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We conducted a multichannel investigation of how gender-based familiarity moderates verbal and 
nonverbal behaviors between men and women. Undergraduates in 24 mixed-sex dyads discussed 
masculine, feminine, and non-gender-linked topics. The primary dependent variables were verbal 
and nonverbal behaviors related to social power. The verbal behaviors examined were speech initia- 
tions and total amount of speech; the nonverbal behaviors studied were visual behavior (while speak- 
ing and while listening), gesturing, chin thrusts, and smiling. As expected, systematic differences in 
the behaviors of men and women emerged on the gender-linked tasks. On the masculine task men 
displayed more verbal and nonverbal power-related behavior than did women. On the feminine task 
women exhibited more power than men on most of the verbal and nonverbal measures. Also as 
predicted, on the non-gender-linked task men displayed greater power both verbally and nonverbally 
than did women. There were two exceptions to this overall pattern. Across all conditions, women 
smiled more often than did men, and men had a higher frequency of chin thrusts than did women. 

In this study we investigated the communication of power 
between women and men. Social power concerns the ability to 
influence others or to control the outcomes of others (Ellyson & 
Dovidio, 1985). Power is positively related to, but not synony- 
mous with, status and dominance. According to Berger, Wagner, 
and Zelditch (1985), recognition of status produces 

invidious social evaluations (in terms of differences in honor, re- 
spect, esteem, etc.) and both specific expectations (capacities to 
perform specified tasks, such as math problems, mechanical tasks, 
etc.) and general expectations (capacities which are not defined 
with respect to tasks, such as "intelligence"). (pp. 12-13) 

Thus, status typically implies power. Dominance, like power, 
relates to the ability to influence or control others, but it also 
involves "groupness" (Ellyson & Dovidio, 1985). Specifically, 
dominance concerns power relationships within a relatively en- 
during social organization. Thus, although ethological studies 
of interaction within primate living units may involve domi- 
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nance, laboratory studies of human interaction are more likely 
to consider social power. 

Sex is a characteristic that has traditionally been related to 
actual and perceived social power. In the United States, men 
disproportionately occupy positions of social, political, and 
economic power relative to women (Basow, 1986). In addition, 
gender stereotypes characterize men as scoring higher than 
women on a potency dimension (Ashmore, 1981) and, pancul- 
turally, on a strength dimension (Williams & Best, 1986). Hen- 
ley (1977) proposed that these power differences are commonly 
reflected in patterns of communication. Henley and Harmon 
(1985) asserted that patterns of communication between men 
and women provide "a micropolitical structure that underlies 
and supports the macropolitical structure" (p. 152). In support 
of this argument, Henley (1977) presented evidence of parallel 
patterns of communication between high- and low-power inter- 
actants and between male and female interactants. Our study 
was therefore designed to examine power-related verbal and 
nonverbal behavior in mixed-sex interactions. 

Berger and his colleagues (Berger, Rosenholtz, & Zelditch, 
1980; Berger et al., 1985), in their expectation states theory, pre- 
sented a framework that may be useful in understanding how 
sex and behavioral expressions of power are related in task-ori- 
ented situations. Those researchers proposed that because sex 
has traditionally been correlated with prestige and status 
differences in society, differential expectations exist concerning 
the social power of men and women. Berger et al. (1985) defined 
characteristics of individuals (such as sex or race) that give rise 
to differential status expectations as diffuse status characteris- 
tics. These expectations, in turn, can generalize and, through a 
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process of  behavioral confirmation of  expectancies similar to 
the self-fulfilling prophecy (Rosenthal & Jacobson, 1968), affect 
power-related behavior and perceptions of  power across a vari- 
ety of  social contexts (Berger et al., 1985; Eagly, 1983; Meeker 
& Weitzel-O'Neill, 1985). 

The manner in which sex relates to expressions of  power, 
however, is moderated by the presence or absence of task-rele- 
vant cues, cues perceived to be related to the ability to perform 
the task at hand (Wood & Karten, 1986). According to expecta- 
tion states theory, direct information about competence has a 
greater impact on expectations and behavior than inferences 
about competence based on diffuse status characteristics. Spe- 
cifically, when clear cues about competence on a specific task 
are available, those cues take precedence over diffuse status 
characteristics and primarily determine expectations, behav- 
iors, and outcomes among interactants. When cues are ambigu- 
ous or indicate equivalent competence among interactants, 
diffuse status characteristics affect expectations and behavior. 
Thus, recognition of  sex and task-relevant information may 
combine according to a weighted averaging model. More gener- 
ally, Hembroff and Myers (1984) concluded that information 
more directly and explicitly related to an assigned task is 
weighted more heavily in determining outcomes than is infor- 
mation that is only indirectly and implicitly related to ability to 
perform the task. 

In this study we investigated the effect of  a task-relevant 
cue---degree of  gender-based familiarity with a discussion 
topic--on verbal and nonverbal expressions of power between 
men and women. To the extent that gender-based familiarity 
relates to bases of  social power such as expertise and informed- 
ness (French & Raven, 1959; Raven, 1974), it may affect infor- 
mational social pressures (Deutsch & Gerard, 1955). To the ex- 
tent that gender linkage of  the task affects perceptions of socially 
appropriate behavior, it may affect normative social influence 
(Deutsch & Gerard, 1955). Thus, both informational and nor- 
mative variables could combine to produce differential power 
displays of  men and women interacting on gender-linked tasks. 
In this study we asked subjects in mixed-sex dyads to describe 
how to perform (a) automotive oil changing, a task for which 
men reported greater familiarity than did women; (b) pattern 
sewing, a task for which women reported greater familiarity 
than did men; and (c) vegetable gardening, a task for which men 
and women reported equal familiarity. The primary dependent 
measures were verbal and nonverbal behaviors that have been 
shown to be related to social power. 

The verbal behaviors we examined were the frequency of 
speech initiations and the total amount of  speech. Previous re- 
search has demonstrated that interactants with higher power 
initiate speech more often (Rosa & Mazur, 1979) and speak 
more overall (Bales, 1950; Cappella, 1985; Stein & Heller, 
1979). The nonverbal power-related behaviors studied were per- 
cent of  time spent looking at the partner while speaking, percent 
of  time spent looking at the partner while listening, rate of  ges- 
turing with one's hands, number of  chin thrusts, and frequency 
of  smiling. Previous researchers have reported that higher 
power is communicated by looking more while speaking and 
less while listening (Dovidio & Ellyson, 1985; Dovidio, Ellyson, 
Keating, Heltman, & Brown, 1988; Ellyson, Dovidio, & Fehr, 
1981; Linkey & Firestone, 1986); by using more expressive 

hand gestures during speech (Dittman, 1972; Henley, 1977); by 
displaying more chin thrusts (Camras, 1980; Henley, 1977); 
and by nonsmiling poses (Henley, 1977; Keating, 1985) and rel- 
atively infrequent smiling behavior (Frieze & Ramsey, 1976). 

Although all of  those behaviors have been linked to social 
power, it should be noted that some of  those variables are sensi- 
tive both to informational variables, relating to informedness, 
and to normative variables, associated with social role expecta- 
tions. That is, in this study, greater task familiarity could pro- 
vide the subject with more information to talk about, which 
would involve a greater capacity to participate and perhaps a 
greater interest in the conversational topic. Nevertheless, the re- 
lation between speaking and power is robust (Stein & Heller, 
1979), and when social power is varied in ways unrelated to 
informedness, higher power people speak more and initiate 
speech more often than lower power people (Aries, Gold, & 
Weigel, 1983; Leffler, Gillespie, & Conaty, 1982). Lower levels 
of  looking while speaking have been associated with increased 
task difficulty and related needs to process information (Exline 
& Winters, 1965). Other research, however, indicates that per- 
sons possessing lower status roles or less dominant personalities 
look less while speaking than high-status or more dominant per- 
sons, independent of  task difficulty (Dovidio et al., 1988; Weis- 
feld & Linkey, 1985). In addition, gesturing rate could be an 
indicator of  interest in a familiar topic, but it may also be re- 
lated to dominance and dominance seeking, independent of  in- 
herent interest in the topic (Mehrabian & Williams, 1969). In 
contrast to these measures, previous research suggests that 
looking while listening, chin thrusts, and smiling relate to social 
role relationships, but we are not aware of  any studies that dem- 
onstrate that these variables are directly affected by informed- 
ness. 

According to Berger et al. (1985), status in task-oriented 
groups may be based on actual task competence (informational 
variables) or on social roles (normative variables). Thus, for 
both reasons Berger et al. (1985) identified task familiarity as a 
basis of  status in expectation states theory. In this study exami- 
nation of  the patterns of  results of  the various dependent mea- 
sures across conditions provides information about the relative 
impact of informational and normative variables; the results for 
the non-gender-linked task, because it controlled for informed- 
ness, should relate primarily to normative variables. 

In addition, some sex differences in nonverbal behavior that 
are often explained by differential social power may be attribut- 
able to differences in other variables such as social tension (Hall 
& Halberstadt, 1986). Consequently, we also examined two 
other nonverbal behaviors that have been related to anxiety, ten- 
sion, and self-consciousness (see Hall, 1984) but have not been 
directly related to power. These nonverbal behaviors were 
laughing and self-touching. Higher levels of  laughing and self- 
touching have been associated with greater nervousness and 
self-consciousness (Hall, 1984). 

We hypothesized that when there is differential familiarity 
related to the gender linkage of  a task, this variable will be the 
preeminent determinant of  power-related behavior. Specifically, 
we predicted that men would display more verbal and nonver- 
bal indicators of  power than would women on the masculine 
(automotive) task, whereas women would exhibit more power- 
related verbal and nonverbal behaviors on the feminine (sew- 
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ing) task. For these two topics normative and informational  
pressures may both operate to produce systematic differences in 
power-related behaviors. On  the non-gender-linked (gardening) 
task we predicted that men  would exhibit  more  verbal and non- 
verbal power signals than would women, because sex serves as 
a pr imary  status cue when there is no other information indicat- 
ing competence and power differences among interactants (Ber- 
ger et al., 1985). As Eagly (1978, 1983) has found, sex differ- 
ences in normative conformity occur  even when information is 
controlled. 

In addition, we evaluated the conclusions o f  previous re- 
searchers about  the power-related nature o f  our dependent vari- 
ables. Harper  (1985) observed the following: 

Whereas one nonverbal behavior may have several different mean- 
ings, depending on the context in which it occurs, its timing and 
intensity, different sets of nonverbal behaviors in combination may 
have a convergence in meaning . . . .  Given that most research to 
date has followed a "single-channer' approach in linking specific 
nonverbal behaviors to dominance and status phenomena, future 
research must be directed to more complex, subtle behavior pat- 
terns. (p. 44) 

As Siegman and Feldstein (1985) also noted, a mult ichannel  
method  makes it possible to study verbal and nonverbal behav- 
ior from a functional perspective. In particular, to the extent 
that the variables hypothesized to be related to power in this 
study are indeed all power related, they should show similar 
functional relations to the diffuse status characteristic o f  sex 
and to the specific status characteristic o f  familiarity. 

M e t h o d  

O v e r v i e w  

In preliminary testing at the beginning of the term, 88 introductory 
psychology students rated their familiarity (0 = no familiarity, 10 = a 
great deal of familiarity) with the materials, steps, and potential prob- 
lems of 14 activities (e.g., washing and waxing a ear, writing a research 
paper) that varied in their association with masculine and feminine gen- 
der roles. On the basis of those anonymous ratings, we selected three 
tasks as discussion topics: automotive oil changing, for which men 
showed greater familiarity than did women (Ms = 7.0 vs. 2.4, p < .001 ); 
pattern sewing, for which women showed greater familiarity than did 
men (Ms = 6.4 vs. 1.4, p < .001); and vegetable gardening, for which 
men and women indicated equal familiarity (Ms = 6.5). We drew the 
24 men and 24 women who participated in our study from this pool of 
students. Each mixed-sex dyad discussed the masculine topic (oil chang- 
ing), the feminine topic (sewing), and the non-gender-linked topic (gar- 
dening). The primary dependent variables involved verbal and nonver- 
bal power-related behaviors. The assumption of independence of obser- 
vations, which is important for most conventional statistical 
procedures, is likely to be violated when interacting subjects are ob- 
served; the behavior of one subject in a dyad depends partly on the be- 
havior of the other subject. Violation of the assumption of the indepen- 
dence of observations generally produces too many Type I errors 
(Kenny & Judd, 1986). Thus, in this study, we used the dyad as the unit 
of analysis. 

S u b j e c t s  

We randomly selected 24 male and 24 female undergraduates from a 
pool of 50 male and 38 female students in an introductory psychology 
class at a midwestern liberal arts college. We randomly paired the sub- 

jects, who were not previously consociated, in mixed-sex dyads. Partici- 
pation in this study helped to fulfill their course requirements. 

Procedure  

A male or a female experimenter separately escorted the male and 
female members of the dyad to the research cubicle. After the experi- 
menter seated one member of the dyad behind a removable partition 
(centered on a table 1 m in width) that blocked visual contact, the exper- 
imenter brought the other member of the dyad into the room and seated 
him or her at the table, directly across from the first participant. Thus, 
dyads had no verbal or nonverbal contact before the first discussion 
task. The removable partition was kept in place at all times except dur- 
ing the 3-rain discussions. 

Once subjects were seated, they were given the following tape-re- 
corded instructions: 

Many tasks share in common three key e l e m e n t s . . ,  materials, a 
logical order of steps, and unique problems . . . .  In this study, we 
are concerned with the ways pairs of students communicate these 
three types of information--materials, steps, and problems--in 
discussions of various tasks. 

The experimenter told the subjects that they would be given a series of 
3-rain tasks to discuss during the session, that their interactions would 
be videotaped, and that they were to read and sign an informed consent 
and video release form. This form indicated that subjects had the right 
to stop participating at any time and that they retained the right to erase 
the record of their interaction after participating in the session. All sub- 
jects signed the form and participated fully. Throughout the study, con- 
cealed video cameras recorded direct, full facial views of each partici- 
pant. The interactions were recorded using a split-screen image on black 
and white videotape. 

Prior to every discussion, each subject was given an index card indi- 
cating the topic to be discussed and emphasizing the points to be cov- 
ered: materials needed, steps, and potential problems. Subjects were 
allowed to study the cards for 30 s before the experimenter removed the 
partition, signalling the discussion to begin. The experimenter left the 
room and did not return until a tape-recorded signal indicated the end 
of the discussion period. The experimenter then returned, replaced the 
partition, and presented the next topic to be discussed. The order of the 
three discussion tasks (oil changing, sewing, and gardening) was coun- 
terbalanced, and one male and one female experimenter ran two dyads 
in each order. At the end of the study, the experimenter debriefed the 
subjects. 

Two coders recorded the verbal and nonverbal behaviors from the 
videotapes. The verbal measures were the number of speech initiations 
by each participant (Rosa & Mazur, 1979) and the percent of the total 
interaction time that each subject spoke (Berger et al., 1985). The non- 
verbal measures were (a) looking while speaking, the percent of time 
that the subject looked at his or her partner while the subject Spoke 
(Dovidio & Ellyson, 1985); (b) looking while listening, the percent of 
time the subject looked at his or her partner while listening to the part- 
ner speak (Dovidio & Ellyson, 1985), (c) rate of gesturing, the number 
of expressive hand movements (not in contact with one's own body) 
that occurred per second while speaking (Dittman, 1972; Henley, 1977); 
(d) frequency of chin thrusts (Camras, 1980; Henley, 1977); (e) fre- 
quency of smiling (Henley, 1977); (f) frequency of self-touching, hand 
movements in contact with part of one's own body; and (g) frequency 
of laughing(Henley, 1977; Waxer, 1977). 

To establish reliability, before and after viewing the videotapes of in- 
teraction during our main study two raters independently coded each 
of these verbal and nonverbal behaviors during 10 segments from video- 
tapes of pilot research. The interrater reliahilities, based on the in- 
traclass correlation coefficient (and averaged across the before-and-after 
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Table 1 
Means of Verbal and Nonverbal Measures as a Function 
of Discussion Topic and Interactant Sex 

Masculine Feminine Non-gender- 
topic topic linked topic 

Measure Male Female Male Female Male Female 

Verbal 
Time speaking 50% 18% 24% 42% 45% 24% 
Speech initiations 14.6 10.7 11.5 14.1 15.8 13.8 

Nonverbal 
Looking while 

speaking 47% 22% 19% 40% 36% 29% 
Looking while 

listening 26% 81% 71% 32% 36% 63% 
Rate of gesturing .14 .03 .04 .09 .09 .03 
Frequency of chin 

thrusts 1.88 0.20 1.45 0.21 1.54 0.38 
Frequency of 

smiling 10.1 14.4 12.5 14.4 9.1 12.0 
Frequency of self- 

touching 6.3 6.5 5.9 6.8 6.2 6.3 
Frequency of 

laughing 3.9 6.0 4.4 6.6 3.9 5.4 

time periods), were .94 for the number of speech initiations, .95 for the 
amount of speech, .86 for looking while speaking, .95 for looking while 
listening, .93 for gesturing, .66 for chin thrusts, .98 for smiling, .86 for 
self-touching, and .88 for laughing. For the actual sessions, one rater 
coded at different times the number of speech initiations, the amount 
of speech, gesturing, and self-touching The other rater coded visual 
behavior, smiling, laughing, and chin thrusts. Both raters were unaware 
oftbe hypotheses. 

Results  

We performed preliminary multivariate analyses of variance 
(MANOVAs)--Sex of Interactant (within dyad) × Topic (3 levels) 
× Topic Order (6 levels) × Experimenter Sex--separately for 
the verbal measures, the power-related nonverbal behaviors, 
and the non-power-related nonverbal measures. The analyses 
revealed no significant main effects or interactions associated 
with the order of the tasks or the sex of the experimenter. Conse- 
quently, we did not include these variables in subsequent analy- 
ses. The means as a function of sex ofinteractant and topic for 
each measure are presented in Table I. 

Verbal Measures 

The 2 (sex of interactant, within dyad) × 3 (topic) repeated 
measures MANOVA of the two verbal measures (percent of time 
spent speaking and frequency of speech initiations) revealed a 
main effect for sex, Fro(2, 22) = 3.62, p < .044. However, a sig- 
nificant Sex × Topic multivariate interaction, Fro(4, 92) = 
12.03, p < .001, suggested that topic was an important modera- 
tor of sex differences. Significant Sex × Topic interactions were 
also revealed in the univariate analyses of variance (ANOVAS) 
of the amount of speech, F(2, 46) = 32.84, p < .001, and the 
frequency of speech initiations, F(2, 46) = 25.04, p < .001. 

To interpret the moderating role of topic, we examined the 

simple effect of sex separately for the masculine, feminine, and 
the non-gender-linked tasks. The results of the simple effects 
analyses for both verbal and nonverbal measures are presented 
in Table 2. As predicted, we obtained significant effects for sex 
for both the masculine and feminine tasks. On the masculine 
task, men spoke a greater amount of time and initiated speech 
more often than did women; on the feminine task, women held 
the floor longer and initiated speech more often than did men 
(see Table 1). 

For the non-gender-linked (gardening) task (see Table 2), we 
obtained a multivariate effect for sex. Men spoke for a signifi- 
cantly longer time than did women and tended to initiate speech 
more often (see Table 1). Thus, consistent with expectation 
states theory, men engaged in more power-related verbal behav- 
ior than did women on the masculine task, whereas women dis- 
played greater power verbally than did men on the feminine 
task. When differential familiarity with the task did not exist, 
as in the non-gender-linked task, men displayed greater verbal 
power-related behavior than did women. 

Non verbal Measures 

Power-related variables. The MANOVA of the nonverbal pow- 
er-related measures revealed main effects for both sex, Fro(5, 
19) = 6.07, p < .022, and topic, Fro(10, 86) = 2.80, p < .005. 
These effects, however, were moderated by a Sex × Topic inter- 
action, Fro(10, 86) = 5.84, p < .001. We obtained significant 
univariate interactions on all five measures: looking while 
speaking, F(2, 46) = 21.01, p < .001; looking while listening, 
F(2, 46) = 61.03, p < .001; rate of gesturing, F(2, 46) = 14.85, 
p < .001; frequency of chin thrusts, F(2, 46) = 3.30, p < .046; 
and smiling, F(2, 46) = 6.91, p < .002 (see Table 1 for means). 
Following the analysis of the verbal measures, we assessed the 
effect of sex separately for the three topic conditions. 

Table 2 
Separate Tests of Sex Differences in Verbal and Nonverbal 
Power-Related Behaviors for the Masculine, Feminine, 
and Non-Gender-Linked Topics 

Masculine Feminine Non-gender- 
topic topic linked topic 

Measure F p F p F p 

Verbal a 15.16 .001 5.23 .014 7.40 .003 
Time speaking 28.59 .001 9.99 . 0 0 4  14.64 .001 
Speech initiations 17.01 .001 5.58 .027 2.94 .100 

Nonverbal b 13.16 .001 6.37 .001 7.10 .001 
Looking while 

speaking 10.49 .001  17.24 .001 0.83 .372 
Looking while 

listening 34.41 .001  12.62 .002 8.47 .008 
Rate of gesturing 10.74 .003 5.55 .027 9.70 .005 
Frequency of chin 

thrusts 22.11 .001 2.27 . 145  16.57 .001 
Frequency of 

smiling 31.58 .001 4.59 . 043  10.22 .004 

Note. For tests of the univariate effects, d)~ = 1, 23. 
a For the multivariate effects for verbal behavior, d~ for Fm= 2, 22. 
b For the multivariate effects for nonverbal behavior, d3~ for Fm = 5, 19. 
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For the masculine task (see Table 2), we obtained a multivari- 
ate effect for sex and significant univariate effects on all five 
measures: looking while speaking, looking while listening, ges- 
turing, chin thrusts, and smiling. As predicted, on the mascu- 
line task, men looked more while speaking and less while listen- 
ing, gestured more, displayed more chin thrusts, and smiled less 
frequently than did women (see means in Table 1). 

For the feminine task (see Table 2), we also obtained a multi- 
variate main effect for sex and univariate effects on four of  the 
measures: looking while speaking, looking while listening, ges- 
turing, and smiling. As predicted, women looked more while 
speaking and less while listening, and they gestured more than 
did men (see Table 1). However, although the differences were 
less pronounced than for the masculine task, women smiled 
more often than did men and tended to display fewer chin 
thrusts. The results for smiling and chin thrusts were not consis- 
tent with predictions. 

For the non-gender-linked task (see Table 2), we obtained a 
multivariate main effect for sex. We found significant univariate 
effects on four of  the measures: looking while listening, gestur- 
ing, chin thrusts, and smiling. As expected, men looked less 
while listening, gestured more, displayed more chin thrusts, and 
smiled less than did women. Men looked somewhat more, but 
not significantly, while speaking than did women (see Table 1 ). 
In general, though, when task familiarity was equivalent, men 
showed higher levels of  the nonverbal power-related behaviors 
than did women. 

Non-power-related measures. The interaction pattern ob- 
tained for the power-related verbal and nonverbal behaviors 
cannot easily be accounted for solely in terms of  self-conscious- 
ness or social tension as expressed in self-touching or laughter. 
The 2 (sex) × 3 (topic) repeated measures MANOVA we per- 
formed on self-touching and laughing (see Table 1 for means) 
revealed only a main effect for sex, F(2, 22) = 5.23, p < .014. 
ANOVAS indicated that women laughed more frequently than 
did men,/7(1, 23) = 10.38, p < .004, but that there was no reli- 
able difference between women and men in the frequency of  
self-touching behaviors, F < 1. The multivariate and univariate 
Sex × Topic interactions did not approach significance (all 
ps > .48). 

Factor Analysis of  Dependent Measures 

In this study, we classified the dependent variables a priori on 
the basis of  theory and research linking or not linking them 
with social power. To evaluate our assumptions, we performed a 
factor analysis using varimax rotation on the dependent mea- 
sures. Because of the interrelationships between the behaviors 
0finteracting dyad members and the repeated measures nature 
of  the design, we calculated this factor analysis on the matrix 
of residual values created by removing the common variance 
associated with these effects (see Cohen & Cohen, 1983, pp. 
490-500). We obtained three factors (eigenvalues > 1.00). Five 
of the seven variables hypothesized to be power related loaded 
on the same factor. These variables were amount of speech 
(loading = .92), number of speech initiations (loading -- .70), 
rate of  gesturing (loading = .73), looking while speaking (load- 
ing = .70), and looking while listening (loading = -.83). Smil- 
ing, which was hypothesized to be related to power, loaded with 

laughing on a second factor (loadings = .80 and. 74). This factor 
may represent nervousness; previous research has indicated 
that laughing and smiling often co-occur and that both can re- 
flect anxiousness (Hall, 1984, 1985). Chin thrusts, another vari- 
able hypothesized to relate to power, loaded negatively and less 
strongly on this dimension (loading = -.51). The third factor 
was composed only of  self-touching (loading = .94). Factor 
analyses performed separately for male and female interactants 
revealed similar factor structures. Overall, the factor structure 
that we obtained generally provides support for our assump- 
tions and cannot be accounted for in terms of  simply speaking 
versus listening behaviors. 

Discussion 

Overall, the results of  our study are consistent with the Berger 
et al. (1985) expectation states theory. Sex differences in power- 
related behavior were affected by context. According to Berger 
et al. (1985), when information about perceived competence 
(e.g., relating to familiarity) is available, this information 
should be the primary determinant of  power-related behaviors. 
We found that systematic differences in the power-related be- 
haviors of  men and women emerged in the situations in which 
there was differential familiarity based on the gender-linked na- 
ture of  the task. Furthermore, consistent with expectation states 
theory, during the non-gender-linked topic, sex, presumably op- 
erating as a diffuse status characteristic, was systematically re- 
lated to power-related behavior. 

In general, expectation states theory seems to provide the 
most parsimonious explanation for the results we obtained. 
Differences in informedness between participants can explain 
the results on the gender-linked tasks but cannot account for the 
differences between men and women on the non-gender-linked 
task, on which informedness was equivalent between the sexes. 
Differences in the repertoire of male and female nonverbal be- 
havior as the result of socialization can explain the data for the 
non-gender-linked task but cannot easily account for the situa- 
tional effects of the gender-linked tasks. Although expectation 
states theory does not generally distinguish between informa- 
tional (e.g., relating to informedness) and normative (e.g., social 
role) determinants of  power, it does successfully predict the 
overall pattern of  results we obtained. 

In addition, the pattern of findings generally supports a 
weighted averaging model of task-relevant and diffuse status 
cues. First, both sex and gender-linked familiarity affected pow- 
er-related behavior. The MANOVAS revealed stronger sex differ- 
ences for both verbal and nonverbal power-related measures on 
the masculine task, on which familiarity and sex effects were 
hypothesized to operate in the same direction, than on the femi- 
nine task, on which familiarity and sex effects were presumed 
to exert opposing influences. For the five behaviors--amount of  
speech, number of  speech initiations, rate of  gesturing, looking 
while speaking, and looking while listening--that showed the 
predicted interaction pattern, the average proportion of  vari- 
ance accounted for by sex tended to be greater for the masculine 
task (.31) than for the feminine task (.18). For the non-gender- 
linked task, the average proportion of  variance accounted for 
was. 13. Second, when there were opposing forces, the task-rele- 
vant cue of  familiarity had a greater impact on power-related 
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behavior than did the diffuse status characteristic of  sex. On the 
feminine task, women showed higher levels of  power than men 
on the same five measures. Because the pilot research indicated 
that the masculine and feminine tasks were equivalently gender 
linked, these results suggest that sex and task familiarity com- 
bined to affect power-related behaviors. 

Our finding that both sex and gender-based familiarity com- 
bined in a weighted fashion does not necessarily contradict pre- 
vious research that demonstrates that competence information 
can eliminate sex differences (Freese & Cohen, 1973). Hem- 
broff and Myers (1984) found that factor weights are related to 
their degree of  task relevance. In our study, the gender associa- 
tion of  the task provided indirect information about compe- 
tence. Specifically, it provided subjects with a basis for inferring 
the relative ability of  male and female interactants. It is possible 
that more explicit information about the competence of  specific 
interactants could override sex differences completely (cf. 
Wood & Karten, 1986). 

It is important to note that although most of  the behaviors 
we studied fall into the Berger et al. (1985) category of  expres- 
sive task cues, many of  the behaviors can be, and frequently are, 
determined by other variables. Affiliative desires, social tension, 
and cognitive variables, as well as social power, can affect the 
behaviors. With respect to the nonverbal measures in this study, 
visual behavior has been related to afftliative needs (Exline, 
1963), anxiety (Fugita, 1974), and cognitive demand (Exline & 
Winters, 1965); gesturing is a behavior that supplements and 
adds emphasis to spoken words (Ekman & Friesen, 1969); and 
smiling has been related to social tension (Hall & Halberstadt, 
1986), nervousness (Frances, 1979), approval seeking (Rosen- 
feld, 1966), friendliness (Halberstadt & Saitta, 1987; Kraut & 
Johnston, 1979), and femininity (Halberstadt & Saitta, 1987). 
In many instances, of  course, it is possible that power, attiliative 
motives, approval seeking, and social tension may be interre- 
lated. Nevertheless, it is also possible that those variables can 
produce independent effects on behavior. 

We therefore also evaluated the assumption, derived from 
previous research, that our a priori classification of  power-re- 
lated variables was valid. If  these variables are in fact mainly 
determined by power, then they should (a) be related to the 
same underlying dimension and (b) respond to the power-re- 
lated independent variables in systematic and predictable ways. 
Support for the first issue comes from the finding of  the factor 
analYsis that five of  the seven variables hypothesized to be power 
related loaded on the same dimension and that none of  the non- 
power-related behaviors loaded highly on this factor. Smiling 
and chin thrusts were the two variables hypothesized to be re- 
lated to power that did not load as expected. Support for the 
second issue comes from the results of  the ANOVA. Five of  the 
seven variables hypothesized to be power related showed the 
predicted interaction patterns, whereas the two measures as- 
sumed not to be power related (laughing and self-touching) 
demonstrated a different pattern. Among the power-related 
variables, smiling and chin thrusts were again the exceptions. 

With regard to smiling, women smiled more than did men in 
all conditions. This finding is consistent with Hall's (1985) re- 
view of  the literature indicating that in 92% of  the tests (total 
n = 19) of  sex differences in adults, women smiled more fre- 
quently than did men. Supporting our predictions, the greatest 

and least differences in smiling occurred for the masculine and 
feminine topics, respectively. Nevertheless, the individual 
means for male and female interactants were inconsistent with 
predictions. Men smiled more often on the feminine task than 
on the masculine task (as predicted), but women smiled equally 
often across those topics. 

One possible explanation for these results is that smiling has 
different meanings for men and women (Frances, 1979; Halber- 
stadt & Saitta, 1987), Our results, however, do not provide 
much support for this position; for men and women, smiling 
loaded similarly in the factor analysis. Another possibility, 
noted by Hall (1985), is that smiling may have various mean- 
ings and purposes: a reflection of  nervousness, pleasure, an at- 
tempt to please or appease, or an indication of  subordination. 
Thus, the higher frequency and lower variability of  smiling 
across conditions displayed by women could also reflect the 
women's generally higher levels of  social tension in the situation 
(Hall & Halberstadt, 1986). The finding that smiling and laugh- 
ing, although measured separately, loaded on the same factor 
supports this interpretation. It is also possible that the pattern 
of  means for smiling may be attributable to gender differences 
in socialization, which may be unrelated to social power. La- 
France and Carmen (1980) and Miller, Dovidio, and Keating 
(1984), for example, have found that sex differences in smiling 
were more pronounced for traditionally sex-typed men and 
women than for androgynous men and women. Sex-typed 
women consistently showed the highest level of  smiling. In addi- 
tion, our finding that smiling did not load on the power dimen- 
sion for either men or women questions the link between power 
and smiling proposed by other researchers (e.g., Henley, 1977). 

The meaning of  the pattern of  results for chin thrusts, partic- 
ularly the consistently higher level for men than women, is not 
entirely clear; research on chin thrusts in humans is limited (see 
Camras, 1980). It is possible that the role as well as the behavior 
of  chin thrusts may be different for men than for women. In 
nonhuman primates there is evidence that chin thrusts are part 
of  a male dominance display (Camras, 1980), but there is also 
evidence that females achieve dominance in different ways than 
do males (Shively, 1985). Thus, if there is a phylogenetic basis 
for chin thrusts, as some researchers suggest (see Camras, 
1980), then, on the basis of  the research on dominance signals 
between male nonhuman primates, it is possible that chin 
thrusts may be primarily a male power behavior. Our finding 
that chin thrusts did not load on the power factor for either men 
or women weakens this argument, however. Alternatively, it is 
possible that higher levels of  self-consciousness of  female than 
of  male interactants generally inhibited women's body move- 
ments and thus reduced the frequency and variability of  chin 
thrusts. This interpretation is consistent with the finding that 
for men and women separately, chin thrusts and self-touching 
loaded on the same factor. The analysis of  self-touching alone 
did not reveal overall differences by sex, but the MANOVA of 
self-touching and chin thrusts did. The role of  differential so- 
cialization of  men and women, of  course, also cannot be ruled 
out. Thus, our study suggests the complexity of  our dependent 
measures and indicates the importance of  multichannel re- 
search. Further study of  the interrelations among various verbal 
and nonverbal behaviors could help identify the underlying di- 
mensions of  these expressions. 
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Not only are the dependent  measures in this research poten- 
tially related to several variables, bu t  the conceptual indepen- 
dent  variable of  power is also complex (see Ellyson & Dovidio, 
1985). French and Raven (1959; Raven, 1974) have identified 
several sources of  social power: informational  power, related to 
the quality and amoun t  of  information a person possesses; ex- 
pert power, based on the belief that a person is knowledgeable; 
legitimate power, based on the shared recognition of an author- 
ity structure; and coercive and reward power, related to the abil- 
ity to mediate punishments  and positive outcomes. Our  famil- 
iarity manipula t ion likely involved informational  power, expert 
power, and perhaps even legitimate power. Each of  the sources 
of  power identified by French and Raven { 1959) may be charac- 
terized by a different constellation of  cognitive (e.g., relating to 
perceived task difficulty), affective (e.g., relating to tension), and 
social (e.g., relating to affiliative motives) variables. Conse= 
quently, a fuller understanding of  the effects of  social power on 
nonverbal behavior requires conceptual replication in which 
power is operationalized in various ways across studies. 

Finally, the social significance of  the sex differences in verbal 
and nonverbal behavior that occurred when task familiarity was 
equivalent should not  be overlooked. Whether the original 
cause is the historical subordinat ion of women (Henley, 1977), 
associations based on the existing distr ibution of  roles in con= 
temporary society (Berger et al., 1985; Eagly, 1983), or differ= 
ences in gender role socialization that are unrelated to power, 
dur ing interaction these gender differences may systematically 
communicate  information about  relative power (Dovidio & EI- 
lyson, 1982). Furthermore,  these messages may be sent and re- 
ceived without the conscious awareness of  participants (Berger 
et al., 1985; Mayo & Henley, 1981; Rosa & Mazur, 1979). Thus, 
nonverbal sex and gender differences in behavior may be subtle 
but  significant variables in shaping power relationships between 
women and men. The finding that task familiarity was the pre- 
dominan t  de terminant  of  power-related behavior in this study 
suggests, however, that a little knowledge may be a valuable 
thing for el iminating conscious and nonconscious sex bias. 
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