DOCUMENT RESUME

ED 328 838 CG 023 144

AUTHOR Moskowitz, D. S.

TITLE Dominance and Friendliness: On the Interaction of
Gender and Situation.

PUB DATE Aug 90

NOTE 37p.; Paper presented at the Annual Convention of the

American Psychological Association (98th, Boston, MA,
August 10-14, 19380).

PUB TYPE Reports - Rese~rch/Technical (143) ==~
Speeches/Conference Papers (150)

EDRS PRICE MFO01/PCO2 Flus Postage.

DESCRIPTORS College Students; Foreign Countries; *Friendship;
Higher Education; =*Interaction; =xInterpersonal
Relationship; =»Personality Traits; =»Sex
Differences '

IDENTIFIERS Canada; *Dominant Behavior; =*Friendliness

ABSTRACT

This study was conducted to examine systematic
effects associated with the gender of the participant, the situation,
and the interaction of gender of participant and situation for two
personality characteristics, dominance and friendliness. Subjects
were 24 women and 21 men recruited through a student publication at a
university. Subjects were observed twice in each of three types of
situations: with a familiar person of the same sex, with an
unfamiliar person of the same seX, and with an unfamiliar person of
the opposite sex. Observations by independent observers were
collected using behavior counts and ratings. In addition,
self-reports about dominance and friendliness in different situations
were collected. The results indicated that both gender and
familiarity of partner influencea dominance and friendliness. Women
were friendlier than men, particularly when they were interacting
with same-sex individuals. Men were more dominant than women,
particulary when with a same-sex friend. There was evidence of
systematic errors in the self-reports, suggesting that men
overestimate their degree of friendliness relative to women and that
women overestimate their level of dominance relative to men.
(Author/NB)

***********************************************************************

* Reproductions supplied by EDRS are the best that can be made ®

* from the original document. *
***********************************************************************




()
on Dominance and Friendliness: On the
= Interaction of Gender and Situacion
D. S. Moskowitz
McGill University
Runn ng Head: GENDER, PERSONS, AND SITUATIONS
S
= U.5. DEPARTMENT OF EDUCA “PERMISSION TO REPRODUCE THIS
i Office of Educaiionsl Rasesrch ahd jammoemert MATERIAL HAS BEEN GRANTED BY
EDUCATIONAL RESOURCES INF . , .
M . CENTER(ERG CTYATN e b S, JHos Kowit 2.
N "é:"?:’c‘;mf.“mmh.“we:g: Q’D&O:.U:l:‘.jngr'\
o oniginating 1l
0 ’:‘;;‘r%:i 3::.220;“2;:: been made to improve
G e M
EMC ORy S0 nor ne D-ohcyw epresent official INFORMATION (ERIC).

wll Toxt Provided by ERIC

)
Pt



GENDER, PERSONS, AND SITUATIONS 2

Abstract

The prescnt study examined systematic effects associated with gender of the participant,
with the situation, and with the interaction of gender of participant and situation for two
personality characteristics, dominance and friendlincss. Individuals were observed twice in each of
three types of situations: with a familiar person of the same sex, with an unfamiliar person of the
same sex, and with an unfamiliar person of the opposite sex. Observations by independent
observers were collected using behavior counts and ratings. In addition, self-reports about
dominance and friendliness in different situations were collected. Results indicated that both
gender and familiariiy of partner influenced dominance and friendliness. Women were friendlier
ihan men, particularly when they were interacting with same-sex individuals. Men were more
dominant than women, particularly when with a same-sex friend. There was evidence of
systematic errors in the sclf-reports suggesting that men overestimate their degree of friendliness

relative to women and that women overestimate their level of dominance relative to men.



GENDER, PERSONS, AND SITUATIONS

Dominance and Fricndliness: On the

Interaction of Gender and Situation

The need for person by situation interactionist models has frequently becn commented
upon in the history of personality and social psychology (sce Ekehammer, 1974, Magnusson &
Endler, 1977). Gender diffcrences are a class of individuai difference variables that have not
historically been included in the discussion of person by situation interactions. It seems feasible
and desirable to combine the gender variable with personality variables to create more elaborated
models for studying person by situation interactions. So, the present research extended one
approach to studying person by situation interactions to the study of gender differences.

One approach for studying person by situation interactions is not at the level of the
research design but rather within the context of conceptualizing and measuring personality
constructs. It has been argued (Epstein, 1980; Moskowitz, 1982) that personality characteristics
can reflect different types of consistency that do not necessarily co-occur. Three facets of
consistency are coherence or co-occurrence among referents of a characteristic; temporal stability
or consistency across occacions such as different days, and cross-situational generality or
consistency across explicitly specified situativns. Moskowitz (1986) argued further that if
information about stability, coherence, and cross-situational generality were routinely collected, it
would become possible to incorporate the extent of these types of consistency in theoretical
definitions or models of the internal structure of personality characteristics.

The present study examined two characteristics sampled from the broad domains of
agentic and communal characteristics which are frequently considered to summarize facets of

social behavior that are stercotyped by gender (Eagly, 1987). One personality characteristic was
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dominance, or the disposition to try to influence others or the outcome of an activity. The other
characteristic was friendliress, the degree to which an individual is cordial and congenial with
another. The characteristics of dominance and friendliness are generally found to be independent
(Moskowitz, 1990).

At this point, considerable information is available about facets of consistency for the
personality characteristic, dominance. ft has been possible to identify sets of co-occurring
dominance acts and behaviors in both observational studies (Moskowitz, 1982, 1988; Small, Zeldin
& Savin-Williams, 1983) and self-report studies (Buss & Craik, 1983; Dworkin & Kihlstrom, 1978;
Jackson, 1984; Wiggins, 1979). Temporal stability over a 2-month period has been demonstrated
for both young children and adolescents (Moskowitz & Schwarz, 1982; Small, et al., 1983). Cross-
situational generality has been found across different types of activities but not across different
types of target pcisons such as, teachers vs. peers and friends vs. strangers (Moskowitz, 1982,
1988; Small, et al., 1983).

Little is known about the coherence and temporal stability of friendliness, but there are
scveral studies pertaining to cross-situational generality. Self-reports indicate moderate cross-
situational generality across different activities (the reanalysis of Peake, 1982 by Houts, Cook, &
Shadish, 1986). Laboratory observations of individuals working or. different tasks with different
types of partners (e.g., friends and strangers) also indicate moderately high cross-situational
generality for friendliness (Moskowitz, 1988).

Thus, in terms of working models of the internal structure of dominance and friendliness,
it would be reasonable to assume that dominance is coherent, temporally stable, and generalizes

across activitics but not different types of individuals. Friendliness gencralizes across different
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types of activitics and different types of intcraction partncrs and thercfore may well be temporally
stable.

These studies of consistency have generally not attended closely to gender differences.
Instead, there have been two general types of studies of the relation between gender and
dominance. One type of study has enumerated acts and behaviors believed to reflect dominance
and then examined whether males and females are different in their self-reports or in independent
observations of engaging in these acts and behaviors. Self-report data have not generally
indicated gender differences for dominance (Buss, 1981; Wiggins, 1979). For example, Buss
(1981) found few gender difterences in self-reports of specific dominant acts; differences were
found on only 9 or 100 acts. Similarly, obscrvational studics have not generally indicated gender
differences in dominance. In one study of male-female pairs (Stake & Stake, 1981) and another
study that included both same-sex and mixed-sex pairs (Davis & Gilbert, 1989), gender differences
were not been found in counts of dominance behaviors. Moreover, gender differences have not
been found using global ratings of dominance to evaluate leaders in male-female pairs (Snodgrass
& Rosenthal, 1984). In summary, while dominance is stercotypically viewed as a characteristic on
which malcs are higher (Martin, 1987), it has been difficult to document directly gender
differences in dominance!.

A second type of study has identified males and females who report themselves to be high
or low on a sclf-report measure of dominance and then examined differences between these
groups in single laboratory situations of fairly brief duration. Using this paradigm, one major
finding has been that high dominance males are likely to become leaders when with both low

dominance males and low dominance females but that high dominance females are likely to

become leaders only with low dominance females and not with low dominance males (Carbonnell,
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1984; Megargee, 1969; Nyquist & Spence, 1986). It has been suggested that these re-ults were
due to the brief nature of the interaction that incrcased reliance on the external status
characteristic of sex and that longer interactions may increase the influcnce of dispositional
characteristics for women on who becomes a lcader (Davis & Gilbert, 1989). The general pattern
of these results though does suggest that predictions involving dominance and gender may be
specific to situations involving specific types of partners. —

Both rescarch paradigms have limitations in the context of the development of person by
situation interactionist models. Studies that simply look at sex differences on specific acts and
behaviors arc uninformative about internal structure. Since individuals were not assessed in
multiple situations or on multiple occasions, the comparisons between gender groups could not
examine systematic variations in behavior across situations or control for temporal fluctuations and
error variarnce in individuals’ bchavior.

The sccond type of study, comparing individuals who are high and low dominance based
on sclf-report questionnaires, presumed a trait model of dominance. Neither occasions nor
situations were systematically sampled in these questionnaires. The outcome assessed in the
experimental situation, who was selected as the leasler, was not specifically a dominance behavior.
Rather, the assessed outcome was sclected to extend the cxternal nomological net for the
construct of dominance while leaving unexplored the intcrnal structure of dominance. This
paradigm, though, does support the need for systematically cxamining situations given that a
correlate of dominance, selection for leadership, appears to be affected by characteristics of the
interaction partner.

Gender differences in the broad characteristic of fricndliness liave not been directly

studied, but gender differences have been examined for smiling and laughing which are behavioral
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referents for friendlincss (Halberstadt & Saitta, 1987). It has frequently been found that women
smile and laugh more than men (see reviews by Hall, 1984 and Hall & Halberstadt, 1986). So, a
gender difference in the broader characteristic of friendliness is possible. Little is known for
friendlincss about the interaction of gender with situational variables. Since there is some
evidence that friendliness does have a high level of cross-situational generality, there may be
justification in ignoring situational variables in the study of gender differences. But until more is
known about the interaction of gender and situation for specific personality characteristics with
known internal structure, it was considered desirable to study the possible variation of friendliness
as a joint function of gender and situation.

The purpose of the present study was to examine systematic effects associated with gender
of the par.icipant, with the situation, and with the interaction of gender of participant and
situation. Individuals were observed in three types of situations, with a familiar person of the
same sex, with an unfamiliar person of the same sex, and with an unfamiliar person of the
opposite sex. Temporal fluctuation and error variance in the asscssment of an individual’s
behavior in a particular situation were reduced by observing each individual twice in each
situation and averaging the two occasions of measurement for each situation. Observations by
independent observers were collected using behavior counts and global, integrated judgments. In
addition, self-reports about dominance and friendliness in diffcrent situations were collected. The
tasks used in the prescnt study were piloted to ensure that men and women had equal interest in
them and equal cxpectations about competence (sce Eagly & Carli, 1981). So, any gender
differences found would be independent of task.

With respect to gender differences, it was predicted that women would be friendlier than

men on spccific behavior counts that included smiling and laughing, and thus they might also be
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found to be friendlier as reflected in integrated, global judgments 4 friendliness. Social
stereotypes but not previous empirical findings would lead to the expectation of gender
difterences on dominance. If a sex difference were to be found, men were expected to be more
dominant than women.

Given previous research, there was limited information available to guide expectations
about how situation as reflected in type of partner would affect the degree of dominance and
fricndliness. It was expected that people would be friendlier to familiar others than to strangers.
In established groups there are fewer dominance attempts than in groups in which people are new
to each other (e.g., Savin-Williams, 1976). Thus, it was expected that individuals would display
more dominance behaviors towards strangers than friends.

As for the interaction of gender and characteristics of the partner, there is some
suggestion in previous research (Carbonnell, 1984; Klein & Willerman, 1979; Megargee, 1969;
Nyquist & Spence, 1986) that women might be inhibited in their display of dominance when with
men. In this case, there would be a gender by situation interaction, indicating higher levels of
female dominance when the partner was a woman than when the partner was a man. This
difference might be particularly pronounced between situations in which the partner was a male
stranger or a female stranger. There were no specific predictions about how gender might
interact with the different types of situations for friendliness.

Method

The present study is based on a data set that has been the subject of two previous reports,
one examining the cross-situational generality of dominance and friendliness and the other
examining the validity of reports by self and independent observers (Moskowitz, 1988; 1990).

Some details of the method have been omitted, and previous reports can be consulted to obtain

=
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complete details. Previous studies of this data set have not examined difference in levels of
dominance and friendliness, nor have these previous studies examined how mean levels of
dominance and friendliness are affected by situational conditions. The present report is
concerned with the analysis of means as a function of gender and situation.
Subjects

The participants were 24 women and 21 men who were recruited through advertisements
in the student newspaper of a state university. Initially, 12 pairs of men and 12 pairs of women
were asked to participate. Three men decided not to continue pariicipating midway through the
study. These men were replaced in stranger pairs by volunteers from the subject pool.
Individuals were paid for participating in the study.
Dcsign

Each individual visited the laboratory on six occasions and was asked to solve a problem in
conjunction with a partner. On two occasions, the partner was the friend who had been recruited
with the individual; on two occasions, the partner was a male college student who was unfamiliar
to the individual, and on yet another two occasions, the partner was a female college student who
was unfamiliar to the individual. In the stranger pairs, the partner was different on each occasion.
The partners were other subjects in the study who were systematically paired with each other in a
dyad-block design. Thus, each participant interacted on six occasions with five different partners.

Six problem-solving tasks were used. These tasks were systematically rotated through pair
combinations so that each individual engaged in each task, and each type of pair engaged in each

type of task approximately an equal number of times.
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The tasks were designed to require interaction between a pair of people and to take
approximately 20 minutes to complete. A pilot study was conducted to determine whether sex
differences in interest or perceived competence would affect individuals’ reactions to the tasks.
Descriptions of 20 tasks were submitted to 60 undergraduate men and 60 undergraduate women
from the department’s subject pool to evaluate how interesting the task seemed and how
competent the person thought he or she would feel while completing the task. A t-test was
calculated for each iask to compare the men’s and the women'’s interest and perception of
competence. For 8 of the 20 tasks, no sex diffcrences were found on either dimension. Six tasks
were randomly selected from the eight tasks that met the selection criteria. The tasks were: (a)
to design an ideal community, (b) to plan a visit by the President of the United States to the
University, (c) to copy a complex design using an Etch-a-sketch (a device in which the vertical and
horizontal movement of a point can be controlled separately so that a line can be drawn vertically
or horizontally but not diagonally), (d) to complete a crossword puzzle, (e) to create an original
maze, and (f) to deduce the classification system used to select a list of 40 words and to classify
correctly the words into the four classification categories.

Procedure

On the first visit to the laboratory, each participant came with the friend. They were told
that they were being asked to participate in a study of how peop’e solve problems. The partner
for the first scssion was fixed by the necessity to ensure the cooperation of both friends. The
second and third sessions were with one of the strangers. For the remaining sessions, the type of

partner was ordered randomly.
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At the beginning of each session, one of the six tasks was explained to the pair. The pair
was then given 20 minutes to complete the task. Participants were told that the sessions were
being videotaped through a one-way vision glass.

After the task was completed on the occasion of the last laboratory session, the participant
completed questionnaires requesting information about fricndliness and dominance.

Measures

Two sets of measures were coded from the vidcotapes: (1) ratings made by observers after
watching an entire session, and (2) time-sampled observations of specific categories of behavior.

Ratings. The ratings were made on a 5-point scale. Each rater was asked to evaluate how
much the person tried to dominate the partner. Dominance was described as attempts to impose
his/her solution or means to solution on the other person. Raters were told that examples of
dominating behaviors included expressing an opinion, telling the other person what to do, taking
control of the resources necessary to solve the problem, and ignoring the other person. Each
rater was also asked to evaluatc how friendly the person was. Examples of friendliness were
smiling at the other person, talking animatcdly, and talking about things unrelated to the task.

For each session, each participant’s actions wecre evaluated by four raters. The means of
the four ratings on each dimension were used as the rating measure' of dominance and
friendliness.

Fourteen undergraduatcs were trained to make ratings. Raters were assigned to minimize
the number of times the same set of 4 raters watched an individual in more than one session.
This procedurc reduced observer drift, that is, systematic change in the use of the observational

system (Johnson & Bolstad, 1973) and increased the specificity of the average rating.
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To examine reliability, composite coders were constructed by arbitrarily assigning each
rater for an individual in a particulat session to an ordinal position from 1 - 4. Reliability was
assesscd by calculating coefficient alpha (Cronbach, 1951) using the ratings of the four composite
raters. Interrater agreement was high: for friendliness -- .94; for dominance -- .85.

Behavior counts. Behavior counts were collected using ;1 time-sampling procedure. Each
session was divided into 10-second intervals. The occurrence of each category of behavior was
recorded once during each interval in which it occurred.

The occurrence of each of the following behaviors was recorded: (a) smiles, laughs, jokes,
(b) makes suggestions, (c) gives commands, (d) provides information, and (e) displaces other (i.e.,
takes possession of materials necessary to solve the problem). The elements of the first category
of behavior (smiles, laughs, jokes) co-occurrced so frequently that these behaviors could not be
reliably distinguished in pilot work. The total frequency of this sct of behaviors was used as the
behavior count mea. ure of fricndlincss. The other four categories were used to assess dominance.
To obtain a single score for dominance that equally weighted the component behaviors, the
frequency of each category of dominant behavior was converted into a standard score and then
the four standard scores were averaged.

The behavior count data was coded by 15 undergraduates. The coders did not overlap
with the raters previously mentioned. Four raters coded the bechavior of each participant in each
scssion. A similar procedure to that described for the raters was used to ensure that no
participant was ratcd by the same set of 4 coders in more than two sessions.

The procedure to examine reliability was similar to that used to cvaluate the reliability of
the ratings. Based on four raters, the alpha cocfficients for the observed behaviors were high: (a)

smiles, laughs, jokes --.98, (b) makes suggestions --.91, (c) gives commands --.82, (d) provides
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information --.94, (¢) displaces --.95. The reliabilit ¥ * e composite variable, dominance, was
also high --.93.

Self-report for situations. Each participa... . sep:cted a questionnaire about friendliness

in specific situations. The person was asked to indir:ate on a 6-point scale "how likely you would
be to be friendly and outgoing with cach person?” and then cight categories of persons were
presented. Four of the categorics were: a male close friend, a male college student whom the
person had mct recently, a man the person knows well with some authority over the person (e.g.,
an uncle), a man who has some authority over the person whom the person does not know well
(e.g., a professor). The other four categorics were descriptions of females with parallel familiarity
and authority status. For the present study, only the self-ratings for the same-sex close friend, the
same-sex unfamiliar peer, and the opposite-sex unfamiliar peer were analyzed.

Each person also completed a questionnaire about dominance in specific situations. The
person was asked to imagine himself or herself in a series of situations in which the person has
the opportunity to influence another person’s opinions or activities and to indicate on a 6-point
scalc "how likely you would be to influcnce the other person? Some examples of trying to ‘J’
influence would be making a suggestion, expressing an opinion, and disagreeing with the other
person’s expressed opinion.” The series of situations were the same as previously described for
friendliness, and as with fricndliness, only the self-ratings for the same-sex close friend, the same-
sex unfamiliar peer, and the opposite-sex unfamiliar peer were analyzed.

Velidity

Previous analyses of this data sct (Moskowitz, 1990) indicated that the ratings and the

behavior count measurcs have cxcellent convergent and discriminant validity when compared with

each other. Smiling has also been found to signify friendliness and not dominance by Halberstadt
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and Saitta (1987). The self-rating data has been demonstrated to converge with other forms of
seli-reports. There was limited convergence between the self-ratings and the independent
observers (Moskowitz, 1990). Specifically, men's self-ratings of dominance were related to the
mcasurcs bascd on the independcent observers, and women's self-ratings of friendliness were
related to measurcs of friendliness based on the independent observers.
Results

An analysis of variance with one between factor, gender, and one within factor, situation
(i.e., type of partner -- samc-sex friend, same-sex stranger, and opposite-sex stranger), was
calculated for each of the three measures of friendliness and dominance. Post hoc tests were
conducted usiv: the Scheffe procedure, alpha = .05.
Fricndlincss

Rating measure. In the analysis of the friendliness ratiag measure, there was a gender
main cffect, F(1, 43) = 6.97, p < .05, and a gender by situation intcraction effect, F(2, 86) =
3.99, p < .05. The women werc ratcd as friendlicr than the men (see Table 1). Inspection of
Figure 1 revcals that the gender differencc was only present in situations with an individual of the
same scx, that is the friend and thc same-scx stranger (also see Table 2). When with an opposite-
sex stranger, women became less friendly, and men became more fricndly. So, the difference
between men and women then became quite small. Post hoc tests confirmed that the gender

diffcrence was present only when men were with men and women were with women.

Inscrt Tables 1 and 2 and Figurc 1 about here.
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Behavior count measure. The analysis of the friendliness behavior count measure
indicated a main effect for gender, F(1, 43) = 12.93, p < .001. Women engaged more frequently
in friendly behaviors than men did (:ee Table 1). This measure did not indicate any effects
related to situation.

Self-report measure. The analysis of the self-report data indicated an effect for situation,
E(2, 86) = 38.48, p < .001. Inspection of the means in Table 5 indicated that individuals
reported being friendlier with a same-sex friend than a stranger ol either sex. These differences

were confirmed with post hoc comparisons. There were no effects related to gender.

Insert Table 3 about here.

Dominance
Rating measure. There was a main effect for gender, F(1, 43) = 4.00, p = .05. Men
were rated by the independent observers to be more dominant than women (see Table 1).

Behavior count measure. Theie was a gender by situation interaction effect for the

dominance behavior count measure, F(2, 86) = 4.31, p < .05. Inspection of Figure 2 revealed
that men engaged in more dominant behaviors than women when with a friend but not when with
cither male or female strangers (also see Table 2). Women engaged in fewer dominant behaviors
when with a friend than when with either type of stranger. The overall effect then was that men
were more dominant thun women only ir situations involving the fricnd. Post hoc comparisons
confirmed that the gender difference for dominance behaviors only occurred when individuals

were with a friend.
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Insert Figure 2 about here.

Self-report measure. The self-rcport data indicated a main effect for situation, F(2, 86) =

21.26, p < .001. Individuals reported bein;y more dominant with a same-sex frier- than with a
stranger of either sex (see Table 3). Post hoc comparisons confirmed the difference in self-
reported behavior in situations between the same-sex {riend and the same-sex stranger and the
difference between the same-sex friend and the opposite-sex stranger. There were no effects
related to gender.

Discussion
Gender Differences

Friendliness. The behavior count measure of friendliness indicated that women smile and
laugh more than men. This finding is consistent with previous studies of smiling and laughing
(Hall, 1984; Hall & Halberstadt, 1986) and confirmed that the gender difference in smiling and
laughing is robust across situations involving male or female interaction partners who may be
familiar or unfamiliar.

Friendliness in the general uridcrstanding of the term is broader than smiling and laughing.
Friendly people show interest in others and try to make others fecl comfortable. In this context,
it is interesting to note that the global rating revealed gender differences in only two of the three
situations. Women were friendlicr towards other women, either a friend or a stranger, than men
were to cither a male friend or a male stranger. A woman may smilc and laugh as much with an

unfamiliar man as with an unfamiliar women or cven a female friend, but subtle aspects of
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friendliness are inhibited with an unfamiliar male even as the male is trying to be friendly, more
so even than with a male friend.

Dominance. The rating mecasure of dominance indicated that men were more dominant
than women. Thus, using a measure aggregated over three situations on six occasions for a total
of two hours of observation of each individual, it was possible to document a gender difference in
levels of perceived dominance. This finding suggested that previous observational research based
on ratings or behavior counts that had not found a gender difference may have been based on too
brief interactions (e.g., S to 20 minutes) to reveal a reliable gender difference. This finding then
supports Eagly’s (1987) contention that when adequate measures are used, gender differences in
social behaviors may conform rather closcly with sex stereotypes about social behaviors.

The behavior count measure of dominance also indicated a gender difference, but this
gender difference was modificd by the situation. The behavior count measure of dominance
indicated that most of the difference between men and woinen occurred in situations involving
the friend. Men engaged in more frequent dominance behaviors when with a male friend than
when with either a male or female stranger. Women cngaged in fewer dominance behaviors
when with a female friend than when with either a male or a female stranger. Thus, a further
explanation of the ahsence of gender differences in previous work may be related to the kind of
partner used. Most ofter, male-female stranger pairs have been used. The present study
indicated that this pairing may not be associated with gender differences but that other pairings
are.

It was surprising that the men exhibited higher levels of dominance with friends than with
strangers. In naturalistic studies of groups of adolescents at camp, it has been found that

dominance attempts are reduced as people get to know one another and establish dominance

15



GENDER, PERSONS, AND SITUATIONS 18

hierarchics (e.g., Savin-Williams, 1976). It is possible that the structure of a group enforces the
established dominance hierarchy and that when other members of the group are not present,
dominance activity is likely among males known to one another.

The gender difference with a familiar partner but not unfamiliar partners is interesting in
the context of a previous finding that dominance behaviors co-occur more strongly when with
familiar others than when with unfamiliar others (Moskowitz, 1988). It is not the case then that
higher coherence is simply a function of a higher rate of behavior. Rather, coherence of
dominance behaviors can be high when the frequency of behaviors is high or low.

The general pattern of greater gender differences with same-sex partners than opposite-
sex partners is not limited to dominance and friendliness. Researchers have also found fewer sex
stcreotypic communications by men in mixed-sex than same-sex groups; for example, men disagree .
less and use more supportive statements when with women than when they are with other men
(Aries, 1987, Carli, 1989). Sex stereotyping in nonverbal communication is also affected by the
composition of the interacting dyad; there are fewer gender diffcrences in gazing and the distance
maintaincd within the dyad in opposite-sex pairs than in same-sex pairs (Hall, 1987).

Maccoby (1990) has similarly argued that gender differences in social behavior are
moderated by prasencc in a mixed-sex or same-sex group. Moreover, she has observed gender
differences in social behavior to be influenced by gender of the partner in very young children;
even 2 to 3-year-old children have :nuch higher rates of social behavior when with same-sex peers
then wher with opposite-sex peers. So, sex of the person to whom a social behavior is directed is
an important situational variable affecting the presence or absence of gender differences.

It is possible to generate both learned and cvolutionary expianations of the findings that

scx and familiarity of partner moderate gender differences. W :h respect to learning, it has becn
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suggested that the two sexes grow up in different cultures with different norms about
communication and competition so that differences between the sexes are maximized when in
same-sex groups and minimizcd with the uncertain norms that come to play in mixed-sex groups
(Maltz & Borker, 1983). Alternatively, there may not be uncertain norms; rather, individuals in
mixed-scx groups may try to match each other’s behavior to ease the course of social interaction.

From an evolutionary perspective, dominance is a characteristic that may affcct a man's
sexual attractiveness (Kenrick & Trost, 1989). Hence, it may be of more importance for men to
compete among themselves about dominance than for female fricnds to attempt to dominate one
another. Evolutionary perspectives have also emphasized the necessity .r women to appear
chaste (Daly & Wilson, 1983). Women's relatively low level of friendliness with unfamiliar men
may be a form of self-prctection. Men are likely to interpret frier.dliness by women in first
encoumers as flirtatious and seductive (Abbey, 1982). So, women's lower level of friendliness
with unfamiliar men than unfamiliar women may protect them against awkward misinterpretations
of brief social interactions. Fundamentally, the socialization and evolutionary explanations are not
at odds. Rather, socialization may explain how evolutionary adaptive behaviors are acquired.

An important extension to the present work would be a comparison that includes
opposite-sex friends. If as previously suggested (Moskowitz, 1988), familiarity is a boundary
condition on the consistency of dominance, dominance behaviors should be well-organized and
coherent with a familiar person of the opposite sex. If gender dittcrences are decreased within
opposite-scx pairs, then men will make fewer attempts to influence female friends than male
friends, but more interestingly, women may make more attempts to influence male triends than

fcmale friends.
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In the context of a task-focused interaction, it seems reasonable to expect ¢ ~at men will be
even friendlier towards familiar women than unfamiliar women and that woraen will be friendlier
towards familiar men than unfamiliar men. Will a woman’s level of friendliness towards a familiar
man be as high as women generally manifcst towards other women? If not, interaction between
opposite-sex friends may be one situation in which men manifest higher levels of friendliness than
women.

Familiarity has been less explored than gender of dyad or group members and may be
relevant to an understanding of the appearance of gender differences in many situations. Women
may be less willing to attempt social influence with individuals with whom they have established
relationships so as not to disturb the quality of the relationship. This may have an important
affect on couples particularly since men seem to be lcss sensitive to subtle interpersonal cues that
may indicate dissatisfaction (Aries, 1987, Hall, 1987). Frustration may build in a relationship as a
woman perceives the man as unwilling to perceive her affect but be unwitling herself to make
direct attempts at social influence. Attempts to influence others in established work groups may
place womien in a quandary. If women do make {ewer dominance attempts with familiar others,
they may have less influence than men over task organizatioa and products. One hopeful note is
that women's dominance strategies may be particularly effective, at least with other women (Carli,
1989), so frequency may not be equivalent to actual effect.

Mcthodological Issues

This study provided the opportunity to consider whcther the three measurement methods
would be differcntially sensitive to gender and situational effects. Both the rating and the
behavior count measures were sensitive to gender effects in fricndliness and dominance. The

ratings by independent observers wer more sensitive to situatioaal ctfects on friendliness. The
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behavior counts were more sensitive to situational effects on dominance. Thus, there was no
systematic difference between the ratings and the behavior counts in sensitivity to gender or
Situational effects.

For dominance, the diffcrences in sensitivity to situational effects may be a function of
small changes in the reliability of the measures as a function of the situation. In a close
examination of the reliability of these measures, it was previously reported (Moskowitz, 1990) that
it was more difficult to evaluate dominance when women were with a female friend than any
other combination. The error variance in the dominance rating then may have led to difficulty in
detecting the gender by situation cffect.

The self-reports werc not sensitive to the gender differcnces indicated by the ratings and
the behavior counts by independent observers. Since both men and women rated themselves as
being high on both friendliness and dominance, it scems likely that the direction of the errors was
that men overestimated how friendly they were and that women overestimated how dominant they
were. It is also possible that men and women implicitly used different reference groups when
providing self-report information. Women may be reporting how likely they would be to be
dominant relative to other women, and men may be reporting how likely they would be to be
friendly relative to other men.

The comparisons between the self-reports and the measures based on the independent
obscrvers must be made cautiously. The self-reports and the measures obtained from the
independent observers were not based on identical samples of behavior. The self-assessments
would include information encompassing a broad array of situations, includiny, situations which
would involve gender differences in competence. Given that the tasks in the present study were

designed to minimize gender differences, particularly for dominance, and that gender differences

ERD
ke



GENDER, PERSONS, AND SITUATIONS 22

were still obtained using information from the independent observers, it seems likely that self-
report information about these two personality characteristics underestimated gender differences.

The self-report information would probably be improved by having more items for each
type of situation. Even with increased items, the self-rcport information may still have limited
validity. Aries, Gold, and Wiegel (1983) found that the CPI dominance scale predicted
dominance behavior in same-sex but not mixed-sex groups, and their results could be interpreted
as indicating that prediction was stronger for men thzn women.

Another perspective might focus on the independent observers and suggest that the
observers may have had preexisting biases to see gender differences, particularly for dominance
(Halberstadt & Saitta, 1987). While biases to perceive men as more dominant may exist in the
average iay person, these observers were carefully trained and monitored, and the behavior count
measure: of dominance was scnsitive to variations in the presence of gender differences in
dominaiicc in different situations. It is possible that preexisting biascs distorted information
obtained using global ratings, but it does not seem likely that preexisting biases could have
substantially distorted the counts of specific behaviors. Consequently, it does appear that there
may be systematic differences in thz levels used by men and women in their self-reports about
certain characteristics.

These ditferences in level could be studied from a cognitive perspective to examine gender
differences in the storage an. - :trieval of information about specific characteristics. Further
research should examine how the apparcnf‘,i;;fases in self-reports may gencralize to other
characteristics. The pattern of overestimation in self-reports may be predictable from models

summarizing the structure of personality characteristics. For example, following Wiggins’ (1979)
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circumplex, women may overestimate their level on other characteristics related to status
variables, and men may overestimate their level on characteristics related to affiliation.
Conclusion

The present study demonstrated the usefulness of systematically studying gender
differences in conjunction with situational characteristics for two personality characteristics,
dominance and friendliness. Even the prior demonstration of a high level of cross-situational
generality does not preclude the interaction of gender and situation. Moreover, interpretations
about the generalizability of gender differences in social behaviors must be sensitive to the
characteristics of gender and familiarity of the person with whom the individual was interacting.
Consequently, researchers should systematically assess behavior with different types of persons to -
further the development of models incorporating situational paranieters that moderate gender
differeﬁces in social behavior. For the development of such models, it should be noted that
frequency is unrelated to coherence, or the co-occurrence of referent behaviors, and that gender
differences are more likely to be revealed in situations in which the personality characteristic is

known to be coherent.
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Notes

1. There are other behaviors which previous rescarchers have presumed to reflect
dominance, such as, head canting and interruptions. However, when several of these behaviors
have been closely examined, a relation to perceived dominance has not been found (see
Halberstadt & Saitta, 1987). Thus, the co\nclusion about an absence of gender differences is
focused on studics that have specifically targeted dominance.

2. To complete the comparison of behavior with partners varying in sex and
acquaintanceship, it would have been desirable to study participants with an opposite-sex friend as
well as a same-sex friend. To retain the characteristics of a round-robin type design (Kenny & La
Voie, 1984), it would have been necessary to recruit pairs of same-sex friends each of whom had
an opposite-sex friend who was willing to participate. Since the recruitment of quartets would
have been quite difficult, the study of behavior with both an opposite-sex and same-sex friend
would have affected feasibuity and raised questions about sample selection (who are these

cooperative sets of four people). Consequently, the decision was made to include one type of

frienc. in this study.
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Table 1

Means and standard deviations for gender effects

Men Women
Measure Mean SD Mean SD
Friendliness rating -25 42 22 .70
Friendliness behavior count -36 47 J1 .69
Dominance rating 16 .54 -.14 43
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Table 2

Means and standard deviations for gender by situation effects

A
Measure Men Women
Situation Mean SD Mean SD
Friendliness rating
Same sex friend -29 .74 22 .92
Same sex stranger -4 49 38 .82
Opposite sex stranger -03 .70 .03 92
Dominance behavior count
Same sex friend .16 .50 -15 .26
Same sex stranger -02 .31 03 31
Opposite sex stranger 01 .37 00 .33
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Table 3

Means at:d standards deviations for situation effects

Measure

Situation Mean SD

Friendliness self-report

Same sex friend 5.77 .60
Same sex stranger 4.77 .83
Opposite sex stranger 4.82 719

Dominance self-report

Same sex friend 4,98 1.02
Same sex stranger 3.93 1.17
Opposite sex stranger 3.91 1.14

Ad
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FIGURE CAPTIONS

Figure 1. Gender by situation diffcrences in observers' ratings of friendliness.

Figure 2. Gender by situation differences in observers' behavior counts of dominance.
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