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Gender Differences In Perceived Competitiveness

in R ewardWard Al l ()cation

Int r o du c t on

Reward allocatiOn is an important issue in today

SoC. iety. 	 Thee t e i" 	 reward allVcation refers to Lo how

p e o p le divide a rnward b et ween member s of a group,.

There exist two fr aque nt y employed rules for dividing

rewards. 	 One is based on the principle of "equity" in

which a reward is a di rect reflection of a person's

contribution to something. 	 The second principl

that of "equal i ty" rewards are evenly divided amongst

all members, regardless of inputs (Adam (1965) as cited

in Leventhal and Lane (1970)) . Both of these

principles  were e 0 plo y e d in E: peri m nLs i n which

subjects were asked to divide a reward among members of

a group (Leventhal 8, Anderson (1970); Leventhal & L

(1970); Major & Adam (1984); Martin & Hewitt (1988) ;

)1ejnik, Tompkins Heinbuck (1982); Reis Jackson

(1 (2. :11) and Shapiro ( 1975)) .

The issue of reward al ocati on appears in many

facets of everyday life, 	 Parenting strategies, teacher

assessment and pay equity can each be 1 irKed to this

issue. 	 Under various circumstances, adopting one

principle over the other can prove beneficial In a

classroom situation, a teacher may wish to encourage

good future perfor m ance by givi n g9 pupils rewards that
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over-represent their performances ( inequi ty) .

Realizing their efforts do not go unnoti ced , the

children may be more apt to try to outperfo 	 their

previous work. 	 It could also prove benef icial for

parents to distribute privileges using a similar

strategy. 	 Children can be made to understand that

t heir a 1 1 0 W a n C e s or privileges are direct reflec t ions

of their behaviour (equity). 	 By understanding that

they have some control over the benefits they reap, the

children will be encouraged into behaving appropriately

1 f they wish to maintain their rewards. 	 The a rea of

pay equity is another in which the issue of reward

allocation has some s 1 gni f i cance , 	 The research

f indi rigs in the area of reward allocation suggest that

there are di f ferences in how genders al l ocate rewards.

If this is true, persons contributing equally to a

project may not receive a fair distribution because of

the a l l o c a t 0 r s gen de r  c) r t he all c) e a t c) r ' s per ce pti on

the situation„

Although the principles on which allocations are

based have been identified, why persons adopt these

strategies is still unknown. 	 Mal es tend to di v 1 de

rewards according to equity or 1 nequi tv , in their



favour and

her

Lxplarations which ha

T , 	-lity or

and Hewitt, 1 88):

r ed to explain

why genders adopt diffe rent allocation i 
	

Iave

not prov
	

sufficient: 	 and Jacks n 	 1981)

ted that males act according to seIf interest and

in an
	

to main
	

Sin 1 1

explanations have 	 Mar in and Hewitt

(1988) 	 r nthaLeventhal and Ander on (1970), 	 and Adam

and 01 jn 	 Tompkinsand heinbuc

Martin and 	 t (1988) suggested that mai

tf ore Interest 	 in max
	

the 	 and females

n9 p 	 ce4 	 Leventhal and 	 - derson (1970)

that 1 ema 1 es try to be more accommodating and

act accordir
	

in 	 The

explanation
	

edMajor and Adams 	 986 	 was that

mat
	

and value the reward and

gen rous and Inter. 	keeping

Tompkins and Heinbuck
	

sugg

moreexploitativee and
	

and
	

are more

accommod

These results have not been

across all 	 or 	 ti
	

Is and Jackson,

19811) 	 The moons 	 es of these findir 	 lead one



Gender Differences
b

t o believe that gender alone does not determine how one

will al o c a t e r e tq a r d s	 Other possible factors which

may affect how rewards are allocated are whether the

partners know each other, whether they have had prior

contact with one another or whether they will have

future contact with one another (Shapiro, 1975),

Another explanation which has been offered as a

possible reason for differences in how genders allocate

s t a t of 1: e c: o m p e t. tive [1 ess	 t 11 e sit LI a t. i on,

Olm^nik, Tompkins  and Hein b c:k (1982) suggested that

males' preference for allocating according to equity is

generally associated with the competitiveness of the

task„	 The more competitive the situation is perceived

to	 , the m r e likely a male subject will be to

a|locatc rewards according to equity or ineq u ity in his

favour.

The previous research suggests that there are

differences in how genders allocate rewards	 These

differences do not appear innate in the genders but

rather appear to he influenced by situational variables

(Major and A d a S 	 1 9 9 1-1). 	 TV1C situation a 1 variable of

perceived competitiveness will be studied. 	 The more

competitive a situation is perceived to be, the

will be the difference between how each gender
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their work covered. 	 In the cooperative situation,

subjects were told that it would be in their best

interest to cooperate with their partner because their

combined performance would determine how they did in

relation to the other pairs. 	 In the neutral condition

subjects were instructed to complete the word search

task to the best of their abilities.

After 2 minutes of working on the work search task

(see Appendix A), the answers were collected and the

subjects were told that the tasks would be scored.

Each subject was then given a questionnaire (see

Appendix (S) to complete, 	 After completing the

questionnaire, each subject went one by one into a

separate room where he/she was informed that he/she had

performed better than his/her partner on the task,

Each subject was then instructed to divide 7 points

between himself/herself and his/her partner based on

the information they were given,

Results

A between subjects factorial ANOVA was used in the

analysis of the results. 	 Rewards allocated by the

subiects to themselves were compared by gender,

condition, perception and their interactions (see Table
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the condition was competitive but in reality, females

did take an unequal share, in their own favour, for

both conditions.

INSERT FIGURE 1

Males were expected to take a greater share of

rewards overall than females. 	 This did not occur (see

Table 2), 	 The male subjects' mean allocation score was

4.025 and the females' mean allocation score was 4.250,

When the condition and gender interactions were plotted

(see Figure 1), the mm - e subjects did show the desired

results but not to any level of significance. 	 Males

were expected to favour inequality, in their own

favour, in both the competitive and cooperative

conditions and to a greater degree in the competitive

condition. 	 Both males and females in the neutral

condition were expected to allocate points depending on

their perceptions of the condition.

Subjects` allocations were also expected to depend

on their perceptions 	 of the 	 condition. 	 When they

perceived the condition to be competitive, males were

expected to take a greater share of the reward than

females who perceived the condition to be competitive.
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When the subjects perceived the condition to be

neutral, no gender differences were expected. 	 When the

condition was perceived to be cooperative, males were

still expected to take more reward than the females and

the females were expected to allocate equally.

INSERT FIGURE 2

As can be seen in Figure 2, most of the expected

results did not occur but 	 when the condition was

perceived to be neutral, the expected result did occur.

The difference between the males' and females'

allocation was not statistically significant, therefore

there was no difference between their allocations when

the condition was perceived as neutral. 	 When the

perception was one of competition, females took a

greater share of the reward than the males and the

females did not allocate according to inequity in their

partners' favour. 	 When the females perceived the

condition to be cooperative, they allocated inequitably

in their own favours.

Discussion



Gender Differences
12

Several explanations can be offered as to why the

expected results did not occur. 	 The small sample size

was one issue that may have contributed to the non

si gni f danceFifty-six subjects was not an adequate

number to be partitioned into three conditions and

further divided into males and Females. 	 The unequal

numbers in the groups was adjusted for in the analysis

so this Should not have had any effect

Had the conditions been accurately perceived,

there should not have been a difference in the

ocations according to perception and condition,

Subjects under each of the conditions did perceive the

condition to be different than what 	 t actually was.

This sug g ests that the conditions may not have been

adequately portrayed to the subjects. 	 The

competitiveness and the cooperativeness of the

conditions was not effective enough to make the

subjects believe it 	 One Interesting finding brought

out when the perceptions were studied was that no males

perceived any of the conditions to be cooperative

perhaps this is why allocations of male subjects did

not, differ between the competitive and the cooperative

conditions
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Frequently subjects questioned their performance

when they were told that they had performed better than

their partner. 	 Some subjects refused to believe this

information because they had seen their partner's

answers and knew that their partner had found more

words than them. 	 Because they did not see their own

performance as superior to their partners, they may

have allocated differently. 	 In the future, 	 is

suggested that both superior and inferior performers be

represente so to control for this,

Subjects may not have taken a greater share of the

reward for themselves because the reward held little

significance for them. 	 Had the reward been more

tangible (money), it may have been more significant and

the desired results may have been seen.

Future research in this area should be directed

towards differences in how males and females perceive

situations and the different allocations that will

result because of this 	 It may prove important to make

the reward something of significance for the subjects.

By finding settings where cooperation or competition is

a read 	 evident, it may help the subjects to perceive

the conditions accurately which too could bring about
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the desired ress,C. 	 Large sample sizes are a' so a
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aHi m intgnCnc	 of oquity. ^	 ^-.^ l nf ^

ol`.'y, 15 ^ 57-b^^

Preschool chil ran preformed a task and were told their
performances were superior, equal or inferior to their
part oars' 	 Pic1ure seals served as rewards.	 Subjects
divided the meals between themselves arid a fict:ious
partner	 toys in the superior coAdition took more than
boys in the equal condition, girlS did not 	 In the
inferior condition, neither boys ;or girls Look lesc
than half of the reward.

Levenl:.ha\, GS, and La/.';, D^W. (197O)^ Sex, ago and
equiLy beh	 ir^ in	 o^l__
P	 hologj, is 	 ]l	 Ib,

College students with fictiouo partners worked on a
task to receive a monetary reward. 	 Subjects were told
their performances were either superior or inferior to
their partners'.	 They had 10 divide the reward between
LheNselveo and their par1ner. 	 Males in the superior
condition took more than half of the reward and in the
inferior condition they took less then half.	 Females
took half of the reward when their performance was
superior and much less thao half when their performance
waa in/ericr.

Major, l3., and Adams, JaB. (1984)^ Situational
moderators of gender differences in reward allocaLions.
^ex ^olms 	11, Jb9-^^O.

The four variables studied were. expectation of future
interaction` sex of co-worker, type of reward and type
of allocation decisiun,	 Subjects w'er'e asked how they
would allocate money or points between themselves and a
same or opposite gender co-worker with an inferior
parformance.	 Females allocated both types of reward
wore equite.b1y than maloo.	 Na1es and females allocated
more equi1^'':|y with a same gender co-worker than with
an op'posit:: gender co-worker when 'future interaction
with the c0-worker was expecteo, 	 DnLh mmlos and
females allocated points more equitably than monay. 

'
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Martin,  K . C: 	 and Hew tt „ 	 S x	 renceS
reward a '11 oc at I on . Perceptua 	 el Motor S 	 651,
981--'111:82.

Subjects were presented scenarios where one person did
two thirds of the work. 	 Some subjects were asked to
Imagine they were the high productive worker and others

were asked to imagine that they were an impartial
observer. 	 No differences were seen when subiects acted
as Impartial obsEr2-:rvers4	 In the imagined high
productive scenario men gave themselves more than women
did.

Olejnik, A.G., Tompkins, B., and Heinbuck, C. Sex

differences, ssR role orientation, and reward
allocations, :dab X 5 ! 	 -720.

One hundred four male and female undergraduates
participated in this study. 	 They were instructed to
allocate rewards to pairs of children for performance
in team and competitive situations. 	 Their appeared to
be differences in how Individuals allocated to the team
and competitive partner's.

Reis, 11,,T.. and Jackson, L.A. (1981). Sex differences

in reward allocation: Subjects, partners and tasks.

Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 4', 465-
478.

The researchers felt that the sex differences In
previous research were the result of the use of
masculine sex-linked tasks. 	 Males allocated equitably
and females equally with the same gender partners on
the masculine task. 	 On the sex appropriate task, both
genders allocated equitably.

Shapiro, E.G. (1975). Effect of expectations of future

interactions on reward allocation in dyads Rquity or

equality. Journal of Personality and Social PsYchology:,
13. 875-680.a.aa

When future interaction was expected, superior
performers divided equally. 	 When no future interaction
was expected, rewards were divided ..acording to equity.
Inferior performers divided rewaro 	 -c.rding to equity
regardless of expectations of futer:.
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Appendix A

Word 	 h Task

Group
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Table 1

Dependent VarAable 	 SCORE

S )J ifl S C) t 	 Mean

Source 	 Dr 	 Squares 	 Square 	 F 
Value

Model 	 25 	 12.2307 	 .48923 	
.74 	 .7799

Error 	 30 	 19.9077 	 .66359

Corrected Total
	

55

R-Square 	 C.V.
	 Root MSE 	 SCORE Mean

0.380562 	 19.53671
	

0.8146111 	 4.1696429

soUt C8
	 DF 	 Mean Square 	 0 Value

	 P>r

COND
2 0,74746472 1.13 .3375

GENDER 1 0,25198775 0.38 .5424

PERC 2- 0.22666124 0.34 .7134

COND'GENDER 2 0.27315571 U 	 Al .6663

GENDER'PERC 1 0.34961884 0.53 .4736

CONVGENDER'PERC 2 0.86151835 1,30 ,2879
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Mean

16 4.31250000

22 3.9772727

18 4.27777778

Of Gender N Me a n

36 4.25000000

of Percept ion

20 4.02500000

18 4,1 D444444

4.21428571

4.14516129

of Level nf N Mean

GENDER

1 12 4.41666667

III 4 4.00000000

f 13 4.07692308

m 9D 3.03333333

.1- 11 4.27272727

ITI 7 4.28571429
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Figure  Caption

The	 n allocation  of points to the self according t o

the three conditions.
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PSYC 4105; Self-Evaluation Form

Please Complete Form and Submit it with Final Cove of Thesis: 

Your Name:
I

As you know, a single grade must ultimately be assigned
covering all the work done this year in this course. I am asking
for your opinion to assist in this process.

Basis for Evaluation: 

As 	 described in 	 the Course 	 Outline, the 	 principal
activities/ assignments for this course were:

a) discussion of topics and designs
b) preparation of research proposal
c) execution of data-collection
d) statistical analysis of results
e) preparation of final written version of Thesis
f) oral presentation at AUC Thesis Conference

The grade is to be a "balanced weighting of the above factors,
with greatest emphasis on the final product."

Scale: 

Grades will be assigned on a numerical scale corresponding
to the following categories:

80 - 100: Exceptional Performance; normally this involves
not only mastery of required work, but original and
independent application of knowledge.

70 - 79: 	 Good Performance; 	 thorough understanding,
competent work.

60-69: 	 Satisfactory: 	 note that for a Thesis, grades in
this range indicate 	 performance which meets 	 ordinary
undergraduate standards, but is not at an "Honors" level.

50-59: Minimally Competent Performance: 	 not satisfactory
for the course, but still deserving of academic credit.

Your Evaluation: 

Based on the assignments and scale above, please indicate
the numerical grade corresponding to:

1) The HIGHEST grade you realistically think you might ge t. (9.;/7" 

2) The LOWEST grade you realistically think you might get.:11.

3) The grade you would assign to your work:
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