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5 - f Abstract
. LN

Egalitarian attitudes and the personality traits of instrumentality

-

- (masculinity) and expressiveness (femininity) were examined for 314 male ,
.and 71 female dental students. Egalitarian attitudes weré also examined
for womén in ddMtal auxiliary programs. Dental men and dental assisting

— . . . r
women hold traditional attitudes tawards women's roles in ggciety. * In

7 ,
contrast, dental hygiene and dental women hold significantly highér (more
egatitarian) views. Dental women score significantly higher on instrumen-

tality, significantly lower on expressiveness,. and are significantly more

ega]itarian than a norm group of college women. Dental women exhibit s1g-

mf1cant1y Tower instrumentality scores than ¢ental -men but do not d1ffer
‘on express1veness A comparjson of d!ntaT students with academic psycho-
logists suggests that successful péof ssionals ha;e simila? ﬁersona]ity
traits regardless of gender. This p per raises éuestions for r;search and

discusses implications for recruitmeni\and professional deveiopment.
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Dentistry in the United States traditionally Mds been an extreme -

.example of an exc]us1ve1y male profession. Rosanberg and Thompson]

estimated'that in 1976 women made up gnly about one percent of the
dentists in the.United States. Th?s.compared with estimates of two
percent in law, five percent in mediciney, and six percent in pharmacy.
Prior to 1975, the number of women entrants into penta] school was so
small as to ne negligible. 'Coombs'and Dro]ette2 reported that in 1973,

. ) - . N
less than four percent of thé nation's dental students were women. w

*
-

Women who entered the field were channeled by tradition into -
subordinate positions as dental assistants or para-professional hygienists.

Auxiliaries were commonly called "girls" ‘and dentists were called’ "men" by

' ’ s

their colleagues. Daughters of dentists became hygienists, sons becgne

1 ¥

dentists. Legal and bus1ness authbrity in agPractice was al/;ys placed
d

with the dentist and there was no vertical mobility to provide continued

v professional deve]opment opportunity for auxiliaries. There ex1sted/few
female role mOdiiF and thus the situation persisted re]atively und isturbed
‘ co, i . . /

for, many years.

A
LY

v v In the ear]y 1970's, after the women's rights movement had firmly
established affirmative action progrank in professional schools, apptica-

tions to dental schoo] from qualified women began to increase By- the

, -
end of that decade the .erican Derta] Association Annual Report on Denta1‘
[ ' )
| Education3 reported that{17 percent of dental students enrolled (for the

\ -
\ 1980- 8] schoo] year)- were women. At present, yomen graduates are beginning

to establish themse]ves in the rea]m of denta] practice However, -1ittle

L]

is known about the forms of dental practice women are se]ecting.




| This sudden and significant change,?n the ‘student body raised a host
- of ‘questions wftﬂdn the practicing profession and within dental education.
Would the nature of dental practice change? Would re]ationsnips with_ .
patients and camaraderie among professio:iIS cnange? Were the wonen
. entering the professipn substantially different from men on any professionally
relevant characteristic? Were the women entering dentistry different fron:~
~ . women students who weiF'not chal]enging such exclusively male demains?
Studies jn~dentistry have jnvéstigated several of these gquestions.
Coombs? companed“factors assoeiated with career choice. She noted that the

ral

Eéﬁp pattern Of:ﬁeclflgf.f? enter the profession differed for men and women, but
ma]es and females possessed similar. motivations and 1ntr1ns?E va]ues in
se]ec'cmg dent1stry as a career., Genera] iy, women made the deci s1’ to
enter dent1stry somewhat 1ater in their education than d1d men, and more
than ha]f (38 percent) had had direct experience within the profession.
Gershen and T'Z(,Credrys r:ui,::d Lhe sim'i'iar‘il,y of ma'ie and female dental
students on pers%na11t/ traits measured by the Comrey Persona11tY'Sca1es

| Whiie males ard {ema]es in the genera] population typically d1ffer on

: seven of the ten scales, ma]e and female dental students d1ffened only on

one, the mascu]inity.vensus femininity trait. Gershen.and McCreary5 con-

trast the1r findings with studies by medical educators, which cite differ-
P

ences between men and women medical students in extroversion, order, under—

-

t

standing, and soc1a11zat1on - _ . ‘ P
. Few studies have 1nvest1gated the Masculinity- Fem1n1n1ty traits or \
: sex‘nele att1tudes of dentists or dertal students. Rosenberg and Thompsdn]
_reported_that male dentai'facu]!&'and studentS«nerceive Temale denta]
» . students as different'frdh both the sex role o%;woman and the professional
s 'rb]e ofxdentist. A woman'denta] student is seen by her male colleagues as
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deviant in terms of her role identities. Zeitler, Ramsey and FuHer6

conc]uded that women dental students were more 1ikely to experience sex *
discrimination from male clagsmates than from faculty. Only the Coombs
study7 listed ddfferences betwegn men and women denta1 students that might
be Tinked €o Mascu]inity-Femininity traits. Women students expressed far
'greater preference (3 to 1) for w0rk1ng with the aged than did men students,
and women alone expressed 1nterest in team dent1stry

What are the att1tudes towards women in this male dominated pnofession,
this profession of, 1imited upward mobility for women? -There has been sub- Y
stantial research on changing sex ro]e'attitudes'though no studies have ¢
reported attitudes of dentists or dénta] students‘compared with normative

data such as that reported by Spence and He]mreich8. One objective of the

- present study ¥s to compare denta1'students' attitudes jfwards women with

existing data.

A second area of interest is dental student's self-reports of various

an

attributes that often have been stereotyped as mascu11ne or fem1n1ne There

< - ————

arg several approaches to the study o. gender attr1butes Trad;£1ona11y,

gend®r has been viewed a$ a single continuum with mascu]inity;and femininity

5

marking the poles. The Gershen and McCreary”.study of gender attributes

among denta] students used a s1ngTe cont1nuum sca]e fherefore,.greater

mascu11n1ty necessarily meant less femininity and vice- versa. More recently,

mascu11n1ty and femininity havé been considered as separate traits that

exist in greater or Tesser strengths in all individua]s 8.9 Individua]s
.. .

can %e strong or weak on both either, or ne1ther of these tra1ts fhe

characteristic of androgyny, being strong on both mascuT1n1ti£:Fd femininity,'

.- might be considered desjrable for health professionals becausg/of the appro-

1

<
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‘Ppriateness of such stereotypically masculine chara?teristics as decisiveness

] ¢ * . .
and feminine gharacteristics such as empathy and support. ) .

® The present study had two'major purposes: 1) to investigate the gender
attribute perceptions of ma]e}and female dental students and their'possihle
corretates (i.e. parental occupation, status and age) and 2) to compare
lthe attitudes towards societal roles of women field by profess10na1 and para-

'profesSional groups with the attitudes of the general popu]ation ° .

O Method
'§UBJECTS AND PROCEDURES

The Attitude toward Women Scale (AWS) and the Personal Attributes
Questionnaire (PAQ) were administered to three classes of denta] students
at the Universlt,y of Minnesota (classes of 1981 192 and 11983). Total
enrollment in the' three classes, during w1nter quarter 1980 when the data
were obtained was 431. - A total of 385 students, 314 men and 71 women,
participated in the study. Early insthe spring quarter 1980, 142 women
students in the denta] hygiene program and 37 women in the dental assisting
program_completed the AWS,

- The study was announced a week in advance, as an opportunity for
,students and the 1nvestig%tors to learn how their attitudes about the roles
of men and women differed from one another and from the population in
genera]x Students were told that participationgﬁas optionai and that, if
they decided to participate ‘they could divcontinue participation at any time.
‘ Data cpllectiom was scheduléd during a'free.period following a regularily
scheduled lecture. A1l students attending the lectures on the days the
questionnaire was administered remained and completed the surveys Each

also indicated his or her sex, age, and occupations of mother and father.

»
- .

]
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' Anonymity was assuned by assigning a number to each survey form, known only

-to the student but by which the student cou]d retrieve his or her persona]

score when summary data was presented to the class.

MEASURING INSTRUMENTS - ‘ = .
‘ The PAQ and AUS were selected for this study becauée of the 1arge body A
7 of data ava1]ab1e on the validity and reliability of these instruments
Both appear to measure different construgts, and have previous]y‘been 7 .
administered in tandem to the populations on which normative data is avai]able.
- Therefore comparisons could be made between thé genera] ‘population anq‘the
group surveyed in~the present study
- Persona] Attribgtes Questionnaire \

10,11

Jhis psychometric instrument was devised to m=asure th”;sychologicai

dimensions of masculinity and femininity using both conéeptions df gender
as separate traits. The questionnaire is divided. into three separate scales.
. The Masculinity (M) scale contains items considered to be socially désirable

characteristics for both sexes, but that males aré believed to possess in "
€ .
-greater abundance than females (e.g., independence). Conversely, the .

[N

Femininity (F} scale contains items describing characteristics censidered
socially des1rab1e in both sexes, but that femaies are belijeved to possess
in greater abundance (e.q., gent]eness) Itéms on the thi;d Masculinity-

Femininity. (M-FY sca]e consist of characteristics for whicﬁ sqcia1 desira-"
. }

-

bility appears to vary in the two sexes (e g., aggress1Vness is Judged to ¢

r

¢
be desirable in males and non-aggressiveness desirable in females). , ;
The short form of the PAQ]O; N contains twenty:four bipolar items on

which respondents rate themselves. Each item is. scor¥d from 0Otod: a
~

high score on items assigned to the M and M-F scaledjndicates an extreme

‘mascyline response; a high F score indicates a feminine response. Total

- 4
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scores are obtained onJeach sca]e.by adding the iﬁ?fVidua] scores on the-
-éig@t items.. The_range of possib{é"va1ues is thu§ 0 to 32 for each scale.
T Witp respect to re]ipbifity, ?1pha coefficients for the self scales
'héve been” reported as ,73 qn@ .91. Cronbach alpha coefficients for thé

shoft'foym were .85, .é?} and .78 for the 8-jtem M, F, and Q-F scales,,
;respective1y. In a study of college students, correlations betwgen the

long and short form wefe .93; .93, and .91 for the M, F, and M-F scales,

respectively. According to the authors, estaB]ishing the PAQ‘S concurrent

validity would be difficult and perhaps inéppropfiate becquse conceptually

the PAQ measures internal characteristics that influence overt behavior

‘but are not necessarily consistéent with behavior. Reséarch to da';é8 has

shown expected sex tragitional distribytions of PAQ scores (high'M and 16w

#‘for malzs, the reQérse for fema]es) ¥n' samples froF different.popu]at%onsz,
" A set of norms was estﬁb]ished, using da%a from 715 college students.

Attitude toward llomen Scale
L]

A short, fifteen-item version of the Attitude towa}d Women Sca]e8

was a]so\se]ected for the present stddy. The items on the scale

describe the rights.and roles that women ought to have or be bermitted,

‘vis-h:vis men, in'suchféreas as jobs and education, freedom and indépendence,
social etiquette, sexu3$\beh vior, and marital re]ation;hips and obligations.
* Ttems require responses on a 4-poiqt.sca ranging from “sfrong]y agree"
to "strongly disagree." - Items are chEg;fé to 3, with high scores indfqgting
a prp-fgminist, egalitarian attitude. A numerical index score, ranging from

0 to 45, presumably reflects the qggree to which individuals hold traditional

or liberal views, and permits comParisons of the attitudes of varfousxgroups

on this dimension. - In a Sstudy of college students, the correlation between .

* LY

L ]



the short form and ‘the ‘o'riginal fifty-five item A\rl;'s_.was .91. The Cronbach
a]pﬁa coefficient for the short form was .89. .

E*tensive aata concerning score differences vbetweep ‘various groups in
L expected directions are cited as evidence of the construct va‘Hdity of the
) AWS.]0 Based on numerous studies conducted between 1972 and 1975, 8 high

school and callege wemen cons1st7nt1y have significantly 'h1gh\\ scores than .
1Y
their male gpunterparts. /. " ) o P

.




Ny ' Results . 5

, DENTAL STUDENTS PAQ AND AWS SCORES . P SN v

. The distribution of PAQ and AWS scale scores«for eath of the three
classes of dentaJ] students appeared to be V‘ery simMNar. Compining scores’ _
', _for the three classes permitted analysis ’withf-syfficient nu[nber of

female students to give- reasonable confidence to.the stabiltty of the

scores. Gender differences for the PAQ and AWS scores were assessed using: -,

.

~4 MANOVA. The MuTtivariate _F_ test indicated a significant effect for

gerder, F (4,380) = 33.6, p < .00001. ,\" o |

‘ Table 1- Shows mean scores, standard dev1at1ons, and F ratios for- the
three PAQ sca]es arrd the AWS “For ma]e and fema]e dental students. PAQ .

. mean scores for women were 21.40, 22.7|1, and-15.10 on the'M, F, and M-F
scales, respecti\;ely. Mean PAQ’s‘cores for dental'student men were 22.64,
22.31, and 16.67 on the M: F, and M-F scales. Siéniftcan‘t differences were

. . B Ay
obsetved between dental women and men on‘the masculigity (M) dimension, @

L d

.E(1,383) = 7.5, p < .006, and the M-F dimension, £ (1,383) = - 12:9,
» B <

/
.

p < .0004. Dental men scored 1.24 scale po1nts higher than woms1 on the

M scale and 1.57 scale po1nts h1gher than women in the M-F sca]e Women

scored significantly higher (38.28) than men (28.85) on the AUS , f_ (‘1,38:3)’
"= 119.0, p < .00001, - . _— |

COMPARISON WITH OTHER GROUPS R Co

Table 2' presents comparisons of male and female dental students with a
samp]e of 715 college s.tudents 8 The t tes‘t wls__hsed)to compare the differ-
ences between d,ental men and women and the norm group of college men and
women. The t values obtamed were c0mpared with t va]ues t (120) = 1.98,5
. 4

<\o$~ t(]20)§‘26l p < .01, t (120) = 3.37, p <-.001.

As shown on Table 2, denta] men differ from college men only on the M
2 - . . .

- \ -, . . ,

12
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.scale of tha PAQ Dental men stored22.6 ‘tomparqumth 21 69 for coHegg/ .

- -A ‘ ';.

r

W

men. The t value of 3.08 .for this .91 d1fference exce@ed the .01 level

*

Denta] men aTso scored s1gn1f1cant]y h1gher dn the AUS The 2.72 pdint
difference was significant: t (120) = 4(:4 p < .01, ¥

(=

3

PAQ ﬁ:ores for ‘hege women were 19.54,724.37, and 12.52 on the M, F

- * %

and, M-F. scales, respect1ve1y Women dental :tudents scored s1gn1f1cant1y

higher than coHege women on, both$1mens1 of mascu,hmty 21.4 versus

. 19 54 orf th'é' M scale and 15 1 versus 12.52 on the M-F scale., On the

femm]mty d1men51oﬁ denta] women scored s1gn1f1cantly 1ower (22 7 compared -

.

w1th 24 37) than coHege women. On-the AWS dental wbmen.a]so scored s1gn1- P
/ -

ficantly higher (8.71 scale points) than college women.. On table 2,,t values

for the d1fference between the M, F and M«F sca]es and AWS scores for coHege
&

i women and dental women were 3 8, 4. 08 5.84: and 11. 85, respectively. Each
exceeded the t value of 3.29 (df = 120) required at the .001 level.

Table -3 presents PAQ scﬁe score cdmp'arisons-o'f dental students with a

- recently reported sample of establislhed.academic p-sychologists.m- No signi-
N ’ . . ] . . ~ ) ) . . ; . _ ‘ ’
ficant differences were observéd between women a.nd men on any-of ‘the three ——

daimensions 12 Psycho‘log1st gn scored 23 2 22,0, and 16.2 compared with .
women 23.0, 21.8, and 15.7 on the M, F, and M-F scales, respectively. Dental

men scored 22.6, 22.3 and '16.7 on the three sca]es and. d1@ot d1ffer sagm-« Y

ficantly on any dimension from academic psychologist men. Denta] W scored '
% ‘# o

“ s1gn)f1cant1y lTower than psychologist wemen on the M scale . 21 4 versus 23

t {125) = 3.64, p < .001; s1gn1f1cant1y\§ngher than psycholog1st women on the
F scale: 22.7 versus,Q\s t (125) = 2.27, B < 01, and s1mﬂar1y on the :
M- F scale 15.1 versus 15.7. o
DEMOGR}HIC DESCRIPTION OF THE DENTAL STUDENT SAMPLE

Tab1e 4 shows the basic d.emograph1c data that descr1bes the three classes

Al

o

of men and women dental students. Occupa’tjonal status was estimated by using

13 - _ "
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the sca11ng of occupat1ona1 t1t1es pub11shed by Ho111nghead 13 "The scale
N-

‘e (of occupation status) 1s premised upon the assumpt1on that occupations have

¢

*

" different values attached to them by the members of our society, The hierarchy

.. *’Engés from the: Tow eya]uat1on of unsk111ed physical labor, toward the more

*‘F prestigious usegof skill, throygh the creative ta]ents of ideas, and the
\ manigu{atton-of men- (p. 8)."]? The Ho]%ingshead sca]e uses Sccupatipnal
./ i’ status and education'to‘e!Eimate social position. .The pregent study use} only
occupatlonal status. since;data on level- of education was not available. The

?ccupat1ona1 titles of parents reported by students were compared to those in
the eited scaf?fand were assigned the appropriate scale value (1 = high executive
and major professiopal,’7 = unsk111‘ﬂ mdnual labor). The occupation of housewife
is not inCTGaed in the ollingshead list and was arb1trar1]y assigned the sca]e
value of 5 equ1va1qpt/Zo that of skilled manua] emp]oyee

. Tab]e 4 shows no s1gn1f1cant d1fference between the mean age of 24. 7 yeg;s

for men and 24.9 years for women. Though. similar in age,”36% of the women had

previous exper1ence in"the profession as efther hygfenists or ‘dental assistants. '~

J

o high status (2.1 for fathers; 3.5 for mothers) than parents of ‘men (2.6 for

fathers; 3.9 fer‘ﬂ6th3rs)- The. 5 scale point difference between' the oqcupat1dﬁa1

'staitus of fathers of w women students was statistically s1ﬁ1f1cant

) t(354)-28p_<.

The tab]e,a1so iﬁﬁyg,that parents of women dental students held occupat}ons of
L)

cale po1nt d1fferente of .4 between the occupational
s " . status of motherg'of women was not s1gn1f1cant t (354) 1.8, p <.07.
/I INTERCORRELATIONS AMONG VARIABLES

?ah}e 5 reports 1ntercorre1ations among age, occupation, and each of

,r
the dependent variab?es~ For men students, egalitarian att1tudes (high ANS

N
scqres) were positively assoc1ateq_!ith age (r = 17). and the PAQ Fem1n1n1ty
¢ )~ Scale (r = .14). As expected, a strong positive coerrelation (r = .49) was -

! \ -
prebent\betweenﬁthe M and M-F scales, and a moderately negative correlation
/ ‘ . 9. . a O

14 = ’ .9

-




(r = -.22) whs‘evidént Between the M-F and F s;a]ést A Tow, but significantly
posttive corre]ation‘(r'f .13) was also pvesent between-the M and F Xales.
_ For woﬁen mothers' occupation (high status = 1, low status = 7) and
) ‘the, M- F scale were negat vely, though moderate]y, correlated (r = - 26)"
Moderate]y_h1gh positive corre]at1o;s were observed between the M and M-F g

’ scales (r = .33) as expectéd. Significant positive correlations were also

- observed between the M scale and the F scale (r = .3” Only one swnificant _

- ~ torrelation appeared between the AWS scores and Bther vagiables. AWS scores ?XL
were also positivefy correlated with the M-F scale (t = §;§).

- COMPARISON OF DENFAL STUDENTS WITH WUXILYARY STUQEN%S
Table 6 shows mean scores and standard deviations for students enn021ed
in the three professiona] edutatioﬁ programs; déntistr;, dental hygiene,
_and~dental assistfng. A one-way analysis of ;ariaqce indicated a significant
dﬁ(ference émong means, F (3 561) = 52, 65 P < .600001. Further analysis
was completed us1ng Duncan s New Mu1t1p1e Range Test Table 4 reports the
Shortest S1gn1f1cant Range requ1red for differences between meams. As shown
A in Tab]e 4, the mean AWS scgre:for women in the Dental Assisting Program’ '
(29?73f was similar to the mean score for men in Dentistry (28.85’. Women

in the Dental Hygiene'program had mean AWS sé%res that were significantly

higher (33.84) than Qomen in Dental Assisting, and preﬁ in Dentistry'had

-

mean AWS sEores that were significantly higher (38.28) than women in Dental

Hygiene.

.
\ : .
» R - .
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This study was conducted to investigate male and female denta] students :g

perceptions of their gender attributes, and to 1nvest1gate the att1tudes

-tbwards societa]ﬁro]es5for women that are held by men and women preparihg

for positTOns as dentists or auxitiaries. Comparisons were made of male and

‘fema]e denta].§tud6nts‘on the Persona] Attributes Questionnaire, which measures

personality. tra1t§ txp1ca11y described as mascu]1n1ty (instrnmentalit}) and |

fennn1n1ty (expressnveness) Compar1sons were also drawn between men and
ﬂwomenfdental students‘and women- hygiene and assisting students on the Attitude

Towards Women<Scale. wﬂll«dental students were also asked to report their age

‘ and the‘occupational statns%pf their parents. . .

o ; DEMOGRAPH#C»CHARACF{BI%IICS OF THE SAMPLE r , ' . .or

The present s;mp]e_of Mirnesota women d ta1'students dtd not fit the
’ ’ popular stereotype‘that views themyas dlder(and more matLre than their
colleagues. The mean age of the malé dental studefits was 24.7 years, and

. the mean agé for* female dental -students was 24.9 years. Addif?ona]]y,,

;’ - only thirty-six percent of the women had previous experience or\iraining in
dentistry,"eitherjasﬂzssistants~or'hygienists./'These data may suggest a
trend towards nen:entrants into thé'profession,\as’cantrasted with Coombs'

. \findiwg'in i974.th;i 58 percent of the women enrolled jn dentistrx‘?ad
prev1ous experience. in the profess1on.4 . ’ ¢

Approximately ]8 5 percent of the pr?sent sample of dental students were
women , Parents of\women derftal students held occupations of higher status

than- men The d1ff£rence was s1gn1f1cant for fathers and approached s1gn1a

ficance for‘luthers. Use of a Mmore sens1tive index, which takes‘inﬁd account

// ‘ both occupation and ]eve] of education for each parent may have c]ar1f1ed

v B

this poss1b1e difference, -
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ATTITUDES TGNARDS NOMEN S’ROLES TN SOCIETY A

-

Both men and women dental students were more 1ibera1 in their attitudes
towards women thadn their respective co]]ege norm groups. However, 1t was

the-women denta] students who had the strong and extreme position on this
l

cale. This was not surpr1s1ng since these women are'clearly pioneers in

]

entering an exc]usave]y ma]e domain.- - Comparisons of attitudes of dental
¥ Qe

students with students in aux111ary programs raises questions about the

l
inf]uence of these attitudes in dental practice. The mean AHS ‘score for .
women in the Denta] Assisting Program (29.73) was similar to the mean score

% o - . .
for men-in Dentistry (28.85). Women’in the Denta] Hygiene program-had mean

AWS scores that were significantiy highfr (33. 94) than women in UEntai

Assisting, and women in Dentistry had pean AWS scores that were Significantiy

‘higher (38.28) than women in Dental’ Hygiene Thus, whenbemparing attitudes_

towards the roles of women in society, dental women hold extremely more

T egalitarian attitudes than do dental men.s when\tomparing attitudes of.

) o -
future auxiliaries, dental hygiene women expressed egalitarian attitudes

H

COMPARISON OF PERSONALITY ATTRIBUTES AMONG GROUPS

. A]though men and women dental students differ somewhat on the.masculinity
trait, they are far more similar to one ﬁnother than they are to their re- .

spective norm groups. There are obvious problems in making comparisons be-

tween the present‘sample\nd samp]es'who have previously completad the in-

!’ . '

struments used in the present study. There i-f also obvious problems .
attributing practical s1gnificance to the small differences that often
r%ach significance.with a large §amp1e size, For examp]e, it is hard to

AR

believe that the 1.24 difference (on a 0-32 point scale) observed between

17 h .

)

closer to those of dental women, but women enrolled in- dental assisting bl
- E : ' - . » ‘
programSuexpressed traditional views, similar to those of dental men, /7
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male anﬁ‘femaie denta] students on the 1nstrumenta11ty (M- sca]e) trait has
much practicai significance. However, an ana]ys1s of differences between ’
- the denta] student group and other groups who have pgeViousiy comp]eted the-
' PAQ is useful, as 1t.gives perspective to the differences observed between o
) male and femaif dental students. - : N - :, I
" Dental Students and College Students o o '
A comparison.of male ana\(emaie dental students with the sample of -
college s«tudents8 indicates that dental men do not differ, from college men
except that dental men have a siightly eievated (.9 differenCET‘ﬁ scoré. ; ‘
However, women denta] students d1ffer from co{\EQe women in~all respe;ts, .' . .
) and the differences are much greater. Dental women have significantly
L;' -higher M"scale (a 1.86 point difference) and M-F scale scores (a 2.55 point ‘ -
difference), and significant]y lower F scale scores (a°1.67 point difference).
Dental ;tudents ard Professionals g | '
N There 1s some evidence that successful proféssional men and women do not
\differ on gender-iinked personality traits. im]nreich, Spence, and their /
' co]]eagues]2 reported~a lack-of sex differences in bAQ scale scores for a

.t . . _’
sample of Ph.D, academig psychologists, Helmreich and.Spence]2 point out

-y

that gender-linked personality traits have distinguished all American pop-

ulations previously studied." Interesting. then, is the comparison of ‘a group

’ 1

. of establ ished profess1ona1s with aspiring profess1ona1s Dental nen do not
differ fgom professional.men Dental women do differ from profeQSional women.
but the magnitode of thg difference between college women and dental women ’
is greater than the difference between professionET women and dentf] women .

. The professional women had'significantly higher M sca]e‘scoresf al.6

s difference, (E:< .001), and significantly lower FAscale scores, though only

a .9 difference (p < .013, Ebe magnitude of the difﬁerence between college

j. women and dental women was 1.86 scale points on the M sca]e,"é‘58 on the

\)4 . II .
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M- F scale, and 1.67 scale p01nts on the F scale, The mean age difference
between dental women was a}s& probably greater than between denta] women ,
and college women. : The mean age of the psycho]ogists bas 45 years, with

\ . .

an average of 17 years of postdoctoral experience.

INTERCORRELATICNS AMONG VARIABLES

-
-

What variables appear to be associated with personality attributes and
attitudes towards women's roles? Data on age and ocCupational status of
parents prompted a number of raiationship questiens How is occupationad }
status of father or mother related to masculinity and femininity traits or ’
to egaiitarnan attitudes towards women's ro]es? Denta] men had s].gbt]y
more egalitarian attitudes towards women than college men.. Is there a
“.relationship between age and attitudes, age and’éAQAscaie scores?

Analysis of the'intercorreiatiOns among‘a;e, occupatiom, and each of
the dependent variables suggest Some expected and unexpected re]ationships.
As, expected the M scaie and the M-F scale were pos1tive1y correlated, a
correlation of .49 for men, .33 for women: For men, there was a moderately .
- negative corre]atioh (r =°-.22) between tHe M-F scale and the F scale. This
~ relationship was ndt evident for women. fhere vias a noderately strong positive

correlation (r = .31) between the masculinity and femininity scdles for women,

N

b‘t a very weak correlation (r = ,13) between‘machIinity and femininity for

men. N

”
[

ﬁathsrsland mothers' occupational status was not correlated with any of
the dependent variables for men, but contrary tp_eipectatipns, npthers'
occupational status was negatively (r = -.26) related to tbe dental wonan's
* M-F scdle. This may suggest that women with mothers who provide strong role .
models_find it less necessary to describe themselves as dominant, aggressive,

sor worldly. Egalitarian attitudes of women were posgtive]y related (r = .28)
. » .

< : ‘19
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- with the se]f descr1pt1ons of dom1nance aggress1veness and-. wor]dhness For S~
4 ’ &

,men the.re were low bos1t1ve correlations between ega11tar1an attitudes and’

. a ]

C, age (r = 17) and ‘egdlitarian attitudes and fem1n1n1ty scores. (

L . ‘more comfortahkle with self descriptions of warmth, expressiveness, and

_ supportiveness. | ' P ’ : k’
< 2 ’
ANDROGYNY - ' .
F 4 )
This personality trait is characterized by Spence and He]mreichg‘as high
. . ) - .
§core’s on both instrumentality, the M scale, and exgressivevess, the F scale.
Dental students are already high on inst“m{nta]ity {decisiveness, etc.) but s
both ma]e and female denta] students score ]ower than college women on the

F s\a]e Since _dent1stry{ is one of the helping prt;fess1ons, expressrweness
(empath)f,' support® ®tc.) would appear to be"an'ex‘treée;y des'irable character-
istic. It.is a pime:nsion one would expect that women would bring to_the
profess'ion’. ?lowever, in this study, mo differences were fourd between ‘men
and women dental :s_tudents. Hi'gh;‘ scale scores appear to be characteristic
of nurses and certainly-is character1st1c of women who elect to be nursery

school teachers. 1 Spence believes such character1st1cs wou]d be h1gh1y/
’ ‘l

-Adefnrab]e for all health prc‘>fess1o_na1s.,]4
IMGLICATIONS | : . ’ .
' e e - . . o
Dental Education ., ‘ o I L ’ .

Examinatfon of the expressivéness trait as measured by the scale scores "
‘

raises the ques%ow What F scale score is- 1nd1cat1ve‘ of a* suffic1ent degree
of empathy, supportﬁnd exp??smnes.s fér a heaJth professional? what F /

5ca1e score is character1st1c of the outstand1ng professional? Can b{ns

traitf be enhanced through the educat1j;aa1 process? Shoa’td profess1ona1s

-)/ e
v

.El{llC. . . i ‘k_ 20 : \ )
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be selegted’on the basis of -this trait? Directors of admissions point out that

¢

d consideration to this trait can only be given if there is a significant pool
of appiicants that demonstrate this trait. -1f expressiveness is-cons1dered

a desirable trait for dentists, it wou}d appear that considerable effort would
\ . ’ S . :
need to be expended to recruit both men and women,wh@'exhibit this trait. \
. -
Dental Practice v - 3 L . .

VL How do differences.in attitudes towards women affect‘interpersona]
e]ationships in the work place? Are persons with similar v1ew: compatible?
Do persons with disparity in attitudes towards women find themselves: at odds
with their employers or emp]oyees’ Dental assistant students exhibited
attitudes towards the roies of women that were similar to future male dehtists, -
but htghly diSSimiiar to future female dentists. Hygiene’ students exhibiteq

significantiy~higher M .(more “1iberal) scores than either as&igtants or

ma]e dentists. While assistants work in a more subordinate role, hygienists -

ug

have greater autonomy. How do attitudes towards roles for women inf]uence the

r

working conditions’ and sa]aries of hygieni ts? ) &

v ' We don t know whether such attitudes result in.interpersonal conflict,

but many people seem to think such attituded help maintain the sex role -

/ stereotyping angd 1ack of mobiiity for women th‘t'is very evident in the
' denta] profession. &More than a_third of the male dental students hold ex-

. treme]y traditiona] viéws of the roies.of women in society., There is recent

14

. = evidence  that the greater emphaSis on equality that we have a]] experienced C

in the last decade through affMitive action programs.‘the ERA movement,

etc., is not enough to change-our attitud® about the roles of women. Spence]4

%ndicated that the greategt shifts in.attitudes, as measured by the AWS,
occurred between 1972 and 1976. Attitudes remained steady until 1980, and g

3

appear to be reversing in the 1980's. Unless the'digaarity in viéws is dealt .
N . - ) - . A5
with, it is l1ikely to be a source of interpersénal conflict bétween dentists

. | ' N
o ‘ o .
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and their-employees. In the 1nterests of equa11ty5qnd 1mprovement of

1nterpersonaf Ye]atipnsh1ps in dental pract1ce, dent®1 educatof's may need
to conSader the development of consciousness raising programs to gssist in
the profess1ona1 growth o;§students
. Career Selection
‘Dentistry is a profession in.yhich ééx role stereotyp d positions ere
o ~even more evident than in medicinef fn 1980, men made up onty one percent
"of ﬁ69 students enrolied in'dental hygiene and dental assisting at the ‘
A, University of Minnesota. In Fontrast, men comprise 82.5 percent ef the
student body enrolled in dentistry. The apparent differential effect of
parent's occupatien on professional carger decision-making ef women and men
raises §ome interesting questions. Ie there greater éocia] status mobil%ty
for men than women? Do women who enter traditionally “male” occupations
reduire §troﬁger role models than do fien entering the same occupation?
While the practiee of dentistry had been traditionally a,male domineted '
profession in the United States, thls,does not hold true in eother developed
. countriés. where the structure of dental care delivery syste&s dlffers from
thé private practice, fee-for-service mode of Qe11very that predominates in

7

, th%s country, there are substantial numbers of women (e.g. Coombs’ reported

40 perceni of Swed1sq dentists were women) in the profession, Thus, social
.norms of equality of opportunity for wéhen in the ﬁré?ess1on may be necessary,

but not sufficient without structural- change, to encourage large numbers of

vwomen to seiect dentistry as a profession.

-

Conclusions
’ ‘ e,

In summary: ‘e
. N ' . :
1) Women who enter dentistry are qu¥te different from college women in general.

They are stronger on the instrumentality trait and weaker on the expresdive-
. ’ ’ 4 "

’7 b
N — T~
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ness trait., They also ho]d more ega11tar1an att1tudes towa?ds women's |
i s
roles. Except for their attitudes towards ‘women’s roles, these women are

much more similar to dental men than to other women. Y
2) Professional men are only slightly different from college men oﬁ-the
"masculinity trait.  They have.s1tght1y, though significant]y,ihigher
scores and they have slightly more ega]itarian attitudes’towafe'the roles
of women. o, ' : -,
3) A compartson between dental students and Joup of estab11sPed pro-
fess1ona1s would seem to suggest that thot:izemen who enter dentistry do
S0 because they are like the 'men" of dentistry. ,

This;study clearly raises many questione/for research as well as for

. . . 8- N .
professional education in U.84 dental 'schools. What gender associated

personality attributes¢ are deéirab]e ?or'the dental health practittoner?
ﬂhat levels of 1nstrumenta11ty and express1veness (as measured by PAQ scales)
are cha}a’t>r1st1c o;-the outstanding profess1ona17 Do dimensions of these’
traits differ among public hea]th dent1sts, pr1vate pract1ce dentists, older
and younger dent1sts men and women dentists, dentists in var10us modes of
practice? Fina]]yz how’m1ght these character1st1cs end attitudes affect
pdtient treatment styles, public access to dental care, and ultimately, the\'
eubiig.:'S'd;;]' health condition?
A

A
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Means and Standard Deviations and F Ratios for Male and

Female Dental Students on PAQ and AWS Scores

>

Variables n SD F* . Significance

" PAQ Ma7cu]1'nity
»
Males ' 314 2264 3.4 %75  p < 006

Females 71 .21.40 3.6 ‘
i ’ . ) -_ ! N
- PAQ Femininity . >
K \ . ° . e , '
Males . 314  22.31 3.3 <] N. S.

Females 71 22.71 . 3.0
PAQ “Iasc,-Fem. ’ ’

Males 314 16.67 3.5  12.3  p.< .00004
Females - 71  15.10 3.0

. ~ _
.t AWS .
v ‘ ] .
+ Males . 314 28.85 7.0 119.0 p < .000001

J \ Fenzes 13828 44T

*df = 1,383 S .
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!;’! Table 2 B .4
Means and Standard Deviations of PAQ Scales - =
and AWS Scores for De:¥;1 Students And Co]]ege Students‘i‘
_ - ~ \
i /
PAQ ~ A N S
L oL ,": M . M-F | .
Cbn‘rpa.rison Group . n X SD . X SD X ?D X SQ
Men ) . \ ' ' "
College Studentst 350 21.69 4.18 2243 3.7 1669 412 BN 821
.‘Deﬁtal Ltudents— 314 2.6, 3.4. 2.3 33 167 3.5 28.9 7.0
Comparison D - L O 13 01 ign
. ) t ©3.08% - .58 .‘03 4.44%
" Women L " ] ‘ '
College Studentst 350 19.58  4.32  24.37 3.68 12.52 4.25  29.59 9.58
Dental Students 1214 36 L 27 38 151 3.0 8.3 4.4
Comparison D Lss 1.67 2.58 Y 8.71
5.84* -~ 11.85%

t 3.8* 4.08*

—

. *Data reported by Spence and Heimreich® for a sample of 715 college students. The

authors report approximately equal n's for male and female reSponde;nts, thus n was

estimated &t 350 each.
*p < .001
**p < .01 ,
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VL ‘ Table 3 \
K " Means .and Standard Deviations of PAQ Scales
‘ for Dental Stu}ientslana:AcaQemic Psycho]c;g‘is'ts e
7 e PAQ Scales. .
‘ M F M-F -
Comparson +Groups n X | SD X SD X. O SD.
e N |
Psychologists* 141 232 . 3,7, 2.0 4.1 1627 . 3.4
Dental Studehés 314 22.6 .34 2.3 3.1 167 - 3.5
Compar.ison D ' 6 .“3r .5
' t 163 77 1.43
"deenlb R T . C
Psy,e:holpgis';cs“* 55 23.0 © 37  21.8 38 157 3.3
Dental Students Mmo2.4 , 3.6 2.7 3.0, 151 3.0
Comparison D 1.6 e 9 6
. ‘t 3.64%% 2,20 181
Tpata are Yepé)i-ted;by?ie]mréich, et‘ al .]2' >
*p < 01 oA | “ -
**B < .;)01 . .
¢ \ - ) ’
/ 7’ - |
. ke *

s
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. - Tabled < ‘
Mean A‘Se and Parent QOccupation. Scale
. o ; ’ £
g ' Scores for Men and Women Dental Students
:,‘ - o ‘
§ . - . v, Fathers' . “Mothers' — «
. Group nt _ Age Occupatipn  Occupation
- Men 291 X 24.71 2.6 3.9 -
- ' SD §.5 1.5 1.3
. ' ) _ ‘ 'y
Women . 65 X 24.9 %2.1 3.5
- s SD, 3.0 . 12 1.3
- T, , - . - > ' 2
-Comparigogn =~ ~—— D .2 5 .4
& \
\ t -1 | 2,8% 1.8+ L/
" . ¢ ‘ —
, A
v -~ - . ]
) Note. Parent occupation was scaled on a seven point scalé:
1 = high professional; 7 = uﬁskﬂled laborer.
¥ : \
. 'The reduced n is a result of misdng data e .
_ * < .07 - : ‘
, - _P.\. B S P
. **p < .01 : ‘ 4 e ‘ .




. 25
p ‘/ . _ : T, /
. \ - ) .
i . _Table 5 !
Intercorrﬁlations among age, Parent
Oct.:upatit;n,.A'wS-Scores and FAQ Scales < -
for Men and Women Dental Students
_— ‘ .;
Variable . AN B 3 4 5 6 7
< Men Students* -+’ v _
1. Age 1.0 .18 .04 -.05 .01 .03 .17
2 Fa-t'hers! Occypation ‘ - 1.0 .15 -.02 . ’.06 -.06 .01
N ‘3. MWothers'-Occupation % . w4 .09 .00 -.08
’ s - )
4., PAQ Masculinity Scale _ 1.0 -~ .13 .49 -.00 -
5. PAQ Femininity Scale : e o
‘6 PAQ Masc-Fem Scale g 1.0 .00
7. AWS . ’ ) 1.0
- Hoén Students ™ . "
1. Age 1.0 .05 .02 - -14 08 -02 .17
. 2 .Fathers Occupation . 1.0 «.08 .12 16 -.12 .00
3.‘ Mothers' Occupation A : 1.0 09 .02 -.% .07
4 PAQ Masculinity Sca]e ' ‘ .o 1.0 .31 233 ;JOf
5. "PAQ Femininity Scale oy L 0., -.09 -6 4"
~ 6. PAQ Masc-Fem Scile . % oo Y 1.0 .28
LTy s - - : A | 1.0 -

-

For Men, any corre]atwn equal to oF greater than .11 1s sianificant.
44

t For women, any correlation equal’ .to or gr:ea.han 24 1s siqmifican/

"ERIC . Y P
. SN 28”‘ , : .
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. ﬁ Table 6 ,
- Means of ,'Male and Female Respondents by Dental
School Program on Aw§S/ and Ana]ysis of Variance Results
=
Duncan's \
Comparison Groups Multiple Range‘iTest
. Shortest
" Dental Women Women Dental Significant
Men Assisting  Hygiene  Women ' Range (p = 01)
n 314 37 142 e
-
X 28.85 29.73 33.84 38.28
SD 7.0 7.1 5.5 4.4 s )
Di fference ' \
4 | 88 4,99 9.43*  3.65 -
7
S N4.44% | 8.55% 3.81
X, ﬂ 4.10% 3.91 ‘
- *B < .01 . . *
, [ / .
T »
.—1 i
TP
rol a
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