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Task Cues, Dominance Cues, and Influence in Task Groups
James E. Driskell, Beckett Olmstead, and Eduardo Salas
Both basic and applied research indicates that women are generally seen as less competent and are
less influential in task groups than men. Two studies were conducted, with both female and male
speakers, to examine the effectiveness of influence attempts when displaying task cues (behaviors
that imply ability or task competence) or dominance cues (attempts to influence or control through
threat). Results indicated a significant positive effect of task cues on perceived competence and
actual influence, whereas the display of dominance cues was ineffective in gaining status and
influence and resulted in negative reactions from others. Furthermore, this pattern held for female
and male speakers. These results suggest that the display of task cues is an effective means to
enhance one's status in groups and that the attempt to gain influence in task groups through
dominance is an ineffective and poorly received strategy for both men and women.

haviors or management styles that are seen as directive, dominant, or masculine (Haccoun et al., 1978; Watson, 1988).
However, although there is some indication that attempts to
exert influence through dominance may be ineffective, it is
unclear from related studies exactly what behaviors constitute
dominance behaviors. For example, in Watson's (1988) study, a
dominant approach was one in which the supervisor used a
nonparticipative decision-making style; for Haccoun et al.
(1978), dominance was operationalized as authoritarian behavior; and for Rosen and Jerdee (1973), dominance was defined as
an influence attempt involving a threat. Because of the number
of ways in which directive or dominance behavior is conceptualized, it is difficult to establish what role dominance plays in
determining status and influence in task groups.
In examining influence attempts in groups, Berger, Webster,
Ridgeway, and Rosenholtz (1986) drew a distinction between
task cues and dominance cues. Task cues include behaviors that
imply ability or performance capacity, such as verbal fluency,
well-modulated voice tone, or a rapid rate of speech. Dominance cues are behaviors that imply control through threat,
such as glaring, pointing, or loud speech. Furthermore, evidence suggests that individuals who display task cues are seen
as more competent and become more influential in groups,
whereas the display of dominance behavior is an ineffective
means of gaining influence (Ridgeway, 1987; Ridgeway & Diekema, 1989).
This distinction between task and dominance cues is valuable for two reasons. First, it describes common behaviors that
are often exhibited in applied task settings. For example, one
may attempt to influence others by demonstrating signs of objective competence or by attempting to pressure the other to
comply through threat. It is interesting to note that these two
dimensions, identified in Yukl and Falbe's (1990) study of influence tactics as pressure (demands and threats) and persuasion
(influence tactics that emphasize successful task accomplishment), showed the lowest correlation (.03) among all scale
items, suggesting that these dimensions are independent
means of gaining influence. Second, this distinction provides a
clear-cut means to examine the role of task and dominance
behaviors in determining influence in task groups.

Despite the growing presence of women in professional and
technical roles, the stigma still exists that they are somehow
less competent than their male counterparts. Studies of mixedsex laboratory groups indicate that women are less active and
less influential, are interrupted more often, and are chosen as
leaders less often than men (see Ridgeway, 1988; Webster &
Driskell, 1983; Wood & Karten, 1986). Similarly, studies in the
field have demonstrated that women are perceived as less effective managers and as having less leadership ability, self-confidence, and business skills than men (Schein, 1973; Wiley &
Eskilson, 1982). Despite gains in the representation of women
in management, recent research has shown that this negative
stereotype shows no sign of abating (Heilman, Block, Martell,
& Simon, 1989). In summary, a large body of basic and applied
research has documented the fact that women are both perceived as less competent and actually exercise less authority and
influence in task groups than men.
This state of affairs is further complicated because certain
forceful or directive behaviors that may be used to gain increased influence may in fact be ineffective. For example, Watson (1988) found that female supervisors who used a dominant
approach were less influential and were more likely to be resisted by subordinates than when they used a less dominant
management style. Haccoun, Haccoun, and Sallay (1978) found
that a female supervisor who used a directive management style
was perceived as less effective than when that supervisor used a
more analytic approach. Rosen and Jerdee (1973) reported that
the attempt by a female supervisor to influence others via
threat resulted in extremely low evaluations from subordinates.
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Because one primary goal of this research was to examine
ways in which women can gain status and influence in task
groups, Study 1 was conducted to assess the effectiveness of
influence attempts by a female speaker exhibiting both task
and dominance cues. The results of this study have considerable practical importance. One consequence of the interaction
inequality faced by women in task groups is that they remain
underrepresented in many occupations and in upper levels of
the organizational hierarchy and often face differing criteria for
hiring and promotion. Research that attempts to examine effective intervention strategies to allow women to gain status
and influence in task groups should lead to increased participation and opportunities in the workplace.
The examination of the use of task and dominance cues by
women, however, raises a second issue of somewhat broader
scope. Several studies have suggested that gender differences
may underlie the use of dominance behavior in groups; that is,
dominant behavior may be inappropriate for women and yet
acceptable for men. For example, although Haccoun et al.
(1978) found that a directive management style was ineffective
overall, it was rated even less effective when exhibited by female
supervisors. Other research suggests that behavior involving
dominance or threat may be effective for men but not for
women (Eagly, Makhijani, & Klonsky, 1992; Petty & Lee, 1975;
Rosen & Jerdee, 1973). To address the possibility of gender
differences and to examine the broader theoretical issue of how
task and dominance behaviors affect influence in groups, we
designed Study 2 as a replication of Study 1 with a male speaker.
Comparison of Study 2 with Study 1 allowed us to address an
important theoretical issue. The available research, although
by no means conclusive, suggests that dominant behavior may
be an ineffective means of gaining influence. The question
arises as to the conditions under which attempts to gain status
and influence through dominance are acceptable in task
groups. Does dominant behavior violate expectations of appropriate female behavior (i.e., are reactions to dominance an instance of gender stereotyping)? For example, a recent Supreme
Court decision in the case of Price Waterhouse v. Hopkins (1989),
reported by Fiske, Bersoff, Borgida, Deaux, and Heilman
(1991), suggested that Hopkins' dominant behavior resulted in
negative sanction from co-workers because she was a woman.
Or, are the effects of dominance non-gender specific? Does
dominance behavior have the same effects for men as well as for
women? The results of this research should provide data to
address these practically and theoretically important questions.

Task Cues, Dominance Cues, and Influence in Groups
Consider a corporate decision-making group that has initially gathered to perform a task. Research reveals that status
gradients quickly emerge in such initially unstructured task
groups (for a review, see Webster & Foschi, 1988a). Some group
members attain a superordinate position in terms of power and
prestige; they talk more, have their ideas more readily accepted
by others, and receive votes for "group leader." In most cases,
the status hierarchy that emerges reflects cultural stereotypes
—Whites, men, and those in professional occupations enact a
more proactive role and command more of the group's re-

sources, whereas Blacks, women, and blue-collar workers are
generally more compliant and react in a more subordinate
manner.
A number of authors have offered a status generalization
approach to account for these observed differences in perceived competence and actual influence in task groups (see
Berger, 1992; Eagly, 1983; Webster & Driskell, 1983; Webster &
Foschi, 1988b). Theorists within this tradition maintain that
status and influence is allocated in task groups through a process of cooperative exchange based on expectations for performance. Consider again the corporate decision-making task
group. The group members are task oriented, they want to
achieve a successful outcome of the task, and they search for
information regarding each others' capabilities to help them
achieve this goal. It is in each individual's self-interest, in order
to accomplish the task, to defer to others on the basis of the
other's expected task contributions. In other words, it is in Person As best interest to defer to Person B (i.e., allow B to command more time speaking, agree with B's task inputs, accept B's
influence attempts, etc.) if Person B seems to possess superior
task capability. Therefore, deference is exchanged by some
members of the group for the perceived superior task contributions of others. These perceptions or expectations of task competence are formed on the basis of group members' external
status characteristics (i.e., race, sex, and organizational position), documented skills and competencies, and actual behavior in the task situation. This perspective has received considerable empirical support (e.g., Driskell & Mullen, 1990; Eagly &
Wood, 1982; Wood & Karten, 1986). Furthermore, it offers one
basis for analyzing the effects of task and dominance behaviors
on status and influence in groups.
Berger et al. (1986) have argued that certain verbal and nonverbal behaviors serve as cues or markers of task ability. Behaviors that have been empirically associated with status include
speech rate, verbal disfluencies, hesitations, choosing the head
of the table, participation rate, and eye contact. In general,
individuals who speak rapidly, with few verbal disfluencies or
hesitations, and who select the head of the table, speak more
often, and maintain eye contact, especially while speaking, are
perceived as more competent and occupy a higher position in
the group status hierarchy (see Berger et al., 1986; Erickson,
Lind, Johnson, & O'Barr, 1978; Mullen, Salas, & Driskell, 1989;
Nemeth & Wachtler, 1974; Ridgeway, 1987; Ridgeway & Diekema, 1989). These task cues are behaviors that imply ability or
performance capacity. Because they provide information on
performance competence, task cues form one basis for the allocation of status and influence in groups. According to this perspective, to gain influence in groups requires the appropriate
display of positive task cues.
On the other hand, dominance theorists argue that the competitive struggle for behavioral dominance is a primary basis of
status in task groups (Ellyson & Dovidio, 1985; Mazur, 1985;
Mazur et al., 1980). Dominance approaches are based on the
claim that differences in influence and status in groups are the
product of a competitive drive for personal power over others.
According to this perspective, an actor's position in a group
status hierarchy is based on the outcome of dominance contests, which are essentially attempts to "outstress" one another.
Dominance behaviors include a speaking in a loud voice with

TASK CUES
an angry tone, lowering the eyebrows while staring, exhibiting
a posture stiff with muscle tension, and pointing one's finger or
making other intrusive or forceful gestures at another. Dominance can also be expressed verbally in statements that imply
threat, such as "You had better listen to me," or "Do as I say"
Thus, dominance cues are behaviors that attempt to influence
or control another through threat. Dominance theories claim
that women typically hold a lower position in a status hierarchy
because they fail to be perceived as dominant. According to
this perspective, attaining status and influence in task groups
requires the appropriate display of dominance behaviors.
In summary, a significant body of research demonstrates difficulties that women face in attaining status in mixed-sex task
groups. The status generalization perspective argues that one
means a person can use to enhance status and influence in task
groups is through the display of task cues, whereas a dominance approach argues that dominance behaviors determine
status. Therefore, the first question we addressed was whether
the display of task behaviors or dominance behaviors would be
an effective influence strategy for a female speaker in a mixedsex task group.

Hypotheses
In a study of the independent effects of task cues and dominance cues in same-sex (all female) task groups, Ridgeway
(1987) found a significant effect of task cues on influence and
perceived competence, whereas the display of dominance cues
by a confederate failed to increase influence or perceived competence. According to the status generalization perspective, the
critical difference between dominance and task cues is that
dominance cues make a claim for status on the basis of the
capacity to threaten, whereas task cues imply performance capacity. Given a cooperative status system in which status is allocated on the basis of expectations for performance, task cues
provide a basis for determining status because they provide
evidence of competence. Dominance behaviors provide no information on competency and therefore are not seen as a legitimate basis on which to allocate status in groups. The following
hypothesis formalizes this argument:
Hypothesis 1. There will be a significant positive effect of task
cues on influence and perceptions of competence. There will be
no effect of dominance cues on influence or perceived competence.
A second question of both practical and theoretical value is
whether dominance and task cues may interact to affect status
in groups. Ridgeway (1987) manipulated task cues and dominance cues independently; therefore, the joint or interactive
effects of task and dominance cues could not be examined.
However, it is possible that dominance behavior may be effective in gaining a person increased status only if that person also
exhibits high task cues. In other words, if high task cues are
available to establish one's competence, then dominance attempts may be deemed acceptable (anecdotally, we often think
of a competent, aggressive individual as particularly influential). Although the possibility of interactive effects of task and
dominance cues has been noted (see Ridgeway & Diekema,
1989), there is no empirical basis to support this result. There-
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fore, we predict no interaction of task and dominance cues on
influence or perceived competence:
Hypothesis 2. There will be no Task X Dominance interaction
on influence or perceived competence.
Ridgeway (1987) found that not only were dominance attempts ineffective in gaining status, but they also resulted in
negative reactions from other group members. The display of
task cues, which provide evidence of performance competence,
is seen as a legitimate means to claim status in a cooperative
status system in which influence is allocated on the basis of
expectations of performance capacity. The attempt to claim
status based on threat, however, is viewed as a normative violation of the cooperative status system. The consequences of this
violation are twofold. First, because dominance cues do not
imply task competence, dominance attempts are often perceived as individually motivated attempts to claim power.
Therefore, the dominator is seen by others as motivated by selfinterest rather than by a group orientation. Second, this self-interested behavior is rejected by other group members and results in a negative affective reaction toward that person (i.e., the
person is disliked or seen as unpleasant). Hypotheses 3a and 3b
formalize this argument:
Hypothesis 3a. The attempt to claim status through dominance
behaviors will be seen as self-oriented rather than as group oriented.
Hypothesis 3b. The display of dominance behaviors will result in
negative affective reactions from others.
Finally, we should be able to examine more closely the basis
for the predicted negative reaction to dominance behavior. If
the basis of the negative affective reaction to dominance is indeed the violation of norms of status allocation, then reactions
to dominance attempts should depend on the relative status of
the dominator. Group members' reactions to dominance behavior from a relatively low-status person should be more severe
than reactions to dominance behavior when the breach of the
status order is less. In other words, the normative violation
ought to be greater when a woman attempts to dominate men
than when a woman attempts to dominate other women. However, an alternative explanation holds that dominance behavior
is a violation of the general norms of appropriate behavior in
task groups. According to this perspective, dominance behavior results in negative affective reactions because threatening
behavior is simply inappropriate in task groups. In this case, the
relative status of the dominator should not determine the extent
of negative reaction to the dominance attempt. Again, there is
little empirical data to evaluate these competing arguments.
Consistent with the status generalization approach, we predicted that dominance behavior would violate norms of status
allocation in groups; therefore, male subjects were expected to
react more negatively to the female speaker's dominance attempts than were the female subjects.
Hypothesis 4. There will be a significant Sex of Subject X Dominance interaction on affective reactions to the speaker, indicating
that men react more negatively to the dominant female speaker
than do female subjects.
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Study 1
Method
Subjects. Subjects in this study were 159 students recruited from
undergraduate psychology classes, who volunteered to participate in a
study of jury decision processes in exchange for extra course credit.
Design. An experiment was designed to examine the effects of task
and dominance cues on status attainment in task groups. Subjects listened to a videotaped female speaker who presented the specifics of a
mock jury case and argued for a particular financial award level for the
claimant. The experiment consisted of four conditions, in which we
crossed the speaker's presentation of dominance cues (high or low)
with task cues (high or low). This resulted in a 2 (dominance: high,
low) x 2 (task: high, low) X 2 (sex of subject: male, female) factorial
design. The primary variable assessed was the influence of the speaker
on subjects' estimates of award.
Procedure. The experimental task was a jury decision case
(adapted from that used by Nemeth & Wachtler, 1974; Ridgeway, 1987;
Ridgeway & Diekema, 1989). Subjects were told that the experimenter
was interested in the ways people use written and verbal information
to make decisions about awards in jury cases. Subjects first read a
transcript of the jury case, after which they were asked to make an
initial award choice (from $0 to $25,000) that they considered fair.
Subjects then viewed a videotaped presentation of a female target
speaker who argued for an award amount of $2,000, which in previous
studies has been shown to be an artificially low amount (in Ridgeway,
1987, the mean initial award amount was approximately $18,000). Subjects viewed one of four videotapes. In each videotaped presentation,
the same argument was presented, but the videotapes varied according
to the level of task cues (high or low) or dominance cues (high or low)
displayed by the speaker. Subjects were instructed to listen carefully to
the information presented in the videotape and then make a final
award decision that they believed to be fair. Subjects then completed a
postexperimental questionnaire to provide their perceptions of the
target speaker.
Manipulations. An actress confederate was trained to exhibit the
following cue patterns according to the four experimental conditions:
(a) high task, high dominance; (b) high task, low dominance; (c) low
task, high dominance; and (d) low task, low dominance. As denned by
Ridgeway (1987), task cues are cues that imply task competency. High
task cues include a well-moderated voice tone, rapid speech, few verbal
disfluencies, a steady gaze, and fluid gestures. Low task cues include a
wavering voice, slow speech, many hesitancies and stumbles, low eye
contact, and a slumped posture. Dominance cues imply an element of
threat and carry a tense, emotional quality. High dominance cues include a loud, tense voice; knitted brows; a glaring stare; muscle tension;
and intrusive, pointing gestures. Low dominance cues include a soft,
fearful voice; lifted eyebrows; averted eye contact; and nervous, submissive gestures.
To adapt these cue levels to a 2 X 2 configuration, we attempted to
quantify values for each cue level for each cell of the study. We illustrate
this strategy in the following way. For each task and dominance cue, we
first determined a value on a 4-point scale for each cue level (see Table
1). For example, for the cue of voice volume, we assigned a value of 4
(very high) for high dominance behavior and a value of 1 (very low) for
low dominance; we assigned a value of 3 (somewhat high) for high task
behavior and a value of 2 (somewhat low) for low task behavior. This
example demonstrates that we see voice volume (loudness) primarily
as a dominance cue.
Second, we then set up a 2 X 2 table for each cue with row and
column values reflecting these overall ratios (see Figure 1). The ratio of
voice volume for high to low task is 3:2. The ratio of voice volume for
high to low dominance is 4:1. We then assigned values to each cell to
reflect these ratios (see Figure 2). Although these assigned values are

somewhat arbitrary, they reflect the relations between variables and
provide a way to quantify these cue levels for more precise manipulation. Completing this process results in a table defining appropriate
cue levels for each cue for each of the four conditions (see Table 2).
An actress confederate was trained to enact the appropriate behaviors for each of the four cells or conditions of the study. For most cues,
we were able to incorporate the appropriate behaviors at the specified
levels into the script. For example, the script for each of the four conditions included prompts for hesitations, stares or averted glances, finger
pointing, lowered eyebrows, and so forth at the assigned levels.
Measures. There are several indicators of status in groups that have
been shown to be highly intercorrelated, including participation rate,
evaluations, and actual influence. In general, high status people talk
more, receive more positive evaluations from others, and are more
influential (see Webster & Foschi, 1988b). The primary behavioral
measure of status assessed in this study was actual influence.
The influence of the speaker was measured by the difference between the subjects' initial and final awards. Because the speaker argued for an award of $2,000, subjects who changed their initial award
in the direction of a $2,000 final award (i.e., from $8,000 to $4,000)
were positively influenced (in this example, a change score of 4,000);
those who changed their initial award further away from $2,000 (i.e.,
from $8,000 to $12,000) for their final award were negatively influenced (a change score of-4,000); and those who kept the same final
award as their initial award received an influence score of zero.
Second, Driskell and Mullen (1990) have shown that high status
people not only are more influential but also are generally perceived as
more competent than low status people. Therefore, a second indicator
of status assessed in this study was perceptions of speaker competence.
A series of items presented in the postexperimental questionnaire
were used to tap subjects' perceptions of the speaker's competence.
These included items assessing whether the speaker seemed confident,
sure of herself, convincing, competent, persuasive, and high status.
Finally, subjects were asked to rate whether the speaker seemed group
oriented or self-oriented, and subjects' affective reactions to the
speaker were measured by items rating the speaker as likable versus
unlikable and pleasant versus unpleasant.
Manipulation checks. To assess the effectiveness of the dominance
manipulation, subjects were asked to respond to several items on a
7-point scale assessing whether the speaker seemed dominant or submissive, intimidating or fearful, and tense or relaxed. Results indicate
that the speaker was seen as more dominant when displaying high
dominance cues (M = 5.34, SD= 1.34) than when displaying low dominance cues (M= 3.0, SD = 1.85), F(\, 148) = 101.98, p < .01; the speaker
was seen as more intimidating when displaying high dominance cues
(M =4.17, SD = 1.41) than when displaying low dominance cues (M =
2.96, SD = 1.68), F(l, 148) = 28.99, p < .01; and the high dominance
speaker was seen as somewhat more tense (A/= 3.95, SD = 1.87) than
the low dominance speaker (M = 3.50, SD = 1.85), F(l, 148) = 2.61, p >
.05, although this latter comparison was not statistically significant.
To assess the effectiveness of the task cue manipulation, subjects
were asked to respond to a 7-point scale item assessing whether the
speaker seemed knowledgeable. Results indicate that when displaying
high task cues, the speaker was seen as more knowledgeable (M = 4.04,
SD = 1.21) than when displaying low task cues (M = 2.73, SD = 1.72),
F(l,151)= 30.85, p<.01.

Results and Discussion
Influence. Data were analyzed in a 2 (task) X 2 (dominance) X 2 (sex of subject) analysis of variance (ANOVA; see
Table 3). This analysis resulted in a significant main effect of
task cues on influence, F(l, 151) = 9.70, p < .01. Thus, the
display of high task cues resulted in higher influence for the
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Table 1
Task and Dominance Cues: Absolute Values for Level of Display
Behavior

Cue
Voice volume
Speech rate
Hesitations or stumbles
Eye contact
Eyebrows
Confident gestures
emphasizing speech
Intrusive, pointing gestures

High
dominance

Low
dominance

High task

Low task

Very high (4)
Medium (2)
Medium (2)
Very high (4)
Lowered or
glaring (4)
Medium (2)

Very low (1)
Medium (2)
Medium (2)
Very low(l)
Lifted (1)

Somewhat high (3)
Fast (4)
Few(l)
Somewhat high (3)
Normal (2)

Somewhat low (2)
Slow(l)
Many (4)
Somewhat low (2)
Normal (2)

Few(l)

Many (4)

Few(l)

Many (4)

Few(l)

Few(l)

Few(l)

female speaker: Subjects were more likely to change their initial
award estimates in the direction of the female speaker's estimate when she displayed high task cues. There was no significant effect of dominance on influence, F(\, 151) = 0.018, p >
.05. Thus, the display of high versus low dominance behavior
had no effect on speaker influence. Finally, there was no main
effect of sex of subject on influence, F(\, 151) = 1.03, p > .05.
Therefore, the data on speaker influence clearly support Hypothesis 1.
These data also support Hypothesis 2, because there was no
significant Task X Dominance interaction, F(\, 151) = 0.024,
p > .05. The high task, high dominance speaker was no more
influential than the high task, low dominance speaker, F(l,
76) = 0.011, p > .05. This suggests that even when an individual
displays high task cues, the display of dominant cues does not
result in greater influence.
Perceptions of competence. Subjects' perceptions of the female speaker's competence were measured by items on a 7point scale assessing whether the speaker seemed confident,
self-assured, convincing, competent, persuasive, and high sta-

tus. Because the internal reliability of this scale was found to be
reasonably high (Cronbach's a = .85), we will treat it as a composite measure of perceived competence.
These data also support Hypothesis 1. The analysis revealed a
significant main effect of task cues on perceptions of task competence: The display of high task cues resulted in the female
speaker's being seen as more competent (M = 4.55, SD = 1.14)
than when she displayed low task cues (M = 2.43, SD = 0.92),
F(l, 148) = 167.26, p< .01. As predicted, there was no significant main effect of dominance on perceptions of task competence: The high dominance speaker was seen as no more competent (M = 3.65, SD = 1.37) than the low dominance speaker
(M= 3.35, SD = 1.54), F(l, 148) = 1.93, p > .05. There was no
significant difference between the ratings of male subjects (M=
3.28, SD = 1.31) and female subjects (M= 3.54, SD = 1.54), F(l,
148) = 0.81, p > .05. Again, in support of Hypothesis 2, there
was no significant Task X Dominance interaction, F(l, 148) =
2.91,p>.05.
Group versus self-orientation. The data reveal significant
and opposing effects of task and dominance cues on group
versus self-orientation. The display of high dominance behav-

Dominance Cue
Dominance Cue

High

Low
High

Low

High

Task Cue

High

4.2

1.0

Low

2.8

0.7

Task Cue

Low

Figure 1. Relation between cue levels as reflected in row
and column values for voice volume.

4

1

Figure 2. Display values for voice volume as derived for each cell.
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Table 2
Task and Dominance Cues: Adjusted Level of Display by Condition
Condition
Cue

High task/
high dominance

High task/
low dominance

Low task/
high dominance

Low task/
low dominance

Voice volume
Speech rate
Hesitations or stumbles
Eye contact
Eyebrows
Confident gestures
Intrusive gestures

4.2
4.0
1.0
4.2
4.0
4.0
4.0

1.0
4.0
1.0
1.0
1.0
2.0
1.0

2.8
1.0
4.0
2.8
4.0
1.0

0.7
1.0
4.0
0.7
1.0
0.5
1.0

iors resulted in the female speaker's being seen as more self-oriented (M = 4.79, SD = 1.67) than did the display of low dominance cues (M = 3.97, SD = 1.68), F(l,151 )= 9.29, p < .01. On
the other hand, the display of high task behaviors resulted in
the female speaker's being seen as more group oriented (M =
3.95, SD = 1.68) than did the display of low task cues (M= 4.60,
SD = 1.69), F(\, 151) = 6.65, p = .01. Thus, results of this
analysis support Hypothesis 3a.
Affective reactions. Results of the analysis of affective reactions to the dominant speaker also support Hypothesis 3b. The
display of high dominance behaviors resulted in the female
speaker's being seen as less pleasant (M= 2.40, SD = 1.59) than
did the display of low dominance cues (M = 4.09, SD = 1.61),
F(l, 148) = 46.57, p < .01, and the high dominance female
speaker was perceived as less likable (M= 2.52, SD = 1.59) than
the low dominance speaker (M= 4.10, SD = 1.71), F(l, 148) =
36.11, p < .01. On the other hand, the display of high task
behaviors resulted in the female speaker's being seen as more
pleasant (M = 3.96, SD = 1.81) than did the display of low task
cues (A/= 2.99, SD = 1.66), F(\, 148) = 16.92, p < .01, and as
more likable (A/= 4.05, SD =1.76) than when she displayed low
task cues (M = 3.00, SD = 1.76), F(\, 148) = 18.27, p < .01.
However, we found no support for Hypothesis 4. There were
no significant Sex of Subject X Dominance interactions for ratings of liking or unpleasantness (ps > .05). We found no

Table 3
Mean Change Scores and Standard Deviations as a Function
of Task Cues, Dominance Cues, and Sex of Subject:
Female Speaker
Female subjects

Male subjects

Task
cues

High
dominance
cues

Low
dominance
cues

High
dominance
cues

Low
dominance
cues

High
M
SD

2,480
6,220

2,340
3,780

1,900
4,680

2,580
4,170

650
1,740

830
3,690

500
1,000

-710
3,850

Low

M
SD

4.0

stronger negative reaction to dominance attempts when the
speaker was of relative lower status (i.e., the female speaker in
relation to the male subjects) than when the speaker was of
more equal status (i.e., the female speaker in relation to the
female subjects). This suggests that dominance behavior violates general norms of appropriate group behavior rather than
norms related to status structure.
Overall, the results provide clear evidence of how task and
dominance cues affect influence when exhibited by a female
speaker. When displaying high task cues, the female speaker
was more influential and seen as more competent than when
displaying low task cues; dominance cues had no effect on influence or perceived competence. Furthermore, dominance attempts resulted in the female speaker's being seen as selforiented and disliked, whereas the display of high task cues
resulted in evaluation of the speaker as more group oriented
and likable. These results address a significant problem: the
interaction inequality often faced by women in task groups.
Furthermore, for practical purposes, these results suggest one
effective means for women to gain status in groups—through
the display of appropriate task cues rather than through dominance attempts.
However, the question arises of whether the same pattern
holds for men. Indeed, some studies (see Watson, 1988) suggest
that dominance behavior may be inappropriate for a woman
but not for a man. If this is the case, then the practical guidelines suggested by Study 1 for women to gain status in task
groups (i.e., use task cues not dominance behaviors) may differ
for men. Second, the examination of the use of task and dominance cues by a male speaker will allow the examination of
alternative explanations for dominance effects.
According to a status-norm perspective, dominance behaviors provide no information on performance capacity and are
thus independent of the process by which status is normally
allocated in task groups. If this is the case, then dominance
behaviors should be an ineffective means for gaining influence
for men as well as for women.
According to what we may term a sex-norm perspective, attempts to influence others through dominance may be ineffective only for women in task groups. Because of gender-specific
expectations of appropriate behavior for women, dominant behaviors may be unacceptable for women but acceptable for
men. Therefore, Study 2 was conducted to examine whether the
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more competent (M = 4.88, SD = 1.29) than when he displayed
low task cues (M = 2.72, SD = 1.05), F(l, 67) = 60.60, p < .01.
There was no significant main effect of dominance: The high
dominance male speaker was seen as no more competent (M=
Study 2
4.17, SD = 1.76) than the low dominance male speaker (M =
Method
3.67, SD = 1.28), F(l, 67) = 0.082, p > .05.
However, results indicate a significant Task X Dominance
Subjects. Subjects in this study were 79 undergraduate student volinteraction,
F(l, 67) = 13.54, p < .01. Subjects viewed the high
unteers from the same subject pool as Study 1.
dominance speaker as less competent (M = 2.28, SD = 0.88)
Design. The design and procedure of Study 2 was identical to that
than the low dominance speaker (M = 3.20, SD = 1.04) when
of Study 1; however, in this case the target speaker was a man.
low task cues were displayed, F(l, 29) = 7.19, p < .05; they
Manipulation checks. To assess the effectiveness of the dominance
manipulation for the male speaker, subjects responded to the same
viewed the high dominance speaker as more competent (M =
scale items as in Study 1. Results indicate that the male speaker was
5.\5,SD=l.20) than the low dominance speaker (M = 4.22,
seen as more dominant when displaying high dominance cues (M =
SD =1.32) when high task cues were displayed, F(l, 42) = 5.21,
4.79, SD =1.55) than when displaying low dominance cues (M =3.61,
p < .05. Therefore, Hypothesis 2 received only qualified supSD = 1.38), F(l, 68) = 8.71, p < .01; the high dominance speaker was
port in Study 2. Although there was no Task X Dominance
seen as more tense (M = 4.62; SD = 1.75) than the low dominance
speaker (M = 4.48, SD = 1.57), F(l, 66) = 3.93, p = .05; and the high interaction for actual influence, the high dominance, high task
speaker was perceived as somewhat more competent than the
dominance speaker was seen as somewhat more intimidating (M =
low dominance, high task speaker.
3.89, SD = 1.36) than the low dominance speaker (M = 3.21, SD =
Group versus self-orientation. The display of high task be1.31 ),/•"(!, 66) = 2.17, p > .05, although this latter comparison was not
haviors resulted in the male speaker's being seen as more group
statistically significant. Results also indicate that the male speaker
displaying high task cues was seen as more knowledgeable (M = 4.35,
oriented (M= 3.91, S£>= 1.66) than when he displayed low task
SD = 1.81) than the male speaker displaying low task cues (M = 2.66,
cues(Af= 5.03, SD = 1.58), F(l, 69) = 11.38, p< .01. There was
SD = 0.89), F(\, 72) = 31.67, p < .01.
no significant main effect of dominance on group versus selforientation: The high dominance male speaker was seen as no
Results and Discussion
more self-oriented (M = 4.32, SD = 1.59) than the low dominance
speaker (M = 4.39, SO = 1.79), F(l, 69)= 0.43, p> .05.
Influence. Data were analyzed in a 2 (task) X 2 (domiHowever,
this result was qualified by a significant Task X Dominance) X 2 (sex of subject) ANOVA (see Table 4). This analysis
nance
interaction,
F(l, 69) = 5.83, p < .05. Subjects rated the
resulted in a significant main effect of task cues on influence,
high
dominance
speaker
as more self-oriented (M= 5.63, SD =
F(l, 71) = 5.64, p < .05. Thus, the display of high task cues
1.50)
than
the
low
dominance
speaker (M = 4.40, SD = 1.45)
resulted in higher influence for the male speaker. As in Study 1,
when
he
displayed
low
task
cues,
F(l, 29) = 5.32, p < .05; there
subjects were more likely to change their initial award estimates
was
no
significant
difference
in
ratings
of the high dominance
in the direction of the male speaker's estimate when he disspeaker
(M
=
3.79,
SD
=
1.61)
and
the
low
dominance speaker
played high task cues. Again, there was no main effect of domi(M
=
4.23,
SD
=
1.79)
when
he
displayed
high task cues, F(l,
nance on influence, F(l, 71) = 0.064, p > .05, and no main
44)
=0.66,
p>.05.
effect of sex of subject on influence, F(l, 71) = 0.029, p > .05.
Affective reactions. The display of high dominance behavThere were no significant interactions (ps > .05). This pattern
iors
resulted in the male speaker's being seen as less pleasant
of results parallels that found for the female speaker in Study 1.
(M=
3.83, SD = 1.65) than when he displayed low dominance
Perceptions of competence. There was a significant main efcues
(M
= 4.71, SD = 1.45), F(l, 68) = 12.62, p < .01, and the
fect of task cues on perceptions of task competence: The display
high dominance speaker was perceived as less likable (M =
of high task cues resulted in the male speaker's being seen as
3.90, SD = 1.55) than the low dominance speaker (M= 4.57,
SD = 1.40), F(l, 68) = 8.78, p < .01. The display of high task
behaviors resulted in the male speaker's being seen as more
Table 4
pleasant (M = 4.73, SD = 1.54) than did the display of low task
Mean Change Scores and Standard Deviations as a Function of
cues (M = 3.32, SD = 1.40), F(l, 68) = 25.54, p < .01, and as
Task Cues, Dominance Cues, and Sex of Subject: Male Speaker
more likable (M= 4.69, SD = 1.45) than when he displayed low
task
cues (M = 3.35, SD = 1.25), F(l, 68) = 25.76, p < .01.
Female subjects
Male subjects
Finally, there were no significant Sex of Subject X Dominance
interactions for ratings of liking or unpleasantness (ps > .05).
High
Low
Low
High
Task
dominance
dominance
dominance
dominance
Consistent with Study 1, results support the contention that
cues
cues
cues
cues
cues
reactions to dominance behavior reflect a violation of general
group norms and that dominant behavior is seen as inappropriHigh
ate for both low and high status group members.
M
2,110
3,100
2,930
1,250
SD
3,460
3,540
Overall, these data closely parallel the results from Study 1.
5,080
2,500
Low
When displaying high task cues, the male speaker was more
M
0
850
0
-1,000
influential and seen as more competent than when displaying
SD
850
4,620
0
11,530
low task cues, whereas dominance cues had no main effect on

pattern of results demonstrated in Study 1 would hold for a
male speaker.

58

J. DRISKELL, B. OLMSTEAD, AND E. SALAS

influence or perceived competence. Furthermore, dominance
attempts by the male speaker resulted in negative affective reactions, whereas the display of high task cues resulted in his being
seen as more pleasant and likable.

Discussion
Research on managerial performance suggests that an important component of successful management is the capacity to
influence others (Kanter, 1982; Pavett & Lau, 1983). A number
of different tactics may be used to gain influence. In this study,
we examined the impact of task cues and dominance cues on
status and influence in task groups. Results indicate the effectiveness of task cues and the ineffectiveness of dominance cues
as a means to gain influence for men as well as women.
For both the female and male speakers, the display of high
task cues resulted in greater actual influence: Subjects were
more likely to accept the speaker's position when the speaker
displayed high task cues than when he or she displayed low task
cues. For both the female and male speakers, dominance behavior had no impact on influence. Thus, the results of this study
support the argument that status and influence in task groups
are allocated primarily on the basis of task cues and not dominance cues.
Second, the results provide one explanation for why task and
dominance cues function in this manner. Berger et al. (1986)
and Ridgeway (1987) have argued that task cues have the capacity to structure task interaction because they are linked to performance expectations or estimations of task competence. The
results of this study support this hypothesis: The display of high
task cues resulted in the speaker's being perceived as more competent than when the speaker displayed low task cues. Dominance cues, on the other hand, are ineffective in determining
status in groups because they do not carry performance connotations. Again, the results of this study support this claim: The
display of dominance cues had no effect on perceptions of competence. These results suggest that dominance behaviors, because they attempt to claim status on the basis of threat rather
than by providing evidence of competence, are independent of
the normal process by which status and influence are allocated
in groups.
Furthermore, there were no significant Task X Dominance
interactions for speaker influence. Results indicate that the
high status, high dominance speaker was no more influential
than the high status, low dominance speaker. Thus, these results indicate that dominance behavior was ineffective in gaining influence, whether it was paired with high task behaviors
or not.
Finally, whereas dominance did not affect status and influence in groups, it did result in negative reactions from others.
Speakers displaying high task cues were seen as more pleasant
and more likable than when displaying low task cues (in general, high status people are seen as more valuable to the group).
However, the display of high dominance behaviors resulted in
the speakers' being seen as less pleasant and more disliked than
when displaying low dominance cues.

Two results deserve closer examination. First, the overall pattern of results from Study 1 and Study 2 are quite similar. For
both men and women, dominance behavior was an ineffective
means of gaining influence. Both male and female speakers
who displayed dominant behavior were disliked. Second, we
found no significant Sex of Subject X Dominance interaction in
Study 1 or Study 2. Thus, in Study 1, male subjects reacted no
more negatively to the female speaker's dominance attempts
than did the female subjects. These results provide no support
for a sex-role explanation of dominance effects. We found no
gender differences in the effectiveness of dominance behaviors
to gain influence in groups or in reactions to dominance attempts. Thus, the implication that dominance behaviors may
be ineffective for women yet appropriate for men is clearly not
supported.
How do we reconcile these results with those that argue a
gender-based perspective on dominant behavior? First, it is important to note that in this study, dominant behavior was defined precisely as an influence attempt based on threat. Many
studies cast a much broader net in terms of what they term
dominant or directive behavior. In a recent meta-analysis of
gender differences in the evaluation of leaders, Eagly et al.
(1992) concluded that women in leadership positions were evaluated less favorably than men when women exhibited "stereotypically masculine styles, particularly when this style was autocratic or directive" (p. 3). However, in this meta-analysis, autocratic (i.e., nonparticipative decision-making behaviors), high
task (i.e., instrumental or assertive behaviors), and low interpersonal behaviors were all grouped as a composite measure of
masculine leadership style. Furthermore, none of these individual behavioral style dimensions (i.e., autocratic-democratic,
high task-low task, or high interpersonal-low interpersonal)
are equivalent to, or overlap to any significant degree, the conceptualization of dominant behavior presented in the present
study. In summary, many studies that discuss gender differences in dominance behavior use the terms dominant, directive,
autocratic, and task oriented interchangeably. The present study
examined a specific behavior, dominance behavior, conceptualized in a very precise manner. Thus, Eagly et al. (1992) reported
a general pattern of gender discrimination across a number of
broad dimensions of behavioral style, a result we do not dispute. However, our results clearly indicate that dominant behavior, defined as an influence attempt based on threat, is ineffective for both men and women and is negatively sanctioned for
both men and women.
When we claim no gender differences in dominance behavior in this study, we must clarify this statement to avoid misunderstanding. We do not argue that there are no gender differences in task behavior or evaluations of behavior. In fact, numerous studies (e.g., Wood & Karten, 1986) clearly document
sex-based inequalities in interaction and in evaluations of performance. We do not argue that there is no difference in the
incidence of dominant behavior between men and women.
Whether men or women are more likely to use influence attempts based on dominance is a question worthy of further
study. (Eagly and Johnson, 1990, reported that women are more
likely to lead in a democratic or participative manner than
men; although again, these dimensions differ from that exam-
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ined in the present study) What the results of this research do
indicate is that the positive effect of task cues and the negative
effect of dominance cues on influence are similar for both men
and women.
Finally, there are some qualifications to the consistent patterns of results in Study 1 and Study 2. In Study 2, the high
dominance male speaker was seen as somewhat more competent when he also exhibited high task cues (i.e., there was a
significant Task X Dominance interaction on perceptions of
competence). Second, the high dominance male speaker was
seen as no more self-oriented than the low dominance speaker
when he also exhibited high task cues (i.e., there was a significant Task X Dominance interaction on group versus self-orientation). These results provide some evidence that men who exhibit dominant behavior and high task cues may be treated
somewhat differently than women exhibiting the same behaviors. One way to address this possibility was to combine the
data from Study 1 and Study 2. However, when the data were
analyzed together, we found no Sex of Speaker X Dominance or
Sex of Speaker X Task interactions for perceptions of competence or group versus self-orientation (ps >. 1), thus lending no
support to this position.
A second limitation of this study is implied in the preceding.
Study 1 and Study 2 were conducted at different points in time
with different subject populations and thus are reported as two
separate studies. Because of this design, we were not able to
examine directly the interactive effects of sex of the speaker (i.e.,
to what extent results differed for the male and female
speakers). However, when we in fact combined these studies
and analyzed them together, the overall pattern of results remained the same (a significant positive effect of task cues on
influence and perceptions of competence and no effect of dominance cues), and specifically, we found no significant Sex of
Speaker X Dominance interactions for actual influence, perceptions of competence, or affective reactions to dominance.
These results call into question whether there is any effective
• use of dominance behavior in task groups. However, we must
qualify this broad conclusion by several points. First, this study
did not examine formal differences in status or what we may
term legitimated status positions. A legitimate status position is
one that is supported by external authority (such as an organizational position) or by internal consensus (such as an informal
leader who has gained group support over time). It is possible
that someone who holds a legitimate high status position in a
group, such as a department head or vice president, may exert
dominance behavior with different results. Second, this research examined the effect of task and dominance behaviors on
perceived competence and influence in groups. It did not examine other possible functions of dominance behavior in task
groups, such as its use as a means of enforcing compliance or for
gaining attention. There is no doubt that dominance behaviors
such as shouts or aggressive stares sometimes occur in task
groups. However, the present results indicate that it does little
to gain one increased status or influence.
In summary, results of the present study indicate that individuals may gain influence in task groups by enacting high task
behaviors. Furthermore, this suggests that training interventions that focus on enhancing presentation of these behaviors

(e.g., rapid rate of speech, lack of verbal disfluencies or hesitations) may provide one effective means of overcoming the inequality faced by women in mixed-sex task groups. Results also
clearly indicate that the attempt to gain status in task groups
through dominance is an ineffective and poorly received strategy for both men and women.
References
Berger, J. (1992). Expectations, theory, and group processes. Social
Psychology Quarterly, 55, 3-11.
Berger, I, Webster, M., Ridgeway, C, & Rosenholtz, S. J. (1986). Status
cues, expectations, and behavior. In E. Lawler (Ed.), Advances in
group processes: Theory and research (Vol. 3, pp. 1-22). Greenwich,
CT: JAI Press.
Driskell, J. E., & Mullen, B. (1990). Status, expectations, and behavior:
A meta-analytic review and test of the theory. Personality and Social
Psychology Bulletin, 16, 541-553.
Eagly, A. H. (1983). Gender and social influence: A social psychological analysis. American Psychologist, 38, 971-983.
Eagly, A. H., & Johnson, B. T. (1990). Gender and leadership style: A
meta-analysis. Psychological Bulletin, 108, 233-256.
Eagly, A. H., Makhijani, M. G, & Klonsky, B. G. (1992). Gender and
the evaluation of leaders: A meta-analysis. Psychological Bulletin,
111, 3-22.
Eagly, A. H., & Wood, W (1982). Inferred sex differences in status as a
determinant of gender stereotypes about social influence. Journal of
Personality and Social Psychology, 43, 915-928.
Ellyson, S. L., & Dovidio, J. F. (1985). Power, dominance, andnonverbal
behavior. New York: Springer-Verlag.
Erickson, B., Lind, E. A., Johnson, B. C, & O'Barr, W M. (1978).
Speech style and impression formation in a court setting: The effects
of "powerful" and "powerless" speech. Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 14, 266-279.
Fiske, S. X, Bersoff, D. N., Borgida, E., Deaux, K., & Heilman, M. E.
(1991). Social science research on trial: The use of sex stereotyping
in Price Waterhouse v. Hopkins. American Psychologist, 46, 10491060.
Haccoun, D. M., Haccoun, R. R., & Sallay, G. (1978). Sex differences in
the appropriateness of supervisory styles: A nonmanagement view.
Journal of Applied Psychology, 63,124-127.
Heilman, M. E., Block, C. J., Martell, R. F, & Simon, M. C. (1989). Has
anything changed? Current characterizations of men, women, and
managers. Journal of Applied Psychology, 74, 935-942.
Kanter, R. (1982). The middle manager as innovator. Harvard Business
Review, 60, 95-105.
Mazur, A. (1985). A biosocial model of status in face-to-face primate
groups. Social Forces, 64, 377-402.
Mazur, A., Rosa, E., Faupel, M., Heller, J., Leen, R., & Thurman, B.
(1980). Physiological aspects of communication via mutual gaze.
American Journal of Sociology, 86, 50-74.
Mullen, B., Salas, E., & Driskell, J. E. (1989). Salience, motivation, and
artifact as contributions to the relation between participation rate
and leadership. Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 25, 545559.
Nemeth, C., & Wachtler, J. (1974). Creating the perception of consistency and confidence: A necessary condition for minority influence. Sociometry, 37, 529-540.
Pavett, C., & Lau, A. (1983). Managerial work: The influence of hierarchical level and functional specialty. Academy of Management Journal, 26, 170-177.
Petty, M. M., & Lee, G. K. (1975). Moderating effects of sex of supervisor and subordinate on relationships between supervisory behavior

60

J. DRISKELL, B. OLMSTEAD, AND E. SALAS

and subordinate satisfaction. Journal of Applied Psychology, 60 624628.
Price Waterhouse v. Hopkins, 109 S. Ct. 1775 (1989).
Ridgeway, C. L. (1987). Nonverbal behavior, dominance, and the basis
of status in task groups. American Sociological Review, 52,683-694.
Ridgeway, C. L. (1988). Gender differences in task groups: A status and
legitimacy account. In M. Webster and M. Foschi (Eds.), Status generalization: New theory and research (pp. 188-206). Stanford, CA:
Stanford University Press.
Ridgeway, C. L., & Diekema, D. (1989). Dominance and collective hierarchy formation in male and female task groups. American Sociological Review, 54, 79-93.
Rosen, B., & Jerdee, T. H. (1973). The influence of sex-role stereotypes
on evaluations of male and female supervisory behavior. Journal of
Applied Psychology, 57, 44-48.
Schein, V E. (1973). The relationship between sex role stereotypes and
requisite management characteristics. Journal of Applied Psychology, 57, 95-100.
Watson, C. (1988). When a woman is the boss: Dilemmas in taking
charge. Group and Organizational Studies, 13, 163-181.
Webster, M., & Driskell, J. E. (1983). Processes of status generalization.

In H. Blumberg, A. P. Hare, V Kent, & M. Davies (Eds.), Small
groups and social interaction (pp. 57-67). New York: Wiley.
Webster, M., & Foschi, M. (1988a). Status generalization: New theory
and research. Stanford, CA: Stanford University Press.
Webster, M., & Foschi, M. (1988b). Overview of status generalization.
In M. Webster and M. Foschi (Eds.), Status generalization: New
theory and research (pp. 1-20). Stanford, CA: Stanford University
Press.
Wiley, M. G, & Eskilson, A. (1982). Coping in the corporation: Sex role
constraints. Journal of Applied Social Psychology, 12,1-11.
Wood, W, & Karten, S. J. (1986). Sex differences in interaction style as
a product of perceived sex differences in competence. Journal of
Personality and Social Psychology, 50, 341-347.
Yukl, G, & Falbe, C. M. (1990). Influence tactics and objectives in
upward, downward, and lateral influence attempts. Journal of Applied Psychology, 75, 132-140.

Received November 29,1990
Revision received May 11,1992
Accepted May 12,1992 •

AMERICAN PSYCHOLOGICAL ASSOCIATION
SUBSCRIPTION CLAIMS INFORMATION

Today's Date:

We provide this form to assist members, institutions, and nonmember individuals with any subscription problems. With the
appropriate information we can begin a resolution. If you use the services of an agent, please do NOT duplicate claims through
them and directly to us. PLEASE PRINT CLEARLY AND IN INK IF POSSIBLE.

PRINT PULL NAME OR KEY NAME OF INSTrrtrnON

MEMBER OR CUSTOMER NUMBER (MAYBE POUND ON ANYPAST ISSUE LABEL)
DATE YOUR ORDER WAS MAILED (OR PHONED):

ADDRESS
P.O. NUMBER:
___PREPAID
CITY

STATE/COUNTRY

YOUR NAME AND PHONE NUMBER

_CHECK ___CHARGE
CHECK/CARD CLEARED DATE:_

(If possible, send * copy, front and back, of jour cancelled check to help us In our
research of your claim.)
ISSUES: ___MISSING
DAMAGED

VOLUME OR YEAR

TITLE

NUMBER OR MONTH

Thank you. Once a claim is received and resolved, delivery of replacement issues routinely takes 4-6 weeks.
DATE RECEIVED:
ACTION TAKEN: J
STAFF NAME:

(TO BE FILLED OUT BY APA STAFF)
DATE OF ACTION: _
INV. NO. & DATE:
LABEL NO. & DATE:

SEND THIS FORM TO: APA Subscription Claims, 750 First Street, N.E, Washington, DC 20002
PLEASE DO NOT REMOVE. A PHOTOCOPY MAY BE USED.

