive Male Applicants as

the Dependent Variable and Four Conditions of
Gender Schema as the Independent Variable.

Sum of Mean F F
Source D.F. Squares Squares Ratio Prob.

Between Groups 3 1229.6385 409.8795 .8410 .4726

Within Groups 238 115990.3945 487.3546

Total 241 117220.0331

Table 108

One-Way ANOVA of Attribution Ratings of Failure Due to
Poor Work for Less Attractive Male Applicants as the

Dependent Variable and Four Conditions of Gender Schema
as the Independent Variable.

Sum of Mean F F
Source D.F. Squares Squares Ratio Prob.

Between Groups 3 2260.8837 753.6279 1. 3751 .2510

within Groups 238 130433.8766 548.0415

Total 241 132694.7603
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Table 109

One-Way ANOVA of Attribution Ratings of Failure Due to
Difficulty of Job for Less Attractive Male Applicants

as the Dependent Variable and Four Conditions of
Gender Schema as the Independent Variable.

Sum of Mean F F
Source D.F. Squares Squares Ratio Probe

Between Groups 3 842.4241 280.8080 .8395 .4734

within Groups 238 79610.8362 334.4993

Total 241 80453.2603

Table 110

One-Way ANOVA of Attribution Ratings of Failure Due to
Bad Luck for Less Attractive Male Applicants as the

Dependent Variable and Four Conditions of Gender Schema
as the Independent Variable.

Sum of Mean F F
Source D.F. Squares Squares Ratio Probe

Between Groups 3 1865.7183 621.9061 1. 9262 .1260

Within Groups 238 76840.5833 322.8596

Total 241 78706.3017
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Table 111

One-Way ANOVA of Attribution Ratings of Failure Due to
Lack of Ability for Male Applicants Possessing Masculine

Gender Cues as the Dependent Variable and Four Conditions
of Gender Schema as the Independent Variable.

Sum of Mean F F
Source D.F. Squares Squares Ratio Probe

Between Groups 3 3227.4064 1075.8021 2.3270 .0753

Within Groups 238 110028.6266 462.3052

Total 241 113256.0331

Table 112

One-Way ANOVA of Attribution Ratings of Failure Due to
Poor Work for Male Applicants Possessing Masculine

Gender Cues as the Dependent Variable and Four Conditions
of Gender Schema as the Independent Variable.

Sum of Mean F F
Source D.F. Squares Squares Ratio Probe

Between Groups 3 5337.7078 1779.2359 3.0971 .0276*

within Groups 238 136726.5939 574.4815

Total 241 142064.3017

G G G G
r r r r
p p p p

Mean Group

33.0484 Grp 3
36.2121 Grp 1
37.6607 Grp 2
45.8793 Grp 4

312 4

*
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Table 113

One-Way ANOVA of Attribution Ratings of Failure Due to
Difficulty of Job for Male Applicants Possessing

Masculine Gender Cues as the Dependent Variable and Four
Conditions of Gender Schema as the Independent Variable.

Sum of Mean F F
Source D.F. Squares Squares Ratio Prob.

Between Groups 3 384.4303 128.1434 .3665 .7773

Within Groups 238 83217.1235 349.6518

Total 241 83601.5537

Table 114

One-Way ANOVA of Attribution Ratings of Failure Due to
Lack of Ability for Male Applicants Possessing Feminine

Gender Cues as the Dependent Variable and Four Conditions
of Gender Schema as the Independent Variable.

Sum of Mean F F
Source D.F. Squares Squares Ratio Prob.

Between Groups 3 384.5881 181.1960 .5092 .6763

Within Groups 238 84691. 3747 355.8461

Total 241 85234.9628
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Table 115

One-Way ANOVA of Attribution Ratings of Failure Due to
Lack of Ability for Male Applicants Possessing Feminine

Gender Cues as the Dependent Variable and Four Conditions
of Gender Schema as the Independent Variable.

Sum of Mean F F
Source D.F. Squares Squares Ratio Prob.

Between Groups 3 1542.5244 514.1748 1. 0295 .3802

Within Groups 238 118866.2566 499.4381

Total 241 120408.7810

Table 116

One-Way ANOVA of Attribution Ratings of Failure Due to
Poor Work for Male Applicants Possessing Feminine

Gender Cues as the Dependent Variable and Four Conditions
of Gender Schema as the Independent Variable.

Sum of Mean F F
Source D.F. Squares Squares Ratio Prob.

Between Groups 3 2379.0767 793.0256 1. 4053 .2419

Within Groups 238 134308.4646 564.3213

Total 241 136687.5413
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Table 117

One-Way ANOVA of Attribution Ratings of Failure Due to
Difficulty of Job for Male Applicants Possessing Feminine
Gender Cues as the Dependent Variable and Four Conditions

of Gender Schema as the Independent Variable.

Sum of Mean F F
Source D.F. Squares Squares Ratio Prob.

Between Groups 3 534.6291 178.2097 .5124 .6741

Within Groups 238 82778.9411 347.8107

Total 241 83313.5702

Table 118

One-Way ANOVA of Attribution Ratings of Failure Due to
Bad Luck for Male Applicants Possessing Feminine

Gender Cues as the Dependent Variable and Four Conditions
of Gender Schema as the Independent Variable.

Sum of Mean F F
Source D.F. Squares Squares Ratio Prob.

Between Groups 3 1289.7379 429.9126 1. 3101 .2718

Within Groups 238 78099.8819 328.1508

Total 241 79389.6198
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