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Abstract

THE IMPACT OF GENDER CONTEXT ON BEHAVIOR
IN SMALL GROUPS

by

Joy Alice Schneer
Adviser: Professor Abraham Korman

The recent entrance of women into occupations that
were previously the domain of men has generated interest
as to women’s managerial capabilities. Inconsistent
findings from previous studies on sex differences' in
leadership behavior suggest the necessity to examiné the
impact of gender context on behavior. Gender context is
defined 'as the relative proportioh of a group’s members
that can be identified as male versus female. Women in’
managerial positions find themselves a minority in the
domain of men. If women are found to not be as effective
leaders as men, is it due to Atheir se# or due to the
gender context within which fhey work? Would men also be
less effective leaders if they were working primarily with
members of the opposite sex?

A theory and model of gender context was qeveloped
which propose that gender context determines numerical
dominance and the lower one’'s numerical dominance, the
lower one’s power and. prestige within the group. Power

and prestige in turn determines task behavior as high

-jv-—-
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power individuals are diven more opportunity to
participate in the group tgsk. make more task
contributions, more often hﬁve their contributions
evaluated positively, and have greater influence than 1ow
power persons. Two additional independent variables were
also considered in the model - master status
characteristic of sex and individual difference variables.

A freg simulation technique was ufil&zed to examine
the effects of gender context on behavior. The sample was
composed of 379 senior BBA students divided into teams for
participation in a computerized business decision-making
game. A number of instruments were administered to
measure the dependent variables. A variety of statistical
procedures were conducted to test the hypotheses. The

'results tend to support the theory and model of gender
context presénted.

The 'findings of éhe study have implications for both
the aéademic and businéss spheres.' The results of past
and future organizational research on sex differences
should be reexamined to eaccount for gender context.
Similarly, performance information for managers in
organizations must be reviewed in 1light of the gender

context within which the managers work.
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

Numerous factors impact on the behavior of
individuals in small groups includihg the size of the
group, cohesiveness of the group and intelligence of group
members. One factor of potential major importance has not
received adequate theoretical cor empirical attention -
group composition. Group composition refers to the
relative proportion of a group’s members that can be
jdentified as belonging to different social or cultural
types. It is our intention to demonstrate and explain the
belief that a person’s behavior in a group is influenced
by the composition of that group. In this paper, the type
of group composition we will be focusing on is gender
context. Héwever, it should be realized that gender is
only one ofA a numbéf of potential bases for groﬁp
composition (e.g. race, religion).

There‘ are three basic reasons for our emphasis on
gender céntext. First, of the limited empirical §nd
theoretical work that does exist on group composition,
almost all of it investigates gender as the composition
factor. Second, and perhaés the basis for the first
réason, is that there has been much interest and concern

as to whether women can exhibit the same group behavior as
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men. More and more women are joining the work force and
nov longer are "they ‘only being attracted to typically
female occupations. Women are entering occupations that
were previously the domain of men. The integration of
women into management and leadership positions has
generated much concern and criticism. Thus reseﬁfchers
have undertaken the job to determine whether there really
are sex differences in male versus female leadership
capabilities and behavior. -

The third reaéon, perhaps of the greatest importance,
is that the concern over sex differences in leadership
ability has not taken into account gender context.
ﬁespite the fact that the number of women joining all
facets and types of organizations has increased, the
number of women at the top is still very small. A recent
survey by Korn/Ferry. International located only 600
females in major companies who qualified as top managers
(e.g. vice president, senior vice president). This is
certainly up from five yéars earlier when a survey of top
women executives couldn’t be conducted due to insufficient

—_— sample size. However, women are still relegated to the
lower and middle management jobs and those that do make it
into top management do so in the "softer" fields (e.g.
banking and consumer products ccmpanies). Thus women in
managerial and leadership positions in orgapizafions
still fipd themselves a minority in the domain of men. If

women are found to not be as effective leaders as men, is
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it due to their sex or due to the gender context within
which they work? Would'men'élsb be'iess effective leaders
if they were"working primarily with members of the
opposite sex? The purpose of this research is to try and
answer these questions by developing and testing a theory

of the impact of gender context on behavior in groups.

Gendgr Context

Gender context can be defined as the relative
proportion of a group's members fhﬁt can be identified as
male versus female. Gender context can be divided into
two broad categories - homogeneous and heierogeneous.
These two categories can further be divided into five
types. 'fhere are two forms of homogenéous gender contexts

- all male (M) and all femﬁle (F). The heterogeneous

category of gender context consists of groups cohtaining
both male and female members. This can be thought of as a
continuum - with. the 'two hombgeneous £§pes serving as
asymptotes (see fig. 1). ‘The heterogeneous éontext can

TF

Male

™

F
Female

figure 1. Asymptotic heterogeneity continuum

.
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range from almost all male to almost all female. We will
identify three types of heterogeneous gender context to
represent three points on the heterogeneity continuun.
The first type is a token female/majority male (TF) gender
context where there is a preponderance of males and only a
few females. The second type is an equal (E) gender
context where there are approximately an equal number of
males and females in the group. The third type is a token

male/majority female (TM) gender context where there is a
preponderance of females and only a few males. This leads

to the five types of group gender contexts within the two

categories:
T . 1
M l TF E ‘ ™ : F
.. |
homogeneous | heterogeneous !homogeneous
[ )

The major hypothesis of the study is that the gender
contéxi of a 'gfoup generates a ﬁower and prestige order
which influences the behaviors and roles engaged in by
group members. Additional hypotheses examine alternative
sources of power and prestige in groups. The first
alfernative source of power and prestige, hypothesized to
have an impact on task behavior, is the master status
characteristic of sex. The second alternative source of
power and prestige, hypothesized to have an impact on
behavior, is individual differences in ability and need

strength.
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Chapter 2 will feview the theoretical and empirical
literature on . gender context. The development of a
comprehensive theory and model of gender context will be
presented in Chapter 3 aiong with the research
hypotheses. Chapter 4 will discuss the research
methodology of the study, including the sample
characteristics and measurement instruments. The results
of the research will be covered in Chapter 5. Finally,
Chapter 6 will contain the discussion of the findings,

implications, and directions for future research.
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CHAPTER 2
LITERATURE REVIEW

There is a dearth of theoretical literature on the
impact of gender context on behavior. The most decisive
theoretical work was presented by Rosabeth Kanter in her
article entitled "Some effects of proportions on’group
l1ife" (1977b). Her paper opens with the éroposal that the

relative numbers of socially and culturally different

people in a group are critical in shaping interaction

dynamics...Groups with varying proportions of people

of different social types differ qualitatively in

dynamics and process. This is not merely a function

of cultural diversity or ‘status incongruence’; it

reflects the effects of contact across categories as a

function of their proportional representation in the

system (p.965).
She then goes on to define four different types of kroups
and their proportioné: uniform 100:0, skewed 85:15,
tilted 65:35, balanced 50:50. Although Kanter does not
adequately demonstrate the bases for her categories or the
origins of the proportions given, her presentation up to
this point is impressive. Unfortunately, she does not go
on to explain the relationship between these different
groups types and group behavior, instead she turns all her
attention to one group type - skewed (tokeh'

female/mejority malg). She then pfesents a very detailed

explanation of the type of dynamics that occur in a skewed

group.
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According to Kanter (1977b), tokenism leads to certain
perceptual phenomena within the group which determine the
interaction and result in typical dominant group members’
and token member’s behavior. These perceptual phenomena
include increased visibility of the token, polarization --
the exaggeration of differenpes between the token anJ‘the
dominants, and assimilation -- the distortion of token
individual’s behavior to fit the social stereotypes.
Visibility is felt to lead to performance pressures for
the token which results in either overachievement or a
low profile response. Polarization 1leads to boundary
heightening with the token either accepting isolation or
trying to become an insider. Assimilation leads to role
entrapment where the token undergoes self distortion to
fit into one of the accepted stereotyped categories of
behavior.

Kaﬂter (1977b) has thus presented only a theory of

" token feméie/majofiéy male gender context. This theory
though provocative, is rather difficult to tesf as
hypotheses are not direct. For example, being in a token
situation may lead to ovérachievement or underachievement,
isolation or »hecoming an insider, depending upon how the
token decides to héndle the pressures. In addition, some
of the phenomena are very difficult to operationalize and
study. The empirical studies of Kanter’s theory have thus
tended to be observational and anecdotal in nature and

have examined only those variables that are more readily
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operationalized (e.g. isolation). Despite some
significant findings, it is unclear if Kanter’s theory is
actually supported due to the bidirectional nature of her
hypotheses and the problems wifh operationalization. In
addition, there could be alternate explanations for the
isolation or poor performance of tokens, other than those
given by Kanter.

Little research has been undertaken to determine how
gender context actually is related to behavior in groups.
Tﬂe majority of the research on gender context has been
field surveys of occupations that traditionally were
homogeneous as to sex and have attracted a token number of
the opposite sex (e.g. medicine-Wolman & Frank, 1975;
nursing-Segal, 1962 and Fairhurst & Snavely, 1983a;
law—Spanglef' et al., 1978; sales-Kanter, 1977a). All but
one of the studies found the token members (whether male
tokens or female tokens) to be stigmatized as'ﬂeviant and
cut off ffom ihformal and formal group communications.
This process of isolation was felt to lead to an inability
to function efficiently and effectively in the
orgahization due to exclusion from important_ learning
situations (Kanter, 1977b). |

Fairhurst and Snavely.(1983a) in their field survey of
nursing students found no differences between male and
female subjects in a sociometric measure of isolation.
Wolman,‘and Frank (1975), however, in theif study of

psychiatric resident groups found female subjects to hold
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a.'deviant or is@léte position in their groups. Spangler '
et al.’s ‘(1978) study of law students also revealed that
female subject were more iéolated, had poorer performance,
thought more of withdrawal and more often selected
"feminine" practice areas than male subjects.

Additional research has examined sex differences in

group' behavior without addressing the issue of gender

context directly. These studies can be grouped as to the
central fopic: coalitions, conflict-handling, appointed
leader behavior, emergent leader behavior 4and
confqthity.» Researchers have been puzzled over the

inconsistent and often conflicting findings on each of
these topic areas. For example, some coalition studies
find woﬁeq‘ adopt an anticompetetive norm and attempt to
reach egalitarian solutions (Uesugi & Vinacke, 1963; Bond
& Vinacke, 1961) while others find both men and women
adopt the same competitive behavior (Lirtzman»&'Wahba,
1972). " Similarly, éonflicf4handling studies report that
women use more accommodativ; modes for handling conflict
while men use more competitive modes (Baxter & Shepherd,
1978) whilé. other studies find that men and women exhibit
the = same mode preferences (Renwick, 197?{
Shockley-Zalabak, 1981; Zammuto, 1979). In appéinted
leader behavior research, some findings indicate men are
more task-oriented, more effective, and engender more
subordinate satisfaction than women (Eskilsbn & Wiley,

1976; Jacobson & Effertz, 1974; Rice et al., 1980) while
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other findings indicate no Qiéhificﬁnt differénces between
male and female leaders (Bartol, 1975; Day & Stogdill,
1972; Maier, 1970; Stitt et al., 1983). ﬁmergent leader
studies find both no difference in the proportion of male
versus female emergent leaders (Schneier, 1978; Schneier &
Bartol, 1980; Wood, 198l) and a greater proportion of men
emerging as leaders (Lockh;ed & Hall, 1976; Aries, 1976).
In terms of conformity as well, some studies find women
conform more t?an men (Reitan & Shaw, 1964; Whittaker,
1965) and othér studies find no sex difference in
cpnformity behavior (Goldberg, 1974; Sistrunk & McDavid,
1971; Whittaker & Meade, 1967).

One possible explanation for the inabilityﬂto find a
clear pattern of results in the researchv on sex
differences in leader behavior may well be the fact that
the gendéﬁ context of the groups varied both within and
between studies. Séﬁe researchers compared the behavior
of men and women in homogeneous groups and others compared-
their behavior in various types of heterogeneous groups

- (equal, token/majority, or.pnspecified proportions). If
as we suspect, gender context has a strong impact on
behavior them it is no wonder fhat the results of these
studies are contradictory and difficult to interpret. For
example, Rice et al. (1980) studied appointed male versus
female leader behavior in four person task groups and
found that male led groups attained higher performance

than female led groups. However, what they fail to point

-10-
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out is that all the folloﬁers were male thus they are
actually comparing the performance of token female groups
and all male groups which confounds the female versus male
leader independent variable.

A few of the studies of sex differences in leader
behavior did examine both homogenous and heterogeneous
groups. However, the degree of heterogeneity was
generally not coﬂéidered to be of ‘importance. In
addition, most of the results were examined with sex as
the between group factor and gender context the within
group factor. The major céncern of this paper is of
course the reverse analysis. Despite these problems,
these studies do allow some exploration into whether the
gender context of a group does have significant impact on
behavior. Aries (1976) found men initiated and received
more activities than4'women only when in heterogeneous
groups. Similarl&, Lockheed and Hall (1976) found that
men exhibited = greater task related behavior thén'women‘in'
heterogeneoué groups (equal) but not in homogeneous
groups.

Eskilson and Wiley | (1976) also examinéd leader

activity and behavior in homogeneous and heterogeneous

groups. However, they examined twd types of heterogeneous
groups (token male/majority female and token
female/majority male). They found that female leaders

exhibit differing degrees of activity and leader-1like

behavior depending upon the gender context of their group,

-11-
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"with the highest activity and leader-like behavior in
homogeneous groups followed by token male/majority female
groups followed .by token female/majority male groups.
Male leaders also exhibit differential activity and
behavior levels 'depending on the gender context of the
group with the ordering identical to the female leaders’.
Another study that considered two heterogenecus groups
(token female/majority male and equal) was_conducted by
Yerby (1975). Yerby studied followers impressions instead
of leader behavier and found satisfaction with female
leaders and satisfaction with the ability to express ideas
and opinions iq the group to depend upon the gender
context of - the group with the most positive responses
occurring in equal groups and homogeneous groups and the
least positive responses occurring in the token
female/majority male groups. One conformity study also
examined gender context. Reitan and Shaw (1964) found
that conformity was higher for both men ‘and women when
they were in equal as opposed to homogeneous groups.

The above examination of the sex difference research
in terms of gender context does seem to indicate that the
relative proportion of each sex in a group somehow
influences the behavior of the group members. Sex
differences in leadership activity levels were noted in
heterogeneous (equal) groups but not in homogeneous groups
(Aries, 1976; Lockheed & Hall, 1976). Similarly, both

male and female leaders exhibit greater degrees of

-12-
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.-

leadership activity in homogeneous groups as opposed to
token/majority groups (Eskilson & Wiley, 1976). In
addition, followers are more satisfied with their female
leaders in homogeneous versus token/majority groups
(Yerby, 1975) and both men and women conform more in equal
‘.versus homogenéous groups (Reitan & Shaw, 1964). The
purpose of this research undertaking is to develop a
theoreéical framework for this iméact of gender context

and to examine it more <closely in a study designed

expressly for that purpose.

-13-
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CHAPTER 3
THEORETICAL MODEL AND RESEARCH HYPOTHESES

What will now be presented is a theory of the impact
of gender context on behavior which éttempts to
comprehensively cover all levels  of gender context and
generate clear direct hyp;theses that are parsiﬁonious and
can be readily tested. The starting point for this theory
is the notion of numerical dominance. Numerical do;inance
is a form of power whereby persons with high relative
proportions of same sex group mehbers have greater ability
to alter the attitudes and behaviérs of others. Fairhurst
and Snavely (1983b) acknowledge the existence of numerical
dominance in their statement thgt in token/majority
groups, "deviation from the majority confers a lower
status on tokens, and because status is usually correlated
with power, tokens have léss'pbwer (p. 293).6‘ Numerical
dominance thus determines the power and prestige order
within a group. .

The theory of status characteristics and expectation'
states (Bergér et al., 1977) elaborates on the importance
of the power and prestige order. The power and prestige
order in the group is said to determine task behaviors.

High power individuals are given more opportunities to

participate in  the group task, make more task
contributions, more often have their contributions
_14_
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evaluated positively by group member, and have greater
ability to influence, ‘ihan low power persons. A direct
relationship would suggest that the lower the proportion
of one’s sex in a group, the lower one’s power and
prestige in the group. A model of the impact of gender
context on behavior can be seen in figure 2.

The gdender context of the group determines numerical
dominance. Numerical dominance generates a power and
prestige order in the group and group members behave in
accordance with this hierérchy. Thus contributions of
persons high in the power .hierarchy are highly valued,
solicited by other members, and evaluated positively.
These behavioral outcomes can be grouped into four
categories of behavior - action opportunity, perforhénce
output, rewafﬁ action, and influence. Action opportunity
refers to the requests for action by other group members.
Performance output refers to the actual task contributions
or activities of the individual. Reward action is the
positive evaluations of the indivi&uals perfo;mance output
by other group members. Finally, influence refers to the

.degree to which the individual can alter other group
members’ evaluations and behaviors. These four behaviors
determine the group structure. Group structure is the
established pattern of relationships among | the
differentiated parts of the group (Shaw, 1981). The group

structure reflects the power and prestige order and also

reinforces the order.

-15-
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From this simple theory and model of gender context
the following hypothesis can be géneratedi

Hl. The lower the proportion of one’s sex in a group

the weaker one’s action opportunity, performance
output, reward action and influence.

The question we need to address now is whether this
simple model can account for the past research on the
impact of gender context on behavior. The results of the
token studies clearly can be accounted for by this model.
Token group members were found to be more iéolated
(Kanter, 1977b; Wolman & Frank, - 1975; Spangler et al.,
1978) and poorer performers (Kanter, 1977b; Spangler et
al., 1978) than majbrity group members. This can'easiiy
be explained 'by- this theory as tokens have the lowest
numerical dominance and thus 1low power and prestige.
Therefore tokens are not given oppoertunities to contribute
and have low performaﬁée output (isolation) and their
output. is negatively evaluated (poor performance).
Spangler et al.’s study.(1978) alloés'further'examination
of our theory as the exact proportions of women to men in
the two law schools examined differed. As the model would
suggest, Spangler et al. found that the differences
between the tokens and the majority in terms of the degree
of isolation and level of performance was more extreme for
the school with the smaller percentage of women.

The research finding on gender context from the
Qtudies of sex difference also appear to be consistent

with the theory. Eskilson and Wiley (1976) found female
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leaders exhibited the greatest oﬁoﬁnt of activity and
leader 1like behavior in the homogeneous group (highest
numerical dominance) followed by the majority female group
(second highest numerical dominance) followed by the token
female group (lowest numerical dominance). Male leaders
also exhibited greater activity and leader like behavior
in the homogeneous group (highest numerical dominance)
than in the majority male (second highest numerical
dominance) and token male (lowest numerioal dominance)
groups. The conformity research revealed thaf both men
and women exhibit greater conformity in equal as opposed
to homogeneous groups (Reitan & Shaw, 1964). This follows
from the gender context theory since persons with higher
numerical dominance are less easily influenced and persons
in homogeneous groups have higher numerical dominance than
those in equal groups.

One major finding that this simple theory of gender
contekt cannot accounf fof is sex differences in leader
activity in equal groups. As expected from the theory,
Aries (1976) and Lockheed and Hall (1976) found no
difference in the*}eadefship activities of male and female
subjects in homogeneous“groups. However, they did find
differences in the activities of _the male and female
subjects in the equal groups. According to the theory,
the males and femalos in equal groups are accorded equal
numerical dominance and thus should exhibit the same level

of action opportunities and performance outputs. Thus
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there appear to be some other determinants of power and
prestige order operating which should be added to the
model to make it comprehensive. Another indication that
the theory is incomplete stems from Fairhurst & Snavely’s
study (1983a) where male nursing students did not seem to
experience any impact of being tokens. It appears that we
need to examine potential alternate determinants of the
power and prestige order and 'incorporate them into our

theory and model.
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Alternate Sources of Power and Prestige

Our simple theory .needs to be expanded to include
alternate factors that influence the power and prestige
order and thereby affect behavior in the group. Berger et
al. (1977) in their status characteristics and expectation
states theory propose that master status characteristics
such as sex, carry with them a set of assumptions about
auxiliary characteristics and appropriate behaviors

i (Hughes, 1944; Kanter, 1977b; Berger et al., 1977).
Master status "provides a basis for beliefs about one’s
competence and value across a fairly wide range of
situations. Persons at one 1level or ‘state’ of such a
characteristic are highly valued, and person at another
level or ‘state’  are less highly valued (Eagly, 1983,
p.975)." This process is clearly exhibited in . our
cultures sex role stereotypes. Women, just by virtue of
being women, are accérded lower status than men in a
business groﬂp task situation.’ ‘ In this .society, the
master characteristic of "female" is accorded lower sfatus
than "male" (Eskilson & Wiley, 1976; Meeker &
Weitzer-0’Neill, 1977).

A person’s master status influences expectations about
performance capabilities which in turn determine the power
and prestige order and ultimately regulates the persons
behavior. Persons with high status are expected to make
more valuable contributions and the other group members

will defer to them thereby establishing a hierarchy of
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power and prestige. Eagly discusses this as a
self-fulfilling prophecy where "people have expectations
about their own and other’s competence, based on these
characteristics, and consequently behave in ﬁays that
confirm these expectancies (1983, p.975)," thereby
reinforcing the power and prestige order.

An additional factor that influences the power and
prestige order is performance feedback. Feedback as to
individual task performance should influence ﬁerformance
expectations and thus either support or alter the power

tand prestige order. The nature of the power and prestige
order may thus change over time. At first the salient
features such as gender context and master status
characteristics will dictate the order. However, once
feedback as to group members’ performance is available,
group members will incorporate the performance
expectations so generated, into their power and prestige
order. B -Maccoby éﬁd Jacklin' (1974). note this same
relationship in their statement that

a man’s generally higher status would lead him to

adopt a dominant role, and a woman to accept and even

encourage this, in the early stages of group

formation...with continued association, the relative
competence of the individual group members in skills
that are important to the group’s objectives should
weigh more heavily, so that whenever a woman group
member possesses these skills, her dominance should
increase, if lack of formal status does not prevent
ito .
These additional variables and relationships have been

- added to our model of the impact of gender context on
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behavior (see figure 3). This model clearly shows that
the power and prestige order, and consequently
task-related behavior, is not solely determined by gender
context. Fairhurst and Snavely (1983b) are in agreement
with our theoretical extension as they state that being
numerically dominant is only one source of power and
control within the organization. Laws (1975) labelled
female tokens "double deviants" as they deviate from the
;preferred status held by their male coworkers on two
felevant dimensions, sex and workgrohp majority while male
tokens are only "single deviants" as their high status in

sociefy’s sex hierarchy is at odds with their low
numerical dominance. Fairhurst and Snavely (1983b) cite
this as the reason for their findings that male tokens did
not experienced Kanter’s token pressures.

The finding of sex differences in leader activity in
equal groups (Aries, 1976; Lockheed & Hall, I976) can now
easily B;' exﬁlainéd. In our society, thé master status
characteristic of "male" is accorded higher status than
"female" and persons with high status are expected to make
more valuable contributions in group situations (Eskilson
& Wiley, 1976; Fairhurst & Snavely, 1983b; Meeker &
Weitzer-0’Neill, 1977). Thus, although men and women in -
equal groups have equal numerical dominance, their actual
power and prestige is not equal due to their master status

characteristics.
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Our new hypotheses with the additional variables and

relationships are as follows:

Hl. Within each sex, the lower the proportion of
one’s sex in a group the weaker one’s action
opportunity, performance output, reward
action and influence.

H2. Within each gender context, males will exhibit
greater action opportunity, performance output,
reward action and influence than females.

H3. Performance feedback will be related to future
levels of action opportunity, performance
output, reward action and influence:

It 1is clear that two different types of hypotheses are
now 1involved. The first hypothesis is between gender
context within sex. Hl is concerned with the difference
in the behavior of women in token female, equal, majority
female and all female gender contexts, as well as, the
difference in the behavior of men in token male, equal,
majority male and all male gender contexts. It proposes
that the smaller the proportion of one’s sex in one’s
group, the less one’s partiqipatioh_,is solicited, the
fewer one’s actual contributions, the more these
contributions are poorly evaluated, and the weaker one’s
influence over others.

The next hypothesis is between sex within gender
cbntext. H2 is concerned with the differences in the
behavior of men in token male gender contexts versus women
in token female gender contexts, men versus women in equal

gender contexts, men in majority male gender contexts

versus women in majority female gender contexts, and men
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versus women in homogeneous gender; contexts. H2 proposes
that across all four of these comparisons, men’s
participation will be solicited more than women’s, they
will actually contribute more than women with their
contributions evaluated more positively, and they will
have greater influence than women.

The third hypothesis relates to the notion that once
group members have actual individual performance
information available, they will use this new information
to reevaluate the power and prestige order. The& will
then alter the order and their behavior, where necessary,
to reflept the performancé information. However, we must
note that this assumes that the performance feedback

‘information is objectivé, not distortable, and clearly
related to ability.

Deaux (1976) found that a person’s sex influenced
expectations and subsequent attributions concerning task
perforﬁénce. According to ’attribution theory;
task-relevant behavior can be attributed to a combination
of factors (luck, effort, ability, task difficulty)
(Heider, 1958). Deaux and Emswiller (1974) found women’s
success to be attributed to external factors (e.g. luck),
while male’s success was attributed to internal factors
(e.g. ability). Goldberg’s classic study (1968) of the
evaluation of articles "written by" a man versus a woman
found that female college students regarded the articles

more highly when the "author" was male. Paludi and Bauer
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.(1983) recehtl& replicated Goldberg’s study. 360 college
students evaluated academic articles on politics,
psychology and education. Fifteen years later the results
are the same, if the "author" was female the articles was
evaluated 1less positively than when the "author" was male
regardless éf the subject area.

Past research suggests that there may be an
interaction between performance feedback and sex, where
‘positive feedback leads to higher performance expectations
fof men as it is attributed to ability, but not so for
women where the positive feedback is attributed to luck.
However, due to the objective, non distortable, ability
related nature of the feedback (test scores) it is felt
that this differential attribution process will not occur.

O0f course, it .fs also possible that there 1is an
interaction between performance feedback and gender
context. Attributions are very sensitive to interaction
effects between the characteristics of the stimualus
persons and their environment (Jones & Davis, 1965).'
Unfortunately the sex-role context of attributions
regarding women and men has not been adequately explored.
The most obvious determinant of the sex-role context of
the stimulus person’s behavior (the sexes of the others
who are immediately present) has not been directly
examined (Rose, 1978). It is possible that positive
performance feedback of women will be attributed to

ability if their numerical dominance is equal to or
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greater than that of the men. However, if the wom;n haQe
a low 'numericél dominance (token), their performance may
be attributed to luck or to the ability of the men in the
group who showed thgm the ropes. Again, due to the nature
of the performance feedback it is unlikely that it will be

attributed to anything other than ability.

Homogeneous Versus Heterogeneous Groups

It must be npted that our use of homogengous groups as
an approximation of one exi?eme of the heterogeneity
continuum may be problemgtic. The continuum of
heterogeneity is actually asymptotic, it gets closer and
closer to 100X of one sex type and 0% of the opposite sex
type, but it never reaches it because once it does, the
group is - no longer heterogeneous. Past research has found
significant differences betwéen homogeneous and
heterogeneous groups. While Aries (1976) and Lockheed and
hall (1976) ' found men to exhibit greater leadership
activity than women in heterogeneous groups, no such
differences were found with homogeneous groups. One might
ask why the same sex .differences do not hold for
homogeneous groups since numerical dominance is the same
for the men and women but men are accorded higher master
status. This questién addresses the distinction between

the status theory of sex differences and the sex role

socialization theory.
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According to the status theory, the master status
characteristic is not activated as a power differentiating
factor unless two or more different 1levels of the
characteristic are identifiable within the group {Berger
et al. 1977). Both men and women comprise the equal group
with  men identified as the more valuable contributors to
the task, thus the women should defer to them. Only one
level of the master status characteristic is represented
in the homogeneous groups, thus it should be inoperative
and the men and women in their separate groups engage in
similar levels of leadership activity.

According to sex role socialization theory however,
men and women carry ‘with them a set of norms as to
appropriate behaﬁior for each sex. If it 1is this
socialization process that dictates men’s and women’s
behavior, then the differences should arise whether or not
the opposite sex 1is present. Fennel et al. (1978)
identify ‘the findings that the differences in task-related
initiation and total activity between males and females
disappear with all female and all male groups as evidence
of the operation of status processes.

Gender context may also be inoperative in homogeneous
groups in the same way master status is believed to be
inoperative in such groups. Homogeneous groups do not
involve relative proportions as only one social type is
present, thus there are no low proportion group members

for basis of comparison. Persons in homogeneous groups by
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necessity must compare themselves with members of like
social type and identical proportions in determining the
power and prestige order of the group. Other factors that
influence differentiation of behavior in small groups will
therefore determine the relative positions'of the group
members. These other factors are individual difference
variables or personal characteristics.

Shaw (1981) reviewed the literature on the impact of
pefsonal characteristics on group member behavior and a
number of significant relationships were reported.
Intelligence was positively related to activity and
effective leadership and negatively related to
conformity. Dominance. was positively related to
leadership, activity level and assertiveness. Similarly
Stogdill (1948) in his review of leadership trait studies
found these two traits to be the most consisténtly related

to leadership emergence. McClelland’s leader motive
pattern. (moderate‘ to.'high need for power, low need for
affiliation and high activity inhibition) has also been
found to be associated with leader success in longitudinal
studies (McClelland & Boyatzis, 1982). 1In addition, need
for achievement was associated wifh success at lower
organizational levels where individual contributions are
more important than the ability to influence people. Thus
one’s need strengthé (dominance, affiliation, achievement)
as well as one’s general ability 1level are likely to

influence behavior in task group situations.
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These individual difference variables combine to
determine the power and prestige order in a homogeneous
group. Both sex and gender context may not be operative
in such a single sex group. Thus homogeneous groups may
not be appropriate as approximations of the low end of the
heterogeneity continuum aé they are qualitatively
different. There are two potential ways to handle this
problem. The first way is to simbly use.the token group
as the extreme of low heterogeneity and thus eliminate
the need to form homogeneous groups thereby increasing the
sample size per group type and maintaining the focus on
the set of 'variables related to the degree of
heterogeneity question. However, we 1lose valuable
information about the functioning of homogeneous groups.
An alternafive solution is to‘ include the homogeneous
groupg and .inyestigate whether sex and gender context are
6perative and also examine these individual difference
variables to’»gain somé understandiﬁg as to how they
influence behavior in homogeneous versus heterogeneous
groups. 'This method has the advantage of including the
homogeneous groups and thus garnering greater information
as to behavioi in homogeneous versus heterogeneous
groups. Although  this method daés have certain
disadvantages of éomplicating the primary focus of the‘
research, increasing the number and type of variables, and
necessitating the formation of homogeneous groups, it is

considered preferable due to its potential contributions.
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In order to take these homogeneous/heterogeneous
diétinctions into account, our model must be expanded (see
figure 4). Individual difference variables must be added
as additional independent variables tﬁat impact on member
behavior. The heterogeneity/homogeneity dichotomy
moderates the degree . to which each of the three
independent variables are operative. With homogeneous
gfoups only the individual difference variables are
expected to be operative in determining the power and
p;estige order leading to member behavior and group
structure. With heterogenéous.groups, both gender context
and master status are operative in determining the power
and prestige order. The individual difference variables
probably have some impact on the behavior of heterogeneous
group members, but the highly salient sex type and
numerical dominance information may weil override or
min;mizg it. Megargee’s study (1969) sugges{s that this
is the caée aé ddminéht wohen todk the leadership position
over - less dominant women, but took the subordinate
position with less dominant men. Carlongll (1984)
recently. replicated Megargee’s study and foﬁnd the same
results. Dominance predicted leadership in same sex pairs
but not in pairs with a dominant female and a less
dominant male. Even when the task was made to appear
more "female" in nature, only slightiy more than half of

the dominant females took the leader position over less
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dominant males, . while 75% of the dominaht males‘took the

leader position over less dominant females. “
Revised final hypotheses including the distinction

between homogeneous and heterogeneous groups are as

_foilows:

Hl. Within each sex, the lower the proportion of
one’s sex in heterogeneous gender contexts the
weaker one’s action opportunity, performance
output, reward action and influence.

H2a. Within each heterogeneous gender context, males
will exhibit greater action opportunity,
performance output, reward action and influence
than females.

H2b. No differences in action opportunity, performance
output, reward action and influence will be found
between males and females in homogeneous gender
contexts.

H3a. Individual difference variables of general
ability, dominance and need for achievement will
be positively related to action opportunity,
performance output, reward action, and influence.

H3b. Individual difference variable of need for
affiliation will be negatively related to action

opportunity, performance output, reward action,
and influence.

HA. Individual difference variables will have more
impact on behavior in homogeneous than
heterogeneous groups.

H5. Performance feedback will be related to future
levels of action opportunity, performance output,
reward action and influence. .

The first hypothesis is the same between gender

context within sex hypothesis, however, it is now
restricted to heterogeneous gender contexts. It has been

determined that homogeneous gender contexts may not be

adequate as representative of the low extreme of the
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héterogeneity continuum as they are qualitatively
different. H1 is thus concerned with the differénces in
.the behavior of women in token female, equal and majority
female gender contexts, as well as, the differences in the
behavior of men in token male, equal and majority male
gender contexts. It proposes that the smaller the
proportion of one’s sex in a heterogeneous gender context,
the less one's participation is solicitied, the fewer
one’s 'actual contributions, the more these contributions
are poorly evaluated, and the weaker one’s influence over
others.

The between sex within gender context hypothesis has
been split in two along the heterogeneity/homogeneity
dimension. H2a covers heterogeneous gender contexts and
is concerned with the differences in the behavior of men
in token male gender contexts versus women in token female
gender contexts, men versus Qomen in equal gender
cbntéxts; éhé men in token female gender contexts vérsus
women in token male gender contexts. HZ2a proposes that
across all three of these comparisons, men’s participation
will be solicited more than women’s, men will actually
contribute more than women with their contributions
evaluated more positively, and they will have greater
influence than women. |

The second between sex within gender context
hypothesis (H2b) covers homogéneous gender contexts and is

concerned with the differences in the behavior of men
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versus woﬁen in homogeneous gender contexts and proposes
no significant differences in behavior. This hypothesis
is based on status characéeristics theory (Berger et al.,
1977) that states that a status characteristic becomes
salient only if it is known or believed to differentiate
members of the group: Berger et al. (1977) expanded their
saliency assumption with an alternative condition
requiring that the characteristic can also become salient
. if it is known or believed to be related to the group
task. This expansion clouds the distinction between the
status theory of sex differences and the sex role
socialization theory. Although our hypotheses stem from
original status theory, we will try to investigate the
possibility that sex role socialization leads to
expectation that sex is related to ability to perform the
task and thus might result in sex differences even within
homogeneous gender contexts.

The third set of hypotheses indicate the nature of the
relationships between the individual difference variables
and .behavior. H3a predicts the higher one’s genergl
ability, dominance and need for achievement the more one’s
participation is solicited, the greater one’s actual
contribution which are positively evaluated, and the
greater one’s influence. H3b predicts that the higher

one's need for affiliation, the less one’s participation

is solicted, the fewer one’s actual contributions, the
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more these contributions are poorly evaluated, and the

weaker one’s influence.

The fourth hypothesis illustrates the third moderating
effect of the heterogeneity/homogeneity dichotomy. It is
proposed that individual difference variables will have‘

more impact on behavior in homogeneous than heterogeneous

groups. Due to the salience of the other two independent
variables (master status characteristics and gender
context) in heterogeneous groups, the impact of the

individual difference variables will be minimized.

The fifth hypothesis relates to the notion that once
group members have actual individual performahce
information available, they will use this new information
to reevaluate the power and prestige order. They will
then alter the order and their behavior, where necessary,
to reflect the performance information. As noted earlier,
differential ;ttribution may lead to an interaction

between performénce feedback and . ' master status

characteristics and between performance  feedback and
gender context. Due to the objective, unalterable and

ability rélated nature of thé performance feedback such
interactions are not anticipated. |

A visual repfesentation of Hl ahd H2 with four person
groups can be seen in figure 5. From the visual one can
see that the hypotheses presented are very different than
in past studies. Hl, the gender context hypothesis, is

concerned with differences in the behavior of same sex
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Five gender contexts:

All .  Token Token All
Male Male Equal Female Female
MMMM MFFF MMFF FMMM FFFF

********#*************************************************

Hl. Within each sex, the lower the proportion of one’s
sex in a heterogeneous gender context the weaker
one’s action opportunities, performance outputs,
reward actions and influence.

Comparison 1 - token F < equal F < majority F.
Comparison 2 - token M < equal M [ majority M.

H2a. Within each heterogeneous gender context, males will
exhibit greater action opportunities, performance
outputs, reward actions and influence than females.

Comparison 3 - token male > token female.
Comparison 4 - equal male > equal female.
Comparison 5 - majority male > majority female.

H2b. No differences in action opportunities, performance
outputs, reward actions and influence will be found
between males and females in homogeneous gender
contexts.

Comperison 6 — homogeneous female = homogeneous male.

ERKKEKKKKKKRKKRKRK KR RKKKKRKKRKKKR KK KK KKK KKK KKK KK KK KKK KKK KKKk
figure 5. A visual representation of Hl and H2.
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group members when confronted with different éender
contexts. Even the sex difference hypotheses (H2) are
dissimilar than traditionally ekamined as they control for
gender coﬁtext. It is not hypothesized that under any and
all conditions men will have greater behavior outputs than
women. Only given the same heterogeneous gender context
will men exhibit more active behavior. It is the gender
context that is hypothesized to have the major impact on

behavior and thus can no longer be ignored.

-38-

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



CHAPTER 4

METHOD

In a recent article, Fairhurst and Snavelf (1983b)
state that future research is.needed to generate a greater
understanding of the gender context dynamic. The past
research into gender context has been minimal, and at best
lends us a framework within whigh to work. The studies
tended to focus on one particular type of gender context
(token), studied incomparable samples, and relied on
anecdotal data. Although the pasf investigations of sex
differences in group behavior generated interesting data
on gender context, this was only of secondary interest and
thus the studies were not designed for this purpose, data
are sketchy, and the analyses are post hoc. in addition,
the majority of the past research in both of these areas
wés cénducted>oVer ten years ago and it is unclear, due to
the rapid changes in our society, that the findings are
applicable to behavior in the mid 1980°'s.

| The purpose of this present study is to investigate
the effects of‘ gender context on behavior and test the
theory and model presented. The type of study selected
for this investigation is & cross between a field and a
laboratory experiment -- free simulation technique. Free
‘simulation is defined by Fromkin and Streufert (1976) as a

research method:
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"1)where particiﬁants are placed in a complex
environment which represents the criterion
environment as much as possible;

2)where participants are geherally free to behave.
within the boundaries of established rules and the
interaction of simulation paramaters, participants’
own past behavior, and the past behavior of others
with whom participants are interacting;

3)where participants attempt through their actions to
cope with (change) environmental characteristics or
the behavior of other participants;

4)where ongoing events are determined by the
interactions between experimenter-determined
parameters and the relatively free behavior of all
participating groups (p. 423)".

This research method exposes subjects to a large
number of real-world-like events simultaneously, subjects
remain in the simulation setting for considerable periods
of time, and subjects shape the events that occur during
the simulation by their own behaviors. According to

"one might say that experimenters

Fromkin and Streufert
who use this research method are creating field research

in the laboratory (1976, p. 423)."

Experimental Design

The free simulation used in the study is The Business
Management Laboratory (Jensen & Cherrington, 1984). The
Business Management Laboratory is a fairly complex

" computer simulation of several of the major
decision-making functions found in the domestic flatware
manufacturing industry. The simulation covers both the

essentials of the industry and of the simulated individual
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firms within the industry. The emphasis is on the firm
and its interaction with other firms in the industry.
While most of the variation in company performance is a
function of the decisions ‘which are made by the firm
members, some exogenous factors have an impact as well --
general economic conditions, seasonal fluctuations,
competitors’ decisions.

The simulation was not set up for experimental
purposes but rather was an integral part of: the
undergraduate business curriculum. Subjects anticipated
participating in the simulation ~as part of the
requirements for the cépstone BBA Business Policy Course
and had no idea that an experiment was being conducted.
Students were randomly assigned to firms and required to
make strategic amd operational decisioné for their firms
over a two year simulation period (3 months in actual
time). The firms were domestic flatware manufacturers
with tw& products "and one mérket. Each qﬁaffer the firm
members decided on over thirty different business factors
-~ product prices,‘advertising budgets, sales commissions,
first and second shift productioq, stage one and two
maintenance, quality control budgets, research and
development budgets, second shift capacity, plant
expansion, size of sales force; number of sales trainees,
purchase of raw material futures, saleé of stocks and
bonds, short term loans, short term portfolio investments,

factoring accounts receivable, dividend disbursement, and
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engineering studies. Firms' decisions were entered into
the computer‘ and the firms received outputs revealing the
status of the firm as a result of the decision. These
outputs included information on conditions in the industry
as a whole, competitors’ pricing and profits, and the
company’s sgles information, income statement and balance
sheet.

This simulation meets all” the properties noted by
Drabeck and Haas ‘(1967) as necessary in order for group
' research metﬁods to produce realistic simulations:

l)utilization of a real group or an artificial group
that is assembled long enough to become real;

2)realistic task characteristics that are familiar to
the group;

3)a realistic ecological environment;

4)interactions with the environment (e.g. input
information, feedback);

5)avoidance of subjects’ awareness that they are

participating in an experiment.

Like field résearch, the simulation task is complex
and not contrived with subjects performing as '"real"
groups over a three month period where the performance has
important consequences for the subjects (Anderson &
Schneier, 1978, Schneier & Bartol, 1980).  Like a
laboratory experiment, the simulation allows the creation
of certain combination of group memberships not found in
real 1life situations along with randomization and control

(Shaw, 1981). in the business world one would not find a
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situation where within the same-position both token female
and token male groups exist. Thus we control the threats
to internal validity through the control and randomization
within the simulation .while also controlling the threats
to external validity through the simulation of .the

criterion environment.

Sample

The tdtal sample was composed of 492 senior BBA
students enrolled in a business policy course during the
‘Fall Semester of 1984 at Bernard M. Baruch College, The
City University of New York. The sample was approximately
evenly divided between males (N=248) and females (N=244)
and the majority of the sample was between the ages of 20
and 24. All 16 sections of the course, 10 day and 6
evening sections, were utilized in the presént study. ‘The
students in each section were randomly assigned to seQen
or eight four¥person teams for participation in the "two
year" business simulation. Each section functioned as one
industry and each team functioned as one firm within that
industry. Team members were required to develdp, agree
upon, and implement stfategic and operational decisions
for their firm. The process of selecting and allocating
subjects into sections and teams was random except that a
certain minimum number of teéms with each of the gfoup sex
compositions were to be created: 8 homogeneous female

(FFFF), 8 homogeneous male (MMMM), 30 token male/majority
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female (MFFF), 15 equal male and female (FFMM) ,and 30
token female/majority male _(FMMM). The reason for this
constellation is that it generates a minimum of thirty
subjects of each sex within each gender context for data
analysis purposes. In order to generate a balanced
representation of gender context within each industry, the

teams were set up to match the pattern shown below:

FFFF MMMM
MFFF MFFF
FFMM FFMM

FMMM FMMM

Unfortunately, due to variation in course
registration, late registration and attrition, 14
five-person feams, 16 three-person teams and 2 two—person‘
teams wefe created. This left us with only 92 four-person
teanms. | It was deterﬁined that it was best not to include
the five-, three—, or two-person teams in the study
because it was unclear as to which gender context they
belonged. For example, should a three person group with
two males and one female be considered a token
female/majority male gender context? And whﬁt'about a
five—-person group with tho femalgs and three males?
However, we wished to have at least 25 individuals of each
sex in each type of gender context and this left us with

32 men and 32 women in homogeneous gender contexts, 81
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women and 66 men in majority gender contexts, 54 men and
54 women in equal gender contexts, and 27 men in token
gender contexts, but only 22 women in token génder
contexts. | On a group level this correspbnds to 8
homogeneous male and 8 homogeneous female groups, 27 equal
groups, 27 token male/majority female groups, and 22 token
female/majority male groups. The small N of women in
token gender contexts led us to decide to include three
five—person groups Qith four men and one woman. The
gender context for these three groups was clearly token
female/majority male.

The response rate fof the 383 subjects in the sample
was 98%. The first and second questionnaires were
completed by all but nine subjects. Despite this
exceptional response rate, one téam had to be dropped from
the study as three of its members were those that did not
complete the second questionnaire and one of its members
did not complete the first questionaire. This team
unfortunately was one of the four-person token female/
majority male groups. Thus, the actual sample consisted
of 379 subjects; 188 male and 191 female. The individﬁal
gender contexts were 32 homogeneous men, 32 homogeneous
women, 81 ﬁajority women, 75 majority men, 54 equal men,
54 equal women, 27 token men, and 24 token women. This
correspbnds to 8 homogeneous male groups, 8.homogeneous
female groups, 27 equal groups, 27 token male/majority

female groups, and 24 token female/majority male groups.
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The demographic characteristics of the sample can be
seen in Table 1. The majority of the subjects were in the
age range of 20 to 24 (59%) followed by the 25 to 29 range
(22%) with a mean age of 25 and a mode of 22. A vast
majority ‘'of the subjects were employed with 48% in
part-time jobs and 36% in fuli-time jobs. Almost half of
the sample (49%) consider themselves to be white, with the
other half comprised of Blacks (21%X), Hispanics (10%),
Oriéntals (14%) and other races (5%). The largest
percentage of the sample were marketing majors (33%),
followed by accounting majors (20%), management majors
(17%), statistics and computer science majors (15%) and

finance majors (10%).
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. Table 1
Demographic characteristics of the sample

Age

20-24 25-29 30--34 35-39 40-44 45+

Frequency 223 84 28 19 8 3
Percent 59 22 7 5 2 1
Employment
Parttime Fulltime None
Frequency 182 137 51
Percent 48 36 14
Race

0

White .Black Hispanic Oriental Other

Frequency 185 81 36 51 18
Percent 49 21 10 14 5
Major

Mktg Mgmt Acctg Fin CompSci Other

Frequency 125 63 75 38 58 12
Percent 33 17 20 10 15 3-
_.47..

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

0 |w

I

14



Variables

Independent variables

Gender context was the major independent variable
actually manipulated by the experimenter. There are four
different gender contexts for each sex as follows:
homogeneous, majority, equal, and token. The four person
teams were formed so as to create the desired number of
subjects within each gender context as described in the

_sample section.

Master status characteristics of sex was the second
‘independent variable. In this socisty, being male is
accorded higher status than being female. "Feminine"
activities generally are considered less prestigious than
"masculine” activities (Meeker & Weitzer-0’Neill, 1977)
and performance outputs produceq by a man are rated higher
than the same outputs thought té be produced by a woman
(Goldberg, 1968).
| Individual difference variables composed the third
independent variable; General ability level and need
strengths are expected to influence behavior in groups.
Three needs were examined -- nAch, nAff, nBom. The first
is the need for achievement (nAch) which is defined as the
need to strive for success or accomplish difficult fasks.
Second 1is the need for affiliation (nAff) which is defined
as the need to secure and maintain friendly associations.
Last is the need for dominance (nDom) which is defined as

‘the need to command others and control one’s environment.
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Dependent variables

A number of variables were investigated as potentially
dependent upon gender context. The four major dependent
variables as presented in our model are:

l)action opportunity ~-- the request for action by
other group members,

2)performance output -- actual task activities,

3)reward action -- positive eyvaluation of the
performance output by other group members, and

4)influence —-- the ability to alter other group
members evaluations or behaviors.

In addition to the four behavioral outcome variables two
other dependent variables were studied.

5)group structure -- the established pattern of
relationships among the differéntiated parts of the

group.

6)satisfaction —- the degree to which subjects are
" satisfied with their group.

Intervening variables

Three intervening variables are presenfed in our
model. : '
1l)numerical dominance -- the power derived from the

proportion of one’s sex in one’s group.

2)power and prestige order -- one’s power position
within one’s group. .

3)performance expectations -- the anticipated level of
behavior group members hold for you.

Moderator variable

Heterogeneity/homogeneity -- whether a group consists

of members of both sexes or only one sex is hypothesized

to moderate theAimpact of the three independent variables.
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Feedback variable

Performance feedback -- individual feedback as to

one’s ability in simulation decision—-making is
hypothesized to influence performance expectations and
thus impact on the power and prestige order and behavior

of group members.

Measures
This section will describe the measures used to assess
each of the variables presented above.: A copy of the
questionnﬁires containing the measurement instruments can
be found in Appendix A.. In addition, Table 2 lists the.
variables, their measures, and their 1location in the
questionnaires.
Independent variables

Gendef context was determined via the manipulation of
"the number of males and females in each team. Master
status characteristic for - each ‘sﬁbjeét was determined
through direct observation and the subjects indicating
their sex on the questionnaire. Students’ grade point
averages (GPA) were used as a measure of general ability.
GPA is a numerical representation of students’ grades in
all of their «courses. The numerical value of each grade
is as follows: A=4.0, A-=3.7, B+=3.3, . B=3.0, B-=2.7,
c+=2.3, ¢6=2.0, C-=1.7, D+=1.3, D=1.0, F=0.0. These values
are determined for each course and then an average is

computed.
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Independent Variables:
Master Status Char.

difference
dominance

Individual
need for

achievement
affiliation

need for
need for
ability

Dependent Variables:
Action Opportunity

advertence received
advising rank

Performance Output
leader-like behavior
activity rank
contribution
participation

Reward Action

positive affect rec’d

value rank
bonus award
future teammate

Influence

influence rank

conformity (-)

conflict modes
collaborating
avoiding (-)
accommodating (-)
competing
compromising (-)

conflict dimensions
assertive
cooperative (-)
.distributive
integrative

Group Structure
emergent leader
emergent secretary

Satisfaction
group atmosphere
satisfaction

Table 2
Independent and dependent variables and their measures

Measure

Biographical data

CPI
MNQ
MNQ
MNQ

Do scale

nDom scale
nAch scale
nAff scale

GPA

IPA Checklist

Peer

ranking

IPA Checklist

Peer
Peer

ranking
eval.

form

Ql

Ql
Ql
Ql
Ql
Ql

Q2
Q2

Q2
Q2
Q2

Questionnaire and page

p.151

p.149-150

p.143-4
p.143-4
p.151

p.157-8
p.156

p.157-8
p.156
p.159

# of individual decisions

IPA Checklist
Peer ranking

Peer
Peer

Peer

eval.
eval.

ranking

form
form

Q2
Q2
Q2
Q2

Q2

p.157-8
p.156
p.160
p.159

p.156

Individual vs group decision

Rahim conflict
"

Sociometric choice

"

"

"

"

Fiedler scale

Sat.

scale
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Two measures were used to assess the need strengths --
nAch, nAff,  nDom. The first measure used to assess need
‘strengths was the Manifest Needs Questionnaire (Steers &
Brﬁunstein, 1976). The rationale for selecting this
;articular instrument was that it makes use of
behaviorally-based scales with specific reference to work
settings and thus does not generate anxiety in the
subjects gbout aspects of their personality being tapped.
In addition, it could be administered relatively
unobtrusively due to the small number of items. The
instrument is composed of twenty 7-point Likert-type items
and measures four needs (nAch, ﬁAff, nAut, nDom). Each
need is scored from 1 to 7 with a one indicating low need
strength and seven, high need _strength. Steers and
Braunstein (1976) report acceptable testhetest
reliability coefficients of .72, .75, .77, and .86
respectively for egch of the four needs. Coefficient
alphas (.66, ;56, .61;~ .83) also indicate acceptabié

internal consistency reliability.

The alpha coefficients generated from our sample
however, .were not as favorable (.67, .54, ;41, .bS). We
thus chose to do a factor analysis in order to determine
if a stronger scale structure could be established. The
factor loadings and eigenvalues can be seen in Table 3.
E#cept for nDom, the new factors generated do not
correspohd to those presented by Steers & Braunstein

(1976). Four items load on three of the factors and five
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Table 3

Manifest Needs Questionnaire item factor loadings

MNQ4
MNQ12
MNQl6
MNQ20
MNQ3
MNQ5
MNQ10
MNQ17
MNQ19
MNG2
MNQ6
MNQ14
MNQ15
MNQ7
MNQll
MNQ13
MNQ21

Eigenvalue

Do nAch nAff nAut
.68
.60
.55
.74
.39
.46
.54
.45
.50
.46
.42
.35
.58
. .44
.55
.44
.46
2.44 1.37 1.19 . 1.24
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jtems load on the fourth factor. The alphg coefficients
for these new scales of nde,anch, nAff, and nAut (.74,
.59, .51, .50) are all at or above Nunally’s (1967) .50
criterion for measurement instruments used for research
purposes, indicating acceptable internal consistency
reliability. The fact that these coefficients are on the
low side is not unexpected as they are based on scales
comprised of only four or five items. Due to the weakness
of Steers and Braunstein’s original scales it was
determined that these new scales should be utilized.

The need for dominance was also assessed via the
Dominance scales (Do) from the California Psychological
Inventory (Gough, 1957). This scale was sele;ted due to
its strong reputation as weli as its positive approach to
dominance. Persons who .score high on the Do scale are
seen as influencing others toward achievement of group
goals via rational and moral actionms. The Inventory is
made up of 46 st;tements to which a tfue/false response is
requested. Items in each scale are assigned unit weights
(0-1), and summed to &ield score from 0 to 46 with a 0
indicating low dominance and a 46 indicating high
dominance. The reviews of this scale have been very
positive (Buros, 1965) and report adequate validity and
reliability. The scale exhibits ‘adequate internal
consistency reliability for the sample studied (r=.73).

The measures of need strength exhibit adequate

construct validity evidenced by the relationships between
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thé scales. Intercorrelations between the need strength
measures are presented in Appendix B. As expected, the
two measures of dominance, Do and nDom are highly
correlated (r=.44, p<.0001). Both measures also exhibit
anticipated correlations with other needs. The Do scale
measures a prosocial form of dominance and is therefore
positively correlated with nAff (r=.13, p<.05). The nDom
scale, on the other hand, measures an antisocial form of
dominance ahd is therefore positively correlated with nAch
(r=.38, p<.0001).

Dependent vgriablés

A number of instruments were used to measure the

dependent variables. The types of measures included
peer-ratings, checklists, rankings, self-ratings and
objective data. The first measure was a behavioral
checklist which consists of Bales’ Interaction Process

Analysis (IPA) (1950). The IPA is a method for studying
small group interaction patterhs and content. Twelve'
types of interaction are identified on the checklist:

1) Gives support, raises other’s status, gives help,

reward;
f\ 2) Is cheerful, jokes, laughs, shows satisfaction;

3) Agrees, shows passive acceptance, understands,
concurs, complies;

4) Gives suggesiions, direction, implying autonomy
for others;

5) Gives opinions, evaluation, analysis, expresses
feeling, wish;

6) Gives orientation, information, repeats,
clarifies, confirms;
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7) Asks for orientation, information, repetition,
confirmation;
[ 8) Asks for opinions, evaluation, analysis,
expression of feeling;

9) Asks for suggestions, direction, possible ways of
action;

/10) Disagrees, shows passive rejection, formality,
withholds help;

11) Shows signs of temsion, asks for help, withdraws
out of field; ,

12) Shows antagonism,deflates other’s status,defends
or asserts self.

These twelve interaction types can be divided into
four different categories as indicated above. Categor& A
involves  positive affect whilé category D involves
negative affect. . Category B is labelled attempted answers
or leader-like behavior while category C is considered
advertence or follower-like behavior. |

The peer report method of interpersonal process
énalysis was selected over Bales’ observer method in order
to Bave. tHe evaluator Be blind tc the reseabch hypotheses
as well as to make the measurement process unobtrusive.
This peef report method was developed by Schneier and
Barto; (1980) who had subjects indicate on a checklist the
behaviors exhibited by their teammates. They found
substantial agreement among the group members as to an
individuals utilization of the twelve behaviors.

In the current study, subjects‘ were also asked to
assess their own behavior as well as their peers’. Scores

on the IPA were determined for each of the four categories
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of interaction -- leader-like behavior, positive affect,
follower behavior, negative affect. The scores were the
number of behaviors checked off in each of the four
areas. Thus the scores range from 0 to 3 with a zero
indicating no behavior of that type and a three indicating
substantial behavior of that type. ‘

A peer evaluation form contained a number of other
dependent measures. Subjects were asked to diéide a
$100,000 bonus among the team members and indicate which
team member was the leader and the secretary of the firm.
Subjects were also required to indicate on a five-point
Likert-type item the 1level of contribution of each team
member. - A series of four peer rankings was also
utilized. Subjects were asked to rank the team memberé on
each of the four behavioral outcome variables --
-influence, performance output (activity), action
opportunities (advising), and reward action (value). Rank
scale scores ﬁere calculated;for‘eadh dépendent variable
by taking the average of the rankings the subject received
from the teammembers. The scores range from 1 (low) to 4
(high). Interrater reliability coefficients for the four
rank 5ca1es were .83 for influence, .84 for activity, .79
for value and .67 for advising.

The measures discussed thus far relate to the
dependent variables as follows. Action opportunity was
measured by the level of advertence behaviors directed at

the individual by the other group members. -This was
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calculated by summing the IPA follower behavior scores
each subject attributed to his or her teammates. The
scale écores thus indicate the degree to which the subject
was approached by his or her teammates for informatioh,
answers and suggestions. The scores range from 0 to 9
with zero indicating that -no advertence behavior was
directed at the subject and a nine indicating that a great
deal of advertence behavior was directed at the subject.
Internal consistency reliability for this scale was .64.
A second measure of action opportunity was the advising
rank scale. From the intercorrelation matrix for the
dependent variable measures in Appendix B, we can see
that, as expected, the two measures of action opportunity
are significantly positively correlated (r=.13, p(.Ol);
albeit low. |

Performance output was measured by the leader-like

behavior .exhibited by the individuél. This was calculated
“by- Qumming} the IPA leader—-like behavior scores that each
subject received from his or her teammates. The scale
scores thﬁs jndicate the degree to which the subject was
perceived by teammates t§ have given information, answers
or suggestions. The scores range from 0, no leader-like

behavior to 9, a great deal of leader-like behavior.

Interrater reliability for this scale was marginal
(r=.42). A second measure of performance output was the
activity rank scale. A third measure of performance

output was obtained directly by asking group members to
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indicate on a five-point Likert type scale each member’s
level of contributions. .The contribution score was
calculated by taking an average of the peer ratings of the
subject’s contributions. The scores ranged from 1 to 5
with a one indicéfing little contribution and a five
indicating major contribution. Acceptable interrater
reliability was exhibited (r=.81). A fourth measure of
performance output used objective participation data. The
participatioﬁ score was the number of individual decision
forms that a subject completed. The scores range from 0,
no individual decisions submitted, to 8, all individual
decisions submitted. From the intercorrelation matrix in
Appendix B, we can see that the measures of performance
, output are all associated. Leader-like behavior is
significantly positively correlated with activity rank
(r=.13, p<.01), contribution (r=.37, p<.0001) and
participation (r=.12, p<.05). Similarly, contribution and
participétion are positively correlated with activity rank
(r=.71, p<.0001 and r=.20, p<.0061, respectively) and with
gach other (r=.25, p<.0001)
ﬁeward action was measured by the total group positive
affect directed at the individual. This was calculatedlby
summing the IPA positive affect scores that the subject
attributed to each teammate. The scale scores thus
indicate the degree to which the subject received support,
agreement and cheerfulness from his or her t:ommates. The

scores range from 0, no reward action, to 9, a great deal
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of reward action.- Internal consistency reliability for
this scale was acceptable (r=.59). A second measure of
reward action was the value rank scale. The amount of the
bonus each person was aﬁarded by his or her teammates
vconstituted a third measure of reward action. The bonus
scale was calqulated by taking an average of the bonus
awarded the person by each of his or her teammates.
Interrater reliability for this scale was acceptable'
(.72). A fourth measure of reward action was whether or
not teammates would want to have the subject on their team
if they were to participate in the business simulation
again. The 'number of teammates that wished to have the
subject on their team in the future was calculated for
this purpose. The scores ranged from 0, no nomiﬂations,
to 3, unanimous nomination. From the intercorrelation
matrix in Appendix B, we can see that the measures of
reward action are related as expected. Value rank is
" significantly positivély.'cofrélated with bonus (r=.70,
p<.0001) and future teammate (r=.51, p<.0001). Future
teammate is also‘significantly positively related to bonus
(.64, p<.0001) and positive affect (r=.11], p<.05).
However, we must note that positive affect is nog
significantly correlated with value rank or bonus. |
Influence was measured by the influence rank scale. A
second objective measure was obtained which looked at
individual versus group decisions. By coﬁparing each

group member’s preliminary individual quarterly decisions
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to the 'group's ultimate éuarterly decisions, we could
determine the degree to which the individual was able to
influence the group to adopt his or her ;wn decisions.
The decision we chose to examine was product one price.
Scores were computed by taking the average percentage
difference between. the individual’s price and the group’s

price over the eight game decisions. The formula is

presented below.

Individual Price - Group Price
' Group Price ﬁd

The scores indicate the level of conformity or the degree

to which subjects were forced to alter their decisions.
It is thus actually opposite to influence. The scores
range from 0 to 30% with a 0 indicating no confofmity
(high influence) and a 30 indicating high conformity (low
influence).

Conflict-handling behavior was used as a third measure
of influence. . A élassification, scheme for.
cohflict—handling initially presented by Blake and Mouton
(1964), and further developed by Kilmann and Thomas (1975)
identifies five conflict-handling modes:

competing -- forcing one’s viewpoint at the expense
of others;

collaborating -- confronting disagreement directly
in a problem-solving fashion;

compromising —-- searching for a middle ground
solution;

avoiding —-- withdrawal from the conflict situation;

accommodating -- smoothing over differences and
focusing on areas of agreement.
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Persons with a high degree of influence would tend to
compete or collaborate as they can alter other group
member5s views to totally satisfy their own concerns,
while persons with a low degree of influence would tend to
avoid, accommodate or compromise as they know they cannot
win their position. |

Kilmann and Thomas (1975) identified four underlying
dimensions of conflict. The first dimension is
cooperative which reflects the degree to which one
attempts to satisfy the other parties’ concerns. Second
is the assertive dimension which reflects the degree to
which one attempts to satisfy one’s own concerns. The
third dimension, distributive, represents & give—andjtake
continuum, and can be thought of as "how one divides the
pie." The integrative dimension is last'and it represents
the "size of the pie" available to all parties. The
relationship between the five conflict-handling modes and
the four conflict-handling dimensions can be .seen in
figure 6. ' From the proposed relationships between
influence and the conflict-handling modes, we can see that
a person with 1little influence would be likely to be
cooperative and giving, while a person with great
influence would be likely to be aésertive and taking with
the potential to be integrative.

Rahim recently developed a measure of conflict-
handling behavior -- The Rahim Organizational Conflict

Inventory II (ROCI-II, Rahim, 1983). It was designed on
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Competing Collaborating

integrative
dimension

Compromising

asseritive dimension

distributive
dimension

4

Avoiding Accommodating

cooperative dimension

figure 6. Five conflict-handling modes, plotted according
: to the four conflict-handling dimensions.

(adopted from Kilmann & Thomas, 1975)
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the basis of 1lengthy and repeated feedback from  the
subjects and factor analyses lof various sets of items.
The scale consists of 28 5-point Likert-type items.
Test-retest reliability coefficients are acceptable
(collaborating .83, accommodating .81, competing .76,
avoiding .79, compromising .60). Internal consistency
reliability estimates are also adequate (.77, .72, .72,
.75, .72, respectively). These compare quite.favorébly
with the reliability estimates of the alternate measure of
conflict-handling ' behavior (elg. Hall, 1969, Lawrence &
Lorsch, 1967, Thomas & Kilmann, 1974). The alpha
coefficients from our sample indicate even stronger
internal consistency reliability (.87, .78, .82, .81, .74)
and factor analysis revealed the identical factor
structure.

The conflict-handling modes are scored as the average
of the scale items with a 1 indicating little use of the
mode and a 5 indicéting great use of tﬁe mode. Indiée;
for the four confiict—handling dimensions were derived

from the scores on the five modes as follows:

(competing + collaborating) -
(avoiding + accommodating)

assertive index

(collaborating + accommodating) -
(competing + avoiding)

cooperative index

distributive index = competing - accommodating
integrative index = collaborating - avoiding
As can be seen from the intercorrelation matrix in

Appendix B, the correlations between the measures of
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influence follow the anticipated pattern. The influence
rank is significantly positively correlated with the
competing mode (r=.29, p<.0001), assertive dimension
(r=.35, p<.0001), distributive dimension (r=.31, p<.0001)
and integrative dimension (r=.21, p<.0001) and
significantly negatively correlated with the the
conformity scale (r=-.10, p<.05), avoiding mode (r=-.25,
p<.0001), accommodating mode (r=-.15, p<.001) and the
cooperative dimension (r=-.08, p<.10). Conformity is also
significantly negatively ' associated with the competing
mode (r=-.10, p<.05), assertive dimension (r=-.08, p<.10)
and distributive dimension (r=-.08, p<.10).

Group structure was measured by the emergent roles of
group members -- leader and secretary.- The person with
thé greatest action opportunity, performance output,
reward action and influénce was likely to .emerge as group
leader. Emergent leadership was measured by a sociometric
nbminafion technique where group membe;s wgfe'aéked to
indicate who the:- leader of the group was. Leader scores
ranged from O, no nominations as leader, to 4, unanimous
nomination as leader. Past research indicates that this
sociometric techniqué is an adequate way to identify the
group leader as group members are able to independently
and unanimously identify one individual as the group
leader (Anderson & Schneier, 1978; Schneier & Bartol,
1980; Wood, 1981).  In this study, 60 of the 94 groups

were able to unanimously identify one individual as the
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group leader. Of'the remaining 34 groups, 21 achieved a
majority consensus as to the leader of the group. ;n 13
groups however, there were two individuals designated as
leaders. | The secretary of the group was also identified
with a sociometric nomination technique. The person with
the 1lowest status and power was likely to emerge as the
sacretary. Sécretary scores also ranged from 0, no
pominations, to 4, unanimous nomination.

Satisfaction with the group was measured via two
instruments. An individual with great action opportunity,
performance output, reward ﬁction and. influence is likely
to be satisfied with thev group while a person with low
levels of the four variables is likely to be
dissatisfied. Satisfaction was measured via the Group
Atmosphere Scale (Fiedler, 1975). The scale was designed
to measure the individual’s perception of the climate of
the work group with respect to affective relations. It
‘indicates the extent to which the individual feels
accepted by his or her teammates and sees the group as
relatively tension-free. The scale 1is composed of ten
8-point semantic differentials. The scale score is the
mean of the scores on the ten items and ranges from a low
of- 1 to a high .of 8. Factor analysis revealed all ten
items loaded on one factor. Cronbach’s coefficient alpha

for the scale indicated strong internal consistency

reliability (r=.Q§).

-66—

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



The second measure of satisfaction consisted of five
five-point Likert type items assessing satisfaction with
the group. Three of the items were from the Social
Rewards Satisfaétion scale - from the Michigan
Organizational Assessment Questionnaire (Cammann et al.,
1979) which measured satisfaction with the way one.was
treated by group members.' The remaining two items
assessed general satisfaction with the group and the group
leader. Factor analysis revealed that all five items
loaded on a single factor. Coefficient alpha for all five
jtems was .90 indicating strong internal consistency. The
mean of these five items was computed fbr use in the
analyses with a 1 indicating low satisfaction and a 5 high
satisfaction. The two measures of satisfaction are
significantly‘positively correlated (r=.68, p<.0001).
Intervening variable

The intervening variable of power and prestige order

Awas assessed via asking éubjeéts to réﬂk each team member
as to his or her power and prestige. The scale scores
were computed by taking an average of the rankings each
subject received from His or her teammates. The scores
ranged from 1 to 4 with a one indicating the lowest place
in the power and prestige order and a four indicating the
highest place in the power and prestige order. The
interrater reli;bility for the scale was acceptable

(r=.84).
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Feedback variable

Performance feedback was assessed through objective

measures. The measures were the scores subjects received
on quizzes that measured ability to make accurate
decisions in the business simulation. Each student’s quiz
grade was standardized for his or her course se;tion in
order to render the grading systems of the different
instructors comparable. The z-scores were used for data
analysis purposes.
Check on measures

As a check on the validity of the self- and
peer-ratings, the course instructors were asked to observe
each team and rank the team members as to their level of
contribution and activity in team decision-making.
Subjects received scores of 1 to 4, with a one indicating
the lowest activity level and a four indicating the
highest activity level. These instructor ratings should
be significantly correlated with many of the dependenf
variables (e.g. the performance outpﬁt measures and
emergent leadership). Table 4 presents the correlations
betweep- -the instructor ratings and the dependent
measures. As can be seen from the table, the instructor
ratings are significantly correlated as anticipated with
16 of the 25 dependent measures. In support of the
construct validity of our measures, the data reveal that
the instructor ratings are significantly associated with

the activity rank (r=.45, p<.0001), the contribution scale
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. Table 4 A
Correlation between instructor rating and
dependent variables

Instructor rating -

Dependent Variable _r_ _P_

Action Opportunity
advertence - .03 .60
advising rank .36 .0001

Performance Output
leader behavior -.01 .86
activity rank .45 .0001
contribution .38 .0001
participation .13 .014

Reward Action
positive affect .01 .79
value rank .42 .0001
bonus .35 .0001
teammate .30 .0001

Influence

influence rank .46 .0001
conformity -.04 .47
collaborating . .03 - .58
avoiding -.20 .0001
accommodating -.13 .014
compromising .04 - .46
competing .14 .0074
assertive . .24 . .0001
cooperative - -.01 .81
distributive .19 .0003
integrative .17 .0009

Group Structure
leader .39 .0001
secretary .11 .037

Satisfaction
group atmosphere -.03 .58
satisfaction scale .01 .89
...69..
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(r=.38, p<.0001), participation (r=.13, p<.05), emergent
leadership (r=.39, p<.0001l), etc. Only one correlation
that was expected to be significant was not so (instructor
ratings and leader-like behavior). It is possible that no
relationship is found because the instructor rating
.measures all activit& and not just leader-like behavior.
A total activity score was calculated by summing the total
number of checks a subject received from his or her
teammates on thg Interaction Process Analysis Checklist.
This total activity score was in fact significantly
positively correlated with instructor ratings (r=.183,
p<.05). Further support of the validity of the measures
is evidenced by the strong positive correlation between
the 1instructors ratings and the power order scale‘(r=.48,

 p<.0001).

Procedure

subjécts were ‘fanﬂomly divided into their four.person
teams to meet the gender context séecifications. The
subjects engaged in one trial decision and éight acgual
quarteriy decisions for their firm. For each decision a
record of the group members’ individual and group
decisions and firm performance reco;ds was obtained. Two
questionnaire administrations were conducted: after
decision four (tl) and decision eight (t2). The
questionnaires were administered by the instructor as a

part of the business game. The questionnaire was
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presented as a means to évaluate the business simulation
game by assessing students reactions to the game.

The Interpersonal Process Analysis and the Rahim
Organizational Conflict Inventory iI were administered at
tl and t2. In addition, at tl1 the Manifest Needs
Questionnaire Vand Do Scale were administered and
demographical data was collected including information on
suﬂjects‘ sex, race, " age, GPA, major and employmeni. At
t2 The Group Atmosphere Scale and:satisfaction scale were
administered and subjects were also asked to identify the
leader and the secretary of their team and how much each
member contributed toward group performance. In addition,
subjects were asked to rank their. team members as to their
1evgl of influence, the value of their contributions,
their 1level of activity, the 1level of advertence they
received, and their place in the power and prestige order
of the tean. Thef also were asked how they would split a
bonus of. $100,000 .amohg fhe team members. Additional
information was collected from the instructors on quiz

performance, activity rating, course grades and each

firms’ game grade.
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Statistical analxsis~
The hypotheses of the study required individual level

analyses. A number of different statistical procedures
were uged to test the hypotheses. This study .investigated
one major independent variable (gender context), five

additional independent variables (sex, ability, dominance;
achievement, affiliation), and six dependent variables
(action. opportunity; performance putput, reward actibn,
influence, group structure, satisfaction). Gender context
ijs an ordinal variable with four levels (token, equal,
majority, homogeneous). .Sex is a nominal variable with
two categories (male, female). The dependent variables
were measured via 25 approximately interval level scales.
The different types of statistics used to test each of the
hypotheses are presented below.

Hypothesis One: ‘

Apriori Orthogonal Contrasts

" Thé between heterogeneousA gender contexts wifhin sex
hypothesis was tested using apriori orthogonal contrasts.
If clear contrasts are generated by the hypotheses in a
study, apriori contrasts can be set up to test for
significart differences. Such contrasts have greater
power than screening techniques such as analysis of
variance and aposteriori tests of differences bétween
group means such as Scheffe confidence interval tests.
The major contrast under examination was between the

extreme gender contexts - token versus majority. The
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contrasts will examine the hypothesis that for each sex,
token subjects should have 1less action opportunity,
performance outﬁut, reward action and influence than
majority subjects. Where a <class variable has three
levels, two apriori orthogonal c¢r independent contrasts
are feasible. Unfortunately the only contrast that is
_orthogonal to the major contrast of interest, }s a joint
comparison of token and majority subjects versus equal
subjects. This . contrast is cléarly not appropriate for
this study, thus only the major contrast was examined.
The SAS GLM procedure was used for this anéiysis (SAS

Institute Inc, 1982).

Analysis of variance & Scheffe confidence interval test

One-way analysis of variance was also conducted in
order to test Hl for differences between the means of the
non-extreme gender contexts. The SAS GLM procedure for
unbalanced analysis of . variance designs was used (SAS
Institute, Inc., 1982).  The ANOVA’'s were conducted to
test H1l that within each sex token subjects will have less
action opportunity, performance output, reward action and
influence than equal subjects. Similariy equal subjects
should have less of these behavioral outcomes than
majority subjects. For each sex seéarately, ANOVA’s were
conducted on gender context for each of the dependent
variable - measures -- received advertence behavior,
advising rank scale, leader-like behavior, activity rank

scale, contributions, participation, received positive
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affect, value rank scale, bonus, future teammate,
influence rank scale, conformity scale, collaborating
mode, competing mode, compromising mode, accommodating
mode, avoiding mode, assertive dimension, cooperative
dimension} distributive dimension; integrative.dimension,
emergent leader nominations, secretary nominations,
satisfaction scale, group atmosphere scale. Significant F
statistics are hypothesized’for both the males and females
on all twenty-five measurés of the dependent variables.
Scheffe confidence interval test for the difference
between group means with unequal N’s was used to test
those variables with significant F statistics to defermine
if the non—-extreme groups differed as hypothesized.
Multivariate analysis of variance

MANOVA’'s also were utilized because of the multiple
measures of each dependent variable. Again testing Hl,
for each sex separately, MANOVA's were conducted for each
of the six dependent variables with their multiple
Ameasures. The MANOVA screens for differences between the
means in the four gender contexts just like an ANOVA,
however, the means. examined are the means of a variate
generated from ‘the4 multiple measures. The variate is a
created linear combination of the multiple measures that
jdentifies a core underlying common variance within all of

the measures.
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'Hypotheses Two:
T-tests

T—testé were used to test H2a and H2b that males will
exhibit greater action opportunity, performance output,
reward action and influence than females within
heterogeneous gender contexts, whereas no sex differences
will be evident in homogeneous gender contexts. T-tests
for the differences between the means for males versus
females on all 25 dependent measures were conducted for
each gender context separately. ‘SAS t-test procedures
were utilized to analyze the data (SAS Institute Inc,
1982).
Hypotheses Three:

Pearson éroduct—moment correlation

Pearson correlations were performed to examine
Hypothesis 3a that states that subjects with high ability,
need for achievement and need for dominance will exhibit
greater action opportunity, performénce{ output, reward
action and influence than subjects with low ability, need
for achievemeit and need for dominance. The same
statistical procedure was used to test Hypothesis 3b which
states that subjects with a high need for affiliation have
less action opportunity, performance oﬁtput, reward action
and influence‘ than subjects with a low need for
affiliation. Correlations between the individual
difference variables - nAch, nAff, nDom, Do, GPA, and the

twenty five dependent variable measures were conducted
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"using SAS correlation procedures (SAS Institute Inc,
1982).

Cannonical correlation

Hypqtheses 3a and 3b were also examined wusing
cannonical correlation analysis in order. to see the
relationship between the set of individual difference
variables and the set of dependent variables. Cannonical
correlation analysis is a multivariate statistic whereby
one set of variables is cornelated with another set.
Cannonical variates are created from each of the two sets
of wvariables. ‘Theée variates are linear combinations of
the ' variables that maximize the relationship between the
two sets of variables. After a first cannonical variate
is generated. for each of the wvariable éets, second

. cannonical variates that are independent of the fir§t
variates are created to account for additional variance.
The SAS Cannonical procedure was utilized to generate the

' cénnonicnl variates, cénnonical'conrelation coeffiecients,"
‘and F statistics for the significance of the correlations
between the variates.
Hypothesis Four:

Correlation, Fisher t transformation & z tests

In order to test H4 which states that the correlations
between the individual difference variables and the
dependent variables are stronger for subjects in
homogeneous " versus heterogeneous gender contexts, the

.correlations between the individual difference variables
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and the twenty-five dependent measures were computed
separately for homogeneous and heterogeneous groups. For
comparison purposes, these coefficient were converted to t
statistics Iusing Fisher’s transformation tables. The
difference between the t statistics was then examined
through 2z tests. The formula for generating the 2z

statistic is as foilows:

Cannonical correlation

In order to reduce the number of comparisons for

clearer interpretation of the difference between
homogenéous and heterogeneous gender contexts,
multivariate statistics were utilized. Cannonical

correlations between the individual difference variables
and dependent variables were calculated separately for
subjeéts in homogeneous ~ and heterogeneous . gender
contexts. The  cannonical 'correlatibns were compared to
test for differences between the two groups.

Hypothesis Five:

Pearson product-moment correlation

The quiz scores were converted to standard scores
within each industry in order to render scores from
"different instructors comparable. The standard scores for

quiz performance were correlated with the twenty-five
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dependent measures to test H5 concerning the impact of
performance feedback on behavior. 1In order to verify the
belief that performance feedback would operate similarly
for both males and females, seﬁarate correlations were

computed for each sex and compared.
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CHAPTER 5

RESULTS

This chapter will report the findings of the study.
As mentioned in Chapter 4, a number of statistical
procedures were used to test the hypotheses. The findings
will be presented by’ hypothesis in order to cléarly
demonstrate the relationship between the results and
hypothesis testing.
Check on Randomization

Before directly testing Hl it was necessary to conduct
a check on the randomization procedure to ensure that the
subjects assigned to the‘different gender contexts did not

differ as to demographic characteristics. For the three

poqinal demographic variables - major, employment, and
race, chi-square statistics were calculated from the.
tﬁo—wﬁy | ‘.contingency tables of gender context by
demographic variable. All three of the chi-square

statistics indicated no difference in the demographic
variables between the four gender contexts (major x*=9.08
p=.70, employment x*=2.86 p=.83, race x*=8.81 p=.72). An
Anova was conducted to cﬁéck the randomization for the
continﬁous demographic variable - age. The‘F stafistics
again indicated no difference in age between the four

gender contexts (F=0.13 p=.94).
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Similarly, for individual difference variables,
one-way Anova’'s were conducted .to ensure that the
randomization process led to even distribution of these
personality characterisifics between the four gender
contexts. As expected, the mean GPA did not differ for
the four groups (F=1.09, p=.35). The need strengths also
were evenly distributed among the four gender contexts (Do
F=.59, p=.62; nDom F=.64, p=.59; nAch F=.58, p=.63; n4ff
F=.24, p=.87). Thus as expected, the randomization
procedure evenly distributed the different demographic
characteristics over the four gender contexts.

Tests of Hypothesis 1: :
Within each sex, the lower the proportion of one’s

sex in a heterogeneous gender context the weaker
one’s action opportunity, performance output, reward
action, and influence.

Apriori orthogonal contrasts

The first statistic to be performed on the data was
apriori orthogonal contrasts. Hypothesis one specified
certain relationships between Athe three hetérogeneous
gender contexts (token, equal and majority) in advance of
the study. The major contrast is between the groups
expected to be the extremes - token and majority.
Although two orthogonal contrasts are feasible where three
group means are involved, the only contrast that would be
orthogonal of the first contrast would be a joint
comparison of the token and majority group with the equal

group and such a contrast has no merit for testing our
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hypothesis. Thus, only the extreme group‘contrasi was
examined.

The apriori contrast of token versus majority gender
contexts for the twenty-five measures of the dgpendent
variables can be seen in Table 5. As can be seen in the
table, a . number of the contrast are significant for both
sexes. The actual means of the dependent variables for
all three of the heterogeneous gender contexts can bé seen
in Table 6. For males,‘ nine of the contrasts are
significant or close to significant. lThe dependent
measures of action opportunity and group structure show no
differences in the means for token males versus majority
males. - However, the measures of performance output,
reward action, influence and satisfaction all exhibit some
significant contrasts. The constrast for leadef behavior
tends toward significance (F=é.?2, p>.10) with majority
males exhibiting greater leader-like behavior than token
ﬁales. Similarly; the contrast for future teammate is
significant (F=5.05, p>.05) with majority male# being
chosen as future teammates more often‘than token males.
In addition;w_ Soth measures of satisfaction have
significant contrasts (group atmosphere F=3.87, p>.05;
satisfaction scale F=5.76, p>.05) with majority males more
satisfied with their groups than token males. The various
measures of conflict-handling behavior = also show
significant differences between the token and majority

males. In terms of conflict-handling modes, majority
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Table 5

Apriori orthogonal contrasts of token versus
majority gender contexts for males and females

Male
Contrast
Variable F P
Action Opportunity
advertence .68 .41
advising rank .54 .46
Performance Output ,
leader behavior 2.72 .10+
activity rank 1.84 .18
contribution 2.11 .15
participation .09 .76
Reward Action
positive affect .27 .60
value rank .03 .85
bonus .99 - .32
teammate 5.05 . 026%
Influence
influence rank .02 .88
conformity .09 77
collaborating 5.44  .021x
avoiding 6.53 .012%
accommodating .66 .42
compromising . 1.68 .20
competing - .00 1.00
. .assertive _ 6.30 .013x%
cooperative 3.77 .054+
'distributive .27 .60
integrative 10.40 .0015%x%
Group Structure
leader .93 .34
secretary .10 .75
Satisfaction
group atmosphere ‘3.87 .051+
satisfaction 5.76 .018%
+ p<.10
x p<.05
*%x p<.01
x%x% p<.001
_82_

Female
Contrast
F o)
.00 .97
5.85 LO0L17x%
.35 .55
8.22 .0048%x%
2.61 .10+
.68 .41
.08 LT
4.86 . 029%
3.90 .050%
.00 .96
12.37 .0006%%x
.03 .85
.04 .84
.02 .88
1.67 .20
.40 .53
.05 .83
.40 .53
.84 .43
1.00 .32
.00 .98
3.85 .052+
4.05 .046%
.28 .59
.71 .40
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‘Table 6
Means of the dependent variables for each of the
heterogeneous gender contexts

Male Female
Gender Context Gender Context
Variable Token Equal Major. Token Equal Major.

Action Opport.
advertence 6.42 6.64
advising rank 3.71 3.59

6.28 6.57
3.03 3.41  3.45%

0:-*3‘
[+ o} =]
(2]
(¢,
fd

Perf. Output .
leader behav. = 5.63 5.90 6.60+ 7.22 6.35 6.73

activity rank 3.32 3.61 3.59 2.99 3.39 3.57%
contribution 3.80 3.87 4.09 3.77 3.96 4.10+
participation 7.24 7.38 7.17 7.22 7.42 7.39

Reward Action _

positive affect 6.65 6.55 6.43 6.52 5.98 6.25

value rank 3.50 3.58 3.56 3.09 3.42 3.51x%
bonus 22.5 23.3 24.2 21.0 24.4 24.1x%
teammate 1.61 1.81 2.14x% 2.00 2.06 2.00

Influence

influence rank 3.70 3.74 3.65 2.75 3.26 3.45x%
conformity .017 .030 .016 .018 . 030 .019

collaborating 4.00 4.26 4.28x% 4.25 4.36 . 4.23

avoiding 2.83 2.55 2.43x% 2.72 2.78 2.69

accommodating 3.29 3.37  3.17 3.23 3.37 3.41

compromising 3.60 3.74 3.79 3.80 4,01 3.88

.competing 3.39 3.27 3.39 3.13 3.11 3.09

assertive .. 1.28 1.62 2.07x% 1.43 1.31 1.22

cooperative 1.06 1.81 '1.63+ 1.63 1.84 .1.86

distributive .109 -.096 .223 -.103 -.262 -.318

integrative 1.17 1.72 1.85% 1.53 1.57 1.54

Group Structure

leader 1.43 1.15 1.12 .29 77 .86+
secretary .44 .53 .52 1.80 1.39 1.09%
Satisfaction

group atmosph. 6.29 6.37 6.81+ 6.66 6.18 6.49
satisfaction 3.98 4.14 4.42x% 4.38 4.00 4,21

+ apriori contrast significant at p<.10 level
X apriori contrast significant at p<.05 level
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males are more likely to collaborate (F=5.44, p<.05) and
less likely to avoid (F=6.53, p<.05) than token males. 1In
terms of the conflict-handling dimensions, majority males
are more likely to be assertive (F=6.30, p<.05),
cooperative (F=3.77, p<.10), and integrative (F=10.40,
p<.01), than token maleé.

For females, again a number of the contrast are
significant:' "However, the measures that exhibit
significant. contrast are not those that were significant
for the males. Significant contrasts can be seen for
measures of action opportunity, performance output, reward
action, influence, and group structure. In terms of
action opportunity, ‘the contrast for advising rank is
significant (F=5.85, p<.05), with majority females

receiving more requests for advise from their teammates

than token females. Two of the measures of performance
output exhibit significant or close to significant
contfasts (activity rank .F=8.22; p<.01; contribution

F=2.61, p<.10). Majority females exhibited more activity
and contribution in the group tﬁan token females. There
is a significant 'difference between the means for two
meésures of reward action (value rank F=4.86, p<.05; bonus
F=3.96, p<.05). Majority females were given a larger
bonus and their contributicns were more highly valued than
token females. The contrast for influence rank was also
significant (F=12.37, p<.001) with majority females

considered to have more influence than token females.
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Lastly, both measures of group structure show significant
or close to significant contrasts (leader F=3.85, p(.lO;
secretary (F=4.05, p<.05). Majority women were more
likely to emerge as the leader of the group than token
females, while the reverse is true for the role of

A

secretary.

Although not all of the contrasts are significant, and
different contrasts are significant for malgs and females,
all but one of the significant contrasts support
Hypothesis 1. As hypothesized, majority males exhibit
greater leader-like behavior, more teammate nominations,
more satisfaction with the group, more collaborating,
assertive - and integrative conflict-handling behavior and
less avoiding conflict-handling behavior than token
males. Similarly, majority females exhibit greater and
more valuable contribution, greater activity and more
influence than token females. Majoriiy females algo
receife méré ‘requests for advice and g;eater bonus awards
than token females and are more likely to emerge as group
leader and less 1likely to emerge as secretary than token
females. Unexpectedly, the majority males also exhibited
more cooperative conflict-handling behavior than tokens.

From the apriori orthogonal contrasts we can see that
a number of the dependent measures support'éur hypothesis
for the difference between extreme gender contexts -

- majority versus foken. However, we still wish to examine

the non-extreme gender contexts for differences in the
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dependent variables. Ia order to compare token versus
equal sub jects and equal versus majority subjects,
univariate Anova’s and Scheffe confidence interval tests.
for the difference between gréup means were conducted.
Anova and Scheffe confidence interval test

The analysis of variance and Scheffe tests can be seen
in Table 7. The purpose of these test were solely @o
determine if there were differences between token and
equal gender contexts .or equal and majbrity gender
contexts. The extreme contrast of token versus majority
was tested using the more powerful apriori contrasts. The
Anova was conducted as a screening.device to determine
which of the measures should be further examined for
differences between fhe means with the Scheffe test. Only
one of the Scheffe test for differences between the means
of token and equal gender contexts was significant at the
.05 1level. - Equal women exhibited more influence than
tokeni women. Three addition qontrésts are gignifidani'at'
the .10 1level. Equal men exhibited more integrative
conflict-handling behavior than token men. For both
sexes, subjects in equal gender contexts exhibif greater
conformity than subjects in token gender contexts. Only
two of the Scheffe tests for differences betﬁeen the means
6f equal and majority gender contexts were significant at
the .05 1level. For both males and females, subjects in
equal gender contexts exhibit greater conformity than

subjects in majority gender contexts.
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Table 7

Analysis of variance and Scheffe tests for the
difference between the means of the non-extreme

gender contexts

Anova

Variable F
Action Opport.

advertence .43

advising rank .28

Perf..Output :
leader—-like beh. 1.86

activity rank 1.16
contribution 1.42
participation .68

Reward Action
positive affect .18

value rank .09
bonus : .56
future teammate 3.17
Influence
influence rank .28
conformity .5.18
collaborating 2.91
avoiding 3.27
accommodating 1.63
compromising .84
competing .48
. assertive 3.68
‘cooperative 3.07
distributive 1.69
integrative 5.24
Group Structure :
leader .49
secretary .06
Satisfaction v
group atmosph. 3.01
satisfaction 3.58

+ Scheffe test significant at .10 level
* Scheffe test significant at .05 level

Male

.65,
.76

.16
.32
.24
.51

.62.
.94

.052
.030
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Scheffe
p TvE EvM

Female
Anova Scheffe
_F  _p_ IvE EvM
.21 .81
3.30 .040
1.29 .28
4.18 .017
1.49 .23
.48 .62
.23 .79
2.48 .087
2.70 .070
.17 .85
6.19 .003 x
4.11 .018 + X%
1.12 .33
.21 .81
.84 .44
1.50 .23
.03 .97
.22 .81
.33 .72
.50 .61
.03 .97
1.95 .15
2.16 .12
1.27 .28
1.93 .15
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Few of .the non-extreme contrasts reached
significance. (0f course the larger number of significant
Anova F statistiés reflect the differences betwecn the
extreme gender contekts discussed in the apriori
orthogonal contrasts section). As hypothesized, women in
equal gender contexts exhibit more influence than women in
token gender contexts and men in equal gender contexts
exhibit more integrative behavior than men in token gender
contexts. Similarly, subjects of both sexes in equal
gender contexts exhibit more conformity than subjects in
majority gender contexts.. The only finding that does not
support the hypothesis 1is the tendency for subjects of
both sexes in token gender contexts to exhibit less
conformity than subjects in equal gender contexts.

Manova

The multivariate analysis did not reveal significant'
findings. Oniy the one-way .Manova for the influence
measures was significant at a .05 level. The Manova F was
1.88 (p=.03) for males and 2.38 (p=.004) for females.
Examination of the linear combination of the influence
measures revealed that the confofmity scale was weighted
very heavily (2.57 males, .61 females), while the other
scales had negligible weights. Thus it appears that this
Manova is actually Jjust reiterating the significant

‘univariate Anova for conformity.
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Check on sex differences

'Before-Zexamining the statistics for the between sex
within gender context hypothesés, demographic equivalence
had to be ascgrtained. To ensure that no differences
existed between male and female subjects in terms of their
demographic characteristics, chi-sduare statistics were
calculated from the two-way contingency tables of sex by
major, sex by employment and sex by race. All three of
the chi—quarg statistics indicated no sex differences in
the demographic - variables (major x* =8.42, p=.08;
employment x%=3.13, p=.21; race x*=7.63, p=.11). A t-test
was conducted to check for sex differences in the
continuous demographic variable - age. The t statistic
indicated no difference in age for males versus females
(t=-1:85, p=.85).

Similarly, for individﬁal difference variables,
t-tests were conducted to ensure that no sex differences
exist. ' Four of fhe five t-tests were not significant (GPA
t=-1.32, p=.19; Do t=1.00, p=.32; nAch t=1.28, p=.20; nAff
t=.66, p=.51) indicating no sex differences with regard to
these individual diffepence variables. However, the means
for males and females on nDom were significantly different
(t=4.56, p<.0001) indicating that males had significantly
higher need for dominance than females.

Tests of Hypothesis 2a:
Within each heterogeneous gender context, males will

exhibit greater action opportunity, performance
output, reward action and influence than females.

-89-

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



T-tests

Tables 8a-8c present the means"and t-tests for sex
differences in the dependent variables within each of the
heterogeneous gender contexts separately. As can be seen
in Table 8a, males and females in token gender contexts
exhibit significant differenpes on measures of all six
dependent variables. In terms of action opportunity, sex
differences are evidenced in advising rank (t=2.97, p<.01)
with males receiving more requests for advise from their
teammates than females. Similarly, iﬁ terms of reward
action, sex differences are evidenced in value rank
(t=1.82, p<.05) with males’ contributions more highly
valued than females’. Two measures of perforﬁance output
exhibit significant or close to significant t statistics
(leader-like behavior t=-2.36, p<.05; activity rank
t=1.53, p<.10). The signs of these two sex differences
are however in opposite directions. Like the findings
reported for .action opportunity and reward action, males
are reported to exhibit greater éctivity than females.
The picture for ‘leader—like behavior is in the opposite
direction, with females reported to exhibit greater
leader-like behavior than males.

In terms of influence, three of the sex differences
are significant or near signiticant (influence rank
t=4.15, p<.0001; collaborating t=-1.39, p<.10; cooperative
t=-1.54, p<.10). Again the signs of the t statistics are

both positive and negative. Males are reported to have
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Table 8a
T-tests for sex differences in the dependent
variables for token gender context

' Mean
Variable Male Female T p
Action Opportunity
advertence 6.52 6.57 -0.07 .47
advising rank 3.71 3.03 2.97 .0024%x%

Performance Output

leader-like behavior 5.63 7.22 -2.36 .011lx
activity rank 3.32 2.99 1.53 . 065+
contribution 3.80 3.77 0.08 .47
participation 7.24 7.22 0.08 .47
Reward Action .
positive affect 6.63 6.46 0.27 .40
value rank 3.50 3.09 1.82 .037%
bonus- 22.54 21.02 0.75 .23
future teammate 1.61 2.00 -1.22 .12
Influence :
influence rank 3.70 2.75 4.15 L0001 %k%xx
conformity .017 .018 -0.07 .47
collaborating 4.00 4.25 -1.39 .09+
avoiding 2.83 2.72 - 0.49 31
accommodating 3.29 3.23 0.35 .37
compromising 3.60 3.80 -1.04 .15
competing 3.39 3.13 1.24 .11
assertive 1.28 1.43 -0.34 .37
cooperative 1.06 . 1.63 -1.54 .06+
distributive a .109 ~.103 . 0.75 .23
integrative 1.17 1.563 -1.26 .11
Group Structure
leader 1.43 0.29 3.30 c001%%x
secretary 0.44 1.80 -3.47 .0006%%x%x
Satisfaction )
group atmosphere 6.29 6.67 -0.95 .18
satisfaction scale 3.98 4,38 -1.61 .06+

+ p<.10, one-tail

¥ p<.05, one-tail

*%x p<.01l, one-tail

*¥xx p<.001, one-tail
*x%xxx p<.0001, one-tail
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T-tests for sex differences in the dependent

Table 8b

variables for equal gender context

Variable

Action Opportunity
advertence
advising rank

Performance Output
leader-like behavior
activity rank
contribution
participation

Reward Action
positive affect
value rank
bonus
future teammate

Influence
influence rank
conformity
collaborating
avoiding
accommodating
compromising
competing
assertive

: cooperative
distributive
integrative

Group Structure
leader
secretary

Satisfaction
group atmosphere
satisfaction scale

+ p<.10, one-tailed

X p<.05, one-tailed

**x p<.01l, one-tailed
*x%x p<.001, one-tailed
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Mean

Male

6.69
3.59

5.90
3.61
3.87
7.38

6.54
3.58
23.29
1.81

3.74
.030
4.26
2.55
3.37
3.74
3.27
1.62
1.81
-.096
1.72

Female

-6.35

2

3.39
3.96
7.42

6.10
3.42
4.42
2.06

3.26
.030
4.36
2.78
3.37
4.01
3.11
1.31
1.84

-.262

-92-

1.57

-0.94

1.29
-0.4S
-0.20

0.94
1.04
-0.77
-1.26

2.97
0.04

-0.94

-1.55
0.01
-2.23
1.11
1.04
-0.10

0.72

L2

.24
.10+

.17

.10+

.31
.42

.18
.15
.22
.11

.0019%x
.48
17
.06+
.50
.014%
.13
.15
.46
.20
.24

.08+
.0008%%x%

.20

.22



Table 8c
T-tests for sex differences in the dependent
variables for majority gender context

Mean .
Variable Male Female T P
Action Opportunity
advertence 7.01 6.59 1.08 .14
advising raak 3.58 3.45 1.02 .15
Performance Output
leader-like behavior 6.60 6.73 -0.41 .34
- activity rank 3.59 3.57 0.10 .46
contribution 4.09 4.10 -0.07 .47
participation 7.17 7.39 -1.44 .08+
Reward Action
positive affect 6.33 6.30 0.06 .48
value rank 3.56 3.51 0.31 .38
bonus ' 24,22 24.08 0.12 .45
future teammate 2.14 2.00 0.88 .19
Influence
influence rank 3.65 3.44 1.47 .07+
conformity .016 .019 -1.10 .14
collaborating 4,28 4.23 0.70 .24
avoiding 2.43 2.69 -2.35 ~ L01x%xx%
accommodating 3.17 3.41 -2.45 .008%x
compromising 3.79 3.88 -1.06 .15
competing 3.39 3.09 2.77 .0031%x%
assertive 2.07 1.22 4.08 L0001 k%%
cooperative , 1.63 . 1.86 -1.23 . LI11
distributive : .223 -.318 3.79 L0001 %x%
integrative ' 1.85 1.54 2.31 .011%
Group Structure
leader 1.12 0.86 1.23 .11
secretary 0.52 1.09 -2.80 .0029%x%
Satisfaction
group atmosphere 6.80 6.49 1.60 .06+
satisfaction scale 4,42 4.21 1.74 .042%
+ p<.10, one-tailed
¥ p<.05, one-tailed
% p<.01, one-tailed
*¥xx p<.0001, one-tailed
..93--
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more influence than females. However, the reverse is true
for confliqt—handling ‘behavior where females .Qere more
likely to collaborate and be cooperative than males. Both
measures of group structure exhibit highly significant sex
differences (leader t=3.30, p<.001; secretary t=-3.47,
p<.001). This indicates that males are more likely to
emerge as the leader in the group than females while
females are more likely to adopt tﬂe role of secretary
than males. Lastly, the means for the satisfaction scale
exhibit close to significant differences for males §ersus
females (t=-1.61, p<.10) with females more satisfied with
their groups than males.

The majority of the significant t tests support H2a.
Males exhibit more activity, receive more requests for
advice, exert greater influence, are more highly valued,
ahd are more likely to emerge as leader éhd less likely to
take the role of secretary or to exhibit cooperative
conflict?handling behavidr than females. Three
‘significant or near significant t tests do indicate the
reverse of our hypothesis. Females appear to exhibit more
leader-like behavior,- are  more likely to use the
collaborating conflict-handling mode, and are more
satisfied with their group than males.

Table 8b presents the means and t-tests for sex
differences in equal gender contexts. Only three of the
t-tests are significant while foup tend toward

significance. The significant sex differences were found
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for measures of influence and group structure. Males
exert more influence than females (t=2.97, p<.0l) while
females are more likely to handle conflict wvia
comprimising (t=-2.23, p<.05) or avoiding (t=-1.55, p<.10)
than males. The results for group structure are similar
to those found for token groups with males more likely
than females to emerge as leader (t=1.42, p<.10) and
females more likely than males to take the role of
secretary (t=-3.26, p<.001). No significant sex
differences were found for reward action or satisfaction.
Two trends of sex differences are exhibited for action
opportunity' (advising rank t=1.28, p<.10) and performance
output (activity rank t=1.29, p<.10). Males tend to
exhibit greater activity and receive more requests for
advice than feﬁales. The results support H2a as males
were more active, received more requests fbr advice,
exerted more influence, were léss likely to avoid conflict
ér éompfémise, were more likely to emerge as léader and
less likely to emerge as secretary.

The means and t-tests for sex differences in majority
gender contexts is presented in Table 8c. As can be seen
from the table, no sex differences are evident for
measures of action opportunity or reward action. The
majority of the significant t—statistics concern measures
of influence. Six of the nine ﬁeasures of
conflict-handling behaviof are significant. 1In terms of

conflict-handling modes, females are more likely to avoid
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(t=—2.§5, p<.01) or accommodate (t=-2.45, p<.01) while
males are more likely to . compete (t=2.77, p<.0l). In
terms of the conflict~hand1ing dimensions, males were more
likely to be assertive (t=4.08, p<.0001), distributive
(t=3.79, p<.0001) and integrative (t=2.31, p<.05) than
females. The { statistic for the influence rank was also
close to significant (t=1.47, p<.10) with males tending to
exhibit greater influence than females. As was true for

| token gender contexts and . equal gender coniexts, the
secretary nomination scale exhibited sex differences
(t=-2.80, p<.01) with females more 1likely to emerge as.
secretary than males. The results for satisfaction are
the reverse of those found for token groups. Males scored
higher than females on the group atmosphere scale (t=1.60,
p<.10) and on the satisfaction scale (t=1.74, p<.05). In.
terms of performance output, females tended to participate
more than males (t=-1.44, p<.10).

Most of the significant results for theé majority
gender context support the hypothesis. Males exhibited
more iqfluence, greater satisfication, greater usage of
competing, assertive, distributive and integrative
conflict~-handling behavior, and lower usage of avoiding
and accommodating conflict-handling behavior, and were
less likely to emerge as secretary than females. One
close to significant result does  not support the

hypothesis as females tended to participate more than

males.
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From the tables we can see that significant
differences’ in influence rank and secretary nominations
were found across all three gender contexts. However, one
should note that the differences diminish as thé numerical
dominance increases. This pattern is evident over other
measures of the dependent vériables as well. Only
conflict-handling behavior measures seem to exhibit
greater sex differenées as numerical dominance increases.

Tests of Hypothesis 2b:
No differences in action opportunity, performance

output, reward action and influence will be found
between males and females in homogeneous gender
contexts. . _

T-tests .

Table 9 presents means. and t statistics fbr sex
differences in the dependent variables within homogeneous
gender contexts. Some of the measures cannot be included
in a +t-test because the nature of the measure sets the
mean and thus no difference could possibly exist when
comparing means of entire hohogeneous groups. Therefore,
only those measures with potential differences in the
means for males and females, were tested. The means and t
statistics for each of these measures are presented in the
table. As hypothesized, all but»one of the t statistics
are net significant. The only significant difference is
in one measure of influence, where females are more likely

to use the compromising (t=-2.50,Ap<.05) conflict-handling

mode than males.
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T-tests for sex differences in the dependent
variables for homogeneous gender context

M
Variable Male
Action Opportunity
advertence 6.87

Performance Output
leader-like behavior 6.44

Table

ean

Female

contribution 4.03
participation 7.56
Reward Action

positive affect 6.55
future teammate 2.17
Influence

conformity .023
collaborating 4,29
avoiding 2.68
accommodating : 3.40
compromising 3.58
competing 3.32
assertive 1.51.
cooperative . 1.69
distributive -.087
integrative . 1.60
Satisfaction

group atmosphere .  6.63 .

satisfaction scale 4,23

¥ p<.05, two-tailed

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

-98-

9

6.59

6.06
4.06
7.64

.021
4.46
2.64
3.44
3.98
3.13
1.52
2.14
.306
1.83

5

0.68
-0.12
-0.46

0.33
-1.44
0.25
-0.23
-2.50
1.04
-0.03
-1.38
0.93
-0.95

.67

.50
.90
.65

.45
.17

.74
.15
.80
.82
.016%
.30
.98
.17
.36 .
.35

097
.80



Due to the findings of significant sex differences in
the individual difference variable of nDom, additional
analyses were conducted. The purpose of the analyses were
to determine if the sex differences in task behavior were
actually due to the differences in nDom and not
differences in sex. nDom was partialled out of the
dependent measures to tests for differences in the
adjusted mean scores for males and females. ~Sex
differences were still evidant .in many of the same task
behaviors, however, the magnitude and significance of the
differences were greatly reduced. |

Tests of Hypothesis 3a:
Individual difference variables of general ability,

dominance and need for achievement will be positively
related to action opportunity, performance output,
reward action and influence.

Pearson product moment correlation

The correlations between | the five measures of
individual d;fferencé and the twenty—fivé measures of the
dependent variables can be seen in Table 10. As can be
seen in the table, the majority of the correlations are
sighificant. However, it should be' noted that the.
magnitude of the coefficients is in the low to moderate

range; Grade point average exhibits significant

correlations with ten of the twenty-five dependent

measures. In terms of action opportunity, GPA is

positively - correlated with advising rank (r=.31,

p<.0001). Similarly, for performance output, GPA is
..99_
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Table .10
Correlation of individual difference variables
with dependent variables

Variable GPA Do nDom nAch nAff .
Actic Opport. i
adverience .01 .16 ¢ .08 ~-.04 .12
advising rank .31 d .11 a .31 d .19 ¢ -.16
Perf. Output
leader beh. . .05 -.01 -.07 ~-.04 .05
activity rank .31 d .13 b .28 d .19 ¢ -.16
contribution .29 d .10 .19 ¢ .11 a -.10
participation .07 -.10 -.02 .03 -.05
Reward Action
positive affect -.03 .07 -.01 -.09 .18
value rank .32 d .11 a .27 d .22 d -.16
bonus .27 d .16 ¢ .20 d .11 a -.11
future teammate .27 d .12 b 07 -.01 -.08
Influence v
influence rank .34 d .25 d. .42 d .24 d -.16
conformity -.17 ¢ -.09 -.04 .02 .05
collaborating -.01 .26 d .09 -.02 .34
avoiding -.05 -.17 ¢ .13 b .03 -.04
accommodating -.08 -.03 -.11 a -.02 .17
compromising .03 .16 c .06 . .04 .16
competing .09 .16 ¢ .38 d .18 ¢ -.07
assertive .10 .28 d .34 d .08 .03
cooperative -.06 .10 -.16 b -.14 b .29
distributive .12 a .14 b .35 d .15 b -.16
integrative: .04 .28 d .15 b -.04 21
Group Structure ,
leader .33 d .19 ¢ .32 d .13 b -.16
secretary .05 .09 -.00 -.00 -.03
Satisfaction
group atmosph. -.06 .08 -.01 ~-.09 .24
satisfaction -.03 .08 .01 -.11 a .19

a p<.05, one-tailed

b p<.0l, one-tailed

c p<.001, one-tailed
d p<.0001, one-tailed
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pos%tively correlated with activity rank (r=.31, p§.0001)
and contribution (r=.29, p<.0001). Reward action measures
are also significantly pdsitively correlated with GPA
(value rank r=.32, p<.0001; bonus r=.27, p<.0001; future
teammate r=.27, p<.0001). In terms of influence, there
are two significant positive correlations and one negative
correlation. GPA exhibits a positive relétionship with
influence rank (r=.34, p<.0001) and distributive
conflict-handling behavior (r=.12, p<.05); and a negative
relatioﬁship with conformity (r=-.17, p<.001). Group
structure is also related to GPA as evidenced by the
positive correlation between leader nomination and GPA
(r=.33, p<.0001). No relatiopship is exhibited however,
between GPA and the satisfaction measures. All of these
results support H3a that the higher one’s general ability
the greater one’s action opportunity, performance output,
reward action and influence. As hypothesized, high GPA
scores are associated with a high 1level of acfivity,u
contribution, influence, distributiveness, emergent
leadership, teammate nominations, bonus award;, valued
contributions and requests for advice. High GPA scores
are associated with a low level of conformity.

The CPI Do scale is significantly correlated with 15
of the 25 dependent measures. Both measures of action
.opportunity are positively associated with this prosocial
dominanqe measure (advertence r=.16, p<.001; advis;ng rank

r=.11, p2.05). In terms of performance output, Do is
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significantly positively related to activity rank (r=.13,
p<.01). Thfee: of the measure of rewardv action are
significantly positively correlated with Do (value rank
r=.11, p<.05; bonus r=.16, p<.00l; future teammate r=.12,
p<.01). Influence as well shows a significant
relationship with Do. The Do scale 1is positively
correlated with influence rank (r=.25, p<.0001) and with
collaborating (r=.26, 1p<.0001), compromising (r=.1€,
p<.001) and competing (r=.16, P<.001) conflicﬁ—handling
modes, and negatively correlated with avoiding (-.17,
p<.001). Three of the conflict-handling dimensions are
also positively correlated with Do (assertive 1r=.28,
p<.0001; distributive. r=.14, p<.0l; integrative f=.28,
p<.0001). One measure of group structure 1is also
positively related to Do (leader r=.19, p<.001).

These results tend to support H3a that the higher
one’s dominance level the higher one’s action opportunity,
perférmancé output, reward action and influence.’ High Do
scores weré associated with a high 1level of activity,
advertence, influence, bonus award, valued contributions,
requests for advice, teammate pominations, collaborating,
competing, ‘assertiveness, distributive behavior,
integrative behavior and emergent leadership. High Do
scores were also associafed with low levels of avoiding
behavior. One of the results is not in the predicted

direction as high Do scores were related to high levels of
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compromising behavior instead of low levels. This may be
attributable to the prosocial nature of the dominance

measured.

The second measure of dominancé exhibits statistically
significant relationships with 14 of the 25 dependent
variables. The dominance scale from the Manifest Needs
Questionnaire is positively correlated with one of the
measures of action opportunity (advising rank r=.31,
p<.0001). Similarly, nDom is positively corre;ated with
two of the measures of performance output (activity rank
r=.28, p<.0001; contribution r=.19, p<.001). In terms of
reward action, nDom is positively related to value rank
(r=.27, p<.0001) and bonus (r=.20, p<.0001). nDom is also
positively correlated‘with influence rank (r=.42, p<.0001)
and emergent leadership (r=.32, p<.0001). The competing
conflict-handling mode is significantly positively
associated with nDom (r=.38, p<.0001), while the avoiding
and ‘accomm;dating | médes are significantly negatively
correlated with nDom (r=-.13, p<.01l; r=—.11,'p<.05) « In
terms of conflictwhandliqg dimensions, nDom is positively
correlated with assertive (r=.34, p{.OOOI), distributive
(r=.35, p<.0001) and integrative (r=.15, p<.01) behavior
and negatively associated with cooperative behavior
(r=-.16, p<.01).

All of these results'support H3a that the higher one’s
need for dominance the greater one’s action opportunity,

performance output, reward action and influence. As
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hypothesized, high nDom scores were associated with high
level of advising, activity, contribution, value, bonus
award, influence, competing, assertiveness, distributive
behavior, integratiQe behavior and leader emergence while
associated: with 1low level of avoiding, accommodafing and
cooperativeness.

The measure of need for achievement is signifieantly
correlated with 11 of the 25 measures of the dependent
variabies. In terms of action opportunity, nAch |is
positively corelated with advising rank (r=.19, p<.001).
Similarly, performance output measures of activity rank
and contribution are positively correlated with nAch
(r=.19, “25.001; r=.11, p<.05). Reward : actioh also
exhibits positive correlations with nAch (value rank
r=.22, p<.0001; bonus r=.11, p<.05). In' terms of
influgnce, nAch is positively cdrrelated with influence
rank (r=.24, p<.0001), competing (r=:18, p(.OOl) and

‘ distributivé behavior (r=.15; p<.01) and negatively
correlated with cooperative behavior (r=-.14, p<.01).
Emergent leadership is also positively correlated with
nAch (r=.13, p<.01). One measure of satisfactioﬂ is
significantly negatively associated with nAch
(satisfaction scale r=-.11, p<.05).

All of the significant correlations, except for
satisfaction, support H3a that the higher one’s level of
need for achievement the greater one’s action opportunity,

performance output, reward action and influence. As
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hypothesized, high nAch scores were associated with a high
level of advising, activity, contribution, value, bonus
award, influence, competing, emergent leadership and
distributive behavior. In addition, high nAch scores were
associated with a 1low level of cooperative behavior. It
was expected that high nAch scores would be associated
with high levels of satisfaction, however the reverse was

found.

Tests of Hypothesis 3b:
Individual difference variable of need for

affiliation will be negatively related to action

opportunity, performance output, reward action and

influence. -
Pearson Correlation

The need for affiliation‘is significantly associated

with 16 of the 25 dependent measures (see Table 10). 1In
terms of action opportunity, nAff is positively correlated
with  advertence ' (r=.12, p<.05) and negatively correlated
with advising rapk (r=-.16, p<.01). One measure of
performance outpué is significantly negatively associated
with nAff (activity rank r=-.16, p<.001). Significant
relationships with nAff are also evident for measures of
reward action. - nAff is positively correlated with
positive affect (r=.16, p<.0l1) and negatively correlated
with value rank (r=-.16, p<.001]) and bonus (r=-.1l1,
p<.05). In terms of influence, nAff is negatively

associated with influence rank (r=-.16, p<.01) and

positively associated with the conflict-handling modes of
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collaborating (r=.34, p<.0001), accommodating (r=.17,
p<.001) and compromising (r=.16, p<.01). ~ The
conflict-handling dimensions also exhibit: significant
relafionships to nAff (cooperative r¥.29, p<.0001;
distributive r=-.16, p<.0l; integrative r=.21, p<.0001).
Emergent leadership is negatively correlated with nAff
(r=-.16, p<.01). ) Both measures of satisfaction are
positively associated with nAff (group atmosphere r=.24,
p<.0001; satisfaction scale r=.19, p<.0001).

These results tend to support H3b that the higher

one’s need for affiliation the 1lower one’s action
opportunity, perfdrmance output, reward action and
influence. As hypothesized in H3b, the direction of most

of the significant relationships with nAff are the reverse
of those for the othef individual difference variables.
High need for affiliation scores were associated with low
levels of advising, activity, value, bonus award,
influence, emergent leadership and distributive behavior.
As expected high nAff scores were also associated with

high levels of accommodating, compromising and cooperative

conflict-handling . behavior. A number of the -
relationships, hdwever, were not in the predicted
direction. High nAff scores were also associated with

high 1levels of advertence, positive affect, collaborating,

integrative behavior, and satisfaction with'the group.
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Cannonical correlation

In order to generate a clearer understanding of thé
relationship between the individual difference variables
and the dependent variables, multivariate analyses were
conducted. Cannonical correlations were calculated for

the individuai difference variable with each of the six

sets of dependent variables. The results can be seen in

Table 11 including the cannonical variate structure,
cannonical correlation coefficients and significance
levels. As can be seen from the table, significant

cannonical correlations were found for all six of the
dependent variables. The variance in the individual
difference cannonical variates accounts for 24% of the
difference in the action opportunity cannonical variates.
Similarly, the variance in the individual difference
variate accounts for 22% of the difference in the
performance output variate. Twenty-five percent of the
variahce in the reward action variates is accounted for by
the variance in the individual difference variates. The
greatest variance is accounted for in the influence
variate (54%). The variance in._individual difference
variate accounts for 22% of the variance in the group
structure variate. The smallest variance is accounted for
in the satisfaction variate (8%). This supports the
hypothesis that individual difference variables influence

behavior.
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‘ Table 11
Cannonical correlations between the individual
difference variables and the dependent variables

r )<
Action Opportunity

.44 .0000 .57GPA -.14Do +.61nDom +.l4nAch -.41nAff
-.19advert + l.0advising

.21 .0031 .03GPA +.76Do +.15nDom -.29nAch +.44nAff
+.99advert +.07advising

Performance OQutput

.47 .0000 .49GPA +.03Do +.58nDom +.19nAch -.41nAff
-.301ldrbeh +.86activity +.21lcont -.06part

Reward Action

.44 ,0000 .55GPA -.07Do +.44nDom +.34nAch -.45nAff
-.30posaffect +.92value +.10bonus -.09teammate

.25 .0017 .55GPA +.63Do —.23nDom -.40nAch +.35nAff
.48posaffect -.43value +.39bonus +.73teammate

Influence
.59 .0000 .37GPA +.05Do +.66nDom +.15nAch —-.48nAff
.75influence -.08conform -.26collab +.07avoid
~.23accommo +.19compro +.35compet
.44 .0000 ,03GPA +.56Do +.16nDom -.10nAch +.70nAff

.06influence -.l2conform +.88collab -.3lavoid
+.18accommo -.04compro +.l3compet

Group Structure

.47 .0000 .55GPA +.12Do +.55nDom +.03nAch -.40nAff
.991leader +.l6secretary

Satisfaction

.28 .0014 | ~-.16GPA +.30Do -.08nDom -.36nAch +.84nAff
.8latmosphere + .25satisfaction
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If we exaﬁine the variate’ struéture we can see the
exact nature of the relationships. between the sets of
variables. Two sets of cannoﬁical variates are exhibited
for action opportunity. The correlafion is stronger for
the first set, but both are significant. Upon examining
the cannonical weights for action opportunity, it is clear
that the emphasis is on advising rank in the first variate
and on advertence in the second variate. The first
cannonical variates for individual difference variables
show mixed signs with GPA, nDom and nAch weighted
positively and Do .and nAff weighted negatively. The
emphasis is on GPA and nDom which are positively weighted
and on nAff which is negatively weighted. It should be
noted that Do appears to act as a supressor variable.
Although it has a negativg cannonical coefficient, it is
positively correlated with the action opportunity variate
(r=+.10). The signs for the second cannonical variate for
individual difference variables are also mixed with
positive signs fdr GPA, Do, nDom and nAff and negafive
signs for nAch. The emphasis is on Do and nAff which are
positively weighted and on nAch which 1is negatively
weighted. The first cannoncal variate for individual
difference variables can be thought of as aﬁtisocial
dominance, while the second is prosocial dominance. Thus
we can see that advising is correlated with the antisocial

form of dominance (r=.44), while advertence is correlated

with the prosocial form (r=.22).
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Examination of the other variates for individual
difference reveals that they are either similar to the
structure of the prosocial doéominance variate or the
antisocial dominance variate. For perfofmahce output, the
individual difference variate resembles the antisocial
gtructufe with the emphasis on GPA and nDom which are
positively weighted and, nAff which is negatively
weighted. The pefformance output variate contains mixed
signs with activity rank and contribution positively
weightéd and leader-like behavior and partiéipation
negatively weighted. The emphasis is on acfivity rank.

It must ‘be noted that participation has a very low weight
and appear to be a suppressor variable as its weight is
negative but its correlation with the individual
difference variate is positive. Thus antisocial dominance
is significantly correlated with a weighted differenée of
activity and contribution minus leader-behavior (r=.47).

Two sefs of ‘significant' cannonical variateé are
evidenced for reward action and individual difference
variables. For‘ the first set, the antisocial dominance
va;iate is evident. The first reward action variate has
mixed signs with negative weights for positive affect and
future teammate and positive weights for value rank and
bonus. The emphasis is on value rank (positive) and
positive affect (negative). Teammate acts as a suppressor
variable since it is positively correlated with the
antisocial dominance variate (+.18) despite the negative

i
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coefficient. Thus a weighted difference of value rank and
bonus minus positive affect is correlated with antisocial
doﬁinance (r=.44). The second individual difference
variate is the prosocial dominance type with GPA, Do and
nAff positively weighted and nAch negatively weighted.
Although nDom is negatively weighted, it appears to be a
suppressor variable as it is positively correlated with
‘the reward action variate (+.01). The second reward
action variate has positive weights for positive affect,
bonus and teammate and negative weights for value rank.
Value rank appears to be a suppressor variable as it is
positively correlated with the opposite variate (+.05).
Its removal enhances the relationéhip between the other
variables. Thus a weighted sum of received positive
affect, bonus and teammate is correlated with prosocial
dominance (r=.25). The major difference in the.two reward
action variates is in received ‘positive affect. It

T' o foiloWs from expected. patterns that a pefson who engages
in the antisocial form of dominance will receive little
positive affect from teammates whereas a person who
engages in the prosocial form of dominance will receive a
great deal of positive affect from teammates.

Two significant cannonical correlations are exhibited
for influence and individual difference variables. The
first influence variate has mixed signs with positive
weights for influence rank, competing, compromising and

avoiding and negative weights for collaborating,
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accommodating and conforming. . The emphasis 1is on
influence rank and competing. The individual difference
variate is the antisocial dominance form. - Thué a wefghted
sum of the influence rank and competing is related to
antisocial dominance (r=.59). The second influence
variate has positive weight  for collaborating,
accommodating, competing and influence rank and negative
weights for avoiding, conformity and compromising. The
emphasis - is on <collaborating (positive) and avoiding
(negative). The second individual difference variate is
the prosocial dominance form. The weighted difference of
collaborating minus avoiding is significantly related to
prosocial dominance (r=.44). One may recall from the
section on measures that the integrative conflict~handliﬁg
dimension is an index of collaborating minus avoiding. I
stands to reason that a person who engages in the
prosocial form of dominance will add to the size of the
pie aQéiléble to all, while a pefson.whb ehgages in the‘
antisocial form of dominance will not.

The group structure variate positively weights

emergent leader and secretary with the emphasis on

leader. The individual difference variate is the
antisocial dominance form. Thus emergent leadership is
related to antisocial dominance (r=.47). In the finsal

cannonical relationship fpr satisfaction, the structure of
the individual difference variate resembles the prosocial

dominance type with strong positive weights for nAff and
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Do and a strong negative weight for nAch. The weighted
sum of group atmosphere and satisfaction with the group
is related to prosocial dominance (r=.28).

Tests of Hypothesis 4: .
Individual difference variables will have stronger

relationships with behavior for homogeneous than
heterogeneous groups.
Fisher’s t transformations and z tests

?able 12a-12e present correlation-coefficients of each
of the individual difference variables with the dependent
variables separately for homogeneous and heterogeneous
gender contexts. In addition, for comparison purposes the
correlation coeficients weré converted to t statistics
using Fisher’s transformation and the z statistic 1is
presented in the tables along with its significance
level. The critical value for z is 1.64 p<;05, one—tail
and 2.33 p<.01, one-tail.

As ~can be seen from Table 12a, .the correlations
between GPA and £he dependent variables are stronger for
homogeneous than heterogeneous groups. Six of the
differences are sfatisfically significant. The
correlations‘ of GPA with activity rank, value rank, bonus
future teammate, influence rank, and compromisiné are
significantly lgrger for subjects in homogeneous groups as
opposed to ~those in heterogeneous groups. The difference
in the correlations for homogeneous versus heterogeneous
groups is close to signficant for emergent leadership énd

integrative conflict-handling behavior. Table 12b
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Table 12a
Test for difference in correlations between
GPA and dependent variables for homogeneous
versus heterogeneous gender contexts

Correlation
Coefficients
Variable Hetero Homog z statistic
N=308 N=62
Action Opportunity
advertence .03 -.056 , 0.56
advising rank .29 .41 -0.99
Performance Output
leader behavior .04 .14 -0.70
activity rank : .26 .53 -2.25%
contribution .25 .43 -1.41
participation .07 .10 -0.21
Reward Action ,
positive affect .01 -.20 . ’ 1.50
value rank .27 .58 -2.68x%x%
bonus .23 .49 -2.18%
future teammate .22 .47 -2.18x%
Influence
influence rank .30 .53 -1.97x%
conformity -.16 -.22 0.42
collaborating -.03 ' .07 -0.70
avoiding -.02 -.22 1.41
accommodating -.06 -.20 ' 0.99
compromising -.02 .25 -1.97%
competing .10 .02 0.56
. assertive .07 .24 . -1.20
cooperative ' -.09 .06 -1.06
distributive .11 .14 ’ -0.21
integrative ~.01 .22 -1.62+
Group Structure
leader .30 .49 -1.62+
secretary .03 .15 -0.85
Satisfaction ,
group atmosphere -.03 -.20 1.20
satisfaction -.00 -.14 0.99
+ p<.10
¥ p<.05
*%x p<.01
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Table 12b
Test of differences in correlations between
riAch and dependent variables for homogeneous
versus heterogeneous gender contexts .

Correlation
. Coefficient
Variable Hetero Homog z statistic
N=308 N=62
Action Opportunity
advertence -.02 -.11 0.63
advising rank .15 .42 -2.11%
Performance Output
leader behavior -.02 -.18 1.13
activity rank . .17 .27 -0.77
contribution .07 .33 -1.90%
participation -.01 .37 -2.82%%
Reward Action v
positive affect -.08 -.13 0.35
value rank .19 .38 -1.48+
bonus .08 .28 -1.48+
future teammate -.01 -.03 0.14
Influence :
influence rank .24 .26 -0.21
conformity .02 .03 -0.07
. collaborating -.00 -.08 0.56
avoiding .04 .01 0.21
accommodating® .00 -.14 0.99
compromising .03 .07 -0.28
competing .19 .12 ) 0.49
.assertive S .07 . .09 -0.14
cooperative -.13 -.17 : 0.28
distributive .14 .18 -0.28
integrative -.03 ~.05 0.14
Group Structure
leader .13 .15 -0.14
secretary -.03 .11 -0.99
Satisfaction
group atmosphere -.09 -.06 -0.28
satisfaction -.13 -.02 -0.77
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Table 12c
Test for differences in correlations between
nAff and dependent variables for homogeneous
versus heterogeneous gender contexts

Correlation
Coefficient .
Variable Hetero Homog z statistic
N=308 N=62
Action Opportunity
advertence .11 .14 -0.21
. advising rank -.14 -.26 0.92
Performance Output v ,
léader behavior .04 .18 -0.99
activity rank ~.12 -.40 2.18x%
contribution -.07 -.27 ) 1.48+
participation -.04 -.13 0.63
Reward Action .
positive affect .13 .27 -1.06
value rank -.12 -.38 1.97%
bonus -.09 -.24 1.06
future teammate -.04 -.12 0.56
Influence
influence rank -.12 -.37 1.90%
conformity .06 -.03 0.63
collaborating .32 .43 -0.92
avoiding -.06 .07 -0.92
accommodating .12 .43 -2.39%x%
compromising .19 .00 1.34
competing -.04 -.22 ' 1.27
assertive . .07, -.18 . 1.76%
cooperative .25 .44 -1.48+
distributive ~-.11 -.43 2.46%
integrative .22 .16 0.42
Group Structure
leader ~.14 -.22 0.56
secretary .03 -.34 2.25%
Satisfaction
group atmosphere .19 .50 -2.54%x%
satisfaction .16 .35 -1.48+
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Table 12d
Test for differences in correlations between
nDom and dependent variables for homogeneous
versus heterogeneous gender contexts

Correlation
Coefficient
Variable Hetero Homog z statistic
N=308 N=62
Action Opportunity
advertence .13 -.16 2.04x%
advising rank .33 .20 0.91
. Performance Output
leader behavior -.08 -.01 -0.49
activity rank .29 .21 0.63
contribution .19 .17 0.14
participation -.03 .05 -0.56
Reward Action
positive affect .03 -.17 1.41
value rank .28 .23 0.42
bonus .21 .17 0.28
future teammate .08 .01 0.49
Influence
influence rank .45 .27 1.33
conformity -.06 .04 -0.70
collaborating .12 -.07 1.33
avoiding -.11 . -.18 0.49
accommodating -.13 .03 -1.13
compromising .06 -.04 0.70
competing ' .41 .22 1.55
assertive .36 ‘ .18 .1.41
cooperative -.19 -.02 -1.20
distributive .39 .15 1.83%
integrative . .16 .12 0.28
Group Structure
leader .34 .25 0.63
secretary -.03 -.08 0.35
Satisfaction
group atmosphere -.02 .10 -0.85
satisfaction .02 .04 -0.14
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Table 12e
Tests for the differences in the correlations between
. Do and dependent variables for homogeneous
versus heterogeneous gender contexts

Correlation
Coefficient
Variable Hetero Homog z statistic
N=308 N=62
Action Opportunity .
advertence .17 .15 0.14
advising rank .13 .03 0.70
Performance Output :
leader behavior -.04 .14 -1.27
activity rank .16 .03 0.92
contribution .12 -.01 0.92
participation -.08 -.28 1.48+
Reward Action
positive affect .06 .12 , -0.42
value rank .13 .02 0.77
bonus .17 .09 0.56
future teammate .11 .15 -0.28
Influence :
influence rank .29 .11 1.34
conformity ~.10 -.03 -0.49
collaborating .29 .14 1.13
avoiding -.15 -.27 0.92
accommodating -.00 -.14 0.99
compromising .20 -.00 1.41
competing .24 -.20 3.10%x%
assertive .30 .16 1.06
cooperative .07 .27 ' -1.48+
distributive .19 -.07 1.83%
integrative .28 .30 -0.14
Group Structure
leader .30 .20 0.77
secretary .03 ~-.08 0.77
Satisfaction . :
group atmosphere .=-.03 .10 -0.92
satisfaction -.00 .04 -0.28
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presents the statistics for the need for achievement.
Again, the correlations between nAch and the dependent
variables are larger for subjects in homogeheous groups
than those in héterogeneous groups. However, only tﬁe
differences in the correlations for advising rank,
contribution and participation are significant with treﬁds
for value rank and bonus award. Table 12c presents the
statistics for the need for affiliation. The cqrrelatiohs
in general are stronger for subjects in homogeneous versus
heterogeneous groups. Eight of the differences reach
significance with stronger negative correlations with
homogeneous groups for activity rank, value rank,
influence rank, assertive behavior,‘distributive behavio?
and secretary nominations than heterogeneous gfoups and
stronger positive correiétions with homogeneous groups for
accommodating and group atmosphere for subjects than
heterogeneous groups. | Three close to significant
differences ﬁere also eQident' with hdmogeneous groups
having stronger negative correlatinns for contribution and
stronger positive correlations for cooperative behavior
and the satisfaction scale‘than heterogeneous groups.

Table 124 presents the statistics for need for
dominance. Unlike the results for GPA, nAch and nAff, the
correlations for subjects in heterogenecus groups appear
to be stronger. than those for homogeneous groups.
However,; only two of the differences are éignificant.

Need for dominance is significantly positively related to
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distributive behavior for subjects in heterogeneous
groups, but not for \homogeneo;s groups. Significant
difference is evidenced for the correlations of nDom with
advertence as well. However, the signs of the two
correlations are opposite -- positive for heterogeneous
gender contexts and negative for homogeneous gender
contexts. Table 12e presents the statistics for the Do
scale. No clear pattern is apparent as to which groups’
correlations of Do and the dependent variables are
stronger. In fact, only two of fhe differences reached
signficance. High scores on the Do scale were associated
with high 1levels of distributive behavior for subjects in
heterogeneous group but not ' so for homogeneous groups.
High scores on the Do scale were associated with high
levels of competing for subjects in heterogenebus groups
while associated with lbw levels of competing for subjects
in homogeneous ¢groups. Two trends also support the
hyéothesis‘ as the correlations between Do and cooperative
behavior and between Do ana participation are stronger for
homogeneous versus heterogeneous groups.
Cannonipalmcorrelation

Cannonical correlatioﬂs can more clearly i;lustrate
the difference 1in thg level of relationship between the
individual difference variables and the dependent
variables for subjects in heterogeneous and homoéeneous
groups. Table 13 presents the, cannonical correlation

coefficients and eigenvalues for the six sets of dependent
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Table 13 -
Cannonical correlations between individual difference
variables and dependent variables for homogeneous
and heterogeneous gender contexts

Homogeneous Heterogeneous
Variable ‘ _r_ r* r r?*
Action Opportunity .61 .37 .42 .18
Performance Output ' .75 .57 .45 . 20.
Reward Action | .77 .60 .38 .15
Influence .78 .62 .60 .37
Group Structure . .59 .35 .45 .21
Satisfaction .53 .29 .25 .06
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measures. and indivi&ual difference variables. As can be
seen in the. table, the cannonical coefficients are greater
for the subjects in homogeneous groups thén for those in
heterogeneous groups for all six dependent variables. The
variance in the individual difference variate accounts for
37% of the variance in.the action opportunity variate with
homogeneous subjects, but only 18% with heterogeneous
subject;. Similarly, the variance in the individual
difference variate accounts for 57% of the variance in the
performance output variate with homogeneous subjects, but
only 20% with héterogeneous subjects. In terms of the
reward action variate, 60% of the variance is accounted
for by the variance in the individual difference variate
with homogeneous subjects, but only 15% is accounted for
Qith heterogeneous subjects. While for homogeneous
‘subjects, 62% of the variance in the influence variate is
accounted for by the individual difference variate, only
15% iS accounted for'with heterogeneous subjects. for the
group structure variate as well, 35% is accounted for with
homogeneous subjects, while only 21% is accounted for with
heterogeneous subjects. Lastly, the variance in the
individual difference variate accounts for 29% of the
variance in satisfaction with homogeneous subjects, but

only accounts for 6% of the variance with heterogeneous

subjects.
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Tests of Hypothesis 5:
Performance feedback will be related to future levels

of action opportunity, performance output, reward
action and influence.

Pearson product moment correiation

Correlations between z-scores of quiz performance and
the dependent variables can be seen in Table 14. Quiz
performance is sigificantly correlated with 15 of the 25
dependent variables. 1In terms of action opportunity, quiz
performance is positively correlated with advising rank
(r=.31, p<.0001). Similarly for performance output, quiz
performance is positively‘ associated with activity rank
(r=.36, p<.0001)? contribution (r=.27, p<.0001) and
partic%pation (r=.11, p<.05). Three measures of reward
action are also positively .correlated with quiz
performance (value rank r=.35, p<.0001; bonus r=.29,
p<.0001; future teammate r=.26, p<.0001). In terms of
influence, quiz performance is positively correlated with
influence . rank (r=.36, p<.0001), competing (r=.21,
p<.0001) and the assertive (r=.23, p(.OOO}), distributiQe
(r=.20, p<.0001) and integrative (r=.13, p<.001)
conflict-handling dimensions, and negatively correlated
with conformity (r=.-.15, p<.0l1) and avoiding (r=-.14,
p<.01). Lastly, emergent leadership 1is positively
associated with quiz performance (r=.29, p<.0001).

The results support H5 that states that feedback
regarding performance will influence behavior. As

hypothesized, high quiz scores were associated with high

-123-

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



Table 14
Correlation between performance feedback and
dependent variables

Variable Correlation one—-tail p
Action Opportunity
advertence ' .02 ns
advising rank .31 .0001
Performance Output
leader behavior .02 ns
activity rank .36 .0001
contribution .27 .0001
participation .11 .024
Reward Action
positive affect -.06 ns
value rank .35 .0001
bonus .29 .0001
future teammate .26 .0001
Influence
‘influence rank .36 .0001
conformity \ -.15 .0026
collaborating .06 ns
avoiding -.14 .0037
accommodating -.07 ns
compromising -.08 ns
competing .21 . .0001
assertive .23 .0001
cooperative ~-.06 A ns :
distributive .20 .0001
integrative ‘ .13 . .0065
Group Structure
leader .29 .0001
secretary -.04 . ns
Satisfaction
group atmosph. -.04 ns
satisfaction .00 ns
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levels of advising, activity, contribution, participation,
value, bonus award, ' future teammate nominations,
inflqence, competing, emergent leadership and assertive,
distributive and integrative conflict—handling behavior.
While high quiz scores were associated with low levels of
conformity and avoiding behavior.
?isher’s t transformation and z test

The correlations between performance and behavior were
recomputed for males and females separately in order to
check that the response.to the performance feedback was in
fact the same for both sexes. For cbmparison purposes,
Fisher t transformations were performed and z statistics
calculated. The critical value at the .05 level,
two-tailed for the z statistic was 1.96. The correlations
and 2z statistics can be seen in Table 15. As can be seen
from the table, the separéte correlations reveal minimal
differences. Only one of the z statistics is
significant. For males,"qﬁiz pefformancé is negatively
correlated with use of the compromising conflict-handling
mode (r=-.21), whereas for females the correlation is in
the opposite direction although not sigﬁificant (r=.08).
The difference between the correlations for positive
affect and quiz performance is closé to significant. For
fenales, quiz scores are negatively correlated with
receipt of positive affect (r;—.l?), whereas for males the
correlation is in the opposite direction although not

significant (r=.03). The. difference between the
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. Table 15
Correlation between performance feedback and dependent
variables for males and females separately

Correlation
Coeffiecient
Variable Male Female z statistic
N=170 N=170
Action Opportunity '
advertence .07 -.05 1.09
advising rank , .27 .33 ' -0.55
Performance Output
leader behavior -.02 .07 -0.82
activity rank .35 .36 -0.09
contribution .30 .24 0.64
participation .07 17 -0.91
Reward Action
positive affect .03 -.17 1.82+
value rank .33 .37 -0.45
bonus , .28 .30 -0.18
future teammate .22 .31 -0.91
Influence
influence rank .36 .34 0.27
conformity -.15 -.15 0.00
collaborating -.05 .14 ~-1.73+
avoiding -.19 -.09 -9,91
accommodating -.13 -.01 -1.09
compromising -.21 .08 -2.64%
competing .25 .16 0.91
assertive .25 .19 0.64
cooperative -.11 .01 -1.09
distributive .25 .13 1.18
integrative .12 15 -0.27
Group Structure
leader .35 .22 1.36
secretary .02 -.06 0.73
Satisfaction
group atmosph. .00 -.08 0.73
satisfaction .04 -.03 0.64
+ p<.1l0
¥ p<.05
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‘correlations for collaborating and quiz performance is
also close to significant. A significant positive
correlation. exists for females (r=.14), while a negative
but insignificant correlation (r=-.05) is evidenced for
males.
Examination of power and prestige order

In order to examine the influence of the intervening
-variable power, partial cannonical correlations were
computed betweén the individual difference variables and
dependent behaviors. If power does serve as an
intérvening variable, then the relationship between the
individual difference variables and the dependent
behaviors should decrease significantly‘ when power is
partialled out. The results support the model as the
partial . cannonical correlation coefficients were
‘significantly smaller than the non partialled cannonical
correlation coefficients. The partialled cannonical
correlation ‘coefficients and eigénvaiueé' can be seen in

Table 16.

The’ variance in the individual difference
variate only accounts for 6% of the variance in the action
opportunity variate when power is partialled while it
accounts for 24% when not partialled. Similarly, the
variance in the individual difference variate only
accounts for 5% of the variance in the performance output
variate when power is partialled, while it accounts for

22% when not partialled. In terms of the reward action

-127-

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



Table 16
Partial cannonical correlations for power and prestige
order between the individual difference variables
and the dependent variables

Dependent ,
Variate r P eigenvalue
Action Opportunity .25 .0029 .06
Performance Output .23 .036 .05
Reward.Actipn .31 .0?01 .09
Influence .45 .0000 .20

.42 .0000 ' .18
Group Structure ’ .20 .11 .04
Satisfaction .28 .0615 .08
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variate, 9% 1is accounted for by the variance in the
individuai difference variate when partialled for power
versus 25% when not partialled. Two partial cannonical
correlations are significant for the influence variables
and the individual difference variables. Both sets of
individual difference’ variates account for 58% of the
variance in the influence variate while 54% is accounted
for when hot partialled. The most extreme case is grouﬁ
structure where the partial cannonical correlation is not
significant while when not partialled for power the
variance in the individual difference variate accounts for
22% of the variance in the group structure variate. Thus
. the relationshib is no longer significant when power is
removed. The only insignificant result is for the partial
cannonical correlation of the satisfaction measures and
the individual difference variables. The magnitude of the
relationship is the same with or without power partialled
from 'the measures. The variance in the individual
difference variate accounts:for 8% of the variance in the

.

satisfaction variate.
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CHAPTER 6

DISCUSSION

Conclusions

In general, the findings of this study support the
theory and model of gender context presented in Chapter
3. As proposed in Hypothesis 1, persons with low
numerciél dominance were given less opportunity to
participate in the group task, made fewer task
contributions, had their contributions evaluated
negatively by group members, had less ability to influence
group members, were less likely to emerge as group leader
and more likely to emerge as group secretary, and were
less satisfied with the group than persons with high
numeriéal status.

The specific results revéaled that token . males
received fewer future teammate nominatioﬁs, exhibited less
leader—liké beﬁavior,- were less satisfied with théAgroqé,'
and were less likely to utilize collaborative, assertive
and integrative conflict-handling behavior, while more
likely to avoid conflict than majority males. Similarly,
token females received féwer requests for advice,
exhibited lgss activity and contribution, received lower
bonus awards with contributions 1less valued, exhibited
little influence, and were less likely to emerge as leader
and more likely to emerge as secretary than majority

females. As hypothesized, the behavior of the equal
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subjects fell between that " of the token and majority
subjects. However, for many of the behaviors, only the
differences between the two extreme gender contexts (token
and majority) were large enough to reach significance.

The hypotheses for the alternate sources of power and

prestige were also supported. Master status
characteristics, according to Bales et al. (1977),
influence expectations about " performance capabilities

which in turn determine the power and prestige order and
ultimately regulate behavior. 1In this society, the master
status characteristic of "female" is accorded lower status
than "male", thus males should be expected to make greater
contributions -than females. As proposed in H2a, within
each _heterogeneous gender context, males had more
opportunity to participate in the group task, made more
task contributions, more often had their contributions
evaluated positively by groups members, had greater
abilify to influence, more often emerged as group leader,
and less often emerged as group secretarf than females.

The specific research findings revealed that in token
gender contexts, males received more requests for advice,
exhibited more activity, had their contributions more
highly valued, exerted greatéf influgnce, were less likely
to exhibit cooperative conflict-handling behavior or
emerge as secretary, and more likely to emerge as leader
than females. Similarly, for equal gender contexts, males

received more requests for advice, exhibited more activity
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~and influence, were less likely to utilize compromising
or avoiding conflict-handling modes and were more likely
to emerge as leader and less likely to emerge as secretary
than females. For majorify gendér context as well, males
exhibited greater influence, were more likely to utilize
competing, assertive? distributive and integrative
conflict-handling behavior and less likely to exhibit
avoiding or accommodating conflict-handling behavior, were
more satisfied with their group .and less likely to emerge
as secretary than females. One interesting unanticipated
trend is that token males were less satisfied with their
groups than token females. Perhaps this is because for
women, it is not unusual to be in a group with 511 men,
whereas for men, it is an unfamiliar and thus a more
adverse situation.

Bales et al. (1977) notion that a mastef status
characteristic is salient only if it is known or believed
to. différgntiate members of the group. led. to the
hypotheéis that master status would not be operative in
homogeneous groups. As prbposeq in H2Db, insignifica;t
differences were found in the Behavior of males and
females in homogeneous gender contexts. One difference
was significant, with females more likély to utilize the
compromising conflict-handling mode than males. These
findings lend support fo the status theory of sex

differences as opposed to the sex role socialization

theory.
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The second 4a1ternate source of power and prestige was
individual difference variables. A£ility..and need
strength were suggested to influence behavior in groups
(McClelland & Boyatzis, 1982; Shaw, .1981; Stogdill,
1948). The results were not as straight forward as those

for gender context and master status characteristic in

supporting the hypotheses. Two different patterns of
individual difference surfaced from cannonical
correlations. The two patterns resemble McClelland's two

faces of power (McClelland, 1971).

The first pattern | identified is similar to
chlelland’s bad face of power which involves the desire
for personal domination over others. This pattern which
we labelled antisocial dominance, was a weighted
difference of GPA and nDom minus nAff (nAch and Do were
also positively éssociated with.this'form but minimally).
The antisocial form of dominance functioned as
hypothesized in H3é and H3b. Persons with high antisocial
dominance scores received more requests for advice,
exhibited more activity and contributions, had their
contributioné ~qorem~high1§ valued, exerted more influence,
were more likely to wutilize the competing mode and were
more likely to emerge as leader than persons with low
antisocial dominance scores. Thus as hypothesized,
antisocial dominance wés associated with action
opportunity, performance output, peward action, influence,

and group structure. However, satisfaction with the group
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was not higher for persons with high antisocial dominance

scores. In addition, antisocial dominance was negatively
associated with leader-like behavior, collaborative
conflict-handling and received positive affect. As

persons who are high in antisocial dominance are solely
concerned with controlling others, it is reasonable that
such people would not exhibit collaborating
conflict-handling behavior, receive positive affect or be
seen as giving the group information.

The second pattern of individual difference variables
jdentified is similar to McClelland’s good face of power
which involves influencing others toward goal and task
achievement. This pattern, which was labelled prosocial
dominance, was a weighted difference of Do and nAff minus
nAch (nDom and GPA were also positively associated with
this form, but less so). Persons with high levels of
prosocial dominance réceived greater advertence behavior
ééd positive affect from their teammates; were more often
nominated as future teammates, received greater bonus
awards, were more satisfied with the group and were more
likely to utilize the collaBorating conflict-handling mode
and less 1likely to utilize the avoiding mode than persons
with 1low 1levels of prosocial dominance. As persons who
are high in prosocial dominance are concerned with
maintaining friendly relations with group members as well
as helping the éroup to achieve their goal, it is logical

that such persons received advertence and positive affect
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from their teammates, were desired as future teammates,
were awarded large bonuses, were integrative
(coliaborating minus avoiding) and were satisfied with
their groups.

The impact of the homogeneity/heterogeneity moderator
varigble on the third indepehdent variable of individual
differences, was supported by the study. It was
hypothesized that individual difference variables would
have a stronger impact on homogeneous groups than
heterogeneous groups because the other two influencers of
behavior (gender context and master status characteristic)
are not operative for homogeneous groups. ' The
multivariate findings of the study clearly support
Hypothesis 4 as the individual difference variates were
more strongly correlated with action opportunity,
performance output, reward action and influence variates
for homogeneous groups than heterogeneous groups.

The role of the feedbackbvériable ﬁas‘also supported.
As proposed in Hypothesis 5, persons with high performance
scores received more advertence behavior, exhibited more
activity, contributions and participation, had their
contributions more highly valued, were awarded larger
bonuses, were more often nominated as future teammates,
exerted greater influence, exhibited less conformity, were
more 1likely to emerge as group leader and were more likely
to utilize competing, assertive, distributive and

integrative conflict-handling behavior and less likely to
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utilize avoiding behavior than persons with low
performance scores. The notion of differential
attributi&n for male success versus female success was not
supported as minimal sex differences between thé

correlations of performance and behavior were evident.

Contributions and limitations

Overalli the'theoryvof gender context was supported by
the empirical research. This research represents a
contribution to the field as it presented a comprehensive
theory of gender context that was supported via a
carefully designed study. The free simulation technique
utilized in ‘the research offered the benefits of
randomizationv and control in a laboratory experiment while
adding the realism of a field study. Of course, it must
be noted that despite the close simulation of the
criterion business work environment, the participants in
the Study were ‘bhsiness students. It is pgssible that,
despite the controlled context of the simulation,
business students do not behave thé same as actual working
people in the businéss world.

In addition, due to the.small number of subjects per
group .in the simulation, we were only able to represent
homogeneous gender contexts plus three points on the
heterogeneity continuum (all male, token female/majority
male, equal male and female, token male/majority female,

all female). With larger groups one can represent with
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greater specificity the continuum of heterogeneous gender
contexts. Thus it is unclear whether a truly linear
relationship exists between the proportion of one’s sex in
one's group and action opportunity, performance output,
reward action and influence, where each increment in
proportion adds an increment in the behaviors, or if there
are certain categories of gender contexts (e.g. token,
equal, majority) by which the proportions can be groupedv
and these larger increments of proportion are related to
the behaviors. For example, would the effects of being a
token be greater for a .woman in a group with 9 men
(10%/90%) as opposed to a woman in a group with 4 men
(20%/80%), - or would they both exhibit the same behavior?
And how about a group with two women and eight men
(20%/80%)7? ' The small group size also leaves questions as
to whether the findings would apply to larger groups.

The results generate some further queétions. Not.ali
of tﬁe mgﬁsﬁrés of the dependent variables functioned as
hypothesized, For instance, it is wunclear as to why
different measures of the dependent variables revealed
significant impacts of gender context for males versus
females. In addition, a number of the measures revealed
insignificant findings and a few revealed findings
opposite of those hypothesized. It is possible that the
experimental manipulation with only four persons in a
group was not powerful enough to generate the expeqted

effects for all of the measures. In addition, the peer-
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and self-report measures, although seemingly vglid and.
reliable, may not have been precise enough to capture the
effects of gender context.

Future research is needed to further investigate the
impact of gender. context on behavior. Field studies of
actual work groups would help to support the exterpal
validity of the findings. Objective measures such as
videotaping and content analysis would also be of value.
Similarly, groups of varying sizes should be studied to
extend the degree of specificity of the gender contexts
examined. It woﬂld also be of interest to replicate the
study both with similar and different simulations in
order to clarify the relationships between gender context
and behavior for both sexes. Alternate simulations
consisting of tasks that are considered "feminine" in
nature would be interesting to examine to see if the
master status would be reversed and whether the impact of

" gender context would be altered. .
Implications

The findings of the study have major implications for
both the academic and business spheres. The reéults of
past organizational research on sex differences should be
reexamined to account for gender context aﬁd allAfuture
résearch irvestigating sex differences must take into
account the gender context of the study. For example, a
study of women’s leadership capabilities must compare male

and female leaders working in identical gender contexts
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(i.e. female leader with three male subordinates versus
male leader with three female subordinates). In addition,
other group composition factors (i.e. race, religion)
should be examined to see if they too lead to numerical
dominance 'and impact on the power and prestige order. If
this  is found té be the case, then all research on
differences in social or cultural types must account for
the composition of fhe groups studied.

The findings of Fhe study also have implications for
the business world as many occupations are dominated by
one Ssex. In terms of sex differences, according to the
findings of the study} ‘men have the advantage in most
positions since their higher master status leads others to
have high performance expectatiqns for them resulting in a
high standing in the power and prestige ofder of the work
group and thus gréater opportunity to contribute with
Agreater actual cohtributions that are hignly valued and
thé5-ability to influencé other groﬁp members. Women, on
the other hand, start out with lowef master status and
thus lower standing in the power and prestige order and
less action opportunity, perfbrmance output, reward action
and influénce.

In terms of gender context differences, if the women
also have low numerical dominance due to a token gender
context, the behavior of these women will be severely
curtailed. They will have little infiuence over others,

be given little opportunity to contribute to the group and
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any contribution they make will be negatively evaluated by
group members. Thus, their actual performance will not be
an accurate indicétion of their abilities in the job. It
must be noted that the concentration on women is not to
say that gender context does not have severe
organiza;ional implications for men. Low numerical
dominance for men will also lead to low standings in the
power and prestige order and poor action opportunity,
performance output, reward action; and influence.
However, these negative impacts are tempered by high

master status.

Fortunately, the findings also reveal that over time,

actual information as to performance capability will
supercede the master status and gender context
information. Therefore, women and men with expertise will

eventually achieve the power and prestige they deserve,
even if they have low numerical dominance and/or master
status. This, howéver, may only bcéur‘ whére "the
performance information is objective, nondistortable and
clearly relatéd to ability. If the performance
information is vague, Deaux and Emswiller (1974) found
that women’s success may be attributed to external factors
such as luck, while men’s success is attributed to
internal factors such as ability. |

We might also hope that as women prove their ability
in all areas, the master status characteristic of "female"

will no longer be lower in status than "male.” Similarly,
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one might hope that as the traditional occupafional
stefeotyﬁesﬁ begin to erode and occupations are no longer
dominated by one sex or the other, the likelihood of
persons encounteFing very léw proportion of same sex
co-workers should decrease and thus numerical dominance
should level out.

0f course, the ideas expressed above for equal master
status for male and female énd equally represented
occupations aré optimistic and will nog occur for a long
time, - if at all. Thus currently, organizational
interventions are necessary to remove the impact of gender

context (and master status characteristic) on the power

and prestige. order which influences behavior. One
potential intervention suggested above is to give
objective, unalterable performance feedback that is

clearly related to ability. A °second possibi}ity involves
élternate sources of power (Mechanic, 1962). For exahple,
grénting' éontrol‘ of access to critical information ﬁay
serve to balance out the impact of loﬁ numerical dominance
and/or low master status.

In summary, this stpdy provides meaningful information
about gender contexf. Gender context appears to be an
important construct that needs to be addressed by both the
academic and business communities. Further research on
the impact of gender context on behavior is needed to
corroborate the findings of this study while extending the
scope to actual work environments with groups of varying

sizes performing a variety of tasks.
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Appendix A

Post-Decision Questionnaire

You have just completed four decisions in the new Business Policy
game. We are interested in evaluating this new game which was
implemented this semester. Your cooperation in carefully completing
this questionnaire will help us to determine student reaction to the
new game. Your responses to the questions will be kept strictly '
confidential. Remember, there are no right or wrong answers to these
questions. We wish for you to just give your honest opinions and
preferences. :

In responding to each question, try to think of yourself and your
teammates within the framework of the company and executive decision-
making, rather than as classmates. In other words, try to divorce
yourself from the classroom environment and relate to the environment
of the simulated business game and the strategic and operational
decisions of your company.

Please carry out this phase of the exercise independently, without
any consultation with the members of your firm.

How_you_answer these questions will not affect your course_grade.

We would appreciate your frank and honest responses.

A second questionnaire will be administered after decision eight.
In this second questionnaire you will be given the opportunity to
evaluate the contributions of your teammates.

Thank you for your cooperation with this project.

Name

Industry #

Team #
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. Interaction Process Analysis .

"'Enter the names of your teammates in the places indicated. Think of the

first teammate’s behavior during quarterly decision—makihg and place a

check mark next to the behavior if he/she typically exhibited that

behavior in the group meetings. ‘Then go to the next teammate and check

his or her typical behaﬁiors. Repeat this for each of your teammates and

then complete the section labelled "Self" for your own behavior.

***********i*************************************************.**************

1. Teammate’s name

—____gave you support _____asked you for information
____was cheerful ' _____asked for your opinion
_____agreed with you _____asked for your suggestions
gave you suggestions _____disagreed with you
gave you opinions _ ' _____showed signs of tension
_____gave you information/answers _____was antagonistic

2. Teammate’s name

gave you support , _____asked you for information
was cheerful _ asked for your opinion

_____agreed with you asked for your suggestions
_____gave you suggestions disagreed with you

showed signs of tension

gave you opinions

____gave you information/answers ' was antagonistic

3. Teammate’s name

_____gave you support _____asked you for information
___was cheerful _____asked for your opinion
___agreed with you _____asked for your suggestions

_____gave you suggestions ‘ _____disagreed with you

_____gave you opinions _____showed signs of tension

_____gave you information/answers ___wWas éntagonistic

-145-

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



4,.Teammate’s name

_____gave you support _____asked you for information
—___was cheerful , _____asked for your opinion

. _____agreed with you _____asked for your suggestions
_____gave you suggestions _____disagreed with you
_____ggve you opinions . _____showed signs of tension
_____gave you information/answers _____was antagonistic

KRERKERRKKRRRKKRRKKRRKKEKKERKRRKRRRRIRRK K KRR R RRRRRRRR R Rk kR Rk Rkkkkkkk

Self

Now place a check mark next to the behaviors that you yourself typically
exhibited in the group meetings.

' _____gave support . _____asked for information
was cheerful _____asked for opinions
agreed _____asked for suggestions

_____gave suggestions _____disagreed
_____jave opinions _____showéﬁ signs of tension
_____gave information/answers _____was antagonistic
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Rahim Organizational Bchavior Inventory

Below are 28 statements describing a number of different ways persons
behave when working in groups. Please think about your team and the four
previous decisions. Indicate the extent the statement describes your
behavior in your team by circling the corresponding number. There are no
right or wrong answers as to how one should behave in a group. Thus be
frank in your responses as to your actual behavior.

1 2 3 4 -5
Strongly Disagree Neither Agree Strongly
Disagree Agree nor Agree

Disagree

1. i try to investigate an issue with my teammates
to find a solution acceptable to us. 1 2 3 4 5

2. I generally try to satisfy the needs of my
- teammates. ' 1 2 3 4 5

3. I attempt to avoid being "put on the spot" and
try to keep conflict with my teammates to my self.

[
N
w
L)
(3]

4. I try to integrate my ideas with those of my
teammates to come up with a decision jointly.

-
[\
6o
»
(3]

5. I try to work with my teammates to find solutions
to a problem which satisfy our expectations. 1 2 3 4 5

6. I usually avoid open discussion of hy differences

- with my teammates. : 1 2 3 4 _ 5

7. I try to find a middle course to resolve an

impasse. 1 2 3 4 5
8. I use my influence to get my ideas accepted. 1 2 3 4 5
9. I use my authority to make a decision in my favor. 1 2 3 4 5
10.1I usually accomquate the wishes of my teammates. 1 2 3 4 §
11.I give in to the wishes of my teammates. 1 2 3 4 5
12.1I exchange accurate information with my teammates

to solve a problem together. 1 2 3 4 5
13.1I usually allow concessions to my tecammates. 1 2 3 4 5
14.I usually propose a middle ground for breaking

deadlocks. 1 2 3 4 5
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1 2 3 4 5
Strongly Disagree Neither Agree Strongly
Disagree ) Agree nor Agree

Disagree

15.I negotiate with my teammates so that a
compromise can be reached. . 1 2

16.I try to stay away from disagreement with my

teammates. l 2

17.1I avcid an encounter with my teammates. 1 2
: 18.1I use my expertise to make a decision in my favor. 1 2

19.I often go along with the suggestions of my

teammates. . 1 2
20.I use "give and take" so that a compromise can

be made. 1 2
21.I am generally firm in pursuing my side of the

issue. 1 2
22.1 try to bring all bur concerns out in the open

so that the issues can be resolved in the best

possible way. ) 1 2
23.1 collaborate with my teammates to come up with

decisions acceptable to us. 1 2

24.1 try to satisfy the'expéctations of my teaimates. 1 2

25.1 sometimes use my power to win a competitive
situation. 1 2

26.1 try to keep my disagreement with my teammates
to myself in order to avoid hard feelings. 1 2

27.1 try to avoid unpleasant exchanges with my
teammates. 1 2

28.1 try to work with my teammates for a proper
understanding of a problem. 1 2
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Background Information
Please answer the following questions about your background as

accurately as possible. Fill-in or check the appropriate blank as
indicated. The information will be kept strictly confidential.

a. My major field of study is:
1._____marketing

2. management

3. accounting
4. finance
5. statistics

6. computer science

7._____other(specify . )
b. My present age is o __ Yyears
c. My grade point average at Baruch is

d. My sex is:
1. male

2. female

e. Do you work?
l._____yes, part-time

2. _yes, full-time

3. no

f. I can be classified as:
1._____white
2.____ black
3._____hispanic
4. ____oriental

5. other(specify )

g. If your team divided up responsibilities among members, please
indicate your position in the firm. (If responsibilities were not
officially divided then ignore this question).

1._____VP Marketing
2. VP Finance
3._____VP Operations/Production

4._____President
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Post-Decision Questionnaire #2

This is the second part of the questionnaire you completed after
quarter four. Another year has transpired and a few changes have
been made in the game. Your cooperation in carefully completing
this questionnaire will help us to evaluate the new game.

Some of the questions will be the same as in the first
questionnaire as we wish to see if and how things have changed
from the first year of the game to the second year. Please note
that your first name, industry number and team number are
requested solely so that your answers to this questionnaire can be
combined with your answers to the first questionnaire.

Your responses to the questions are strictly confidential and will
in no way affect your course grade. In fact, the information in
these questionnaires will not even be analyzed until next
semester—-long after this semester’s grades are submitted.

Your frank and honest responses are greatly appreciated.

Name

Industry #

Team #
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Group Atmosphere Scale

Please describe the atmosphere of your team by placing a check on the

corresponding line for each of the ten word pairs.

Unfriendly
Rejeqting
Satisfying
Enthusiastic
Productive
Cold
Cooperative
Hostile
Boring

Successful

Friendly

Accepting

Frustrating

Unenthusiastic

Non—-productive

Warm

Uncooperative

Supportive

Interesting

Unsuccessful
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Rahim Organizational Behavior Inventory

Below are 28 statements describing a number of different ways persons
behave when working in groups. Please think about your team and the four
previous decisions. Indicate the extent the statement describes your
behavior in your team by circling the corresponding number. There are no
right or wrong answers as to how one should behave in a group. Thus be
frank in your responses as to your actual behavior.

1 2 3 4 5
Strongly Disagree Neither Agree Strongly
Disagree Agree nor Agree

Disagree

1. I try to investigate an issue with my teammates
to find a solution acceptable to us. 1 2 3 4 5

2. I generally try to satisfy the needs of ‘my :
teammates. 1 2 3 4 5

3. I attempt to avoid being "put on the spot" and
try to keep conflict with my teammates to my self.

—
N
w
»
(34}

4. I try to integrate my ideas with those of my
teanmates to come up with a decision jointly.

5. I try to work with my teammates to find solutions
to a problem which satisfy our expectations. - 1 2 3 4 5

fa-
N
W
KN
(3]

6. I usually avoid open discussion of my dlfferences
with my teammates. , .1 2 3 4 5

7. I try to find a middle course to resolve an

impasse. 1 2 3 4 5§
8. I use my influence to get my ideas accepted. 1 2 3 4 5
9. I use my authority to make a decisiop inmy favor. 1 2 3 4 5
10.I usually accommodate the wishes of my teammates. 1 2 3 4 5
11.I give in to the wishes of my teammates. 1 2 3 4 5
12.1I exchange accurate information with my teammates |

to solve a problem together. 1 2 3 4 5
13.I usually allow concessions ton my teammates. 1 2 3 4 5
14.I usually propose a middle ground for breaking

deadlocks. 1 2 3 4 5
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1 2 ' 3 4 .5

Strongly Disagree . Heither Agree Strongly
Disagree Agree nor Agree
Disagree

15.1 negotiate with my teammates so that a
compromise can be reached. 1 2 3

16.I try to stay away from dlsagreement with my
teammates. . , 1 2

17.1 avoid an encounter with my teammates. 1 2
18.I use my expertise to make a decision in my favor. 1 2 3

19.I often go along with the suggestions of my

teammates. . 1 2
20.1I use "give and take"” so that a compromise can

be made. 1 2 3
21.1 am generally flrm in pursuing my side of the

issue. 1 2 3

22.I try to bring all our concerns out in the open
0 that the issues can be resolved in the best

possible way. ‘ 1 2
23.1 collaborate with my teammates to come up with

decisions acceptable to us. 1 2
24.1 try to satisfy the expectations of my teammates. 1 2
25.1 sometimes use my power to win a competitive

situation. o 1 2 3
26.1 try to keep my disagreement with my teammates

to myself in order to avoid hard feelings. 1 2 3
27.1 try to avoid unpleasant exchanges with my

teammates. 1 2 3
28.1 try to work with my teammates for a proper

understanding of a problem. 1 2 3
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. Team Member Rankings

You will be asked to rank your team members (including yourself) in terms
of their behavior in the group meetings. Please indicate the members’
ranks (including your own) by placing_the members’ first names on_the

corresponding lines.

Example: 4
highest level lowest level
of activity 1 2 3 4 5 of activity

kkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkk Rk kkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkokkkkkk Rk kXK

1. Rank the team members as to their level of activity in the group
decision-making process.

highest level lowest level
of activity 1 2 - 3 4 5 of activity

2. Rank the team members as to their level of influence over team

decisions.
highest level ' lowest level
of influence 1 2 3 4 ' 5 of influence

3. Rank the team members as to the value of their contributions to group
decision-making.

highest level lowest level
of value ) 2 3 4 5 of value

4, Rénk the team members as to how frequently they were aéked to give
advice regarding team decision-making.

highest level lowest level
of advising 1 2 3 4 5 of advising
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Interaction Process Analysis

Enter the first names of your teammates in the‘placeé indicated. Think of
the first teammate’s behavior during decision-making in the last four
quarters and place a check mark next to the behavior if he/she typically
exhibited that behavior in the group meetings. Then go to the. next
teammate and check his or her typical behaviors. Repeat this for each of
_your teammates and then complete the section labelled "Self" for your own
behavior. Remember, a person may typically exhibit none of the behaviors,

all twelve of the behaviors or any number in between!

: **************************************************************************
1. Teammate’s name

_____asked you for information _____gave you support
___asked for your opinioh I was cheerful
_____asked for your suggestions _____agreed with you
_____disagreed with you - _____gave you suggestions
_____showed signs of tension ‘ _____gave you opinions

was antagonistic/domineering gave you information/answers

2. Teammate’s name

___asked you for information _____gave you support
_____asked for your opinion . ———_was cheerful
asked for your suggestions _____agreed with you
_____disagreed with you _____gave you sﬁggestions
_____showed signs of tension _____gave you opinions
_____was antagonistic/domineering _____gave you information/answers

3. Teammate’s name

_____asked you for information _____gave you support
_____asked for your opinion . _____was cheerful
_____ésked for your suggestions _____agreed with you
_disagreed with you _____gave you suggestions
_____showed signs of tension @ _____ gave you opinions
_____was antagonistic/domineering _____gave you information/answers
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4., Teammate’s name

_____asked you for information —____gave you support

asked for your opinion _____was cheerful

asked for your suggestions _____agreed with you
_____disagreed with you , _____gave you suggestions
_____showed signs of tension _____gave you opinions

was antagonistic/domineering _____gave you information/answers

*****************************************************************i********
SELF

Now place a check mark next to the behaviors that you yourself typically
exhibited in the group meetings.

_____asked for information . _____gave support

_____asked for opinions _____was cheerful

_____asked for suggéstions ______agreed |

_____disagreed _____gave suggestions

_____showed signs of tension _____gave opinions

___Was antagonistic/domineefing —__._gave information/answers
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Student Evaluation Form :
The purpose of this questionnaire is to assess the contribution of each
one of your teammates to the performance of your group. Under no

circumstances will your responses be made available to another student.

1. Place your teammates’ first names on the lines provided. Please assess
the contribution of each one of your teammates to the performance of
your group and indicate this assessment by circling the appropriate
number to the right of each teammate’s name. Then go to the last line
labelled "Self" and indicate your own contributions to the group.

very low moderate very high
Name contribution _contribution_ ____contribution
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
SELF ) 1 2 3 4 5

2. A'leader is defined as the person having the most influence apd power
in the group and who was more able than others to have his or her
suggestions or opinions consented to by others. Please indicate the
one person (either yourself or one of your teammates) you feel was the
leader of your team by writing that persons first name on the line
provided. (The person you consider to have been the leader need not
be the pérson given the role of President at the start of the game):

Team Leader

3. Please indicate the one person who most frequently took the meeting
minutes and notes for your team by entering that persons first name on

the line provided.

4, If you were to engage in another business game requiring team
decision-making, which of your present teammates would you wish to have
in your team? Please indicate the teammates you select by placing
their first names on the lines provided. (You may select all of your

current teammates, none of them, or anywhere in between). -
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5.

Please answer the following questions regarding your dissatisfaction or

satisfaction with the game by circling the corresponding number.

very very
How satisfied are you with: gig§g§;§£igg satisfied

a. your team? 1 2 3 4 -5
b. the team leader

(identified in 2. above)? 1 2 3 4 5
c. the way you are treated by

your teammates? 1 2 3 4 5
d. the respect you receive from

your teammates? 1 2 3 4 5
e. the friendliness of your

teammates? 1 2 3 4 5

Please enter the team members’ names (including your own) on the lines
below. If your team was awarded a bonus of $100,000 for your work, how
do you feel this money should be divided? Please enter the amount of
bonus you would give to each team member. ’

Team member Bonus_$
s __
$
$ -
$
$_

. Peopie command differing levels of power and presfigé in a group.

Please rank the members of your group (including yourself) as to their

- power and prestige. Indicate the team members’ ranks (including your

own) by placing their names on the corresponding lines.

Highest level of power and prestige
5
4
3
2
1

Lowest level of power and prestige

Do you consider yourself to be a member of any ethnic or cultural group
in addition to American? If so, please note the ethnic or cultural
group with which you identify on the line provided.

If you have any additional comments about your team, the game or the
questionnaires, please feel free to express your ideas on back page.

-160-

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



Instructor Ratings

Industry # Instructor

Below is a list of the students in each team.

Please observe the students during team decision-making. For each team,
rank the members as to their level of activity in the group decision
making process. A "1" is the lowest rank - least active member and a "4
is the highest rank - most active member. Place each member’s rank next

to their name in the designated column.
RRkERKEERRRERKRRKRRRKRRRRR Rk RRkkRkkRRkkRkkkkkkkkkkkkRkkkkkkRrkkkRkkkkkkk

TEAM # 1 % TEAM # 2
TEAM_MEMBER RANK * TEAM_MEMBER RANK
*
X
x
*
X
TR R R R KRR KRR R KRR KR KR KRRk
TEAM # 3 * TEAM # 4
TEAM_MEMBER RANK * TEAM_MEMBER RANK
p 4
b 3
b 4 P
X
- 2 *
*********************x*******************:*****************************x**
TEAM # 5 - * TEAM # 6 L
TEAM_MEMBE! MEMB?B RANK * TEAM_MEMBER  BAMK
*
b 3
X
b
' 3
TR R R R R R R AR KRR KRR KRR KRR KRR kK
TEAM # % * TEAM # 8
TEAM_MEMBER RANK * TEAM_MEMBER RANK
X
*
X
X
X

RRKKRRKKKRAKKEKKRRKRKKRKRKKKRKRRK KRR ERKRRKKRKKRKRRRKRRKRKKREK R KRR KRR RKK

-161-

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



Appendix B
Intercorrelation matrix for the measures of
need strength

Do nDom nAch. nAff
Do 1.00
nDom .44 ' 1.00
(.0001) .
nAch .09 .38 1.00
(.09) (.0001) .
nAff = .13 .08 -.02 1.00
(.013) (.12) (.64)
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Appendix -C
Means and standard deviations of all measures

Variable Mean sStd
. Independent:
GPA 3.00 .38
Do 30.21 5.59
nDom , 4.78 .91
nAch 5.27 .70
nAff 5.34 .76
Intervening:
Power ’ 2.31 .98
Dependent:
Action Opportunity
advertence 6.67 2.53
advising rank 2.49 .78
Performance Output
leader-like behavior 6.40 2.29
activity rank 2.49 . .89
contribution 3.99 .95
participation 7.36 .91
Reward Action
positive affect 6.35 2.44.
value rank 2.49 .85
bonus 23.63 7.20
future teammate 1.98 1.05
Influence , . .
influence rank : 2.49 .87
conformity .022 .024
collaborating 4.27 .51
avoiding 2.64 .75
accommodating 3.33 .61
compromising 3.82 .61
‘competing 3.23 .73
assertive 1.53 1.43
cooperative 1.74 1.26
distributive -.106 .96
integrative 1.63 .95
Group Structure
leader .963 1.36
secretary .912 1.38
Satisfaction ‘
group atmosphere 6.51 1.27
satisfaction scale 4.20 .84
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