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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

Many changes in legal, educational, and employment areas have

occurred in the past ten years concerning the status of females and blacks

in America's traditionally white-male-dominated society (Brigham & Weiss-

More than ever before, men and

women and blacks and whites are involved in interactions with one another

in which both parties are assumed to participate as peers. Today, no dis

crimination may legally exist in employment or educational and political

systems (Kanowitz, 1969; Underwood, 1975), but laws do not necessarily

change attitudes or more subtle types of discrimination. Culturally-

dictated sex roles predict and empirical studies find sex and race differ

ences in dominance behavior.

Berger and his associates’ Theory of Status Characteristics (Ber-

& Zelditch,

these sex and race differences may be predicted. It hypothesizes that, in

newly-established g'roups, previously existing status characteristics will

determine behavior in independence of Both race and

It follows that they are expectedditionally accorded the higher status.

Stereotypes

Despite much questioning in recent years,Sex role stereotypes.

1

sex are highly visible status characteristics, with whites and males tra-

a particular task.

to perform a task more competently than blacks and females.

bach, 1972; Dixon, 1971; Freeman, 1973).

ger, Cohen, 1972; Cohen, 1972) provides a model from which



2

sex role stereotypes continue to exist in our American culture. College

students of both sexes have characterized males as independent, competi-

& Broverman, 1968; Spence, Helmreich, & Strapp, 1975;

Williams & Bennett, 1975).
stereotypic female role is said to be a

assertion, aggression, and power strivings except in areas clearly

marked woman’s domain . . ft (Franks & Burtle, 1974, p. 418). De

pendent, emotional, submissive, nurturant, and sociable are traits used

to describe femininity (Bern, 1974; Broverman et al., 1970; Rosenkrantz

et al., 1968; Williams & Bennett, 1975).

The development of sex role concepts begins very early. Children

can already identify their own gender by their third year (Gesell, 1940;

Rabban, 1950; Thompson, 1975) and exhibit definite preferences for sex-

appropriate toys and activities by four years of age (Clark, Wyon, &

Fagot & Patterson, 1969; Rabban, 1950).

At this age, boys become more sex typed than girls and avoid cross-sex

games more than girls (Ross, 1971; Ward, 1968; Wolf, 1973). Parents re

inforce this tendency by reacting more negatively to their sons' than

their daughters’ choices of cross-sex activities (Fling & Manosevitz,

Males are encouraged to be competitive, testing1972; Lansky, 1967).

their minds and bodies against others, while females are permitted and

encouraged to be dependent and passive (Bardwick & Douvan, 1971; Dou-even

Girls begin to view competitiveness as incompatiblevan & Adelson, 1966).

with femininity and by their late teens manifest anxiety and lower per

formance scores in mixed-sex competitive groups (Horner, 1970, 1972).

Bee, Broverman,

’’ban on the expression of direct
In contrast, one of the core elements in the

Richards, 1969; DeLucia, 1963;

tive, aggressive, and dominant (Bern, 1974; Broverman, Broverman, Clarkson,

Rosenkrantz, & Vogel, 1970; Jenkins & Vroegh, 1969; Rosenkrantz, Vogel,
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Anxiety over their femininity also prevents them from taking a stand and
expressing contrary opinions (Jakubowski-Spector, 1973).
pect males to use overt and coercive power more than females, when power
is defined as getting another person to change their opinion or typical
behavior (Johnson, 1976).

It is, however, impossible to indiscriminately generalize these
sex role stereotypes to black Americans, since their socialization pat
terns often differ from those of whites (Dreger & Miller,
1972). Although most contemporary writers view black matriarchy

myth, they still characterize black women as autonomous, aggressive, goal-

Lerner, 1973). Empirical investigations have supported the concept of a

strong, yet not domineering, black woman (Epstein, 1973; Ladner, 1971).

protected by black or white males. Historically, black male aggression

was associated with oversexuality and unrestrained physical strength which

white society sought to carefully control (Ladner, 1971). In addition,
the high rate of unemployment of black males made marriage less financial-

Thus, white society’s

structure thrust the role of protector and provider in the hands of black

women.
Black girls are exposed to positive models of active adult women

and are reared to accept work or a career as part of life (Epstein, 1973;
Black boys are likely to see unemployed black men. ’’WithLadner, 1971).

respect to both the occupational and educational areas, the Negro female

has consistently higher aspirations, more achievement motivation, and

she is more likely than the male to make plans, and follow through with

(Dreger & Miller, 1968, p. 39).

1968; Hoffman,
as a

In contrast to white women, black women were seldom sheltered or over-

Both sexes ex

them”

oriented, and confident of their own worth (Dixon, 1971; Hare & Hare, 1970;

ly secure for black women than for white women.
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Some investigators have pointed out parallels in black males’ and

white females’ roles and behavior. For both groups, school performance
has been largely irrelevant to their adult goals. Thus, similarities in

patterns of achievement scores (Jensen, cited in Hoffman, 1972; Tulkin,
1968) as well as in conflicts about achievement (Baughman & Dahlstrom,

1968; Horner, 1972; Weston & Mednick, 1970) emerge. Hunt and Hunt (1975)
suggest that the racial and sexual stratification experienced by black

males and white females create problems of identity integration for both

groups, who see achievement valued by society, but face many barriers to
that goal. The result is the use of their sex role identity in an exag

gerated and compensatory manner—i.e., the white female becomes the

per wife and mother’; Cool’.

A few studies have directly compared blacks’ and whites’ views

of appropriate sex roles. Berger and Simon (1974) surveyed a large sam

ple of adolescents and found that blacks were more likely than whites to

view adult women as playing an active role in society and were more like

ly to agree that the responsibilities of child rearing and of financial

Steinmann and Fox (1970) found thatsupport should be shared by spouses.

both black and white female college students perceived themselves as only

the women differed in their per-slightly achievement oriented. However,

ceptions of man’s rideal woman. White undergraduate women felt men pre

ferred home-oriented females, while black women thought men preferred
The black females’ view

of man’s ideal woman was very similar to both the black and white males’

actual perception of the ideal woman.
Voss & Skinner, 1975) compared white female college students' attitudes

women who balanced home and career activities.

”su—

Two recent studies (Parelius, 1975;

the black male, the ’super stud’ and ’Mr.
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in 1969 and 1973 toward several dimensions of adult sex roles. Although

the 1973 samples, in comparison with the earlier ones, showed a marked

shift toward feminist attitudes, white women continued to perceive man’s

ideal woman as having an intrafamilial orientation.

In a study of white and black college freshmen using a semantic

differential, Turner and Turner (1974) found that white women were the

only group to rate the opposite sex significantly more positively than
their own sex. In contrast, white males evaluated females significantly

Black females’ evaluationmore negatively than the white females did.

of males did not differ from the males’ evaluation of their own sex. Thus,

black youths, more than white, appear to view women as partners in adult

life. These results are compatible with findings from research using

black couples from all socio-economic classes that indicate that more

egalitarian attitudes exist in relations between black men and women than

1975).
Stereotypes about the different races alsoRace stereotypes.

continue to exist, even though some changes have occurred with the onset

After a review of the literature concern-of the Civil Rights Movement.

ing racial attitudes, Brigham and Weissbach (1972) concluded that most

whites are ready to accept eventual desegregation and complete legal equal

ity of blacks, but'whites are not yet willing to grant blacks equality in

motivation, personality characteristics, or intelligence. Whites have

changed their caricature of blacks from superstitious, lazy, ignorant, and

musical in 1951 to musical, pleasure-loving, happy-go-lucky, and lazy in

On the other hand, whites

viewed their own race as materialistic, ambitious, pleasure-loving, and

industrious. Another study found no change over six years in whites’ views

between white men and women (King, 1969; Ladner, 1971; Scanzoni, 1971,

1967 (Karlins, Coffman, & Walters, 1969).
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of as bad, strong, and passive, while

Historically, it was dangerous for blacks to be assertive in deal

ing with the dominant white society. Blacks often identified with their

oppressors and were more hostile toward other blacks than toward whites.

and ingratiating (Baughman, 1971; Davis & Gardners, 1965). However,

Brigham and Weissman (1972) report that recent literature suggests many

blacks have changed from trying to assimilate white society’s orientations

to a direct confrontation of white society’s beliefs. Black high school

students have described themselves as more dominant in interpersonal re

lationships than white students. These views, though, may be more accu

rate with respect to intra-race than to inter-race behavior (McDonald,

1968; McDonald & Gynther, 1965). Although blacks view themselves more

as significant-

than

1971) and report significantly less feelings of worth or adequacy than

whites report (Byers & Williams, 1970).

Group Behavior

These culturally-dictated roles are often used to explain sex and

race differences ip a wide range of behaviors found in group interaction.

Although few direct measures of dominance exist (Knott & Drost, 1969),

several related behaviors have been studied. The results of these in

vestigations are relevant to the study of sex differences in dominance

behavior.

Sex Differences in Group Behavior. In research using the Asch-

type paradigm (Asch, 1956), the Crutchfield procedure (Allen & Crutchfield,

was seen as good,

’’black” on a semantic differential (Williams et al.,

’’black”

ly more ’’good”

weak, and active (Williams, Tucker, & Dunham, 1971)

positively today than in the past, they still rate ’’white”

’’white”

In relationships with whites, blacks were typically passive, compliant,
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Nakamura, 1958; Tuddenham, 1958), attitudinal or opinion tasks (Carrigan &

Julian, 1966; Patel & Gordon, 1960), and imitative responses (Karareff &

majority than males.

eluded that,

females supply greater amounts of conformity under almost all conditions

(p. 198). In their review of the conformity literature,

Maccoby and Jacklin (1974) take a less definitive view, stating that the

majority of Asch-type studies result in no sex differences, but when a

difference is found, females appear to be the more suggestible sex.

perimental design, and they emphasized investigations which used children

as subjects.

A recent study (Larsen, 1974) compared contemporary subjects in

Although the number of subjects who conformed and the amount of con-

significantly more than males.

The above studies involved only white subjects. Research with

both races on conformity to same-sex, same-race peers has found that

females still exhibit more conformity than males (Iscoe, Williams, &

Harvey, 1964; Mock & Tuddenham, 1971; Schneider, 1970; Sistrunk, 1971).

this sex difference appears to be created by the high conformityHowever,

of white females in three of the studies Clscoe et al., 1964; Mock &

1971; Schneider, 1970), while there was greater yielding byTuddenham,

black females in the Sistrunk study. This inconsistency may be explained

an Asch-type paradigm to subjects in older studies of the same design.

However, Maccoby and Jacklin were restricting their comments to one ex-

likely to change their attitudes or behavior in a way consistent with a

Lanzette, 1960), females have been found to be more conforming or more

"It has been well established, at least in our culture, that

In a review of this literature, Nord (1969) con

formity decreased, females continued, as in earlier studies, to conform-

1963; Crutchfield, 1955; Endler, 1966; Hollander, Julian, & Haaland, 1965;

than males"
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White females conformed more inby differences in the research designs.

studies where there was interpersonal contact with group members. In

in a booklet containing statements next to which the supposed majority

opinion of other students was shown.

Games examining children’s competitive behavior yield incon-

Nelson & Madsen, 1969; Shapira & Madsen, 1974). Many studies using the

to be more competitive or to make more attempts to excel over others to

obtain an exclusive goal than either male pairs or mixed-sex pairs

(Bedell & Sistrunk, 1973;

1974; Kahn, Hottes,

Schmitt, & Shotola, 1970; Oskamp & Perlman, 1965; Rapoport

& Chammah, 1965; Skotko, Langmeyer, & Lungren, 1974). Explanations of the

high degree of competition in female dyads usually incorporate, in some

manner,

differential sensitivity to the demand characteristics of the situation

than males, subjects andexis ts.

compete to please the experimenter (Kormorita, 1965; Skotko et al.,thus,

Males may be more sensitive to the situational set or to maxi-1974) .

mizing their own gain and utilize the optimal strategy, which is co

operation in this case (Bedell & Sistrunk, 1973; Kahn et al., 1971;

Males’ willingness to cooperate to maximize theirKormorita, 1965).

gains in a competitive situation may reflect strategies they learned

while playing team sports which require intra-team cooperation and inter

team competition to obtain the desired goal or to win the game. Females

typically have had less experience with such situations. Paradigms

Females may desire, more

1971; Marwell,

Prisoner’s Dilemma game, or some variation of it, have shown female pairs

sistent sex differences (Kagan & Madsen, 1971; Madsen & Shapira, 1970;

to be ’’good”

& Davis, 1971; Kormorita, 1965; Mack, Auburn, & Knight,

Bixenstein, Chamber, & Wilson, 1964; Garment,

contrast, the Sistruck procedure asked subjects to indicate their opinions

the cultural difference in sex roles of whites and concur that a
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employed in studying competition and cooperation have not allowed investi

gators to examine the motives behind such behaviors Cdoes one cooperate to

maximize one’s gain or to share a desired goal?) which may differ for

identical overt behavior.

Maccoby and Jacklin .(1974) conclude after their review of the lit

erature that males appear to be the more aggressive sex in a variety of

situations using many behavioral indexes. They suggest that present evi

dence supports the notion that this aggression has a biological foundation.

Although dominance and aggression might be said to be similar, aggression

always implies the intent of one person or animal to hurt another or the

desire to control another through arousing fear. Physical dominance is

more common in males of lower animals and in young boys’ groups (DeVore,

1965; Omark, Omark, & Edelman, cited in Maccoby & Jacklin, 1974), where

a stable dominance hierarchy is usually established through individual

fighting ability or threats of physical aggression. Some female dominance

hierarchies exist in primates and in young girls’ groups, but they are

less stable than the male hierarchies. Physical dominance has been only

weakly related to interpersonal dominance in children (Omark & Edelman,

cited in Maccoby & Jacklin, 1974). As humans grow older, physical aggres

sion decreases in its value to control others, and the simple rank-order

ing of dominance in animals cannot adequately describe adult behavior in

complex situations (Collins & Ravens, 1968). The abilities to organize,

etc. become more important in domi-plan, suggest ideas, flatter, bribe,

nating others’ behaviors. These tactics are influenced by cultural and

situational variables more than by biological determinants.

Race differences in group behavior. As with sex role stereo

types, the existence of racial stereotypes is supported by empirical data.
Investigations of conformity to cross-race social pressure have found that
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whites conform more to white peers than to black, peers, while blacks con

form more or equally to white peers than to black peers (Mock & Tuddenham,

1971; Schneider, 1970). Mock and Tuddenham reported that the amount of

conformity by both blacks and whites increased as the ratio of whites to

blacks in a group increased. In the same vein, whites have been found to
conform more to same-sex, same-race peers than blacks do (Iscoe et al.,

1964). Thus, it appears that both blacks and whites yield more to social

pressure exerted by a person belonging to the dominant white society.

In a study (Webber, 1974) of four-person, cross-cultural groups

composed of three white males and either a white female or a black male,

the white males claimed task leadership and thought that the minorities

followed their lead and contributed little to the joint tasks. The white

females responded in a stereotypic manner and were passive and coopera-

frequentlytive.

withdrew from the team, and thus, never claimed group leadership.

In several studies of biracial, cooperative, problem-solving

(Cohen, 1972; Cohen & Roper, 1972; Katz & Benjamin, 1960; Katz &groups

Cohen,

Whites were found to be more active,characteristic was examined.status

to talk primarily to other whites in the group, and to bein discussions,
more influential in the group’s final decision. In contrast, blacks made

fewer proposals, were less influential, and spoke more to whites than to

However, this series of studiesother black members of the group. exam

ined only the interactions of black and white males. Little is known

about similar interaction in biracial female groups. One study of a bar

gaining situation found that black females behaved in a compliant manner

with white confederates only when the white female adopted a demanding

The black males, though, violated the group’s norms and

1962; Katz, Goldston, & Benjamin, 1958), the effect of race as a
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strategy (Hatton, 1967). When white and black women, labeled as high and

low in dominance, were paired in a study of leadership, the high dominant

white women paired with low dominant black women were significantly less

likely to assume leadership than high dominant subjects in the other

dyads. The investigators suggested that the results indicated not only

a reluctance of the white women to assume leadership, but also an in

creased assertiveness of low dominant black women when paired with white

women (Fenelon & Megargee, 1971).

There is some evidence that blacks will retaliate to direct

aggression by whites. Blacks criticized insultingly by a white same-sex

peer have reported more anger and expressed more verbal aggression in an

interview than black subjects who were not insulted (Gentry, 1972). In

this study, black females manifested more spontaneous hostility immedi

ately following insult by white females, while black males tended to in

hibit any expression of overt hostility. Likewise, black women delivered
greater electrical shock intensity to insulting and non-insulting white

females than to their black counterparts (Wilson & Rogers, 1975). How-

The in

tensity of the shock was considered

considered impulsive aggression.while the duration was

it appears that black men and women may reactIn conclusion,

Unless direct aggression or insult is delivereddifferently to whites.

by whites, black men appear to accept the dominance of whites in same-sex

Black women, however, seem more willing tointerpersonal relationships.
respond with aggressiveness during interactions with whites.

a manifestation of direct aggression,

ever, the duration of shock was longer against black insuiters.
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Effect of Sex Role Orientation upon Assertiveness

Assumptions may be made about stereotypic sex roles, but in light

generalize a well-defined set of behaviors to all women or all men. A

few studies have examined the influence of one’s sex role orientation on

assertive or confident, independent behavior. Women who are identified

as proponents of the Women’s Movement rated themselves significantly more

dominant than they rated (Nielsen & Doyle, 1975). A

comparison of these women with women who do not support the Movement

showed that the feminist women rated themselves significantly higher in

dominance than the non-feminist women rated themselves.

Goldberg (1974) found that feminine males and females, as indexed

by Gough’s (1952) Masculine-Feminine Scale, conformed more than masculine

females and males. control group of females conformed more

than members of the National Organization for Women (NOW) . Although the

two groups did not differ on their

that the NOW members would hold more liberal views about the roles of

women.

The Measure of Sex Role Orientation

To aid in the examination of sex roles, several investigators

& Best, in press) have developed questionnaires or checklists to assess

individual sex role orientations. Two approaches have resulted. The
first, taken by Spence and Helmreich (1972) in their Attitudes Toward

Women Scale (AWS), contains statements about the rights and roles of

women in educational, vocational, and intellectual activities, dating and

sexual behavior, and marital relations. Scores on this questionnaire are

"women in general”

In addition, a

scores, one might assume

of recent changes creating new, and expanding old, sex roles, one cannot

”feminine”

(Bern, 1974 ; Rosenkrantz et al., 1968; Spence & Helmreich, 1972; Williams
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assumed to represent the extent to which a person holds either tradi

tional or liberal views about women. A significant correlation between

males’ AWS scores and the amount of conformity they exhibit in an Asch-

type paradigm using same-sex groups was reported by Johnson and Mac-

Donnell (1974). Traditional males were more likely to conform than more
liberal males. This relationship was not significant for females.

Another study using the AWS found that traditional females performed worse
anagram task when competing against their boyfriends than whenon an

paired with their boyfriend and competing against another couple (Peplau,

cited in Maccoby and Jacklin, 1974). Traditional males competed more
against their girlfriend than against another couple. The performance

a
function of their opponent. Although the AWS appears to differentiate

individuals attitudinally, it does not inquire directly about actual be

havior.

more accurately.

The second method of measuring sex role orientation, which in

cludes the Sex Role Stereotype Questionnaire (Rosenkrantz et al., 1968),

the Bern Sex Role Inventory (Bern, 1974), the Personal Attributes Question

naire (Spence et al., 1975), and Sex Stereotypes on the Adjective Check

List (Williams & Best, in press), asks an individual to describe her/

Of these checklists, althoughhimself according 'to a list of traits.

each provides a masculinity or femininity score, only Bern’s Sex Role In

Masculinity and femininityventory (BSRI) supplies
have generally been conceptualized as two poles of a single continuum.

an individual was considered masculine or feminine and noThus, measure

made of the extent to which a person manifested characteristics ofwas

both sex roles.

of males and females holding more liberal views did not differ as

an androgyny score.

Thus, other measures may describe one’s sex role orientation

However, the BSRI views masculinity and femininity as two
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separate dimensions, making it possible to identify persons as masculine,

depending upon the person’s endorsement of both

masculine and feminine traits.

The BSRI consists of 60 desirable personality traits, equally

divided into traits viewed as masculine, feminine, or neutral. A person

indicates on a seven-point scale how well each of the characteristics

describe her/himself. The masculine and feminine scores are not related

(average r = -.03) and thus, are free to vary independently. Androgyny
is not related to the neutral items, or Social Desirability, for either

sex (average r_ = -.06), which ensures that the Androgyny score is not

socially desirable manner (Bern, in

press). The test-retest reliability for

for Social Desirability (Bern, 1974).

Bern (1975) recently tested the hypothesis that androgynous in

dividuals would be more likely than masculine or feminine individuals

to exhibit sex role adaptability across situations and engage in situation-

appropriate behavior, regardless of the sex typing of the behavior. She

found that androgynous and masculine persons were significantly less

likely than feminine persons to conform to social pressure. In a second

study, feminine and androgynous males demonstrated significantly more in

volvement or playfulness with a kitten than did masculine males. However,
feminine females showed significantly less involvement with the kitten

than did the androgynous females, while masculine females fell between

these two groups.

cated that feminine and androgynous subjects of both sexes were signifi

cantly more nurturant than masculine subjects toward humans (Bern, Martyna,

measuring a tendency to respond in a

a four-week interval is reported

feminine, or andro gynous,

The results of two additional studies, though, indi-

to be .90 for Masculinity, .90 for Femininity, .93 for Androgyny, and .89



15
& Watson, in press). Lastly, sex-typed individuals are much more likely

than androgynous or sex-reversed subjects to select tasks appropriate to

their sex instead of tasks appropriate to the opposite sex and to feel

more discomfort when requested to perform cross-sex activities (Bern &
Lenney, 1976).

Spence et al. (1975) and Strahan (1975) have criticized Bern’s

(1974) original scoring technique because it does not differentiate between

individuals who score high in both masculinity and femininity and those

who score low in both traits. Spence et al. have suggested the classifi

cation of subjects as masculine, feminine, androgynous, and undifferenti

ated. Research by Bern (cited in Bern et al., in press) and Spence et al.

has indicated that the distinction between androgynous and undifferentiated

subjects is warranted and should be made in the future use of the Bern Sex

the BSRI might be preferred over other scales be-Role Inventory. Thus,

cause it provides the possibility of characterizing individuals as femi-

This unique classifi

cation system may aid in explaining inconsistent results obtained by the

masculine/feminine dichotomy used in the past. In addition, the scale has

been behavoirally validated.

Variables Influencing the Manifestation of Sex Differences in Dominance

The influence of stereotypic sex roles appears to be much stronger

in initial stages of group formation than in established units, such as

engaged or married couples (Heiss, 1962; Leik, 1963). Males tend to domi

nate interaction in casual groups, exhibiting traditional, nonemotional,

instrumental behaviors, while females manifest more expressive, non-task

These differences disappear as persons become moreorientations.

nine, masculine, undifferentiated, or androgynous.
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Even women, who by measures of self-report are

rated as high in dominance, will not manifest this characteristic during

initial encounters with men who rate themselves as low in dominance

(Megargee, 1969).

The sex composition of a group may affect behavior patterns.

Some investigations of cooperation and competition in dyads indicate that

1971; Skotko et al., 1974) and males’

(Garment, 1974; Gregovich, 1968; Mack et al., 1971; McNeel, McClintock,

a function of the sex of the partner,

with greater cooperation occurring when persons are paired with an

Interpersonal styles of the sexes also differ inopposite-sex partner.

Aries (1974) reported that male group inter-same- and mixed-sex groups.

action revolved around superiority and aggressive themes, while female

groups discussed more intimate and interpersonal topics. In mixed groups,

males increased their one-to-one interaction and their amount of inter

personal discussion and spent less time on aggressive themes. Females

spoke less in these groups.

The above studies provide indirect tests of the Theory of Status

Characteristics’ prediction that white males, because of the higher status

accorded them, will dominate discussions in mixed-sex groups. More direct

tests of the theory have found that white male college students not only

dominate the discussion in terms of time but also provide significantly

task-oriented

groups (Hall, 1972). In addition,

students showed that this sex difference in activity level was not due to

& Nuttin, 1972) responses vary as

an investigation with white high school

Kahn et al., 1971; Mack et al.,

females’ (Bedell & Sistrunk, 1973; Grant & Sermat, 1969; Gregovich, 1968;

more of the ideas expressed in final decisions of mixed-sex,
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a general difference in verbal behavior, since the activity level of males

and females did not differ in same-sex groups (Lockheed, 1975).

Sistrunk and McDavid (1971) have suggested that the nature of the

experimental task may contribute strongly to the sex difference in con

formity, since a majority of the tasks used may be viewed as male-related

activities. In studies using a task that had items standardized as mas
culine,

than males on masculine items, while males conformed more on feminine items

(Goldberg, 1974; Sistrunk & McDavid, 1971). However, conflicting results

were found regarding the neutral items, with males conforming more in the

Sistrunk and McDavid study and females conforming more in the Goldberg

study.

A Behavioral Measure of Dominance

In their review of research on dominance, Collins and Raven (1968)

note the complexity of power relationships in adult groups. The typical

measures of dominance add little to the understanding of these complex

relationships, since dominance is generally indexed by paper-and-pencil

tests which emphasize a variety of different traits such as leadership,

aggression, etc. and result in diverse correlational patterns with other

personality characteristics (Butt & Fiske, 1969). Although no behavioral

of dominance have been mentioned, several related behaviors havemeasures

been studied which predict sex and race differences in dominance behavior.

Conformity studies examine yielding and independence, which might be con

sidered aspects of the dimension of dominance. Cooperation and competi

tion imply compromise or interpersonal aggressiveness, which are traits

also incorporated in the definition of dominance. However, both of these

research designs lack interaction between the participants within a trial,

although responses across trials may be taken as interaction between

feminine, or neutral, it was found that females conformed more
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subjects. Discussion and problem-solving groups involve interpersonal

interaction from which, a more direct measure of dominance among group

members may be taken.

A few investigations of children have examined dominance be

havior. In mixed-sex, four-person, task-oriented groups, boys have been

found to make more attempts than girls to influence others in the group,

regardless of whether the attempts were successful (Zander & Egmond, 1958).

A field study of three- and four-year olds in preschool found no differ

ences between the sexes in their attempts to force their will on others,

to control their behavior (Baumrind & Black, 1967) . When dominance was

defined as the amount of space colored and outlined in the picture, (Omark

& Edelman, cited in Maccoby & Jacklin, 1974) boys have been found more

likely to dominate picture drawing than girls in mixed-sex dyads. In

extensive naturalistic observation of children in six cultures, Whiting

and Pope (1973) found that boys exhibited more egoistic dominance (at

tempts to control others for one’s own interests) than girls, while girls

exhibited more prosocial dominance (suggestions in the interest of others’

welfare) than boys. these differences were only found inHowever,

children three to six years old and not in children seven to eleven years

The report did not specify the sex of the target of the egoisticold.

dominance attempts'. No sex differences occurred in children’s compliance

Thus, although the data areto egoistic or prosocial dominance attempts.

How much of this interpersonal domi-behavior than females in childhood.

nance is directed toward each sex and/or is

aggression is not known.

a function of boys’ physical

or conversely, in their willingness to submit to other children’s attempts

scarce, they suggest that males have already begun to show more dominance
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reported by Knott and Drost (1969) , who defined dominance in terms of the

number of contributions an individual in a dyad made to a joint decision.

for the purposes of the present study, dominance has been more nar-Thus,

rowly defined than in the past and will be an observational measure rather

than one of self-report. This is similar to measures taken in studies of

problem-solving groups (Cohen, 1972; Cohen & Roper*, 1972; Katz & Benjamin,

1962; Katz, Goldston, & Benjamin, 1958), although the

investigators did not stress the term dominance. Mann (1959) found a sig

nificant positive relationship between this measure and other dominance

scale scores for an individual.

Knott and Drost (1969) studied delinquent and nondelinquent males.

Each group of boys was ranked in a

them, and boys in the extremes (most and least dominant) were randomly

paired. Each boy was instructed to choose the more attractive girl in 20

pairs of photographs. The pictures had been previously rated by a com

parable group of adolescent males and paired so that neither girl in each

pair was preferred more than 55% of the time. The dyad was then told to

A "dominant it

point was given each time the dyadrs choice was the same as an individual’s

In both the delinquent andchoice, which had been ascertained earlier.

nondelinquent samples, boys ranked high in dominance scored significantly

more points than boys ranked low in dominance.

Adams and Landers (in press) modified Knott and Drost’s (1969)

design for use with both same- and mixed-sex dyads. College students were

instructed to make individual, and then joint decisions, about the more

The paintings had been pairedattractive picture of

so that neither picture was preferred by college students more than 60%

a pair of paintings.

A promising paradigm for a behavioral measure of dominance was

come to a joint decision as to the more attractive girl.

1958; Katz & Cohen,

"pecking order" by adults familiar to
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Male and female confederates were used to obtain a person’sof the time.

responses to different persons. The number of challenges a subject with

stood each time there was disagreement about the more attractive picture

of a pair was recorded by the experimenter.

Results of the study revealed a striking sex difference in dom

inance behavior. Males were much more likely than females to defend their
opinions.

In addition, students were pretested on Spence

between their AWS scores and their mean number of challenges withstood for

all disagreements on pictures. Although the data of the black students

who participated in the study were not included in the primary analysis,

a separate analysis indicated a highly significant sex difference. Black

students presented a mirror image of the white students’ behavior, with

black females much more likely than black males to defend their prefer-

Thus, the Adams and Landers (in press)ences against white confederates.

study supported predictions of sex differences in dominance behavior made

by sex role stereotypes and suggested that race differences might also

exist.

and Helmreich’s AWS (1972), and no relationship was found for either sex

their challenger’s sex.

However, subjects’ behavior did not change as a function of

response to a particular characteristic of a partner, sex, rather than



CHAPTER II

STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM

The sex role stereotype literature concerning both blacks and

whites predicts sex differences in dominance behavior. White females and

black males are viewed as passive, compliant beings, while white males and

black females have been characterized as assertive and even dominating in

man et al., 1970; Dixon, 1971; Epstein, 1973; Hare & Hare, 1970; Jenkins
& Vroegh, 1969; 1971;
Williams & Bennett, 1975).

Findings of empirical studies support the existence of sex role

White females have been found to be more conforming thanstereotypes.

white males (Allen & Crutchfield, 1963; Carrigan & Julian, 1966; Endler,

1974; Nord, 1969), and less competitive against males in a

Prisoner’s Dilemma game (Bedell & Sistrunk, 1973; Garment, 1974; Kahn et

al., 1971; Mack et al., 1971; Skotko et al., 1974). Even women, who by

measures of self-report are rated as high in dominance, will not manifest

this characteristic/ during initial encounters with men who rate themselves

formity to same-sex, same-race peers has found that females still exhibit

more conformity than males, but that this sex difference appears to be

created by the high conformity rate of the white females (Iscoe et al.,

Racial stereotypes also predict differences in dominance behavior:

21

Research with both races on con-as low in dominance (Megargee, 1969).

1966; Larsen,

1964; Mock & Tuddenham, 1971; Schneider, 1970).

Ladner, 1971; Rosenkrantz et al., 1968; Staples,

relation to their opposite-sex peers of the same race (Bern, 1974; Brover-
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whites are expected to be active, ambitious, and industrious, while blacks

are expected to be passive and lazy (Karlins et al., 1971; Williams et al.,

1971) . Investigations of conformity to cross-race group pressure have

found that whites conform more to white peers than to black peers and

blacks conform more or equally to white than to black peers (Mock &

Tuddenham, 1971; Schneider, 1970). In studies of biracial, cooperative,

problem-solving groups (Cohen, 1972; Cohen & Roper, 1972; Katz & Benjamin,

1960; Katz & Cohen, 1962; Katz et al., 1958), white males have been found

to be more dominant than black males measured by activity in discussionsas

and influence on the group’s final decision. Although little is known

about the interaction of biracial female groups, one study of a bargaining

situation found that black females behaved in a compliant manner with

white female confederates only when the confederate adopted a demanding

strategy (Hatton, 1967).

In the past, it has been difficult to study dominance behavior,

since it was usually indexed by paper-and-pencil scales which emphasized

different characteristics (Butt & Fiske, 1969). However, Knott & Drost

(1969) have reported a promising design which examines the number of

contributions a person makes to a joint decision.

Adams and Landers (in press) modified this basic paradigm for use

They also included the use of confederates,with same- and mixed-sex dyads.

As pre
dicted, white males played a significantly more dominant role than white

The data for a small sample offemales did in the dyadic interaction.

black students suggested that a sex difference in dominance also exists

for blacks, with black females exhibiting more dominance than black males.

which permitted a measure to be taken of a person’s responses to a specif

ic characteristic, sex, rather than to different personalities.
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of the confederate, other investigations have shown that males and females

al., 1974). Thus, further study is necessary to explain these incon-

the race of one’s partner merits a closer examsis tencies . In addition,

ination since changes in behavior as a function of this variable (Mock &

Tuddenham, 1971; Schneider, 1970) have been reported. Finally, data from

previous studies (Bern, 1975; Goldberg, 1974; Johnson & MacDonnell, 1974;

Peplau, cited in Maccoby & Jacklin, 1974) suggest that individual differ

ences in sex role orientation may aid in explaining within-sex variation

in dominance behavior.

The present study was designed to investigate sex and race differ

ences in dominance behavior in dyads as a function of a partner’s sex and

The relationship of dominance to one’s sex role orientation is alsorace.

The Theory of Status Characteristics (Berger et al., 1972;examined.

there is no formal status structure, persons should react to others on the

Since both sex and race arebasis of previously existing characteristics.

highly visible traits, with expectations of differential statuses associ

ated with them, white males and black females are expected to behave in a

more dominant manner than white females and black males.

is an expectation for whites to behave more dominantly than blacks, at

In their own familiar milieu, blacks might beleast with other whites.

expected to manifest assertive behavior.

Few empirical studies have examined interpersonal relationships

Black women may appear more dominantbetween black females and males.

Although no differences in dominance were found as a function of the sex

Bedell & Sistrunk, 1973; Garment, 1974; Grant & Sermat, 1969; Skotko et

Cohen, 1972) predicts that in initial, task-oriented encounters in which

Likewise, there

interact differently as a function of their partner’s sex (Aries, 1974;
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than black, men only in black/white interaction, since white society has

viewed black women as less threatening than their male counterparts and

allowed them to be more assertive (Hyman & Reed, 1969; Ladner, 1971; Ler

ner, 1973). Historically, the black woman’s contact with the white world

has made her the interpreter and intermediary of white culture in the black

home. Thus, black women, more familiar with the white world and allowed

by whites to be more assertive in black/white relationships, appear more

dominant than black males in biracial interactions. However, black youths,

more than their white counterparts, view women and men as partners in adult

life (Berger & Simon, 1974; Steinmann & Fox, 1970). Furthermore, although

there is little empirical data on the subject, some investigations have

found that equality exists in black male/female relations (King, 1969;

A lack of research also exists concerning the dynamics of inter-

Which is more potent—sex oraction in opposite-sex, biracial groups.

Stereotypes and empirical data characterize black females and whiterace?

males as assertive in relation to their opposite-sex peers of the same

but what patterns of behavior result when these two groups interact?race,

Does the dominance predicted by the sex roles of each race generalize to

opposite-sex peers and result in equality of interaction,cross-race, or
will white males manifest more dominance behavior because of their higher

The same questions may be raised in examining the rela-racial status?

tionships of white females and black males, who are both characterized as

passive and compliant.

In the present study, it was hypothesized that:

In newly-established dyads, white males and black femalesCD
would play a dominant role, while white females and black males would play

Ladner, 1971; Scanzoni, 1971, 1975).
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more compliant one.a

The race of the subject would influence his/her dominance(2)

behavior.

(a) In dyads, whites would exhibit more dominance behavior

than blacks.

(b) Sex of the challenger would have more influence upon

whites than upon blacks.

C3) More compliance behavior would be manifested with male than

with female challengers.

(4) The race of the challenger would affect dominance behavior.

(a) In dyadic interaction, both races would comply more with

white than with black challengers.

(b) Whites of both sexes and black males would comply more

with white challengers, while black females would comply

more with black challengers.

One’s sex role orientation would influence her/his dominanceC5)
behavior.

(a) Androgynous and masculine persons would exhibit more

dominance than feminine or undifferentiated persons.

(b)

differentiated individuals would vary as a function of

their challenger’s sex, while androgynous individuals

would manifest more stable behavior.

(c)

differentiated individuals would vary as a function of

their challenger’s race, while androgynous persons would

manifest more stable behavior.

The dominance behavior of masculine, feminine, and un-

The dominance behavior of masculine, feminine, and un-



CHAPTER III

METHOD

Task
Investigators (Goldberg, 1974; Sistrunk & McDavid, 1971) have

pointed out that the nature of an experimental task may contribute to sex

differences in behaviors. in order to find a task which wasTherefore,

(Seesex-neutral, a questionnaire was designed which listed twelve tasks.

Appendix A, Form A for this questionnaire.) The tasks were chosen because

they could fit the task requirements of the Knott and Drost (1969) exper-

White and black, male and female college students inimental paradigm.

lower level English, biology, psychology, and sociology classes were asked

to indicate whether each task could be performed more completely by the

Chi-square

analyses were performed to verify that a task was sex-neutral—choosing

Results indicatedwhich one of a pair of pictures is more attractive.

that all four groups were significantly more likely to consider the task

(Table 1 in Appendix A containsneutral than either masculine or feminine.

these results.)

The instructions on the questionnaire were then reworded to test

for possible racial biases in the task, since a racially-biased task could

distort results in the same manner as a sex-biased task. The questionnaire

administered to another sample of lower level college students whichwas

Analyses showed that the task—choosingincluded the four sex-race groups.
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average female, the average male, or either of the sexes.
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which one of a pair of pictures is more attractive— was perceived by all

the groups to be racially-neutral. (This questionnaire and the results

from it are presented in Form B and Table 1 in Appendix A.)
S timuli

Pictures were taken from art books, magazines, and a calendar and

rated by white college students (N=74) for

point scale.

attractiveness ratings and shown to new samples of white (N=54) and black

(N=28) students who were asked to choose the more attractive picture of

Twelve pairs of pictures were then selected in which the pre-each pair.

greater than 40X preferred one picture

and 60Z preferred the other picture. Eight additional pairs, which had

been rated as equally attractive to whites, but not to blacks, served as

filler items. All twenty pairs were mounted on 28.2 cm. X 35.9 cm. s tiff,

white cardboard and used as the stimuli for the experimental task. The

pairs of pictures were ordered so that the twelve pairs equated for attrac-

6, 18, and 20.tiveness appeared as numbers 1, 2,

Subjects

At the beginning of the spring semester, a letter was sent to a

random sample of 75 freshmen of each sex-race combination (white female,

black female, white male, black male) asking them to participate in a

A postcard which was to be completed and returneddecision-making study.

(Appendix B contains theby the student was included with the letter.

letter and postcard mailed to prospective subjects.) Only 41 students

Thus, another random sample ofresponded to the initial mail inquiry.

ference split for both races was no

The pictures were then matched according to their mean

on a seven-

7, 9,

"attractiveness"

10, 12, 14, 16, 17,
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contacted individually by phone. Thirty-five subjects were obtained in
this manner. The remaining subjects were volunteers from lower level

psychology classes. The 32 students of each sex-race combination who

served as subjects (total N=128) were contacted by phone to arrange the

day and time of their participation. They were paid $2 at the end of the

experimental session. Students in the psychology classes also received

course credit.

Procedure

Eight college students (two of each sex-race combination) served

as confederates. Seven were paid $32 ($2 per subject) for their services

and one white male participated to fulfill a course requirement. They had

been defined as androgynous from a pretest on the BSRI. They were given

explicit instructions about the role of the confederate and received a list

of challenges to be used in the experimental sessions.

tains a list of the confederates’ challenges.) Challenges were standard-

Although the confederates

were not asked to memorize the list, they were required to use responses

Confederates particiidentical or very similar to the listed challenges.

subjects before datapated in the experimental procedure with

Sixteen subjects (eight males and eight females)collection began. were

assigned to each confederate, resulting in an equal number of dyads of the

sixteen possible sex-race combinations.

Each subject and confederate reported at a scheduled time and were

met by the experimenter.

The tape recorder

The experimenter led them to a small room con-

each sex-race combination was generated and students in this sample were

(Appendix C con-

ized as short, one or two sentence responses.

"practice"

taining two tables, two chairs, and a tape recorder.
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was

a headphone adapter plugged into its right side. A two volt red light was

attached to one end of the headphone adapter. The subject and the confeder

ate were seated on opposite sides of the table, with the confederate al

ways facing the tape recorder. After they were each given two data sheets,

they were informed by the experimenter that they would be shown 20 pairs

of pictures for approximately 20 seconds each and that they were to choose

the more attractive picture of every pair and record n-rB" on the dataor

sheet beside the appropriate number. (The label "B" was under eachor

picture in each pair.) In addition, each was asked to indicate the inten-

six-point scale ranging from

Confederates followed the

Immediately following the presentation of the pictures, the exper

imenter instructed the subject and the confederate to look at the pairs of

pictures again and to come to a joint decision about the more attractive

The pictures were left on the table for referencepicture of each pair.

and the following instructions were given:

You (the

Subjects were informed that their discussion would be recorded and that

the experimenter would leave the room immediately after she turned on the

At that time, they were to begin their decision-makingtape recorder.

They were also told to turn off the tape recorder and to openefforts.

"A"

"A"

same instructions, keeping their choices covered with their free arm.

”no preference” to

As you go through the twenty pairs, you are to state aloud your favored 
picture, alternating who states her/his preference first, 
confederate) can go first on number one and all the odd numbers, and 
you (the subject) can go first on all the even numbers. If your 
choices agree, just record the decision on this sheet. (Put the sheet 
marked ’’Joint Decisions" on the table.) If you do not agree, you must 
come to some joint decision before going to the next pair of pictures. 
The person who states her/his preference first should also record the 
decision which is reached.

"very strong preference."

placed on one table with a 5 X 5 X 12.5 cm. black box functioning as

sity of their preference for a picture on a
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the door after making joint decisions on all 20 pairs of pictures.

After answering any questions posed by the subjects, the experi

menter turned on the recorder and proceeded to a nearby room to monitor

the dyad’s discussion. She recorded the number of challenges the subject

withstood each time there was disagreement on the more attractive picture.

Disagreement with the subject was forced on six pairs of pictures

which the confederate stated his/her pre

ference second. Other disagreements could occur when the subject respond-

the divergence of opinion. Whenever a dis

agreement occurred, the confederate voiced 20 before agreeing

with the subject’s preference. When a subject sustained 20 challenges,

the experimenter activated the red light which was attached to the head

phone adapter (which was out of the subject’s view), and the confederate,

seemingly, agreed with the subject’s choice. This procedure was followed

for each disagreement, until joint decisions were reached on all 20 pairs

of pictures.

The experimenter then returned to the room and the participants

(Appendix D contains copies of the BSRIwere asked to complete the BSRI.

and of the post-experimental questionnaire.) The confederate was asked to

complete his/her inventory in the corridor where the student and the con

federate had waited before participating in the study. The confederate

After the subject finished theactually left the building at this time.

BSRI, the experimenter administered the post-experimental questionnaire

The experimenter prefaced the question-orally and in a relaxed manner.

answer session by stating that the experiment was over and that she was

interested only in the subject’s own thoughts about and views of the

Items on'the measure concerned the student’s interpretation of thestudy.

equated for attractiveness on

’’caused”

’’challenges”

ed second and, thus,
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study and allowed the experimenter to question further any subjects who

seemed suspicious of the ruse or the experimental hypotheses. Before

leaving, the subjects were debriefed according to the method suggested by

Mills (1976) which included explaining: (1) why deception is used in

psychological experiments; (2) predictions concerning the effect of the

subject’s sex; and (3) the use of confederates. Subjects were also asked

not to reveal the purpose of the study to friends or classmates. They

were finally paid.



CHAPTER IV

RESULTS

For every disagreement between the subject and the confederate,

the number of challenges the subject sustained was recorded by the exper-

All analyses, however, were restricted to data from the six pairsimenter.

of pictures on which disagreement was ensured, since these were the only

pairs on which data were available for all subjects. An undergraduate

majoring in psychology who was blind to the purpose of the study listened

to tapes of a random sample of 50£ of the experimental sessions and counted

the number of challenges each subject withstood on the six forced disagree-

The interrater reliability between the experimenter and this stu-ments.

Manipulation Checks

To check the behavioral consistency of subjects within the exper

imental session, the number of challenges she/he sustained in the first’

three disagreements was correlated with the number of challenges in the

second three disagreements.

highly significant jr(126) = .54, p .001, indicating that subjects demon-

Those who were dominant at thestrated internally consistent behavior.

tinned to do so.

An additional methodological check involved the subjects’ recorded

intensity of preference for a picture and their willingness to defend that

32

The resulting correlation coefficient was

onset of the session remained so, and those who complied initially con-

dent was £(62) = .91, £ .001.
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(These data are found in Appendix F.)preference. One would predict a

strong positive relationship between these two measures, such that the

greater the subjects’ preference for a picture, the more likely he/she

would be to defend that picture. As expected, five of these relationships

.245, £ < -005;

lationship (£(126) = .029, £ > .10). Thus, the number of challenges a

subject withstands when defending a picture choice appears to be related,

at least weakly, to the strength of her/his preference for that picture.

The number of subjects who preferred each picture was also tallied

to ensure that the pictures in each pair were considered approximately

equal in attractiveness or that subjects a group were as likely to chooseas

one picture as the other in each pair. Thus, it would be legitimate for the

confederate to argue for the picture in the six pairs that the subject had

not chosen, since there was little difference perceived between the two

(Table A in Appendix E contains the preference data for all subpictures .

ject groups.) The preference split for both blacks and whites showed a 60%

-40% ratio or better for all six pairs where disagreement was forced with

However, when subjects’ responses were examined in terms ofthe subject.

the four sex-race groups, only four of the six pairs were preferred equally 
r

by white females and blacks of both sexes, and white males preferred pic-

Preference splits for the five unequaltures in only three pairs equally.

pairs ranged between 70%-30% and 60%-40%, while the four remaining pairs

ranged between 78%-22% and 70%-30%. The pairs which were not preferred

equally differed across the four groups.

were positive and at least minimally significant (r_(126) = 

r(126) = .174, jd < .05; r(126) =

no re-

.162, £ < .07; £(126) = .148, £ < .10;

£(126) = .145, £ <.10), while the sixth correlation resulted in
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Mean Number of Challenges Sustained

The mean number of challenges each subject sustained on the six

(Tables in Appendix F present theforced disagreements was calculated.

raw data for all subjects.) Because subjects in each sex-race group par

ticipated with one of two confederates representing each sex-race combi-

subject faced. Four 2X2X2 (Sex of Subject X Race of Subject X Indi

vidual Confederate) analyses of variance were performed for subjects with

The results revealed no syste

matic variation in the mean number of challenges for any subject group

(i.e., Individual Confederate

was not found to be a significant main effect, nor was it contained in any

(Table B in Appendix E contains these results.)significant interactions.)

Each subject’s mean number of challenges was then submitted to a

2 X 2 X 2 X 2 (Sex of Subject X Race of Subject X Sex of Confederate X

(Table 1 presents a summary ofRace of Confederate) analysis of variance.

this analysis.) Sex of confederate was the only significant main effect,

F(l,112) = 5.42, £ < .025. Subjects of all groups were much more likely

to defend their picture preferences against male (M = 8.65) than against

The sex of subject by race of subject andfemale (M = 7.21) confederates.

the sex of subject by race of subject by race of confederate interactions

also found to be significant (F(l,112) - 11.24, p .001; I?( 1,112) -were
A subsequent Duncan multiple range test showed that black6.11, £ < .02).

females (M = 9.52) were much more likely to defend their preferences

across same-sex, same-race confederates.

as a function of which one of the two same-sex, same-race confederates a

these same-sex, same-race confederates.

same-sex, same-race confederates were combined for analysis.

nation, checks were made to ensure that subjects’ responses did not vary

Thus, the data from same-sex, same-race subjects who participated with
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TABLE 1

Summary of the Sex of Subject X Race of Subject X

Sex of Confederate X Race of Confederate Analysis

of Variance on the Mean Number of Challenges

SOURCE SS DF MS F

Sex of Subject (A) .029 1 .029 .002

Race of Subject (B) 36.41236.412 1 2.960*

Sex of Confederate (C) 66.687 1 66.687 5.422**

Race of Confederate (D) 1.064 1.0641 .087

138.216A X B 1 11.238****138.216

2.8112.811 1 .229A X C

1 2.913 .2372.913B X C

27.798 2.260127.798A X D

36.178 2.942*136.178B X D

6.721 .54616.721C X D

6.129 .49816.129A X B X C

75.1081 6.107***75.108A X B X D

.6801.680 .055A X C X D
20.8251 1.69320.825B X C X D

.6371.637 .052A X B X C X D

< .10

< .025

< .02

< .001

***£

*£

:fc***p
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(£ < .05) than either black males (M = 7.41) or white females (M = 6.37).

In addition, white males (M = 8.42), whose mean number of challenges did

not differ significantly from the black subjects’ means, sustained signif

icantly more challenges than white females.

A second Duncan multiple range test verified and further clarified

the results found in the two-way interaction. (The means and standard de

viations of the eight groups of subjects in the three way interaction are

Black females with white confederates (M = 10.31)contained in Table 2.)

sustained significantly more challenges .05) than black males with

white confederates CM = 5.74), white males with black confederates (M =

7.50), or white females with white (M = 6.70) or black (M = 6.05) confeder-

White males with white confederates (M = 9.35), and blacks of bothates •

sexes with black confederates (M = 8.73) defendedmale

ners or black males with white partners. Black males were the only sub

ject group who sustained fewer challenges with white than with black con

federates and this difference was significant. The other three sex-race

groups tended to sustain more challenges from white than from black part-

although none of these differences were significant.ners,

Race of subject and race of subject by race of confederate tended

(F(l,112) = 2.96, £ < .10; F(l,112) = 2.94, £ < .10).to be significant..

There was a tendency for black subjects (M - 8.47) to sustain more chal

lenges than white subjects (M = 7.40) sustained. This result seems to be

due to the low number of challenges withstood by white females and the

high number withstood by black females, as demonstrated in the sex of sub

An examination of the means of theject by race of subject interaction.

groups involved in the two-way interaction showed three of the four groups

= 9.08, M
female

their preferences significantly more than white females with black part-
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TABLE 2

Mean Number of Challenges and Standard Deviations for the Eight

Groups of Subjects in the Sex of Subject X Race of Subject X

Race of Confederate Interaction

SUBJECT CONFEDERATE MEAN STANDARD DEVIATION

Black female 4.12White 10.31

White male 9.35 3.18White

9.08 4.02Black male Black

8.73 2.95Black female Black

3.847.50White male Black

6.70 2.71White female White

3.376.05White female Black

5.74 3.68Black male White
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to be very similar in their mean number of challenges. White subjects with

black confederates (M - 6.78) tended to be less likely to defend their pre

ferences than whites with white confederates (M = 8.02) or blacks with con-

Sex Role Orientation

The BSRI was scored according to the procedure described by Bern and

Watson (1976) which results in three subscores: Masculinity, Femininity,

and Social Desirability. These scores were the mean ratings an individual

gave to the 20 masculine traits, the 20 feminine traits, and the 20 neutral

(The means and standard deviations of the four subtraits , respectively.

ject groups on the BSRI are contained in Table 3.) As expected, males and

females (races combined) differed significantly in their self-ratings of

sex-typed traits, FMas(l,124) = 19, £ < .0001; Fyem(l,124) = 13.28, <2

Males (M = 5.12) endorsed masculine traits significantly more than.0005.

females (M = 4.60) did, while females (M » 5.15) endorsed feminine traits

significantly more than males (M = 4.82) did.

All subjects were combined to obtain medians for the two subscores

= 4.95, after analyses= 5.05; Mdn,

ity, F(l,124) = .39, £ =

scores and no sex' of subject by race of subject interactions on these two

(1,124) = ;07, £ = .79.(1,124) = .07, £ = .79; Subjectsscores,

(Table 4 presents the classification matrix and the number of eachated.

A 2 X 2 (Sex of Subject X Race of Subject) analysis of variance

FMas t1-124) - -07, 2- -79; £Fe, 
were then classified as Feminine, Masculine, Androgynous, or Undifferenti-

based on the total sample, Mdn, --Mas Fem
showed no differences between black subjects’ and white subjects’ Masculin-

federates of either race (^hite= 8-03; Mbiacfc 8.91).

sex-race group found in the four categories.)

.53, and Femininity, 1?(1,124) = .01, £ = .90,
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TABLE 3

Descriptive Statistics of the Four

Sex-Race Groups on the BSRI

MASCULINITYFEMININITY

4.55 4.655.15

.73 .36.65s =

4.684.80 5.10

.62 .37.40s =

Black Female:
4.594.655.14M =
.36.73.39s

Black Male:
4.705.124.88M =
.38.59.51s =

White Male:
M =

White Female:
M =

SOCIAL 
DESIRABILITY
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TABLE 4

Classification Matrix of Subjects According
to their BSRI Scores

Above Mdn Below Mdn
ANDROGYNOUS FEMININE

7.N 7.N •

6 18.8 White females 18 56.2

6 18.8 4White males 12.5

10 31.2 Black females 11 34.4

10 31.2 Black males 2 6.2

UNDIFFERENTIATEDMASCULINE

1N%N

4White females 12.54 12.5

31.210White males37.512

8 25.0Black females9.43

6 18.8Black males43.814

O
ir>

II
c 
'bc

*5

(D 
> 
O

Masculinity Score 
(Mdn = 4.95)
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was performed on the Social Desirability scores of all Alabama students.

Bern (1974) had found that females scored significantly higher than males

in her Stanford sample, but had found no sex difference on Social Desira

bility for her Foothill sample. No significant effects as a function of

were found in the present analysis. Thus, the scores of same-sex or race

sex subjects were combined for all further analyses.

A comparison of the present sample’s scores with the norms estab

lished by Bern (1974) in California with Stanford and Foothill Junior Col-

differences between the samples on Masculinity

scores (Females: Ala. vs Stan. £(341)

£(139) = 0.397, £ > .10; vs Stan. £(506) = 1.50,Males: Ala. .10;

or between the Foothill and Alabama

females’ Femininity scores (£(135) = 0.75, £ 7* .10). However, Alabama

students rated themselves higher on Femininity than did the Stanford stu-

dents (females(341) = 1.94, £ < .10; tMales(506) = 5.28, £ < .001). (A

summary of these analyses is found in Table C in Appendix E.) Statistical

tests could not be performed comparing Alabama and Foothill males on Femi

ninity or between any of the groups on Social Desirability scores, since

there were both large differences in sample sizes and in variances of the

California and Alabama samples.

cial Desirability were lower than those of the California students.

The mean number of challenges for each subject was then submitted

to a 2 X 2 X 4 (Sex of Confederate X Race of Confederate X Sex Role Type)

As expected from previous results, sex of confed-analysis of variance.

< .05, with subjects sustainingerate was significant, £(1,112) = 4.37, £

challenges against male than against female partners. Although nonemore

of the predicted sex role type by sex or race of confederate interactions

lege students found no

However, Alabama students’ means on So-

= 0.309; £ > .10; Ala. vs Fthill

Ala. vs Fthill £(179) = 1.52, £ > .10)
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This result appears to be due to the

tendency of the Feminine subjects (M = 6.60) to agree with their partner

sooner than the other three groups, who were quite similar in their will-

= 8.20;

^Undiff “ 8,46; = 8.65).

Post-experimental Questionnaire

The post-experimental questionnaire was used to examine subjects’

perception of the study and to discover and discard data from any persons

who were both suspicious of and cooperative with the experimenter’s hypoth-

(A summary of the results from this questionnaire are found ineses.

Table 5.)

Several thought the study examined the relationshipabout decision-making•

between picture preference and personality (9.4%) or with how people deal

with others when their opinions differ (7.8%). No one mentioned sex or

race effects as a probable purpose at this time. However, when asked

about the experimenter’s hypothesis, four (3.2%) mentioned sex effects and

fects.

ately placed together only to obtain two different perspectives about the

pictures and thus', to create a preference difference. None of the five

subjects were very sure of their hypotheses, and none of them cooperated

Most subjects thought that thewith the experimental hypothesis in mind.

experimenter’s hypothesis dealt in some way with predicting the type of

Other students stated they had no idea what the experimenter’s hypothesis

The majority of subjects (71.1%) thought that the study was

ingness to withstand challenges against their preferences (M
Mas

one person (0.8%) thought that the experimenter was interested in race ef-

MAndro

Of these, three thought that the two sexes or races were deliber-

cance, jF( 1,112) = 2.22, jd C .10.

occurred, the main effect of sex type showed a tendency toward signifi-

was (19.5%).

person who would compromise or with how decisions were reached (53.1%)■
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TABLE 5

Results of the Post-experimental Questionnaire

What do you think the experiment was about?1.

2. What did you think my hypothesis was?

What was your partner's role in the experiment?3.

4.

28.1
3.9
3.2
2.3
2.3
2.3
2.3
2.3
2.3
3.2

Z
71.1
9.4
7.8
4.7
3.9
2.3
.8

Z
71.9
11.8
7.0
3.2
3.9
.8
.3

Z
51.5
19.5
7.8
7.0
4.7
3.2
2.3
.8

3.2

RESPONSE:
Decis ion-making
To see if your preferences described your personality
How individuals deal with others when their opinions differ 
Don’t know
Who gives in the most
How people react to a new situation
How different people think

%
47.7

RESPONSE:
Same as mine
Partner was more dominant or persuasive
To participate as partners
To show differences in preferences
To see whether she/he could influence me
To show black vs. white preferences
To show male vs. female preferences

RESPONSE:
To see who compromised and how the decision was reached
Don’t know
Relationship between preferences and BSRI
How individuals deal with others when their opinions differ 
To see if your preferences described your personality
To examine sex differences in preferences or persuadability 
To see what people thought of themselves and their choices 
To examine race differences in preferences 
Other

RESPONSE:
No
Thought there would be more because this is a psychological 

experiment
To see if you changed your mind
To learn about personality from listening to the tapes
To compare responses to the BSRI
To examine personality from preferences
To examine reactions to initial meetings
To examine relationships between people
To examine sex differences
Partner may have been a confederate
Other

During the study, and before I started asking questions, did you think 
there was more to the experiment than meets the eye? What?
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Very few students defined their partners’ role as different from

Several (10.2%) reported that their partner was more dominanttheir own.

than they were. When asked why they thought this difference occurred.

various reasons were given:

had lots of reasons; I do not attribute it (the confederate’s dominance)

to anything in particular,” etc. None mentioned that their partner may

have been a confederate. One subject thought his partner’s role was due

Both of these subjects were moderately sure that the experimenter was in

terested in these effects, but neither cooperated with their supposed

hypothesis.

Close to one half (47.7%) of the students said they did not think

that there was any more to the study than what they had been told. A

little more than one fourth (28.1%) thought that there was more to the

study, because psychological experiments always have some hidden purpose.

A few subjects mentioned possible alternative purposes, such as examining

one’s personality from picture preference or conversation, comparing the

BSRI scores to choices, and studying methods that change people's minds,

Two subjects reported with strong confidence that the study wasetc.

Both also reported that thisexamining sex effects in decision-making.

Finally, two students thoughtsuspicion had not changed their behavior.

that their partners may have been part of the experiment, but were very

of this hypothesis and stated that they had become suspicious onlyunsure

when the experimenter started asking them questions about their partner.

Although the post-experimental questionnaire revealed eleven

subjects who were suspicious of either sex or race effects in decision

role in the study, none of these subjectsmaking or in their partner’s

”1 am easily persuaded; he (the confederate)

to his race, and another thought that it was due to her partner's sex.
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were dropped from the analyses because they did not meet the previously

established criterion of being both suspicious (four or greater on a seven

five other students (whose data were not included in the analysesHowever,

above) not only guessed the experimental hypothesis (N = 3) or ruse (N = 2)

but also stated that their suspicions caused them to behave differently.

A sixth subject was

omitted when the experimenter discovered that she was older than the age

range (18-21) that had been specified earlier.

Age is another variable which, like sex and race, is readily visi

ble and is considered a previously existing status characteristic which

Other things being equal,might influence interactions between individuals.

older participants might be expected to dominate younger participants. To

check for the confounding of age with sex and race, subjects were asked in

the post-experimental questionnaire to describe their partner. A test com

pared the subject’s age with his/her estimate of the partner’s age and re

vealed a significant difference, t_(254) = 3.33, £ < .001. Although this

difference is very consistent, its practical significance is questionable,

since subjects’ mean age was 18.48 years and the mean estimated age of the

confederate was 18.80, only a couple of months older.

Thus, their data were eliminated from all analyses.

-point scale) and cooperative (four or greater on a seven-point scale).



CHAPTER V

DISCUSSION

The results of the present study partially support the Berger et

al. (1972) hypothesis that in newly-established groups, previously exist

ing status characteristics will determine behavior in independence of a

task, unless the characteristics are seen as culturally irrelevant to the

the effect is not as simple as first implied, since thesetask. However,
characteris tics

Most findings, therefore, cannot be understood or inter-across persons.

preted without examining the interrelationships among variables.

Although subjects were expected to withstand more challenges with

females than with males because of the differential statuses implied by

This result is similar to a recent

study’s finding with the same age group (college freshmen) that females

talked more than their male peers in a mixed-sex group (Askinas, 1971).

However, all subjects in the Askinas study were white and friends, and the

A few white male subjects in the pregroups were not very task-oriented.

sent study suggested during the debriefing that they would have defended

their preferences more strongly against a male than against a female part

ner because it was not polite to argue with a woman. Although they did

The sex of the experi

menter (female) may also have had an effect on subjects’ dominance behav

ior and should be examined in subsequent studies.

46

interact with one another within each person, as well as

not report it, other males may have felt the same.

sex, the opposite effect occurred.
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The sex of subject by race of subject interaction certainly pro

vides support for the Theory of Status Characteristics and demonstrates

As

suggested by sex role stereotypes, sex differences in behavior do occur.

they are not identical across racial subcultures.However, Black females

who are viewed as dominant by both cultures behave in such Al-a manner.

though white males were expected to behave in a dominant manner, as opposed

to the stereotypic view by whites of the submissive black male, these two

groups exhibited no significant difference. However, black males were

significantly less dominant than their opposite-sex peers, while white

males did not differ significantly from black females in dominance behavior.

White females, expected by both cultures to behave in an acquiescent manner,

fell at the bottom of the continuum withstanding significantly fewer chal

lenges than black females and white men.

The interaction between sex and race of subject and race of con

federate qualifies the results found in the two-way interaction. As pre

dicted from Berger’s (1972) theory, black females and white males sustain

ed many more challenges from white partners than white females and black

White cultural expectations demand that these pairs bemales sustained.

dominant and submissive, respectively. The picture changes drastically,

when one’s partner is black. Only white females responded simi-however,

They were always compliant relativelarly to black and white partners.

to the other groups.

Evidence from studies of the black subculture, which suggests more

There was very little difference in the numbertions was supported here.

equality in male-female interaction (Berger & Simon, 1974; King, 1969;

Ladner, 1971; Scanzoni, 1971, 1975) than in white opposite-sex interac

tive need to attend to more than one characteristic simultaneously.



48

of challenges that black females and black males withstood against another

Black females were less dominant with blacks than with whites.black.

while the reverse was true for black males. There was a much greater dif
ference between white females and white males with same race partners as
was expected from previous findings (Adams & Landers, in press; Garment,

Thus, the results support

sex role expectations of the two (black and white) subcultures.

White males, who are generally considered dominant by white society,

tended to be less assertive with black partners. It may be that they are

manifesting what Dutton (1976) has called reverse discrimination, or behav

ing in a more positive manner toward members of a minority group than to

ward members of a majority group. Dutton has outlined several qualifying

conditions for reverse discrimination which have received experimental

one person must be perceived as a member of a minority group that has been

discriminated against; the majority member must perceive him/herself egal

itarian and must be threatened by the possibility that she/he is prejudiced;

the interactions in question must be trivial with no long-term implications

for decreasing socioemotional distance between the minority and majority

members; and finally, the situation in question must contain natural rea

sons for a majority member’s noncompliance with a minority member’s re

quests .

Publicity about discrimination against blacks has been veryquirements.

prevalent in the media in the United States, and most college students

Since the American system stresseswould probably agree with this notion.

One might speculate that the present situation fulfills such re-

1974; Larsen, 1974; Megargee, 1969; Nord, 1969).

support (Dutton, 1971, 1973, cited in Dutton, 1976; Dutton & Lake, 1973) :

’equality for all’ in attitude, if not in behavior, prejudice is negatively
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valued by most middle-class whites. Thus, white college students, social

ized by such a system, would probably consider themselves egalitarians

and would attempt to avoid appearing prejudiced toward any minority group

member.

certainly had no far reaching consequences for the participants. Since

subjects and confederates were strangers there was little chance that the

subject would have to relate to the confederate again in the near future.

Finally, the situation was designed so that it contained no external rea

sons for persons not to support their own preferences. Dutton also sug

gests that the amount of prior contact may influence whether reverse dis

crimination occurs. Persons with extensive contact with minority group

members may know from their prior interactions that their behavior is not

discriminatory. Whites in the present study may be out of their familiar

milieu as well as unaccustomed to being confronted by a black. Black-white

interactions have not typically involved the insistent challenges found

All of these conditions make it

likely that whites would bend over backwards not to appear prejudiced and

Since white females were compliantso comply with their black partners.

with all persons regardless of their race, there were no threatening cues

present which might suggest that they were behaving in a discriminatory

Following in the same trend, blacks tended to sus-manner against blacks.

tain more challenges than whites, which again is the opposite of what was

This finding appears to be explained, though, by the sex ofpredicted.

White females demonstrated a highsubject by race of subject interaction.

rate of compliance, while black females had a very low compliance rate.

These findings corroborate results of several conformity studiesrace.

Males’ mean number of challenges did not differ as a function of their

here, particularly on a one-to-one basis.

In addition, the interactions which occurred in the present study
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high conformity rates by white females in comparison to black females and

males of both races.

All of these results bolster the validity of the Theory of Status

Characteristics, since they could be predicted from the sex and race role

expectations of the two racial subcultures. Thibaut and Kelley’s (1959)

Social Exchange Theory might be used to further explain the behaviors found

in the present study. Because white males and black females are expected

by the white culture to manifest dominance, it would cost them more in

terms of self-esteem than it would black males or white females to give in

to a white partner. Since the black males and white females are expected

to behave in a submissive way, it does not decrease their feelings of

self-esteem to behave in such a way. However, in black-black interactions,

black females become less assertive because these are their "people

whom they share the struggle for recognition in a white dominated society

and so do not wish to alienate them. then, forIt was more rewarding,

The black male, who is grantedthem to compromise with a fellow black.

little status in the white society, is viewed by his own subculture in a

different light, and therefore is willing to withstand many more challenges

from a black than from a white, because it would cost him the prestige his

culture grants him if he complied readily with his fellow black.

Although one might expect that it would cost whites more to sub

mit to blacks than to whites, it may be that whites are unsure of their

status in black-white interactions where they are not in a majority, since

They may consider a black whosuch situations are rare for most whites.

is willing to challenge their preferences (and the confederates certainly

did) as atypical of black people, and thus they do not lose self-esteem

", with

Clscoe et al., 1964; Mock & Tuddenham, 1971; Schneider, 1970) which found
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in complying with them. Or perhaps whites value egalitarianism and do not
wish to appear prejudiced against blacks. They might be worried that dis
agreeing with a black could be attributed to discriminatory attitudes.

behavior would reinforce one's self-perception as an unprejudiced individ
ual.

Confounded with the effect of race of confederate is the fact that

the movie which seemed to have had a profound effect on both blacks

and whites, was shown on television during the month the present study was

conducted. It is not unreasonable to speculate that the movie's effect
may have been to inhibit whites’ dominance with blacks, while stimulating
blacks to challenge whites. A few white subjects mentioned during the
debriefing that they did not defend their preferences as strongly as they

in other circumstances, since they did not want their blackmight have

think that they were prejudiced.partner to

The results obtained from the BSRI were not surprising. Males

and females differed in the predicted directions on Masculine and Feminine

items, but showed similar self-ratings on the sexually-neutral traits.

This pattern of results is similar to that found with Foothill Junior

College students in California (Bern, 1974). Although Stanford females

scored higher on Social Desirability than did their opposite-sex peers, the

size of this sex difference was quite small.
Comparisons of black and white males and females revealed no ra-

Although Bern (1974) doescial differences on the three BSRI subscores.

not specify the race of subjects used to establish norms for the inventory,

one might assume that her sample included a majority of, if not all, whites.

the present study extends the general applicability of her inventoryThus,

to blacks.

Thus, agreeing with a black's opinion would be rewarding here, since this

"Roots,"
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All Alabama subjects' (races combined) self-ratings for Masculine

items and Alabama females' ratings for Feminine items closely resemble the

norms established by Bern (1974) with California students and with Foothill

females, respectively. Both sexes in the Alabama sample (races combined)

scored higher on Femininity than did their Stanford peers, with females

demonstrating much less difference than males. Students in the Foothill

sample may be more similar to Alabama students on the pattern of results

on Social Desirability and on Femininity for females than Stanford students

because Alabama and Foothill are state institutions which may draw the

same type of population. Stanford is more selective, as well as a private,

institution. In addition, perhaps in the three years since Bern originally

administered her inventory, it has become more acceptable for college stu

dents, especially males, to endorse feminine traits. This hypothesis

could not be statistically tested with Alabama and Foothill males, but the

Alabama males' mean was higher than the Foothill males' mean.

Because of differences in sample sizes and variances, tests could

not be used to compare the two cross-country samples' scores on Social

Although Alabama students' means were lower on this measure,Desirability.

tions can be offered concerning this finding. The BSRI needs to be ad

ministered to a greater variety of individuals to establish norms which

have wide-ranging generalizability.

Dividing subjects into the four sex role types specified by the

BSRI serves to further explain their behavior in the present study. Al

though none of the hoped for sex role type by sex or race of partner in-

a larger number of Southerners must be tested before definite interpreta-

teractions occurred, sex role type tended to manifest a general influence
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on behavior in all dyads, regardless of the sex and race of partners.

pliant than Masculine, Androgynous, or Undifferentiated students. Due to

the demands of the experimental situation, it was expected that Masculine

and Androgynous subjects would behave similarly, and more dominantly, than

Feminine subjects. The task demanded independent, dominant behavior. Mas

culine persons should be comfortable with manifesting such sex-typed behav-

Androgynous persons, who combine both masculine and feminine qualitiesior.

in their personalities, are able to demonstrate appropriate behavior in sit-

Thus, they should also

be comfortable playing a dominant role in the present study. In contrast,

the behavior demanded here was cross-sex behavior for Feminine subjects,

which Bern and Lenney (1976) have shown that sex-typed individuals avoid.

As expected, the present results are very similar to those found by Bern

(1975; Bern & Lenney, 1976; Bern, Martyna & Watson, in press) in her series

of studies used to validate her inventory.

Previous data on the Undifferentiated subjects are mixed; they

sometimes behave similarly to and sometimes differently from, Androgynous

The primary difference between these two groups is that Androg-persons.

ynous individuals rate themselves high in both Masculinity and Femininity,

while Undifferentiated individuals rate themselves low in both. In a

laboratory study involving independence from social pressure, a typically

The behav

ior tapped in the present study also falls in the masculine domain of inde-
Therefore, the similarity of Undifferentiated and Androgynouspendence.

subjects here is consistent with previous findings in the study examining

a ralated behavior.

Feminine students, regardless of their sex and race tended to be more com-

uations, regardless of the behavior’s sex-typing.

’’masculine” behavior, these groups did not differ significantly.
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As in earlier studies (Bern, 1975; Goldberg, 1974; Johnson & Mac-

consistent results regarding sex differences may be partially explained by

sex role type differences. As demonstrated here, both sexes may be clas

sified as any of the four designated sex role types. This classification

provides additional information about an individual’s orientation which

increases predictability of that individual’s behavior. In recent years,

we have, perhaps, emphasized sex differences to an extreme degree without

examining some of the underlying causes of those differences. We must now

begin to recognize that gender is not a simplistic influence, but that it

interacts with other variables.

The present study was an extension of a study (Adams & Landers,

in press) using only white confederates. The major findings of the two

investigations are identical. In dyadic interactions with a white partner,

white males and black females were significantly more dominant than white

Because of the small number offemales and black males, respectively.

black participants, the earlier study was not able to test the sex by race

The present study statisticallyinteraction suggested by its results. con

firmed this interaction when subjects participated with a white partner..

Although the earlier research found no effect associated with the sex of

one’s partner, this study found college students more willing to sustain

Neither of these results supchallenges from a male than from a female.

ports predictions made by the Theory of Status Characteristics. Perhaps

some reverse discrimination on the basis of sex occurred here, particular-

These students, more than older students, might be sensitive to the sex

of their partner and less willing to appear prejudiced against females by

ly in light of the publicity given the Women’s Movement during recent years.

Donnell, 1974; Peplau, cited in Maccoby & Jacklin, 1974), some of the in-
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continuously challenging the females’ choices. Both studies also attempted

to differentiate subjects according to some attitudinal measure. While

a function

of one’s attitudes toward women and their roles. the present study found

that one’s sex role type did influence one’s willingness to comply with an

other’s opinions. Since the scales are not related, these results are not

inconsistent. Thus, in a comparison of two similar investigations, only

sex of the confederate produced discrepant findings.

The results of the experimental design checks and the post-experi

mental questionnaire suggest that the present paradigm is, indeed, an ade

quate model for the study of dominance behavior, when dominance is defined

as the number of contributions an individual makes to a decision. Subjects

behaved in a highly consistent manner throughout the experimental session.

In addition, they defended their picture choices to the degree that they

Although subjects were aware that thepreferred one picture over another.

experimenter was interested in their willingness to comply with another

person’s wishes, few of them guessed the experimenter’s hypothesis or the

Thus, the results may be interpreted as representing reasonablyruse used.

or spontaneous, behavior in a situation which demands that one denatural,

fend one’s beliefs as well as contribute to a decision.

Variables which could have confounded the results were also well- 
t

Variation in the different subject groups' responses was notcontrolled.

due to an advantage on a task more familiar to one group than to the other

groups, since college students considered the task neutral, unbiased to-

Nor was variation in responding created by ob-ward either sex or race.

The six pairs on which dis-vious differences in picture attractiveness.

equal in attractiveness by blacks

Adams and Landers found no differences in dominance behavior as

agreement was forced were perceived as
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and whites. Age was the other obvious variable which might have influenced

subjects’ responding. Although subjects did estimate their partner’s age

to be significantly older than their own, the actual size of the difference

was equal to only a few months. Such a small discrepancy is highly unlikely

to have inhibited subjects’ responding, as it represents less than a se

mester’s work in college.

Conclusions

The results of the present study replicate a very similar study

(Adams & Landers, in press) conducted two years ago with the same popula

tion, but including only white confederates. Although civil rights and

women’s liberation are old issues, it appears from the almost identical

findings of the two investigations that little change has occurred in in

teractions with white partners, at least in the Southern region of the

forDespite the publicity which assertiveness trainingUnited States.

women has received in recent years, white females remain compliant. Black

White males maintain their dominant strong-re tain their domineering image.

Black women have argued for years that the issueshold in white society.

of the Women’s Movement did not address their problems, and these find-

They are not reluctant to assertings lend support to their complaint.

themselves with blacks or whites, while white women do not show this de

Black women may, instead, wish totermination with either sex or race.

lean on others and show more dependence than white society presently per

mits them.

Sweeping generalizations about sex and race differences cannot be

supported here, since the total picture which emerges of blacks and whites

men continue to agree readily with their white peers, while black women
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contrasts sharply with white society's traditional stereotypes of the cas
trating black female, the subservient black male, and the all-powerful
white male. The three groups become more equal in dominance when inter

acting with a black partner. Few laboratory studies have examined black

male and female interactions, and thus a major portion of blacks' personal

ities has remained hidden from view.

similarly in exchanges with other blacks. Perhaps white society, which

has been particularly interested in the inequality that exists in white

opposite-sex interactions, should study the black culture more closely to

learn how this inequality is avoided. Past investigations have too often

focused on the negative aspects of the black subculture to the exclusion

of its positive characteristics, especially when characteristics differed

from those in the white culture.

We can no longer pretend that by merely providing blacks and

opportunities to interact, we shall ensureor males and females,whites,
racial and sexual equality or rid our society of discrimination. Individ

uals bring into all situations expectations built on a plethora of past

experiences which cannot be so easily eliminated. More emphasis must be

placed on the type, rather than just the existence of, interaction between

Investigations (Cohen & Roper, 1972; Katz &the sex and race groups.

Cohen, 1962) have shown that not only must the expectations of the lower

status individual be increased, but that those of the higher status indi

vidual must also be changed to incorporate equality of all participants,

regardless of previously existing status characteristics. Future studies

should examine methods to increase the participation of black males with

whites, white males with blacks, and white females in general.

Although these results apply only to initial meetings, they do

Black women and men behave very
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have wide practical significance outside the laboratory. White women,

particularly, are at a disadvantage at the beginning of any task-oriented

They are evidently very hesitant and reserved upon first meetinggroup.

others, resulting in the omission of their knowledge and skills until much

later. Expectations about performance may have already been formed, or

programs begun, by the time these women are willing to put forth their

ideas. Black females

and white males may be allowed because they are not challenged, to lead
newly-established groups, when others’ expertise would be more beneficial.
Interactions in groups involving a black confederate did tend to be more
nearly equal, although white females were still more compliant than other

Therefore, individuals entering a dyad which involvessex-race groups.

a black may attend to personal characteristics more relevant to the task
at hand.

The general public needs to be made aware of these pervasive ex

pectations which have no legitimate basis in accordance with the individ

uals actual competencies, and which bias their interactions with others

It is disconcerting that with so much attention fo-from the beginning.

cused on sexual and racial discrimination in the past decade, little pro

gress has been made, and sex and race still remain highly salient deter

minants in interactions between strangers.

The same follows for black males in white groups.
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FORM A

Age 

Sex 

Race

 Choosing which one of

 Choosing which of two recipes would taste better

 Choosing the more attractive picture of a pair of pictures

 Choosing the more attractive male from a pair of photographs of boys

a

 Choosing which of two styles of clothing is more attractive

 Choosing the better car from two automobiles

 Choosing which of two educational systems is more effective

 Choosing which of two types of architecture is more sturdy

 Choosing which of two child rearing techniques is more effective

 Choosing which of a pair of persons would make a better president

You are to decide which of the following tasks would probably be 
performed better or more competently by the average male, the average 
female, or either sex. Place the letter M for the average male, F for the 
average female, or E for either sex on the blank beside each task indica
ting your opinion.

a pair of tools is more useful

 Choosing the more attractive female from a pair of photographs of
girls

 Choosing the more attractive person from photographs of a boy and
girl
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FORM R

Age 

Sex 

Race 

 Choosing which one of a pair of tools is more useful

 Choosing which of two recipes would taste better

 Choosing the more attractive picture of a pair of pictures

 Choosing which of two styles of clothing is more attractive

 Choosing the better car from two automobiles

 Choosing which of two educational systems is more effective

 Choosing which of two types of architecture is more sturdy

 Choosing which of two child rearing techniques is more effective

 Choosing which of a pair of persons would make a better president

You are to decide which of the following tasks would probably be 
performed better or more competently by the average black, the average 
white, or either race, Place the letter B for the average black, W for 
the average white, or E_ for either race on the blank beside each task 
indicating your opinion.

 Choosing the more attractive male from a pair of photographs of
boys

 Choosing the more attractive female from a pair of photographs
of girls

 Choosing the more attractive person from photographs of a boy and
a girl
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THE UNIVERSITY OF ALABAMA

January, 1977

Dear Student,

Sincerely,

Graduate Student

73
DEPARTMENT OF PSYCHOLOGY
Box 2968, University, Aloboma 35486
Telephone 205 • 348-5083

If you have any questions, I can be contacted at the Psychology 
Department (348-5083) . It is important that you respond as quickly as 
possible in order for the study to begin. Your cooperation is appreciated.

I am interested in buying an hour of your time this month. As a 
freshman, you are considered a prospective participant for the research 
I am conducting on decision-making processes in groups. The study will 
be conducted in Gordon-Palmer Hall (Math-Psy Building) where you will 
meet with another student to discuss some specified topic. All students 
who participate will be paid $2.00 for their time. If you are interested, 
please drop the enclosed post card in the mail. Be sure to complete all 
items on the card so I will be able to contact you about the particular 
day and hour to which you will be assigned.
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Name: Age: 

Telephone #: Sex: 

Major (.or anticipated Major): Race: 

Wed. Thurs. Fri.Sun. Mon. Sat.Tues.

Afternoon 
(Between 

12-5)

Morning 
(Between 

8-12)

Evening(5-9 pm)  

Please indicate 5 specific hours you could participate 
(the study involves only one hour).:
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Challenges for Confederates

Challenges about Color

1.

2. They set such a cheerful (somber)

3. This picture has too much (little) color.

4.

5.

6. The tint to that one is so drab.

What strange colors!7.

Don’t you think that’s sort of a strange color combination?8.

9. Do you like dark colors or something?

What a mess of colors!10.

I like them more distinctive.11. The colors are too blurred.

What a wierd choice of colors!12.

13. These colors are so soothing.

Don’t you think those colors are harsh looking?14.

Don’t you think these softer colors are more attractive?15.

Do you really like such muted colors?16.

I like it!There’s such a contrast of colors.17.

These colors blend much better than those do.18.

Challenges about People

I like pictures with people in them.1.

I prefer brighter (darker) colors, 
mood.

Mixtures of colors are more interesting to me than, a single dominant 
one.

I really like . . . (red, blue, green, etc.) so naturally I would 
prefer this picture.

. . is my favorite color, so I can’t help but like this one.
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2.
appealing, etc.)-’

3. Portraits

4. of a single person don't suggest enough movement.Paintings

5.

6. They look so happy (free, gay, carefree, industrious, etc.)

She/he looks almost angelic!7. How sweet.

She/he looks so forelorn.8. It would put me in a bad mood to look at it.

9. The people look so frightened in this picture.

They look like they're running away from something horrible.10.

11. Who would want to look

The figures' heads are floating. That's a bit too wierd for me.12.

13.

14. The figures look kind of wierd to me.

15.

16. The face in that one looks sinister to me.

The people are strangely colored-don't you think?17.

18. Family pictures bore me.

19.

I don't particularly care20.

She looks more like a21.

22.

The other picture is so dead.23. She/he at least looks productive.

24. I think it makes the girl look too cutesy.

The man looks like a midget or a dwarf, 
for pictures of freaks.

That woman's (man's) face looks like she/he's constipated or at 
least uncomfortable about something.

The woman (man) looks like she/he's suffering, 
at that for very long?

aren't very interesting.

The woman's face and hands are too white, 
corpse than a living person.

Where could you find that many kids together so still unless they 
were sick?

I don't like kids so naturally I wouldn't want a picture of them in 
my house.

Look at the face on that woman (man); it's horrible (beautiful, 
handsome, appealing, etc.).'

She looks like a Christmas package with that pink bow on the top of 
her head.

The people in this picture look too unhappy (serious, depressed, 
angry, etc.)
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That face belongs on a pig.25.

It’s too stereotypic.How can you like pictures of little pink babies?26.

Challenges about Details

You can’t make any sense out of it.1. This picture is too crowded.

2. It seems like it lacks

I like the open space of this picture.3.

4. I can appreciate

5. The whole picture seems out of proportion.

6. This looks like a jumbled mess of nothing to me.

7. I prefer pictures with a single emphasis, not a collage of everything.

It doesn’t8.

You get tired of it in just a few minutes.9. That is so plain.

It’s10. simple to be attractive to me.too

is so organized and I tend to be that way so I prefer it.11. This one

I like it!12. is so simple.This one

13. It looks

Don’t you like movement in pictures?14.

The shapes are too garbled to make any sense.15.

16. I just like movement, I suppose.

You can pick out different figures in modern art.17.

you don’t get bored with the18.

Challenges about Emotional Appeal

much freer?1.

2.

like the artist forgot to erase or cover some lines that 
they used to proportion the picture.

Look at the intricate details this artist used, 
that.

Every time you look at it, you notice something else, 
scream at you, but sort of gradually makes itself known.

There’s not enough detail in this picture, 
something.

Can’t you imagine how pleasant it would be if you were where this 
picture shows.

The figures are constantly changing so 
picture.

Don’t you think this picture looks so
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3. Wouldn’t you rather have a

4. so

5. That one has too much of a religious overtone.

6. This one puts me in a bad mood.

That’s so dark and evil looking.7.

8. This one gives me a feeling of serenity that I like.

9. How boring can you get? That picture has no life.

10. That looks like fun to me.

11. I think the mysticism of this one is interesting.

12. It looks like a celebration - so light-hearted and gay.

A(B) is so bright and cheery.13. It puts me in a better mood than B(A) .

Can’t you imagine yourself playing in this picture?14.

15.

This reminds me of large cities with all kinds of wild entertainment.16.

17. This one has much more symbolism

18.

But what can you do with that19.

20. Look how dark and drab that one is.

That one makes me think of death.21.

22. This one seems filled with sadness.

It’s such a warm and inviting scene.23.

24. I like the spirit of this picture.

looks so quiet and peaceful.25. ACB)

an unpersonal scene.’26. What

27. This one feels good to look at.

My imagination can roam with this one. 
picture?

This one symbolizes exciting lives to me and the other one just sits 
there and stares at you.

This one reminds me of some of my vacations and fond memories 
naturally I like it.

This one looks more like work than fun. 
playful picture?

I can ask myself questions about this scene, but that one tells you 
all you want to know already. Nothing is left to your imagination.
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28. Do you think that one leaves much to the imagination?

I’m not real enthusiastic about religious pictures.29.

I'd like to be in that picture.30.

31. I like more realistic pictures..

32. This picture reminds me of a clear and fresh day.

33. This reminds me of when I was a kid.

Wouldn't you like to be in that scene?34.

35. This one is so relaxing.

36.

37. I could contemplate like that person in picture A(B).

38. This one seems so much more gay.

39. Pictures like that are so full of history.

40.

41. Farms really turn me on.

General Challenges

Why don't you like this one?1.

I certainly wouldn't want that hanging in my living room.2.

3. . ?Who would want a picture of . .

4.

You can read so much into it.5. I really like modern art.

I don't care too much for paintings that, look like photographs.6.

7. I really like sketches more than paintings.

8. Farm scenes are so common.

I choose this one because it's different from what we've seen so far.9.

You can conjure up all kinds of wierd stories looking at this one.10.

11. That one is too wierd to be attractive.

I want to live in the country someday, so pictures of it are some of 
my favorites.

Can't you imagine what it must have been like living during those 
times?

Even though I'm not crazy about either of these, if someone was 
giving me one, I'd rather have that one.
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I don’t know why anyone would paint that.12.

That would give me the creeps hanging in my apartment.13.

14. Who would want that?

Why?15.

16. Oh, brother.

What a mess!17.

Anyone could draw that.18.
A third grader could do that.19.

I’d go to sleep in a museum full of art like that.20.

21 I really like this one.

I could look at that for about one second.22.

23. The whole scene is dead.
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Instructions

SlyEXAMPLE:

1 ifMark it is NEVER OR ALMOST NEVER TRUE that you are sly.

2 if it is USUALLY NOT TRUE that you are sly.Mark

it is SOMETIMES BUT INFREQUENTLY TRUE that you areMark

it is OCCASIONALLY TRUE that you are sly.4 ifMark

it is OFTEN TRUE that you are sly.5 ifMark

it is USUALLY TRUE that you are sly.6 ifMark

it is ALWAYS OR ALMOST ALWAYS TRUE that you are sly.7 ifMark

Sly 3

Malicious 1

Irresponsible 7

Carefree 5

3 if 
sly.

you are to indicate, 
you these characteristics 
Thank you.

On the following 2 pages, you will be shown a large number of 
personality characteristics which you are to use to describe yourself. 
That is, you are to indicate, on a scale from one to seven, how true of 

are. Please do not leave any traits unmarked.

Thus, if you feel it is SOMETIMES BUT INFREQUENTLY TRUE that you are 
"sly", NEVER OR ALMOST NEVER TRUE that you are "malicious", ALWAYS OR 
ALMOST ALWAYS TRUE that you are "irresponsible", and OFTEN TRUE that 
you are "carefree", then you would rate these characteristics as follows:
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DESCRIBE YOURSELF

1. Self reliantM 16.M Strong Personality

2. Yielding 17. LoyalF F

3. HelpfulN 18. UnpredictableN

4. Defends Own Beliefs ForcefulM 19.M

Cheerful5. 20. FeminineF F

21. Reliable6. Moody NN

Analytical22.7.M Independent M

23. SympatheticF8.F Shy

24. Jealous9. NConscientiousN

25.MAthleticM 10.

26.FAffectionateF 11.

27.N12. TheatricalN

Willing To Take Risks28.MM 13. Assertive

Understanding29.F14.F Flattprable

30. SecretiveN15.N Happy

N = neutral itemM = masculine itemF = feminine item

Has Leadership Abili- 
______________ ties
Sensitive To The 
Needs Of Others 
Truthful

1
NEVER OR
ALMOST
NEVER TRUE

2 
USUALLY 
NOT TRUE

3 
SOMETIMES 

BUT IN
FREQUENTLY 

TRUE

4 
OCCASION 

-ALLY 
TRUE

5
OFTEN
TRUE

6 
USUALLY 
TRUE

7
ALWAYS

OR ALMOST
ALWAYS
TRUE
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DESCRIBE YOURSELF

31.M Makes decisions easily 46.M Aggressive
F 32. Compassionate 47. GullibleF

33.N 48.Sincere InefficientN

34.M Self-sufficient 49.M Acts As A Leader

F 35. Childlike50.F

36. Adaptable51.N N

52. Individualis tic37.M MDominant

53.38.F Soft Spoken F

54. UnsystematicN39.N Likable

Competitive55.M40.M Masculine

Loves Children56.F41.F Warm

Tactful57.N42.N Solemn

58. Ambitious43.M MWilling To Take A Stand

Gentle59.44. FF Tender

Conventional60.45. NN Friendly

N = neutral itemF = feminine item M = masculine

Does Not Use Karsh 
Language

Eager To Soothe Hurt 
Feelings
Conceited

2 
USUALLY 
NOT TRUE

1
NEVER OR
ALMOST
NEVER TRUE

3 
SOMETIMES 

BUT IN
FREQUENTLY 

TRUE

4
OCCASION

-ALLY
TRUE

5
OFTEN

TRUE

6 
USUALLY 

TRUE

7
ALWAYS

OR ALMOST
ALWAYS

TRUE
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Post-experimental Questionnaire

1. What did you think the experiment was about?

2. What (i.e., What did you think I

3. If yes,

4.

5.

6.

7.

How did this affect your behavior?

*8.

 
Certain

*9.

If yes, how certain were you of this during the actual experiment? 
Guessing

Had you heard about the study before you came here today? 
what had you heard?

ever 
interview was begun.

During the study, and before I started asking questions, did you 
think there was more to the experiment than meets the eye? What? 
(Subjects were asked to describe their suspicions in detail.)

The following questions 
some

Describe your partner (age, height, weight, sex, class in school, 
etc.) .

My hypothesis was that you would (not) be willing to support your 
preferences because you are a male (female). Did you have this 
approximate idea? Yes  No  

were asked only if the subject was suspicious of 
part of the experiment.

My hypothesis was that you would (not) be very willing to support 
your preferences because you are white (black) • Did you have this 
approximate idea? Yes  No  

The experiment is over now and this is the post-experimental inter
In order for me to know what the results of the experiment really 

it is very important to find out what your thoughts were during the
The only way to find this out is to ask you to open up and tell 

I am interested in any ideas you had about the purpose
• Keep

did you think my hypothesis was 
was looking for, trying to study, etc.)?

If you believed that your partner was in on the experiment, when 
did you decide this and what things made you suspicious?

view.
mean,
experiment.
me your reactions.
of the experiment and what you thought about any of the procedures.
in. mind that there are no right or wrong answers at this point. What I am 
interested in is what ever you actually thought during the experiment and 
before this

What was your partner’s role in the experiment? (Probe if unclear 
answers, if partner was in on experiment, in what way?)
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  Certain
*10.

 Certain
*11.

  Certain
*12.

Cooperative

If yes, how certain were you of this during the actual experiment? 
Guessing

If yes, how certain were you of this during the actual experiment? 
Guessing

If yes, how certain were you of this during the actual experiment? 
Guessing

If you know what I probably predicted about your willingness to 
support your preferences, how cooperative were you with what I was 
looking for?

Noncooperative
• • « • • •• • • • • •  

My hypothesis was that you would (not) be very willing to support 
your preferences because your partner was black (white). Did you 
have this approximate idea? Yes  No  

My hypothesis was that you would (not) be very willing to support 
your preferences because your partner was female (male). Did you 
have this approximate idea? Yes  No  

A seven-point scale identical to the one shown below questions 8-12 
sheet of white paper and shown to the subject when 

Subjects responded by pointing to a

*
was drawn on a 
these questions were asked, 
specific blank.



APPENDIX E

Summary of Analyses

88



89

PQ

<1

< PQPQ<1 PQ< PQ<! PQ< PQ
CMKOCM

aaqmn^ aimoxj

st ko
st tn

U-4 o

a
o

co 
a)

co
a)

rd O 
kO CO

co
m st

st ko
st in

st KO 
st m

co rs 
in sr

St kO 
st m

o 
rd

<T> rd 
tn st

rd CK
CO KO

m m 
<t in

00 CM
CO KO

C\ rd 
m st

00 CM 
st m

rs co 
st m

KO St 
m st

cm oo 
st in

H a> 
st m

ko st 
m st

cm oo 
st m

KO st 
m st

oo cm
st tn

rd’OK 
st in

co rs 
m st

o o 
m m

o
U-4

CD 
O 
C 
a)
M 
0) 

Ud 
0J

ex

03 
<U

3 
(0 
a 
M

CO
Cd
&

CX 
Z3 
O 
M 
e

cd 
e 
a) 

Pk

al 
S 
<D

CO CM 
st m

Ch rd
KO co

m m 
r* cm

st KO
CO KO

rd KO
co in

O> rd
CO KO

KO 
rd

rd Ch 
st m

St KO 
<• m

r* co 
st m

X
Td 
tn

CD
X 
■U

■U 
o 
a) 
•n 
XI □ 
co

o

cn 
a) 

rd 
aj 
s

0J

Ctf
S

cd 
4J 
o 
H

CM 00 
cm

00 CM 
cm

m m 
cm n*

oo

<D

X 
cd

cn 
J-i

cd
P-i

cd
4J 
o

a)
s 
4J 
O 

•rl 
ex

4J 
c 
(D e 
<D 
<D

00 
cd 
cn 

•rd
a) 
4J

Xco 
4J X 
Td O



90

Table B

Sex of Subject X Race of Subject X White Female Confederate

Source DF MS F P

Sex of Subject (A) 1 2.163 0.18 .673

Race of Subject (B) 9.7681 0.83 .372

White Female Confederate (C) 26.8641 2.27 .145
A X B 1 87.848 7.43 .012
B X C 1.116 0.09 .7611

30.694 2.60A X C .1201
6.125 .4790.52A X B X 1C

Subject X Race of Subject X White Male ConfederateSex of

FMSDFSource P

.2841.2015.778Sex of Subject (A) 1

.3940.759.890Race of Subject (B) 1

.9040.01.197White Male Confederate (C) 1

.0069.20122.1091A X B

.9800.00.0081B X C

.2761.2416.3161A X C

.9690.00.0211A X B X C

Summary of the Sex of Subject X Race of Subject 
X Individual Confederate Analysis of Variance 

on the Mean Number of Challenges
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Table B (cont’d.)

Sex of Subject X Race of Subject X Black Female Confederate

Source DF MS F P

Sex of Subject (A) 1 8.862 0.74 .398

Race of Subject (B) 55.5461 4.63 .042

Black Female Confederate (C) 1 17.258 1.44 .242
A X B 1 .008 0.00 .979

5.968B X C 1 0.50 .487
7.163 0.60 .447A X C 1

13.546 .2981.131A X B X C

Subject X Race of Subject X Black Male ConfederateSex of

FMSDFSource P

.5650.344.515Sex of Subject (A) 1

.2191.5921.125Race of Subject (B) 1

.1122.7236.125Black Male Confederate (C) 1

0.76 .39110.1251A X B

. 4640.557.3541B X C

.6550.202.7141A X C

.8480.04.4951A X B X C
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Table C

Sex of Subject X Race of Subject

Source DF MS F P

Sex of Subject (A) 8.541 19.00 .0001

Race of Subject (B) 1 .17 0.39 .534

A X B .7891 .03 0.07

Sex of Subject X Race of Subject on Femininity

Source FDF MS P

3.41 .000413.28Sex of Subject (A) 1

.903.00 0.01Race of Subject (B) 1

.7940.07.021A X B

Sex of Subject X Race of Subject

FMSDF PSource

.2911.13.151Sex of Subject (A)

.7910.07.011Race of Subject (B)

.5640.34.051A X B

Summary of the Sex of Subject X Race of Subject 
Analysis of Variance on the BSRI Scores

on Masculinity

on Social Desirability
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Table A

Summary of White Female Subjects' Data

SDFen.2 Mas.M2AgeRace+

34.805.604.4522.00 3 2 4 3 52 112 5 1212120101

19 1 2 4 4 6 22 19 1 3.17 4102 4 4 4 3 3 5.20 4.85 5.40 2

18 1 2 20 2 3 2 6 4 3.33103 3 3 2 2 2 3 1 4.55 3.00 4.70 4

19 1 2 4104 19 7 5 20 3 20 9.83 2 3 4 5 3 3 4.55 5.15 4.55 3

19 1 2 20 4 6 2 6.17 4105 19 3 2 3 2 5 2 3 4.15 4.60 4.45 4

19106 1 2 19 88 20 1 3 10 8.33 3 2 4 4 2 4 5.20 5.75 5.10 1

18 1107 18 2 8 2 2.50 4 22 1 1 1 3 4 4.603 5 5.10 4.75 2

19 1 4108 2 19 3 2 3 9 5.17 5 5 5.00 3.25 4.4510 1 1 1 3 2

18 4 20 201109 1 7 6 9.83 3 4 2 2 2 3 3.15 5.20 3.7518 2 3

19 1 4.30 3.834 4 5 4 3 3.83 4 2 2 6 2 3 5.30 2110 1 19 3

19 3.90 4.35 21 5.154 2 8 8 4.83 3 2 3 2 3 21 18 2 5111

5.65 4.15 4.75 26 2112 4 4 3.17 3 2 5 119 2 5 2 218 11

4.35 318 4.40 5.505 21 3 5 512 4 8.83 31 18 13 20 3 1113

4.90 26.10 3.4018 34 4 3114 1 4 8 5 5.00 1 42 3 81 18

24.35 5.156.05418 2 3 21 6.33 3 1115 8 7 51 18 2 13 3

15.405.606.2018 4 2 2 3116 1 3 19 11.67 5 121 18 19 7 20

117 2 197 20 2 20 11.83 4.25 4.3018 2 4 5 5 4.45 419 3 3 5 5

118 6 16 10.00 419 3 4 5 3 42 5.802 20 5 20 8 4.05 4.35 25

2119 18 2 1 3 6 218 42 1 2.50 3 1 5 3 5.10 4.951 4.70 1

120 16 2 2 18 4 4 132 4 20 4 4 4 6.00 2.95 4.457.83 1 1 3 2

121 18 2 2 19 4 16 5 12 12 20 11.50 2 3 4 33 1 5.30 4.20 4.90 2

122 19 2 2 18 2 21 3 3 2 12 4.67 2 4 3 3 5.10 4.75 4.70 27

123 19 2 2 20 4.652 8 4 5 2 5.80 4.50 21 2 13 4.50 3 3 31

124 18 2 2 4.90 4.7019 2 6 4 4.60 45 4 3 2 31 1 9 3 3.50

125 18 2 1 19 4 17 20 2 4 4 5.20 5.45 4.90 12 20 2 5 33 11.00

126 18 2 1 219 5 4 5 5.00 4.30 5.002 4 4 4 2 35 3 3.003

127 18 2 4.80 26 4 2 5.30 4.401 19 6 3 35 10 2 8 5 7 6.17

128 18 2 24.20 5.051 3 3 2 2 3 5.3519 23 1 20 5 10 16 9.17

129 19 4.25 12 5.15 4.951 5 2 4 42 119 6 7.508 8 7 9 7

130 18 12 5.20 5.052 5.351 3 3 24 319 4.8310 3 2 3 74

131 24.4519 3 5.30 4.302 3 3 21 220 19 6 6.002 6 9 4

2132 4.804.4018 5.905 3 22 2 41 519 2 6.002 4 74 17

* 1 ■ female; 2 = male

+ 1 - white; 2 - black

1 - androgynous; 2 - feminine; 3 - masculine; 4 - undifferentiated

INTENSITY OF 
PREFERENCE 
6 10 12 16 18

BSRI SCORES
Sex Type’SUBJECT

”7 Age
CONFEDERATE

Sex*
CHALLENGES SUSTAINED:

6 10 12 16 18
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Table B

Summary of White Male Subjects' Data

6 10 12Ra ce + 2Age 16 18 2 18 Fem. Mas. Sex Type’

21 19133 18 7 6 10 6 6 5 6.67 4 2 2 2 3 1 4.80 4.60 4.55 4
18 2134 1 20 1 9 20 20 2 8.831 3 3 2 2 2 2 4.90 4.80 4.75 4

2135 18 1 19 1 2 1 1 3 1 1.50 3 2 2 4 2 3 4.90 5.20 5.10 3
2136 19 1 19 3 2 3 13 6 19 6.83 3 2 4 4 4 3 5.15 5.15 4.70 1

19 2137 1 20 13 10 20 5 10 13 11.83 4 5 3 4 1 4 5.40 5.55 5.45 1
2138 19 1 18 2 4 8 3 5 7 4.83 3 21 1 2 1 5.10 4.85 4.55 2

18 2139 1 18 2 4 6 4 4 11 5.17 3 2 4.254 3 41 4.10 5.05 3
18 2140 1 18 1 5 4 3 2 3.003 4 3 4 3 3 4 4.65 4.85 4.60 4

141 19 1 181 4 19 3 3 20 20 10.67 3 3 2 2 2 3 4.75 4.75 4.25 4
142 19 1 1 19 20 12 9 20 6 5 12.00 5 4 5 5 4 4 4.85 6.25 4.90 3

18143 1 1 18 2 2 7 2 20 2 5.83 3 2 44 5 2 5.45 5.10 4.95 1
144 17 1 1 19 1 19 1 4 20 7 8.67 3 3 2 3 3 4.65 4.601 5.20 3
145 19 1 1 18 12 9 15 20 6 20 13.67 3 3 2 3 3 2 4.95 5.80 4.80 3
146 18 1 20 9 12 41 4 8 7 13 8.83 3 4.50 5.25 4.50 31 4 3 1
147 19 3.951 20 4 16 11 7 5 20 10.50 2 3 3 3 3 4.15 5.90 31 3

148 5.0018 4 2 4.90 5.70 31 4 4 14 5.67 4 3 5 31 19 2 7 3
4.75149 18 5.10 4.95 12 4 2 2 5 32 2 5 12 20 8 9.17 219 8

4.85 4.30 4150 2 4.8018 4 5 52 6 6 3 12 19 5 3 8 17 7.50
4.955.40 1151 4 5.1018 4 2 12 2 4 16 7.50 4 118 3 1 1 20
5.30 44.903 5.00152 2 5 4 318 2 7 14 12.17 32 1 20 2019 11

44.554.15 4.902 4 5 4153 3 36.5019 2 2 2 3 4 7 2020 3
4.10 43.654.0535 3 4 45154 18 5 20 14.002 2 5 20 20 1419
4.55 23.905.055 3 344 3155 1.6719 2 2 20 2 1 3 2 11

24.554.455.102 234 5 3156 5 20 10 20 20 12.8319 2 2 20 2
5.20 35.504.602 324 33157 9 20 10 12 11.1718 2 6 101 19
4.954.90 44.904 26 3 44158 3 16 20 12.0018 62 7 201 19

34.904.55 5.60243 111159 4.5019 2 6 24 12 21 19 1
34.304.80 5.252 133 12160 6.17618 82 5 7 71 19 4
34.655.104.256 432 33161 7 13.8518 2 20 11 11 18 201 19
15.306.755.656 45 455162 8 12 13.1719 2 14 10 20 151 20
24.454.605.103 42 3226.83163 618 2 87 71 18 6 7

4.05 44.354.303 33 4436.00164 617 2 4 12 10 71 219

* 1 ■ female; 2 ■ male

+ 1 - white; 2 • black
4 ■ undifferentiated" 1 ■ androgynous; 2 ■ feminine; 3 ■ masculine;

INTENSITY OF 
PREFERENCE 
6 10 12 16 .

SUBJECT
# Age

BSR1 SCORES 
SD

CHALLENGES SUSTAINED;
M

CONFEDERATE 
Sex*
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Table C

Summary of Black Female Subjects' Data

T 2 6 10 12 16Age M 2 F em. Sex Type'Mas.

18 1 2 19 6 6201 20 20 5 2 9.83 4 2 4 4 34 5.25 3.85 4.45 2

218 1 19202 4 8 9 8 6 6 6.83 3 2 1 4 4 1 4.90 3.40 4.70 4

18 2 19 2203 1 4 4 51 11 4.50 4 4 4 4 5 5 5.50 2.50 3.75 2

2204 19 1 21 4 18 6 8 6 14 9.33 4 4 41 1 5.701 3.85 5.05 2

2205 19 1 18 3 3 6 3 5 3 3.83 4 2 3 5 4 4 5.50 4.05 4.90 2

206 18 21 18 3 20 1 20 20 2 11.00 3 3 55 5 4 5.50 4.95 5.10 1

19 9207 1 19 4 3 4 10 2 19 7.00 4 3 3 3 2 5.401 4.00 4.50 2

17208 1 2 18 6 12 4 20 7 5 9.00 4 3 6 2 4.60 4.601 1 4.45 4

209 21 1 1 21 8 13 15 20 5 11.67 4 6 5.859 6 3 6 4 5.00 5.10 1

210 18 1 1 19 3 7 2 10 9 7.00 4 4.55 3.60 411 5 5 5 4 3 4.20

18211 1 5.65 4.65 4.85 21 19 3 3 4 2 2 3 2.83 4 4 5 2 21

212 5.25 5.15 4.85 118 4 4 4 5 41 1 19 3 6 7 3 4 4.00 31

213 18 4.50 4.15 23 5.351 18 4 3 5 3 31 10 3 20 4 12 19 11.33

24.70 4.45214 3 5.3018 4 4 31 18 2 3 10 20 7 2 7.33 1 11

5.005.65 15.05215 5 54 5 119 6 20 20 17 11 20 15.67 11 1 19

216 18 1 18 5 13 201 5 5 20 11.33 4 2 5 4 2 4 5.45 5.75 5.05 1

217 18 2 5.052 5.50 5.83 118 5 2 20 20 20 14 13.50 4 4 21 4 1

218 18 2 4.65 44 4 3 4.65 4.102 20 3 20 20 2 20 14.17 5 118 1

219 18 2 4.504.65 4.70 42 5 20 20 14 4 4 2 219 1 14 12.33 3 1

220 18 4.10 22 5.10 4.552 5 219 3 8 20 2 2 4 51 3 6.001

221 4.555.15 118 5.202 22 2 1 1 3 118 2 20 20 2 6 8.833

222 4.40 24.9019 5.152 3 2 24 2 32 18 1 20 6 8.3312 5 6

4.50223 4.95 15.2021 2 32 12 1 12 6 20 7.6719 3 7 91

224 4.55 4.05 44.15220 2 2 4 32 2 318 2 4 20 7.509 3 7

3225 4.45 4.854.9518 2 33 32 3 16.831 6 6 15 519 4 5

5.25 4.80 1226 5.1044 317 4 3 42 1 18 7 20 13.5020 8 20 7

4.55 15.15227 5.5024 4 418 232 4 20 19 15 11 20 14.831 19

35.40 5.10228 4.6052 4419 2 12 1 9 14.3319 18 20 20 12 7

44.304.955.005 3229 2 4 418 42 7 15 18 20 17 20 16.171 18

44.304.95 4.70230 2 2 343218 2 9 12 11.331 19 5 20 12 10

34.305.604.802 1231 42 4218 2 6.831 619 2 2 8 10 13

24.454.455.20334 3232 2318 4 10.002 1 20 412 15 16 9

A 1 ■ female; 2 ■ male

+ 1 white; 2 - black

feminine; 3 • masculine; 4 • undifferentiated1 1 » androgynous; 2 ■

INTENSITY OF 
PREFERENCE 
6 10 12 16 18

SUBJECT
Age

CONFEDERATE
Sex* Racer

CHALLENGES SUSTAINED:
18

BSRI SCORES 
SD
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Tabic D

Summary of Black Male Subjects' Data

2 6 10 12 16 18F Age 2 18 Fen. Sex Type'Mas .

218 1 18 2 b 20 19 20 20 14.17233 6 61 5 1 1 3.70 4.75 4.60 4

2 20234 19 1 21 1 3 3 3 2.17 1 3 4 3 5 4 4.85 4.75 5.15 4

21 2 3 6235 1 19 3 7 10 5.001 4 4 4 2 44 5.55 5.15 5.30 1

2236 20 19 2 5 2 131 3 2 4.50 4 4 3 4 2 1 5.05 5.00 4.55 1

2 18 6 14 6237 19 1 3 10 3 7.00 1 1 5 4 4 1 5.15 4.95 5.25 1

2238 18 1 18 2 8 20 6 6 20 10.33 3 2 4 5 3 4 5.15 5.55 5.10 1

219 19 20 3 20239 1 3 20 14 13.33 2 2 33 3 2 4.55 5.10 4.50 3

2 19 16 12 18 5 10 20 13.50240 19 1 3 4 3 2 41 4.80 5.65 4.80 3

241 19 1 1 18 1 1 1 1 1 1.001 4 2 6 2 2 4 5.40 6.15 4.60 1

242 18 1 1 18 2 1 3 31 3 2.17 3 3 2 3 3 4 3.50 5.10 4.35 3

243 18 1 1 19 2 4 7 8 5 7 5.50 4 4 5 5 3 4 4.15 5.00 4.75 3

244 19 1 1 19 12 20 4 16 5 20 12.83 4 3 2 3 3 4 4.50 5.30 4.70 3

245 19 1 1 17 3 5 44 5 5 4.33 4 5 5.70 5.154 4 4 4 5.75 1

246 18 1 5.50 4.60 31 19 1 4 2 4 2.50 3 3 3 4 2 4.901 3 3

247 18 5.50 4.601 18 4 5 4 8 10 7 6.33 3 3 4 3 5 5 5.30 11

248 41? 4.70 4.406 4 4 4.801 18 5 5 8 7 5.83 2 3 3 21 4

2i 9 19 5.55 5.75 4.95 12 4 4 42 1 20 7.67 5 3 518 20 31 1

2 50 4.20 24.1518 5.452 5 5 6 4 22 519 20 20 5 10 7 15 12.83

4.95 3251 5.304.7518 4 32 2 3 3 12 18 12 20 1 20 20 5 13.00

34.103.60 5.70252 5 518 3 5 32 2 20 2 9.67 42 2 20 2019

4.40 35.054.75253 320 3 3 4 342 5 2 4 4.172 18 4 5 5

35.055.404.852254 3 321 4 312 2 5.502 19 14 4 5 3 5

24.554.055.353 4255 3 64 420 2 9.002 4 13 13 2019 3 1

35.105.054.903 5256 3 55 420 2 4 13 20 20 14 10 13.502 20

44.454.654.4542 3 1257 5 119 6.502 41 19 8 10 3 10 4

4.353.954.952 14258 2 4118 2 5.504 31 19 4 7 6 9

34.605.154.554 23 3259 3319 2 4.002 4 31 18 2 5 8

34.155.104.455 43260 5 4420 6.332 19 2 3 71 3 20 3
15.706.755.3026 5 35261 518 5 20 15.332 1 19 20 20 10 17
34.755.154.803 3333 4262 4.5018 2 8 41 18 5 4 3 3
44.304.154.852 32 44263 26.1719 2 31 19 8 53 3 15
14.405.205.1531452264 23.0018 52 1 18 2 42 3 2

* 1 ■ female; 2 ° male

+ 1 ■ white; 2 black

' 1 • androgynous; 2 - feminine; 3 ■ masculine; 4 ■ undifferentiated

SUBJECT
Age

CONFEDERATE
Sex* Race+

INTENSITY OF 
PREFERENCE 
6 10 12 16

CHALLENGES SUSTAINED:
M

BSRI SCORES 
SD




