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Interpersonal, sensitivity refers to the perception of

feelings and reactions of another person with whom one

is interacting. To examine the-effects of sex and leader/subordinate
role upon interpersonal sensitivity, female, male and mixed-sex dyads
(N=72) were first observed in interaction and then asked to complete .
questionnaires. Data analyses showed that those in subordinate roles
were more sensitive to the feelings of the other dyad member than
those in leader roles. Subordinates were more sensitive to how the
leader felt about them than to how the leaders felt about themselves
and leaders were primarily sensitive to how the subordinatés felt
about themselves. While there was no main effect for sex, mixed-sex
dyads were more sensitive than same-sex dyads, and females were more
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sensitive to males than to other females. The results suggest these
interaction effects provide evidence that sensitivity is an
interactive process, affected by the respective roles of the

interactants.
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Abstract -

The study investigated interpersonal sensitivity within interacting
dyads (female, male, and mixed-sex), specifically examining the effects |

of‘sex and leader/subordinate role upon interpersonal sensitivity. Sen-

sitivity refers to the perception of the thoughts, feelings, and reac-
tions of another eerson with whom one. is interacting.

The results showed that those in subordinate roles were more sensi-
tive to the feelings of the other dyad.member than those in leader
roles. An 1nteraetion showed that subordinates were more sensitive to
how the leader felt about them than to how’ the leaders felt about them-

,’.
nates felt abouUf themselves, It was also found that, while there was po

selves, "h§§t3;§: 1eaders were. primarily sensitive to how thersebo?41- '
main effect for sex, mixed-sei dyads, were more eensitive than same-sex
dyads, and remeles wele more sensltive to males than to ether,remales.'
Theee interaction effects provide evidence that sensitivity is an
- interactive process, arreeted by the respective roles of the 1n£erac-
tants. It-is-argued-that-the subordinate role of females in our culture
may contribute.to the rihdiegs in past studies of 1nterpéréona1 sensi-
tivity sugges@ing that females were more sensitive than males. "Women's

" intuition® perhaps would best be changed to "subordinate's intuition."

- N

¢ . »
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Women's Intuition: ) -

The Effect of Subordinate gole Upon Interpersonal Sensitivity

High 1n¥erpersdnal sensitivity (rapport) exists between two-
interacting people when they rtally understand one another, when they
are accurately tuhed to one another's feeling and thought. This sensi-
tivity is quiie variable. Arn individual experiences interpersonal sen-

. sitivity more at some times than at others, more in some contexts than

.1n others. What causes us to be more or less sensitive to other per-
sons? If it were primarily a personality'traié. or a skill, there would
'be more consistency in this ability. However, since there seems to be’
gr;at variabiiity. even within individuals, it must be affected by the
social context. Being able to pinpoint the situational vaq;abléa that
affect sensitivity ﬁfrtainly would hdve valuable implications for most
'1n§erpersona1 relationships, in health, education, and business.
Although social psychologists haveﬂlong been interested in how peo-
ple perceive other pqsple. mosF research has not looked at‘people's '
peceptions'of actual others in real interaction. The main research
traditions have centered on (1) the. perception of another, person's more
stable personality traits such aS leadership and warmth (e.g., Asch,

1946; Dymond, 1949), (2)the recognition of emotion as depicted in photo-

graphs or films (e.g..,Ekman. 1973; Izard,-1971; Rosenthal, Hall, DiMéé-

teo, Rogers, & Archer, 1979), (3)empathy, or the vicarious exberiencing
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or another person's emotional response, as depicted in pictures and

stories (e.g., Buck, 1975; Feshbach & Roe, 1968; Hamiltono 1973; Hoff-
=

man, 1977b), (4)interpreting written descriptions or pictures of social

situations (e.g., Chapin, 1967; Feffer, 1959; 0'Sullivan and Guilford,

- 1966), or (5)self-report through-true-false Item tests (e.g., Hogan,

1969;'Mehrab1an & Epstein,1972). Sincelthe ability of subjects to per-
ceive the affect of another'person within an ongoing interaction is- not
actually studied in any of theee traditions, the contribution of social
context to 1dterperecna1 sensitivity hes been neglected.

" The neglect is unfortunate. Sbcial interaction not only involves
the interactants' perceptions of cne anothers® feelings, but also
involves their perceptions of one anothers' reacticns to the immediate
social context. For example, within an 1nteraction the interactants may

+

seek answers to questions such as: Does he 1ike me? Does she understand
what I am saying? Is he reeling competitive with me? Does she think. she
13 controlling this interaction? Does she” think I am intelligent? 'This
concern with the impression one is making on another person and how the
other persdn fs feelihg about himeelf or herself is an aspect cf person
pgrception that deser;es more attention from social.psycholcgista.

The research reported here, using a paradigﬁ’similar to that used
by Laing. Phillipson, & Lee (1966) in clinical work, uas designed to
investigate sensitivity to the:thoughts, feelings, and reactions of
another person with wcgmlone is currently interacting; and to investi-

gate the effects of sex and role upon this Sensitivity.

§g;,g§1,zélg. Although there is a common belief that females
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possess a special ability to sense the feelings of another person (e.ges
Broverman, Vogel, Broverman, Clarkson, & Rosenkrantz, 1972), this female N
advantage appears to depend upon the particular aspect of sensitivity
being considered. Maccoby & Jacklin (1974), in their review of thi;t;n
studies on "empathy", concluded that females had no'advantag% over males
in their sensitivity to social cues. Hoffman (1977a) criticized Maccoby

& Jacklin's review for having grouped together studies of relatively

unrelated.abilities. He separated pertinent studies into the three
categories of empathy, recognition of ar(ect; and cbgARtive perspective
taking. He éoncluded that females had more émpathic ability (vicarious
affective response) than males, but were superior to males neither in
assessing how another pefson feels nor in cognitive perspective taking,
Hall (1978,1979), in a review of 75 studies on skill in decoding nonver-
bal cﬁes, concluded that rgmales do have a superior .ability to asséss
affect through nonverbai cues., There appears, then, to be evidente that
females are more sensitive than madles t; affect in some areas.

One explanation suggested for the female advantage é;;; does éxiﬁt

’

("women's intuition®) is’that those in a subordinate, or "pppreésed".

rolg need to be aware of the feelings, thoughts, and responses of iheir
supgr;ors in order to responq to their ngeds and ;éQuire }heir favor .
(édll.;197;; H;ller. 1976 Thomas, Franks, and Calonib;f {972; Weitz,
1974). If so, the subordinate status of women in our socigty may have
led to their qevelopment of a greater ability to sense another person's

feeliués in order to protect their own 1ﬁtebests.

. ) ) ‘
Pursuing the "oppressg@ role™ hypothesis a bit further, if

-
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subordinates are more sensitive to others in order to acquire the favor
of the leaders, then it would follow that they would be most sensitive
to how the leaders felt about them (i.e,, "does he like me?", "does he
think I am doing a good job?") as opposed to how the leaders feel about
themselves (i.e., "is he feeling self confident?").

'In the research reported here, the erreets‘;r sex and role upon two
kinds of sensitivity were studied: (1)sensit1v1£y to wh;t impression one
) is ma;ing upon another person, and (2)sensit1§1ty to the other person's
feelings about himself or herself; i.e., sensitivity to tﬁe other )

person's.current self perceptions. .
Sex composition gil&hg,gxgg. The "oppression'.explanatiog for
women's 1ntu1t;on might lead one also to expect the sex of the oﬁjeét of

perception to érfect one's interpersonal sens;tivity; fhat ié.‘females
may be more sensitive to males, the presumptive "oppressors®, than to
otherlfemg;es. There is evidence that this is true. Weitz (1976) found
that females were more "tuned-in" to and responsive to males than to
females. Hall sgnd Haiberstadt'(1981) hypothesized that, if it is
oppreqiiog that leads to gréater sensitivity.,tﬁed‘more "oppressed"
remaleg (thése with moré traditional attitudes and marriages) would be
more sensitive to nonverpal cues than less traditional women. They
roqnd a iendeﬁcy for this to be true_pnly‘ﬁhen the women were‘perceiviné
.4 male. When a female vaé sending the nonverbal cues, the less tradi-~
tional women were better deeoﬁers.

Other research alsoasupports the expectation of gr;ater sensitivity
"between opposite-sex Qairs than between same~sex pairs, For example,

i Pt

- v
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-

Reitan & Shaw (1964) found that both sexes conformed more in miéed-sex
groups than in same-sex groups, and Wyer & Malinowsky (1972) found that
mixed~sex pairs were le;s ;ndividualistic and less competitive thén same
sex-pairé. Snodgréss and Rosenthal (Note 1) found that membet§ of
nixed-sex pairs perceived themselves to be less dominant than did those
In<séme-sex pairs., It appgars that people assume more cooperative and
rrieﬂdly interaction styles ;hen with the opposite sex. Also, we might
expect ‘mixed-sex pairs to be more'motivated to be sensitive to each

other because of the potential relationship.

-

Interpersonal éensit;vigx as interaction. Although Hall (1978)
found .that, in general, the sex of the person being Jjudged had no signi-
. .. -

ficant effect upon one's ability to assess affedt from nonverﬁai cues,
the studies sﬁe reviewed did not involve interacting people assessing
the current feelings of each other. There are many varigbles involved
in the sdécial context of an ongoing interaction that might influence
1n£erpersona1 s;nsitivity. The sex composition of the 3r;up. the roies
of the participants within this interaction, the importance of the
interaction to the participants (motivation},'the iikiﬁg of the 1hter§c-‘
tants for one another {attraction), the tasks 1nvolved in the interac-
tion, all_woul& 1nf1uence"sensit1vity. These variab}ea have not been
examined in the research on nonverbal skills. —

An important feature of interpersonal 5en§1ﬁivity within ongoing
‘interaction is the fact that it 1s’an interaction between twg people (S
and 0). Sensitivity, then, is an interaction of Sts ability to

"decode™, or understand O's affect, and O's ability-to ¥encode", or

4
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express his or her affect. The two elements are interdependent; regard-
less of the skiil S may have at understanding other people, her pbility
to understand O within an interaction with O will be affected by O's

expressiveness, Alsd, O may very well alter his expressiveness depend-

ing upon how well S seems to be "reaging" him; that is, he may'want to

remain more private or less so, depending upon the situation.
Although "sensitivity®™ is used in this paper to indicate S's under- .
standing of O's affect, it is considered to be an interaction between
S's ability to decode and O's ability to encode. Sehsitivity. as used
) here, indicates a two-way exchange within a dyadic 1nteraction. and is
referred to 4 "Sts sensitivity' only to 1ndicate which dyad member is
encoding (D) and which is decoding (S), and not intended to imply depen~

| S

dence on S alone. The Aecision to’speak of the sensitivity as 1if it
were located in the decoder is based on nothing more than cogmon usage.
The study. The research repo;ted here was designed-to Tgbt—at)
,interpe;sonal sensitivity-within an ongoipg.intgraction. rather thén a
~static, or one-way situation such as pictuqes/or films, Of specific
r interest were sex dirrerencés in iqterpersanal sens%tivity (that> is, the
"effects o( the sex bf the perceiver; ;he éex of the perceived, and the
in;eracti;nibr the two), a;d the examination of the "oppressed role"”
explan#tion for female suberioripyvfh intérpersbnal sensiﬁivity.
If there is a female 9dvantage in intéppersonal sensitivity that is
primgrily sex-based. then ‘my results will show a main effect for sex;

femaleaiwi{l be more sensitive thah males. If, however, the subordinate _

_ role actually.helps explain "women's intuition", then I will find almain
h ]

-
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).,
~
-

effect for role; that is, theose in the subordinate role will prove more .
sensitive to the feelings of the other person than will thoee in the

leader role, even when half'tﬂe leaders are female. However, since in

our culture males have treditionally been the deminant ones, females may

very well be more sensitive to males'than to females; regardless of the

role they are assigned. ,I

~Thus, the hypotheses are: (la)those assigned a subordinate role
will be more sensitive than those assigned a leader role, and (1b) those
who are perceived to be less dominant in the interaction will be more

sensitive than those perceived to be more dominent; (2)the subordinates ’

will be more sensitive to how the leaders feel about them than to how

the leaders féeel about themselves, (3)mixed-sex pairs will be more sen- |
sitive than same sex pairs; ang (4)females will be more sensitive to

males than tg other females,

- Method
Overvie
Thirty-six dyads (72 people) each interacted for approximately one
hour. Four times during the interaction the two members of the dyad were
asked to fill out rating scales indicating how they felt about them-
- selves, the}other person, and the activity, and also to indicete how

they thought the other person felt about the same ifems.

s 4

One hundred and thirty-four volunteers, predominantly Harvard-

-

Radcliff College undergraduates, recruited through peychology gourses

10
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and advertisements on bulletin boards in the psychology buildiné, were

administered a battery of personality tests including a sex-role'inven-
4

tory (Spence & Helmreich, 1978). -

Subjects were told they would interact in the laboratory with

_—
another subject whom they did not know. Subjects were selected and
paired acecording to their schedules; that is, the list of preﬁested Sb

¢

were contacted 1n the order in which they turned in their pretests. and
N
were paired whenever two could come into the laboratory at the same

time. They were paid $4 per hour for participating in the interactions.

Half of the 72 subjects were female.

Procedure b i
. One member of each dyad was randomly assigned the leader role at
the beginning of the interaction by being asked to teach the other .
ﬁémber finger spelling. The role‘of tdacher or student'was randoml&

assigned (with three exceptions: in each of these cases a member of the

dyad already knew the signed alphabet and was, of necessity, assigned

'

the_tegcher role). The teacheT-student roles were chosen to represent

leader-subordinate roles because in dyadic interactions leadership often

afises in a teacher-like role.

r

After the lesson, the dyad members played a series of competitive
block-stacking games called Bldckhead. Finally they played Password, a
cooperative word-guessing game. ‘ N

Four times, after each of the three activities (lesson, compet?éi;;)

game and cooperatiVe game) and at the end of the interaction, the t o

h

”

&
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s " b

members of the dyad were asked to £i11 out questionnaires on which they \j>

rated on scales from 1 to 7 their impressions (feelings, thoughts) con~

’

cerning themselves and the other,person throughout the past fask and -

— -
also rated how they thought the other person felt about the same items.

There was a total of 48 rating scales in all four Questionnaires,: Sam-

Ple items are "I liked:-him", "I relt‘comszftive". ;I was a goba ~

teacher”™, and "I was the dominant one." Eacg/;;;m was rated in four -

ways; e.g., "I was.the dominant one",. "He was the dominant oneh, "He

felt I was the dominant one", and "He felt he was the dominant one." l
. ‘ The subjects' self-ratings iéclude& 13 items coﬁcérning dominance

within ;ﬁe‘dyad; items sucg\gs "I was £hp dominant one", "I ;as thg ‘
leade;",‘and'"l‘controlléd th;'iﬁtéractfbn.} %he mean of these 13’ rat-
ings indicated their self-rétings'oé d;minance ﬁhyoyghout the interac-

tion and was used in correlation analyses.

. Y
v

Dependent Variables Lo » ) ‘

/

The ratings describ!d above were employed in the construction of

1nter9ersgna §ensit111§x sgorg; These variables were correlation ' /
coerricients (tnansrovmed by Fisher's Z) computed separately for eaoh

‘subject, A subd g*'s (S's) sensitivity score was computed by correlat-
ing the itenms in which § ratéd how he or she thought the other person
(Q) felt, with the corresponding items in which O made self—ratings.
Each correlation was based on the 48 pairs of ratings, Correlating
sevéral items avoided the biases inherent in difference scores (Cron-

bach, 1955, 1958), and, rather than measure how well one can guess

-
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another's actual rating, I measured how well one senses a pattern of
. 1] .
variation in another's ratings on items made sevéral times throughout

the interaction, '
s
Two such sensitivity scores were formed: (1)S's sensitivity to the
: 1mpresgion he or 'she was m?king on O; 1.&. » the ability. to sense Q's
feelings about S (O SEES ME); and (2)S's sensitivity to 0's current self
perceptions; i.e., the ability to sense Q's feelings about Q (Q SEES
SELE). s/ .
o
The analyses employed a\h-way éhalysis‘or variance with two repeated
measures, the between-dyads factors were Leider's sex and Subordinate's
sex, and the within-dyads factors were role (leader/subordinate) and

type of sensitivity(Q SEES ME/Q SEES SELF). "Leaders" were those who

. had been assigned to teach the "subordinates".

Results

The two dyad members! sensitiv‘ity scores correlated 0.42(p=.01,

4£=34) t"or 0 SEES ME and 0.28(p=,08, df=34) for O SEES SELF, indtcating
that'the‘ dyaci members tended to be similarly sensitive to each other,
significantly so on sensitivity to the impression one is making on the

other (Q _$_E,§§\M_h;) As shown ‘:Ln Table 1, the‘ mean sensitivity scores

were aigniricantly greater than zero, aho'wing that people were quite

accurate 1n' thear sensitilvity to .the feelings and reactions of another % Y~
person with whq:; th?y were interacting. O SEES ME and 0 SEES _§ELF_ corre~

lated 0.33(p=.05,4f=3%) for leaders and 0.42(p=.01, df=34) for subordi-

' natea.' %ggicating a moderate and significant relgtiénship between the

’
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two sensitivities; that is, when S was sensitive to how 0 felt about S,

" he or she also tended to be sensitive to how 9 felt about Q.
' \

* .
——- - -

Insert Table 1 about here

Role effects "
Role. As shévn in the means across the bottom of Table 1, there

was a strong main effect for role (F(1,32)=7.70, =.01, effect

N

size:.98o‘2 )y showing that suboydinates were much more sensitive to the ~
1ea§era\' feelings than were leaders to subordinates'éfeelings‘, thus sup-
porting hypothesis; 1a.

- .Tl% of sensitiv;gz' - There was also a main efféct for type of sen-
sit'ivity (£(1.32)=14.65&,“ p=.04, e}\(ect size=,760); t;at is, subjects were
more sensitive to how :he other person felt about éhem, or what impres-
sion they wsre making on the other person, than t&ho; ‘the 9thgr pérson
fefft about himself or herself. This can be seen in the means for Q SEES
 ME and OSEES SELF in Table 1. '

Bole by type. However, the interaction in the body of Table 1
tells us that subordinates were more sensitive to how the léaders felt
about them, Q SEES ME, an:1 \t‘h‘a't leaders were more sensitive to how the
sub;)rdindtes felt about themselves, O SEES SELF, (E(1,32)=7.60, .p=.01,
effect sim:.??o‘). 'I;his supi)orts the second hypothesis that subordi-
nates would be more sensitive to 0 SEES ME, suggesting that they had a

greater need to be attuned to how the leaders felt about them in order

e 14 -
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to acquire their favor, -and that the leaders may have more freely
expressed their feelings about the subordinates than their self percep-
tions. The other side of the interaction is just as interesting; that

is, leaders were more sensitive to how the sueérdinates felt about them-

*

selves, This suggests that the subordinates may have expressed their

[3

own self perceptions more than their impressions of their leaders and

that leaders may have been less concerned, with the 1mpression§ they were
making on the subordinapes thap with how the subordinates were~teeling
about. themselves,

Self ratings of dominance. These effects of assigned ' .
leader/subordinate role were also reflected in the‘eorrelations of the“
subjects' self-ratings of dominande within the &yad and their senz&-
tivity ascores, supporting hypothesis 1b, ;he self-ratinge of dominance -
correlated 0.26 with the assigned role (p=.03, df=34), showing that,
although they significantly perceived their own dominance in accordance
with their assigned roles, the‘small correlation 1m;iies that there was

a large amount of variance in their self-ratings of dominance not

account®d for by their assigned role. However. the more dominant the

Vo

subjects perceived themselves to be, the less sensitive they were on 0
. SEES ME (1:(31!)-- 30, n:.O’I for leaders and p(34)=-.37, p=.02 for subor-
dinates), lending support to the major finding of the study that subor-
- dinates (especially when they see themselves as subordinate)'are more
senaitive to what the leader thinksﬂor them. Also, the more dominant
the eubjeots perceived Q to be, the less sensitive they were toig,gﬂag

SELF (p(34)z-,38, p=.02 for leaders and p(34)=-.41, p=.01 for
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-

subordinates). Dominance within a dyadic interaction (both as an
assigned role and as self pergeption) appears to be detrimental to one's

interpersonal sepsitivity.

_sxme_c_t_
-
,~,;%f§males ys males. The sex effects to be discussed pertain only to

O SEES ME and are shown in Table 2. .There were no significaht effects

for O SEES SELF, so it will not be further discussed, There were no
significant sex main effects, so females were not more sensitive than '

males in this study, where half of the females wete in the leader role.

a

Insert Table 2 about here

Mixed sex yvs same.gg;. However. there was a signiricant interac-

tion showing that mixed-sex pairs were more sensitive than same-sex
\\_ pairs to the impression one is making on the other person (F(1,32)=6705, i¥
2=.02, effect size=.87¢). The méans are shown }n Table 2. This sup-
ports the third hypothesis. - ' , ‘
* Females with mglg;.‘ To examine the hypothesis that females! sensi-
tivity to males would be greater than their sensitivity to. females, the:
means are shown separately for each role (see Table 3). Tﬂe planned
comparison testing fémale subordinates' sensitivity to male leaders vs.
their sensitivity to fepale leaders gives F(1,32)=6.64, p=.01, effect

size=.910, showing that females in a subordinate role are especially




-15- . Women's Intuition

sensitive to male.ieaners. The comparison of female leaders' sensitivity
'to male subordinates vs. their sensitivity to female subordinates gives
Eﬂ1.3§)=?,4&. g;.b?. effect size=.660, although not quite significant at

the conventional level, there is a sizable effect in the predicted

Qirection. 2

Insert Table 3 about here .

LY
‘Females with females. Looking at the means in Table 2, we see that ‘ N

-female~female pairs were the least sensitive of all the combinations, an

unexpected finding. Tne contrast comparing‘remale pairs with the other

eombinations gives,E(1o32) S 58,, 2,.03, effect size-.BMU. (Sinee this

LR

was not a planned eomp;rison. the signiricanee Ievel should be eon-//
;fc

sidered with caution), &his finding casts dpubt on the existence of
P s

"women's intuiticn®, §ince_innthis ‘study it does ngt appear to operate
generally across objects? e ' ¥

Sex-role orientatigﬁ Haseulinitm.and femininity sanei (Spence &

Helurétch. 1978) uere'abtmned {‘or the Aubjeexs from .the pretbst bat= T

tery. These scores were correlated with theix‘ sensitivity score, O SEES
ME, to see, ir traditional sex-role orientation might help explain the

results, . (See\Téble n).

»
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- b
t

Insert Table 4 about here

In female-female pairs, the more feminine subordinates were more
sensitive (p(7)=.61, p=.04), and the subordinates were more sensitive to

less feminine leaders (r(7)s-.53, p=.07). Also, the less masculine

leaders were more sensitive (r(7)=-.55, p=.06) and leaders were more
sensitive to less masculine subordinates (p(7)=-.74, p=.01).
In pairs of male leaders and female subordinates, qhe females were

more sensitive to more masculine males (n(8)=.64.'2;.02? and the more

feminine males were more sensitive to their female sub%bdinates
(n(8)='63’ 2:'02). - . 1/‘

f
{

.

In othér words, female subordinates were more sensitive to a mascu-

/
t

line male and not very sensitive to a reminine\female.\even though it

- was the more feminine female subordinates who were sensitive to their
\ 4

female leaders. This implies that traditional remininity may be detri-

)

mental to females in leadership positions with other remales. but may be

helpful to females in subordinate-roles with other women. *

”~

‘These results do not indicate a cléar-cut relationship between .
sex-role orientation and sensitivity, therefore the sex-composition

effects cannot be explained by sex-role orientation.

-
Lo g

35&28921__‘9£.§9n§1§1!1§!

~ The sensitivity scores discussed thus rar have, 1n01uded all items

on the questionnaires, representing overall sensihivtty'to several
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different affects. In separating the items into sub-categories and
creatipg different types of sensitivity scores, we can attempt to see

which affeots contribute most to the results in the study. Most of the

48 items were divided into 6 sub-categories (a factor analysis comfirmed

-

the division that was done on a theoretical basisi. The six categories

®

are: teacher/student role satisfaction, password skill, competitiveness,

liking (attraction), sociability,” and dominance.

Insert Table 5 about here .

[ -

2

Analyses on each o? the six sub-categories of asg vity revealed '
an interesting pattern underlying the result; found for the overall sen-
sitivity (see Table 5). The role effect, that is, the greater sensi-
tivity of'the subordinates, was found in the supeategories reflecting
task-orientation: password skill (F(1,32)=12.88, 2;.00é. erteét -
size=1.2700{'role sétisraction (F(1,32)=5.23, p=.03, effbet.size=.8100.
and marginally in competitiveness (F(1,32)=3.46, D=.07, effect
size=.660). There was no signifiéant role effect found in either of the
aup-oategories refleeting social-orientation nor 1n/that for dominance,

However, the sex-composition effect, that is, the greater sensi-
fivity rouéé)in mix?d-sex pairs, was found in the social-oriented
categories: liking (E(1,32)=4.00, p=.05, effect size=.710) and margi-

.pally in soolability (E(1,32)=2.50, D=.12, effect sizes.560), but mot in

the task-oriented suS-categories nor in dominance.
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Competitiveness and sociability tend to rerleet both effects margi-
nally. This is not surprising in that they include items that are both
task—oriented and social-oriented. Dominance did not produee any signi-

ficant or marginally significant effects.

Discussion

<

The results reported here lend strong support to the "oppression®
explanation for female superiority in interpersonal sensitivity., 1In
fact. when leader/subordinate role was crossed with sex, females showed

no advantage over maleés in sensitivity to others. However, subordinates

, ‘

‘were more sensitive to leaders than leaders were to subordinates, This
may be because of the greater need of subordinates to be aware of the
feelings of their superiors in order to acquire their favor (i.e., to
%do a good Job") and it may also be the reeult of the leaders expressing
their feelings more openly in order ;o give feedback to their subordi-
nates. In other words, the results suggest that both dyad members are B

-

focussing on the feelings of the subordinate., It may also be related to

- opportunity; that is, the leaders may be too preoccupied with the
o

responsibility of the task to be as atturied to the ree;igialef“the . . N )
subordinates. More research needs to be done to tease out the various

causes of this erreet of the assigned role upon interpersonal sensi- . ,

-

4

tivity. - .. Y
The interaction of role by type of sensitivity is quite interest-
ing. Subordinates were more sensitive to how the leaders felt about them

than te how leadeis felt about themselves. It was suggested that*greater

‘

20 , ~
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sensitivity to the feeliné; Pr another pdxson may come from the need for
a subordinate to be in touch with ;he nedds and reactions of thedr supe-
rior in order to win their favor. If this is true, then it is reason-
able to expect subordinategs' greater.sensitivity to be dn sensiég what
the other persqd thinks of them more than in sediing what the bthé? per~
son feels about himself or hersdlf. It.may also be(that leaders dre more
expressive of their feelings about the subordinates in a teaching task;
in their effort to be sure that the students are learning the material
they give reinforcement or more p‘gctiee or such, éhereby lettipg the
students know their impression of them in this task.

Likewise, it is yeasonabld to expect that sengftivity to 0 SEES
SELF might be expected to be greater in good therapists, mothers, teach-
ers, and such. In fact, the interaction indicates that the leaders. or
teaehers in this study, were more sensitdve to Q0 SEES SELF than to 0
SEES ME, suggeating that leaders, éspecially when in a -helping role, are
more attuned to the subordinates! self-perceptions; i ¢., whether he or
she understands. feels confident, is enjoying learning, or such This
result also suggests that students may be more expressive of their feel-
ing; about themselves in such a learning task, This certainly merits
further'study.‘ It would be interesting to vary the task and see if this
same result would appear for a leader role that is less help-oriented;
‘for example, more authoritarian,

In this study, the leader/subordinate roles were assigred only for

the first of three tasks. There was no need for either dyad member to

be dominant in the other tasks, However, the sensitivity measures
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\ :
covered the entire 1nterabtion, including all three tasks, In fact,
\

| .
when we looked at the sub%categories of sensit;vity. the strongest role
!

effect was found in Password skill, the last of the three tasks. If the

effect of such mporary, randomly assigned roles can be so strong, it

is credible that persons who grow up in subordinate roles (i.e.,

~

females) would develop exceptional sensitivity to their superiors.

[

Since t\is study looked only at dyaas in which léader/subordinate

roles were assigned, there was no way to find out whether the subordi-

nates would have been Just as sensitive to someone not in a superior '

role. However, examining the differences between males and females K '

revealed that female subordinates were much more sensitive to males

(traditionally the leaders) than to females. Althoﬁgh both sexes tended

»

‘to be more sénsitive to the opposite sex, females who were subordinate .

to males were the most sensitive of all. In our culture the prevalent

i ~ 0
situation is for females to be subordinate to males, thus a special sen-

o—

sitivity may develop between males and females that may contribute to

-~

what has come to bé known as "women's intuition®™, o

In this study females were not particularly sensitive to each e’

ther, In the nonverbal decoding research, females have been found to

be more sensitive to a female stimulus than are males (see Hall, 1978).
, ' ~

Houevgf;‘as'previously pointed éut,,this research did not involve

interactions, Perhaps the ée;ults found here reflect something involved

!

in the interaction of two females; the expressiveness of one and the

perceptiveness of the other. . -

s

Some ?eminists‘say that our society has separated women from each

<

22
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other and has pitted them against each other; that women‘compete*;ith

each other for men. And now women must compete with each other for a
. . g

[

few professional jobs in a male world. They also’ suggest that men
interact with each other to a mush greater extént and learn to cooperate

and to develop an interdependency through team sports in adolescence,

and through nusiness associations as adults (Harragan, 1977; Hennig &
Jardin, 1977; Maccoby &VJacklin. 1974). This could be an explanation
for these results; we see here that men are almost as sensitive to other
men as they are to women, while women show more of a di:rerence nepeng-
ing upon the sex of the other person. However, this explanation is not
' satisfactory; especially when thg_subjects are Harvard students where
the females are noted for their strong feminist tendencies, and, accord-
ing to Hnrvard men, their relative lack of interest in men. This unex~' -
pected finding is certainly fascinating and warrants further research to
determine just why these remales were not very sensitive to each other.
These results support the basio argument‘or this research on sensi-
tivity within ongoing social interaction. that sensitivity is an
interaction between tno pﬁople more than it is an inherent-personality
trait or a skill, The Sensitivity of these subjects was affected by .
their relative roles within the dyad and the sSex~-composition of the dyad
: (rather than the sex of the.perceiver alone); that is, by situational
E t::iables. Sensitivity was a dyadie, rather than an individnfiistic.
*ability®, affected by both memters of the dyad, thenefore involving '
” ,

expressiveness as well as perceptiveness.

These results stand as an invitation to social psychologists to

y . : . ¢

23 I
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v

further explore the variables in the social context that may affect
‘ interpersonal sensitivity; variables such as the tasks involved in the
interaction, the motivation of the dyad members, the size and composi-
L tion gr the group in which the 1nteraétionﬁtakgs placé, and the effects ,—//)
of the age of and'the ;ge differences: among the 1nteractant§. Interper~

~ sonal sensitivité is truly a social phenomenon and the discovery of the

situational variables affecting sensitivity will dbn&glggpe to the

1mpr6§ement of social interactions in areas such as health, education, 0
i

and business, -
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?ootnotes '

1. Despite thﬁ criticisms of Ds, or difference scores (Cronbach,'

1955: 1958; Gage & Cronbach, 1955), I computed them in addition to

-«

«computing the correlation seores,’ Correlaﬁisns of Ds and the corre-
1at¥on scores for the different ggnsitivitiéq were less than 0.23,
1ndicét1ng only a slight relationship. Analyse; performed on the Ds
produced results gimilar to those obtain%d for the correlation
scores; although the Fs were smaller for the‘né. most of the trends

., were in the same directions as those of the eorrelatfon scores. I
'havé less confidence in the Ds, ainee’they haveoyeen shoﬁn to be

biased measures of sensitivity, so I will not discuss them further,
K

2. Effect size (d) is an index of difference that is standardized by

°

the variability in the groups; therefore, indicating the difference

' L]
0.200 is considered small, 0.50c" medium, and 0.80c” large (Cohen,

<1977). The computational formula is: Z.IEVJQZ.
5;; 1 e« 7

-

3
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" Tablé 1 e
) *
Mean Interpersonal Sensitivity Scores g
by Role and Type of Sensitivity .
’ N=36 dyads
‘ v
Role ) >
Type of Sensitivity Leaders .  Subordinates Mean
*% *k *%
O°SEES ME 40 +53 47
*%k *k *%
O SEES SELF - 45 . 42 b4
* *% *%
Mean 43 .48 .45

* Analyses were performed on Fisher's 2 transforms of the

sensitivit_y correlatiofis and were transformed back to

xr's for the tables.

*% p < .,001

-
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- Table 2 ’ ] . '
. g . *
Mean Sensitivity to 0 SEES ME
by Leaders' Sex and Subordinates’ Sex ‘
: . ’ Leaders' Sex .
N Subordinates' Sex Male Female Mean
. .
Male L .51 48
Female . .53 .38 .46
' Means .49 45 A7 -
* Analyses were performed on Fisher's z transforms of T
' the sensitivity correlatiops and were transformed :
’ back to r's for the tabies.
L ¥
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Table 3
- *
M Interpersonal Sensitivity Score (0 SEES ME)

- by Leaders' Sex, Subordinates' Sex, and Role

-

N=36 dyads
Leaders -
; . Leaders' Sex
Subordinates' Sex Male Femalel Mean
Male .35 47 .42
Female b .34 1 P ' )
Mean : 5 40 ~41 .40
Subordinates .
Leaders' Sex
- .?L-—--‘——-r - i
Subordinates' Sex Male Female -~ | Mean
_ o N
Male ’ .54 55 .54
Female S .60 41 ’ 51
Mean .57 48 | .53
~ N .s‘ :
- - P

”

* Analyses were performed on Fisher's z transforms of the
sensitivity correlations and were transformed back to r's
for the tables.
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Table 4 '
Correlations of Masculinity and Femininity Scores

with Sensitivity Scores (0 SEES ME)

Leaders' Subordinates' ..
: Sensitivity Sensitivity
Female~Female Pairs (N=9) f ' : ‘
*
Leaders' Masculinity . -.55. . -.05
. *
Leaders' Femininity .31 . =.53
© ** N
Subordinates' Masculinity ~-.74 ‘ 20 -
N k%
Subordinates' Femininity .21 Y .61

i

Male Leaders/Female Subordinates (N=10)

B
Post

Leaders’ Masculinity .22 ) .64**

Leaders' Femininity .63** L .33+ ’ ’ -
Subordinates' Masculinity - -.06 : \ .20 5 o
Subordinates' Femininity -.18 ' -.25 )

Female Leaders/Male Subordinates (N=8) 20

Leaders' Masculinity. , .45 T -.30
Leaders' Femininity : ;.36 o . .08
Subordinates' Masculinity -.31 i i -.51*
Subordinates’ Femininity' 24 - -.10

Male-Male Pairé (N=9)

Leaders' Masculinity .28 l . 01
Leaders' Femininity .09 , -.12
Subordinates' Mascuiinit} 13 : -.28 . ‘
Sﬁbotdinatesf Fe@ininitf -i15 . : . .18

*
P < .10 ’

*fg < .05
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. Table 5 . ' .

Sub-categories of Sensitivity (0 SEES ME)

by Role Effect and Sex-compositién Effect
¢

Interaction of Leaders'

Sex by Subordinates' Sex:

Role Effect:a Sex-composition Effect:b
- effect ' éffect
Sensitivity F(1,32) p ‘size(d) F(1,32) p size(d)
Role Satisfaction 5.2 .03 .800 0.26 >.50 .18
Password Skill ©12.88 .,002 1.270 1.10 .30 .37 .
' Competitiveness 3.46 .07  .660 1.96 .17 .49
Sociability 2.67 .11  .580 2,50 ;12 .S6¢
Liking 0.40 >.50  .220 4.00 _.05 .71¢

Dominance . 0.44 >.50 .230 0.02 »>.50 .05¢0

a Subordinates > Leaders in all cases where F >1,

- b Mixed-sex > Same-sex in ail cases where F >1,




