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ABSTRACT

A study examined communication patterns based on sex
differences and status in the organization, specifically analyzing
managerial behavior on one aspect--messages of control and
instruction giving—--of superior-subordinate communication in the
corporate setting. Subjects, 24 first-line managers, 12 males and 12 ’
females, recruited from five large corporations in the midwest,
participated, along with their superiors and one subordinate for each
manager, in a communication interaction exercise. Results indicated
no significant differences between male and female managers on any
compenent of "communication control"--defined here as the
communicative behaviors that restrict the type, direction, frequency,
and amount of participation of the other person. The same pattern (no
significant gender differences) held, regardless of whether the
manager was dealing with his or her subordinate or superior. Clear
status differences, on the other hand, were reported. Findings showed
that managers (regardless of sex) did communicate differently with
subordinates than with superiors (again, regardless of sex). Kesults
were not in the direction expected, however, in that managers overall
directed more control toward superiors than subordinates. (Tables of
data 2nd references are appended.) (NKA)
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ABSTRACT N

Sex and Status Differences in
- Communication Behavior of Managers

The goal of this research study ‘as to describe and analyze
relationships smong status, sex, and use of communication
control behaviors of corporate middle managers. Multiple
methods were employed, consisting of a field experiment used in
conjunction with self and other report questionnaires. Overall results
revealsd no pattern of significant sex differences in the smount of
communication control exerted by managers in interaction with their
subordinates or superiors.




in Body Politics, Henley observed & “confusion” in the work on sex an¢

power in communication:

They ore often confounded. That is, males are more likely to
have power, females to be out of it. If we identify s perticuler
behavior as more associated with one sex, how can we know
whether the basis of the association lies in the sex difference
or the power difference (1977, p. 17)?

This "confusion™ presents o research problem and opportunity. If one
~ con locate on exceptional instance in which women ore clearly of higher
stotus (and men of lower), one may be able to isolate to some degree the
two confounded veriables of sex and stotus, thereby more acccurately
accounting for them when comparing female and male communication

behavior.

Such on instence is available. Today, women constitute one-third of
the monegerial ranks (Hymowitz & Schellherdt, 1986). Corporote
maenagement offers o context in which status end authority levels are
cleerly demorked, and in which women have attained enough higher status
positions that o significant number serve in positions superior to men in

the orgenizationel hierarchy.

A spote of research studies has documenteo perceptions (see Stogdill,
1961), but the communication behavior of women end men of corporetions
hes not been widely studied. Studies have explored: hoy managers are
perceived to act, respond, lead; how females and male superiors are

perceived to behave differently or not; and how female menagers are




perceived in the business world ot large. attribution ond survey studies of
perceptions of woman manegers ebound, but few researchers have entered
the corporation to observe or snalyze actuel female/male communication
bzhavior. Some field studies represent surveys or interviews conducted on
the perceptions of subordinates and co-workers of managers, especially
women managers. The multitude of perception studies, however, dwerf the
few studies using outside observetions in attempts to describe actuel
manageriol behavior.

There is one ottribution/perception study on menagement, however,
thet is notable on two counts: Densereeu, Graen and Hage (1975) developed
the “verticel dyed approach,” 8 method designed to attempt to corroborate
perceptions of supervisors. This required venture into the field,
interviewing actuei superordinate end subordinate dyads to ascertain
correspondence of perceptions of the development of their reletionships
over time. The researchers found the quality of relationships between
superior end subordinete within the same work unit veried greotly but
could be identified os falling into two cemps, “negotiating subordinetes”
who were treoted s on in group by the supervisor, receiving preferentiai
treatment, higher amounts of information, influence, confidence and
concern (Densereou, Graen & Hage, 1975, p. 70); and “constrained
subordinates™ who were treated as on out group, considered hired hands for
whom the relationship with the superior remain perfunctory end
role-centered.

This verticel dyad method was an impressive perception research
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attempt thet recognized context considerations, used actual employees to

3tudy business relationships, yet attempted to identify power and influence

related differences [some gre more equel then cthers) in
superior-subordinate relotionships. Unfortunetely, no sex breakdown waos
possible because the sample was exclusively male. Greoter validity could
have been attained first, by utilizing o lorger sample of managers (N was
60), secondly, by continuing the study of verticel dyads moving up the
orgenizetionel ledder and, finelly, by corroborating o1l the analyzed
perceptions with those of outside observers as well.

Although perceptuel and ettribution study of managerial behavior hes
made enoromous contributions to consideration of issues of productivity
and sex differences, the methods have bezn overused, and the
correspondence of such perceptions tu actual behavior remains unexplored.
in eddition, powerful images of typica! male and female managers ore
described and perhops perpetuated by these attribution studies and
subsequent citings thereof, while the truth of the behaviore! differences

(if eny) based on sex remains unknown.

The goal of the present study was to observe and describe one 8spect
of actual interaction between females and males in the corporate setting.
Only one lerge-scaie study has been undertaken to observe and document
sex differences in managerial behavior. R. M. Konter (1977) conducted o
study of men and women in @ major corporation. it wes a landmark
empiricel/observational study conibining messive survey, interview, and
observational reports, the results of which indicoted evidence of @
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"masculating” [this author's term, used os opposed to emascuelting] process
of females moving up the corporote ladder. Female managers were
observed to behave much like their mole counterports. Kenter basicelly
asserted that “the job makes the person” (p. 3); overall Kenter locoted few
sex differences, including commu_nicotion behavior, thet were not more
accuretely ottributed to stetus roles than to sex. On & smaller sceale,
Nassou (1978) similerly attempted to isolete stetus ond sex effects in
communication of dominance as exhibited by f :mele and male employees in
on-going mixed-sex dyads. Analyzing sudiotepes for dominant
communicotion behaviors of turn teking (interruption and overleps), Nesssu
produced no significent differences ottributable to either sex differences
or to orgenizaetionai status.

The strength of both the Kenter and Nassou studies wes their field
designs. Nossou's work, although much less comprehensive then Kenter's,
used 90 subjects in dyads who were employees who actusily worked
together and recorded them in their work context. Chosen dyads oiss
represented o veriety of stotus/sex combinations: male of higher
stotus/female of lowei stotus, femeie of higher status/male of lower
stotus, and mole/female of ual status. The weokness of the design was
thet the discussion topics for the ten minute interaction were not germane
to the work context, nor was ccntrol placed on the level within the

organizetion represented by the verious dyeds.

Reseerch designs are badly needed thot attempt to compare the

behovior, not just the perceptions, of mansgers across equivelent jobs and




compere them then to managers of different ranks as well. The present

study aimed tc describe observed communication patterns based on sex
differences anc: status in the organization differences. Research attention
to the interaction of men and women of corporations afforls the
opportunity to isciate sex and status effects within managerial
communication research. Quoting reviewers of managerial communication
literature:

..only 8 few studies have examined actual differences in

managerial behaviors... There remains 8 need to examine

specific differences in communication behaviors exhibited by

male and female managers in settings other than education or
the military (Beird & Brediey 1979, p. 103).

This methodological point is consistent with advice on organizational
communicetion research in genersal: As Trujillo argued, “if we are to shed
any insight..then we must spend more time in organizations listening,
recording, and analyzing how managers and other members talk to each other
in their everyday organizational iives” (1985, p. 220). This is not to say that
laboratory snd attributional research should cease, but rather that they
should be improved by moving more towerd studying actuel interaction or
actual relationships in actusl work settings. Touhey (1974) made just tnat

suggestion on studies of women professionals in generol.
Design

The design of the present study aimed to analyze managerial t zhavior

on one aspect of superior-subordinate communication in the corporate
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setting, specifically, in messages of control and instruction-giving. The
control aspect was chosen as a typicel and important espect of the manager's
job, os on issue effecting women in menagement, and one that applies to both
upword and downwerd managerial communicatic (Ketz & Kohn, 1366).

The design conteined three tiers of corporate status to allow
compoeri.ons of control communicated upwaerd, downward, as well as between
and within sex groupings. By analyzing actual conversations, the study
tested whether communicoetion between structurelly equivalent
subordinate-superordinate dyads reflected reported results in self and other
reports of attributionel research studies.

Stetus, defined os formal position in the organizetional hierarchy, was
controlled for in the present study by confining the study to first-line
managers in lerge corporotions, communiceting in dyeds: upwerd, with on
immediate superordinate or superior end downwerd, with an immediote
subordinate. To include al] permutations of males and females ot all levels,

0 16 cell design was required.

A “field experimerit” design was constructed as a methodology thet
hopefully copitalized on the merits of field and laboretory methods without
compromising either. The procedure for the present study wes to engage 24
first-1ine menagers in o direction-giving'interoction exercise involving two
triels, one they performed with an immedioate s.perior and one with 8
subordinate (N = 72). The order of trials was veried and no feedback 8llowed
between triels. All triols were sudiotaped. The simuletion was ostensibly o
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commun.<ation accuracy exercise. The simulation itself was adapted from
an exsrcise known as the “one versus two way feedback exercise,” popular
for use in communication classes (Leavitt & Mueller, 1951). Essentially, in
this exercise a designated sendsr must convey instructions to a raceiver, a
situation thet typifies everyday managerial interaction. Together the two
suﬁjects worked to complete the direction-giving task. No explicit
instructions were given. It was up to the particular individuals to negotiote
the “rules for perticipation® in this task, as in most business interactions.
The entire transaction was sudiotaped.

A nonrandom corporste sample was used because of the need for @
heterogeneous and particular mix of subjects. The sample consists of 24
first-line managers, 12 males and 12 females, recruited from five large
corporate organizations in the midwast. Participbtion of each maneger's
superior ane ane subordinate was required. No subject perticipated more
then once, and squel numbers of males and females were represented at all
three levels--subordinete, first line manager and superior. All subjects
were debriefed immediate!y ugor. compietion of the exerciss.

The hypotheses revolved around sex differences in the communicating
of control. The research questions addressed were:

1. Do female and male first-line managers exert equal amounts of
control in their communication with subordinates?

2. Do female and mals first-line managers exert equal amounts of
control in their communication with superiors?

3. Do female managers vary more than male managers in the amounts
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of communication control they exhibit with subordinates?
With superiors? Across the subordinate/superordinate condition?
4. Does the sex of the superior and suborJinate interact with the sex
of the menager to affect amount of commuzication control ~xerted by the
manager?

The definition of communication control used in the present study
referred to, “the cormmunicative behaviors which restrict the type, direction,
frequency, and amount of participation of the other person” (Putnam &
Skerlock, 1978, p. 6). The operationelization of the construct
“communication contrul” therefore consisted of frequency counts of
conversational control devices observed being used by managers in simulated
interaction with their superiors and subordinates. According to Bochrer
(1976), in most observational studies, vertal frequencies such as these are
coded.

Frequency counts were calculated on three operations.
1) emount of one wey versus two way communication indexed by
relative amounts of talk tima (control of the floor).

The exercise had no specified time limit. Relative amount of telk time
wos a gross but typical measure of power. All interaction of iia individuais
was timed as suggested by Hadiey and Jacob (1976), then timings were
doubl2 checked for accuracy.

2) the numher of statements and questions {and tag questions)
employed.

2) the smount of successful interruption and resistance of

8
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interruption. Successiyl interruption was used because resisting (islking
over the interrupter, according to Putnam and Skerlock, 1978), or in other
words, interrupting "back"” rather then relinquishing the floor countermands
on attempted interruption, while "...acceptance of an interruption is believed
torefiect a submissive reaction” (Kennedy & Cemden, 1982, p. 53). In
oddition, interruptions were celculoted by rate rather then by frequency
(Rogers & Jones, 1975) because totel telk time and on individual's floor time
con potentially graatly affect this rota.

Occurrence of all indices except the first were reported in occurrence
per minute to control for the individuals’ total talk tit.e dictating all
frequencies, os suggested by Eakins and Eakins (1978) ond others. Individual
indices were onalyzed seporately.

This “field experiment” was designed as a departure from standard
ottribution and field resesrch designs. When posing this methc_slogicel
aiternative, Barnes defined & “field experiment” by using French's distinction
between it and o field study: "In e field experiment, the experimenter
menipulates conditions to some extent, conditions are to some degree
“contrived” {in Yroom, 1967):

..the field experiment provides the ideol vehicle for studying

orgonizotional change...The laboratory sets up temparary human

relotionships which all too often have a pretend-like quality.

Orgenizetiot.e require reiationships that ere, so the slang
expression goes, 'for real’ (Barnes, in Yroom, 1967, p. 77).

weick suggested validitu would improve if one, ..structures &
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field study 30 that it conteins more of the controls found in the laboratory”
(1967, p. 49). The elave was preci<ely the goal of the present study. By
enclyzing °real 1173" interactio- - .anagers with their actual subordinates
and superordinates in their ow/n ffices, this study aimed to gother field
date. Nc..etheless, by inserting a sirnulated task and controliing the sex and
status composition of the dyads, this study introduced @ modicum of
laboratoryu controls and inherent thraats to velidity.

The pressnt design is consistent with specific recommendetions by
Scnein (1977) in a criticel anelysis of studies conducted on women in
management. Schein commented:

A key factor hers is the interplay b~tween organizationel

observation and laboratory experimentation. Given the complex

nature of thesa variables, neither on-site descriptive research
nor isolated laboratory reseerch would be sufficient. An

gvertime 71w of research information between the two might
overcome problems inherent in the former and the limited
scope and reelity simuletion issues inherent in the latter
(1977, p. 70).

Two major related methodological problems are evident in @ review
of the iiterature on ail thrye concepts of this paper--in uex and status
difference reseerch, in power and communicatior issi'es and in research on
women in managemant. All three reveel: (1) an over-reliance on 1aboratory
and ettributional studies thet fail to resemble the managerial context, and
(2) wney also produce interaction thet is not embedded in the actuel
relationships of subjects. All three therefore suffer serious external

validity threets.




Weick summarized the validity issues theat represent particular
difficulties of trensferring laborotory reseerch resuits to real world
contexts by employing the twe terms used above: ressmblance and
embeddedness (Wweick, 1965).

Reszarch must be embedded "in a task in 8 network of relationshins®
(wWeick, 1969, p. 229), highlighting the need to employ actual as oppesed to
contrived relationships in research. Blumer (1972) contended:

..the paint is grossly ignored. It is necessery to recognize that

the sets of meonings thet lead participents to act as they do at

their stationed points in the network have \heir own setting in
a localized process of social interaction... (1972, p. 416).

This relational suthenticity issue seems a mast critical element in
communication research. Blumer continued:

One is on treacherous and empirically invalid grounds if he [sic]

thinks that any given form of joint action can be sliced of f

from its historicel linkage, as if its makeup and character grew

out oV the air through spontaneous generation instead of
growing out of what went before (1972, p. 416).

Addressing the issue of station as status, Fleishman and Merwell
(1977) commented on the inappropric*~~~3s of laboratory research in studies
of status: "it has been almost impassible to creste positions on status
dimensions which have real significance to the subjects--certainly not the
significance of the social statuses in real life" (p. 4).

Applied to the present study, the pressing resemblence issues were:

1
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a) choosing an appropriste physicel setting for the study,

b) copturing the transactional flavor of interaction since, “the degree
to which one controls a conversation or a relationship is determined in part
by how controlling one is allowed to be” (Cherry, 1975, p. 179). After all, a
receiver affects the sender as well as the sender affecting a receiver.

c) designing & task that adequately resembled & typical manageriel
communication episode; one in which the situation had “mundane realism" in
thet it approximated one of the primary everydey tasks i'equired of managers.

Two pioneering attempts toward more truly interactive
communicetion coding systems exist (Rogers & Farace, 1975; Ellis, 1979).
Correspondence between the two similar coding scheme proved to be poor
however (0'Donnell-Trujillo, 1961). While all coding is by nature subjective,
these methods require the coder to move beyond describing data into
functional or interpretive analysis of what acts constitute “one-up or one
down™ maneuvers. Thus, in coding for the present study, frequency counts on
individual acts were counted to describe interactive variables, but not truly
“interacts®, to avoid crossing the line into largely perceived or inferent:a’
research methods. Appropriste follow-up analysis to this descriptive
research includes comparison to the functional analysis schema.

The control and hence artificiality of the laboratory is evident in the
design of the present study by its use of & simulated task. The hazard of
usiny a simuleted task is that it mey not indeed evoke natural or realistic
interaction between superior and subordinate. The alternative of cherting
spontaneous talk indeed had more face validity, but thwarted the

~
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researcher’s ability to make reasonable comperisons across the diverse
content of particuler tasks and conversations in which the dyads engage
doily. It seemed reasonable that insofar &s the task of giving directions has
been determined to be a primary managarial task, and insofer as the task and
the communicetion style evoked by the d:ads in giving and receiving
directions was deeied by the subjects as typical behavior, the results
should have validity.

If the task proved invalid, at leest the invalidity would be consistent
across conditions, still ellowing detection of conversational behavior
differences (if any exist) between status and sex conditions. In the end,
results were interpreted to the degree the subjects deemed the
communication in tha exercise typical.

To that end, after sach round both participants completed a
questionnaire designed to serve as a validity check on the exercise. Among a
number of filler items, this seif and other report asked severol direct
questions about the manager's normal communication styie and how much the
communication in this exercise deviated from normal or typicel behavior of
the manager. For the manager this seif-report aiso queried to what degree
in each condition (as subordinate or superior) the manager feit in control.
That allowed compartson of the manager's perceptions of control across
conditions. The superior/subordinate was asked who s/he felt was more in
control during the exercise, to be answered on o five point Likert scale.

A second validity measure, a conflict style inventory (Simpson, in

13

16



Jones & Pfeffer, 1977), was administered to the participants to ascertain to
what degree the behavior elicited in this exercise was consistent with
everyday conflict communication style of the sender.

Analysis of the Data

Teams of two trained but blind coders worked coding the tapes, but
were checked jor inter-coder reliability and inter-team reliability as well.
For the inter-coder check, frequency of inital (individual) and finai
disegreements were caiculated on approximately 25% of the coded tapes.
Acceptable levels of inter-coder reliability were set at .80, on a simpile
percentage of agreement (POA). in addition, inter-team reliability stetistics
were calculated on 8 random S of the tapes. Heatherington and Allan (1984)
proposed using 108 for this procedure, a procedure compleiely lacking in
most coding research. S® was established in this study because of the
massive amounts of data A total of 9,384 utterances were coded, ranging
from a high of 546 within a single exercise to a low of 4 for one dyed's
exercise.

Coding issues abound. Occurrences of coder drift and “ed hocing” are
inevitabie, so cading rigor was attempted according to guidelines
recommended by Beach (1980), Hadley and Jacob (1976), Huston (1983) and
Weider-Hatfield and Hatfield (1984) by:

1) coding from both tape and transcript,

2) the use of the two coders working alone and then together,

3) thorough training of teams of coders including raviews for “ad

14
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hocing™ situations, defired by Beach as the method of a coding team for
improvising coding Jecisions for irregulor communication situations, o
phenomenon that occurred in the present study even up through the 1ast
coding session.

In addition, a sensitive reliebility measure was chosen (chi-square as
opposed to Pearson r, as recommended by Weider-h_Ltfield & Hetfield, 19684)
and, although it was not specifically recommended in any previous studies,
the use of blind coders should only have increased the rigor of the coding
procedure.

Statistical analysis performed on the date was the split-plot analysis
of variance (Iven program, weisberg & Koehler, 1962). The lvan program was
chosen for its ability to handie complicated within group as well a3 across
group compar:sons. Most male/female communication studies sre confined
to between sex comparisons, overlooking the potential significance of within
group veriance ranges, 8 lack Henley (1977) observed with a call for within
group comperisons in male/female behavioral resesrch. Finaily, to insure
validity as best as possibie in the present study, all resuits of the study
were i1terpreted and quelified to the degree to which subjects assessed the
simulated task to have ¢voked typical interaction.

Results

This study was designed primerily to ailow descriptive analysis and
comperison of the degree of control exhibited by male and female managers,

S
18




as well as to provide comperisons fer individuals on control exerted in two
status conditions: as subordinate and superior. Overall, the results
revealed no pattern of significant sex differences in the amount of
communication control exerted by managers with subordinates or
superiors. Specificelly, no significant sex differences were detected
between male and female managers on the following operstions of
communication control: frequency of statements, frequency of questions and
tag questions, proportion of talk time, and frequency of successful and
resisted interruptions.

Tables 1 and 2 (see appendix) present an overview of the results
showing the means and the within cell standard deviations for each group on
each component of communication control. These tables refiect the reported
differences between and among groups on dimensions of sex of manager
(Table 1) and status (Table 2) on each of the component communicetion
control operations. Analysis of the individual components of communication
control follows.

STATEMENTS: There waes no significent effect detected through
analysis of verience for sex of manager in frequency of statements directed
to his or her superior or subordinete, E (7, 16) = 1.509, g « .23, nor were any
interaction effects detected, £ (7, 16) = 6237, p <.72. Instances considered
“back channel” or confirming responses such as “okey" or “right” were
eliminoted from the statement category to avoid distortion of this
frequency count. Managers did however direct significantly more
statements to their superiors than to their subordiantes. Analysis of

16
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veriance indicated o significent stetus effect, F {1, 16) = 14.27,p <.002.
This effect was in an unexpected direction.

QUESTIONS: No significont differences were detected by the analysis
of varience on ony dimension of use of questions. No sex difference
emerged, F (7, 16) =.5851, p < .76; no difference in treatment of superiors
ond subordinates emerged, F (1, 16) = .6444, p < .44; no interaction effects
were found, F (7, 16) = 1.048, p < .44,

TAG QUESTIONS. The same results are reported for use of tog
questions. Agein, no sex or stetus differences were detected, and no
interaction effects were located. The analysis of veriance produced velues

for sex of: E (7, 16) = 6555, g < .71; for differential treatment of superior
versus subordinate on teg questions: F (1. 16) = 1.194, p < .30. '

PATTERNS OF INTERRUPTION: Both successful interruption and
resisting interruption were operotionalized as displaying communication
control. Attempted interruption indicoted loss of or acceding
communicoetion control. Here again, the analysis of variance produced no
significent differences among managers attributable to sex, in terms of
successful interruption, F (7, 16) = 9353, p < .51; for resisted interruptions,
E7,16) = 1.196, p < .36. No significant interaction effects were located
for any interruption behavior.

When the dete were analyzed by stetus, however, o stotisticolly

significant different picture emerged. in regord to successful interruption,
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status intervened. Menagers, regordiess of their sex, successfuily
interrupted their superiors significantly more than they interrupted their
subordinates, E (1, 16) = 5.959, p <.03. This effect was 81s0 in an
unexpected direction. '

Resisting interruption showed the same pattern of managers resisting
more the interruption of their superiors than their subordinates but the
results did not reach statistica! significance, £ (1, 16) =g <.12.
Considering attempted interruptions, status once again provided significent
differences F (1, 16) = 6.243, p < .03. With attempted interruption, the
direction wos again thet managers attempted more interruptions with their
superiors than with their subordinates.

TALK TIME: The final communication control operation reported was
talk time, defined as the percentage or proportion of the total
(conversation) talk time that one held the floor. This category also inciuded
pauses, hesitation and the brief periods of silence normal in everyday
interaction. In terms of the behavior of the managers, the resuits of the
analysis of variance for this category were as follows: Sex of the manager
again failed te discriminete, E (7, 16) = 5238, g < .80, whereas status once
again produced greet significant differences, £ (1, 16) = 10.97, g <.001. No
interaction effects were found £ (7, 16) = 2397, p < .96. In other words,
maie und female manegers controlled the floor equivalent proportions of the
time, but as a group, managers varied the smount of their talk time
depending on with whom they were sharing the time. The direction of the
difference was, this time, in the expected direction--that managers talked

18
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significently greater proportions during the conversation with subordinates
then with superiors.

Overall then, no significant differencss were detacted between male
and female monogeré on any component of communication control.
Significant differences were consistently found, however, when exemining
the communication control exerted by managers (regardless of sex) with
their superiors as opposed to their subordinates. In most cases, managers
exhibited more communication control with their superiors than with their
subordinetes. Specifically, managers exhibited more communication control
with their superiors via frequency of statements and interruption behaviors.
In the category of talk time, the significant difference was in the opposite
direction-- managers spoke a significantly greater proportion of the time
with their subordinates as compaered to their supericrs.

Because the construct communication control was broken down into
seversl operations for data analysis, response to the cverall research
questions originally posed is now warranted:

Question 1: Do female and mele first-line managers exert equal
amounts of control in their communicstion with subordinates? These data
indicate a "yes" response to this question in that no significant differences
between male and female managers were detected.

Questions 2: Do female and male first-line managers exert equal
amounts of contrei in their communication with superiors? Again, a “yes™
response is indicated from the date. No significant differences were
located in the communication control behavior of male and female managers
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with their superiors.

Question 3: Do female managers vary more than male managers in the
amounts of communication control they exhibit with subordinates? With
superiors? Across the subordinate/superordinate condition? A "No”
response is appropriate for all three questions. These questions were
designed to address within subject group comparisons (e.g. among female
managers, smong male superiors, etc.). Comparisons of the variance in
standerd deviation terms presented in Table ! between male and female
managers in different conditions do not reflect significant differences in
the control behavior of female compared to male managers.

Question 4: Does the sex of the superior and subordinate interact
with the sex of the manager to affect amount of communication control
exerted by the manager? "No". No interaction effects were detected in the
analysis on any of the components for monogers; subordinates or superiors.

Reliability estimates were calculated according to standards
described by Weider-Hatfield and Hetfield (1984) concerning careful
measurement in coding communication episodes. Areas of inter-codei unit
disagreement were calculated on 14 of the 96 communication exercises.
The percentage of agreement (POA) averaged .83 (POA; 82.5 for one set of
coders on 9 tapes, .85 for another set of coders on five tapes). This
estimate was the only inter-coger reliability calculation possible, and does
no* take into account chance agreement. After the first six exercises in
which coders coded together, the two coders worked independently, then
together. They were instructed to calcuiate initial disagreements for every

fearth exercise.




Chi-squere met all established criteria mantioned earlier for 8
reliability statistic. With the exception of one exercise, the chi-squares
calculated on five randomly selected exercises proved statistically
significant at or beyond the .01 level {see appendix, Table 3). The one
exceptional exercise (p_slightly grester than .10) was examined. The cause
for the discrepancy was one category--questions: one team had coded 2, one
team had 10. This was one of the largest discrepancies noted in the entire
data set, and accounted for 473 of the total x2: 2.67 of 5.68. No explanation
was found for this isolated but large discrepancy.

Concerning validity, in the follow-up survey subjects reported the
point of the exercise to be related to techniques and skills of
communication or giving instructions. None of the-72 subjects discerned
the sex difference or ;ven the status differenca hypothesis. In terms of
how typical the manager was perceived to have behaved, both self and other
reports refiected a relatively high degree of validity of the exercise in

eliciting normal and typical behavior.

Managers’ self reports on this question were rated as follows: The
cutoff paint indicating ressonable degree of valicity was set at the
midpoint of the five point scale. Simple percentages sre cited: 79% of the
managers rated themselves as communicating in typicel fashion (or in 38 of
the 48 trials mr .zgers reported themselves at bove the 2.5 level on the
scale). Inno case was there substantial disagreement between the self and
other report; it was, however, occasionally a matter of degree.
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Superiors and subordinates addressed the same question concerning
typicality of their managers’ communication behavior during the exercises.
Results were: 83% of the recaivers reported the manager’s communication
behavior as typical. A second validity measure employing a conflict style
scenarios feiled to discriminate among managers in their conflict styles as

perceived by their superiors and subordinates.

Correlations and multiple regressions were computed for the degree
of correspondence between the combined control indices exhibited by the
subjects and their own perceptions (their responses to question five on the
questionnaire) of who was in control during the interaction. For the
managers, the muitiple regression produced an R? of .31 (40 df , residuai
mean squore, .8447). For the receivsrs-- superiors/subordinates--the
multiple regression produced an R? of .36, (40 df, residual mean square,
.9199), o figure only marginally higher. These correlation figures proved
disappointing as validity checks. Apparently, the control measured in the
exercise was not perce_ived in the same manner as the participants
perceived control.

This lack of corroboration may though point out the distinct
differences between results gained from seif/other report and observer
report. This serves as confirmation of Turk and Bell's (1972) assertion that
self reports and observation reports do not tap the same phenomenon,
supporting the case for the need for more descriptive research grounded in
behavioral observation.
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To racapitulete, reliability and validity checks were conducted.
Although the reliability estimations computed were reported ot acceptable
significance levels, the procedures used to calculate them were not the
most highly recommended or most rigorous. The validity checks reached
acceptable rating ievels (798 and 63%) although these percentages do not
(ake into account chance agreement. Analyses of variance produced no
significant differences on ratings of typicality, but did produce some
differences on perceptions of control of the exercise. Multiple regressions
and correlation resuits on questions of subjects’ perceived control offered

poor validity checks or corroboration on the obse:"ved control indices.
Discussion

The present study attempted to unravel the confounded variables of
sex and status by studying one of the few available contexts in our culture
in which women heve power--in corporate management. By controlling and
creating every permutation of sex combination with status in the corporate
organizetion, this design offered a research opportunity to isolate to some
degree these two confounded variables. The specific issue employed to
unravel them was the issue of control in communication. Communication
control wes operationslized by talk time, statement versus question usage
and patterns of interruption.

The research questions revolved around the relative amounts of
communication control exerted by male and female managers in interaction
under the varied conditions: with their superiors and with their
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subordinates. The results indivated that there were no significent sex
differences detected in the amounis of communication control exerted by
feriale and male ~anagers. Lack of a s~x ofY2<t held regardless of whether
the manager wae dealing with his/her subordinate or superior. Quite
clearly, significant sux diff srences did not appear. To borrow a catchy
phrase, the study produced g “significant case of no significant differences"
(Donnell & Hall, 1980). In light of results from the present study, the
relationship between the two variadles of sex and status would more
acccurstely be described as unfounded rather than confounded, at least as

related to communication control.

Clear stotus differences, however, were reported. A consistent
pattern-did emerge in significant differsnces across the status condition.
The data indicate that menagers (regardiess of sex) do com.nicete
differontly with their subordinates than they do with their superiors (agein,
regardless of sex). With the exception of questions, the operations indexing
communication control reflected status differences. Conceptuelly, these
results lend support to Kanter's (1977) observations that:

1) “the job makes the person- (p. 3),

2) “power wipes aut sex" (p. 200),

3) “women...were sometimes very different from eech
other and sometirmes not very aifferent from men.” (p. 302)

4) “sex differences seem to play a limited role, if any, once
women are given a chence and access to power." (p. 303)

Results were not in the direction expected, however, in that
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menagers overall directed more control toward their superiors than their
subordinates. One possible interpretation was that in their eagerness to
impress and perform successfully with their superiors, managers took over
the axercise. It may hove been perceived as an opportunity for them to
display how well they communicate and take ciiarge. It may have been
perceived by them as an exercise in “managerial” behavior, although no one

mentioned it in the hypothesis guessing report.

Interesting to note was that the one category that failed to correlate
with status was questions. The purposes of questions ars somewhat
peradoxical: to control the structure of the conversation while
simulteneously deferring in it (Fisher & Dreksel, 1983).

Msthodologically, the study provides evidence for the need for
diversity of method in studying questions of sex differences. Tha results of
the welter of attributional studies have overwheimed evidence gethered
from direct behavioral research studies. Within the abundant existing sex
difference documentation, it rﬁog be that there are truly two issues being
researched that have not sufficientiy been seperated in literature reviews:
how we think we communicate and how we are observed to communicate.
This seems an obvious distinction, but it is blurred in generalized reviews
of the massive sex differsnce literature in communication. Again, this may
ottest to how criticel the cail is for diverse or muitiple methods to be used
in researching any communication topic. It raises questions of the
correspondence between results produced by perceived/attributed
differsnce studies and results of studies oﬁserving or documenting actual
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communicotion episodes. It oiso questions the velidity of studies using
simuloeted relationships rather then real or ongoing relotionships to 8ssess
gex differences in communication, and orgues for @ continued push for field

research.

It must be registered thet the present study wes not true
observationel f jeld reseerch though, ond thet the results moy have been due
to simulated not naturet convercation. Participants moy hove felt they were
engaged in o tosk thet had no bearing on their everydoy jobs. Velidity
reports did however rate the communication by the menagers 83 “mostly
typical” of their communication, thus boistering yalidity ond reducing the
1ikelihood of this effect. Results must be qualified, however, to the extent
thot they were roted s typicel by self ond other reports. Although 1argely
these did confirm the control ond communicotion potterns, the foct thot self

and cther reports did not always perf ectiy coincide should be noted.

The most importent quelificotion on this study is thet it represents
essentielly quolitative research. Coding s mure an art then a science, ond
only gross meesures of communication control were being measured by
coding. In the coding, numerous instances cf ad hocing end orbitrery coding
practices were locoted. All results should be interpreted with these
quslifications in mind. Also, the chossn operotionolizotion may not have
adequotely topped power dimensions on { emole/male differences in

communication.

More thorough coder treining could perhaps reduce the amount of
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"ad-hocing™ as well as increased the consistency among coders across
coding cetegories. The instrumants constructed to obtain the data seemed
appropriate, but the statistics used were not the most effective.
Reliability and validity measurement could have been more rigorous.

In the present study the research decision was to risk simulating the
task to obtain control of it across managerial contexts in a trade-off for
the gain in realism and integrity of using actual manager-subordinate
relationships. The trade-off was one element of internal validity ventured
for a gain on v+hat wes judged to be the most critical external validity
issue. Tha best answer to this methodologicel trads-off question on the |
balence of external validity measures in this study was to employ multipie

methods as recommended by Weick, 1969; Bronfenbrenner, 1979; Cromwell
and Dlson, 1975; and others. So, multiple methods were incorporated into
the design (simulated interaction, self and other report questionnaire).

Three immediate research needs are apparent from this study,
although potential research outgrowths of the present study are many and
verious. First, the study must be replicated in some fashion eliciting
natural conversation from: employees. Secondly, the nature of the dramatic
status differences should be pursued. And finally, connection shouid be
made between the body of attributional ~1sults the present results counter.

in general terms, new methodologies are needed to replace or augment
shopworn attribution and laboratory methods. Data-based field information
is required on how males and females compare as managers (Donnell & Hall,
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1980; Schein, 1982; Touhsy, 1974). What is not heeded in most studies on
manegers is the commorn sense notion that to best learn about male/female,

superior/subordinate managerial communication, one must venture out inte
the business world and study individuals in those relationships.
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APPENDIX

Table 1

(By sex of the manager, in frequencies per minute)

Components
Interruptions
MMMMMMM

FEMALE
MANAGERS

n
S0

MALE
MANAGERS

H
S0

B« 24

8- n= 24 ineach group




Table 2

Communication Control Exerted by Manesaers

(By status level, in frequencies per minute)

Components

SUPERIORS
N 10.91
) 3.61

SUBCRDINATES

u| 8.1
S0 251
R< .002

54

.29

.66
A8

.80
1

.004

1S
32

.03

.08
A7

23
29

.06
16

.02

8- n=24ineach group
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Table 3

(on Five Communication Exercises)

x2(11,N=87) =297, < .01 %2(11,N=216) =568, p 510
x2(11,N=112) = .89, < 00! x2(11,N=120) = 2.4, g < .001
X2(11,N=82)=1.24,g < .001

11=df
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