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Abstract

Women have made considerable inroads into the workforce, but remain
underrepresented in many leadership positions. Researchers identified diverse reasons for this
inequality (Peus & Welpe, 2011) and many agree that gender stereotypes — generalized
assumptions about men and women — play a fundamental role (Heilman, 2012): Men are
attributed more agency than women (e.g., assertiveness, dominance); women are attributed
more communality than men (e.g., concern for others, cooperativeness). In addition, many
leadership positions are perceived to require high-levels of agency. In both the lack-of-fit
model (Heilman, 1983, 2012) and role incongruity theory (Eagly & Karau, 2002) it is argued
that these stereotypical assumptions trigger the perception of a lower fit of women with
leadership positions than of men with leadership positions. This can result in women’s self-
limiting behaviors (e.g., a lower strive to pursue leadership positions) and biased-decision
making by others (e.g., more favorable evaluations of men in leadership positions). Though
highly relevant as a basis for research on consequences of stereotyping, there are many open
questions about the content and structure of gender stereotypes today (1). We also lack
knowledge on (2) contextual factors influencing men’s and women’s intentions to pursue
leadership positions (Bosak & Sczesny, 2008) and (3) factors influencing male and female
leader’s promotability to higher levels of leadership (Eagly & Carli, 2007). To address these
gaps, I conduct a series of 11 studies making use of different methodologies (a video
experiment and considering real-world data, amongst others) and samples from diverse
backgrounds.

In Chapter 1, I give an overview of important theories and research findings and
introduce my research questions in detail. In Chapter 2, I define a multi-dimensional
framework to assess current stereotypes of men and women. I determine how they are seen by

other men and women, how they see themselves, and how these self- and other-



characterizations differ. In Chapter 3, I investigate a subtle contextual factor that may affect
women’s self-limiting career choices: The wording of recruitment advertisements.
Specifically, I investigate if women perceive a lower fit and show lower intentions to apply
for leadership career opportunities if recruitment advertisements employ agentic (rather than
communal) characteristics that diverge from women'’s self-stereotypes. I also test if female
recruiters can ameliorate potential negative effects of agentic characteristics on women. In
Chapter 4, I examine how stereotypes can influence the evaluation of male and female leaders
and thereby affect career outcomes. Specifically, I assess if male and female transformational
and autocratic leaders are evaluated differently with regard to leadership effectiveness and
promotability. Finally in Chapter 6, I summarize all findings and emphasize the main

contributions of this research.



1. Introduction

Women earn more university degrees than men and are almost as likely to receive a
PhD degree (GWK, 2016). Despite these educational achievements and women’s
considerable inroads into the workplace during the last decades (Benko & Weisberg, 2007),
women are still underrepresented in leadership positions. Only 29% of leaders in business
organizations and only 22% of academic professors in Germany are female
(Bundesministerium fiir Bildung und Forschung, 2015; Statistisches Bundesamt, 2014). This
imbalance is similar worldwide (Davidson & Burke, 2016).

Organizations can benefit from women’s presence in leadership positions. Research
shows that female directors have different values than male directors (e.g., higher levels of
benevolence and lower levels of power orientation, Adams & Funk, 2012). This increases
value diversity in the boardroom and can potentially lead to better decision making (Adams,
2016). Hiring and promoting women to leadership positions can also be a means for
organizations to cope with skill shortages (Dychtwald, Erickson, & Morison, 2013) and
women on boards have favorable effects on an organization’s reputation (Bear, Rahman, &
Post, 2010). Finally, women’s presence in top leadership positions is positively related to
organizational performance (although it is unclear whether the women’s presence directly
increases firm performance or if high performing organizations are more likely to hire and
promote women, Adams, 2016; Campbell & Minguez-Vera, 2008; Francoeur, Labelle, &
Sinclair-Desgagné, 2008; Reguera-Alvarado, de Fuentes, & Laffarga, 2015; Schmid & Urban,
2015; Schwab, Werbel, Hofmann, & Henriques, 2015; Welbourne, Cycyota, & Ferrante,
2007). Most importantly, it is highly ethical for organizations to offer the same hiring and
promotion chances to both women and men (Grosser & Moon, 2005; Mayer & Cava, 1993).

There are several causes for women’s underrepresentation in leadership positions.
Peus and Welpe (2011) distinguished between individual causes such as differences in

communication styles (Tannen, 1990), organizational causes such as limited mentoring



opportunities (Ragins, 1999), and societal causes such as challenges in reconciling work and
family life (Lyness & Judiesch, 2008). Research has identified a core reason for women’s
underrepresentation in leadership that underlies causes on all of the three levels: Gender
stereotypes (Heilman, 2012). Gender stereotypes are generalized assumptions about men and
women, which are widely shared by a society (Cuddy et al., 2015). They result from men’s
and women’s distributions into different social roles (Eagly & Steffen, 1984). Observing
more men than women in the role of family provider and more women than men in the role of
family caretaker leads to assumptions about men’s and women’s characteristics (Koenig &
Eagly, 2014). These assumptions are not just about others, but men and women make similar
stereotypical assumptions about themselves (Bem, 1974; Spence & Buckner, 2000).

Because of this topic’s theoretical and practical relevance, a large body of research has
focused on how stereotypes can become an obstacle to women’s career advancement (for an
overview see, Eagly & Carli, 2007; Heilman, 2012; Heilman, Manzi, & Braun, 2015). What is
unclear, however, is the actual content of gender stereotypes today. In addition, much is
unclear about the influence of stereotypes on how men and women (1) achieve leadership
positions and (2) advance to higher leadership positions. In other words, we lack knowledge
about factors influencing men’s and women’s interest in and pursuit of leadership careers as
well as about factors influencing men’s and women’s advancement to higher leadership
positions (e.g., Bosak & Sczesny, 2008; Lyness & Heilman, 2006). More specifically, there is
a lack of knowledge about if and how stereotypes about self can influence men’s and
women’s intentions to pursue leadership positions. In addition, we lack knowledge about how
leadership behavior that is more or less in line with stereotypical expectations influences
men’s and women’s chances to be promoted.

The central aim of this dissertation is to address these gaps and to contribute to a
better understanding of how and when gender stereotypes influence women’s and men’s

advancements in the workplace. To achieve these aims, I will give a short introduction on



what we already know about the reasons for women’s underrepresentation in leadership
positions in this Chapter. I will also give a short introduction on each of the chapters to
follow. In Chapter 2, I set out to identify the current content and structure of gender
stereotypes. I assess current gender stereotypes about other men and women. I also assess
current gender stereotypes men and women have about themselves and relate these to
stereotypes about other men and women. In Chapters 3 and 4, I focus on consequences of
gender stereotypes for men’s and women’s entry in and advancement to leadership positions.
In Chapter 3, I look into predictors of men’s and women’s intentions to apply for leadership
career opportunities. Specifically, my interest is whether women and men are hesitant to
apply for career opportunities advertised with characteristics less (rather than more) in line
with their stereotypical perceptions of themselves. Building on these findings, in Chapter 4, I
examine how stereotypes about others can influence men’s and women’s advancement in the
workplace. Specifically, my interest is if gender stereotypes can impact evaluations of
leadership effectiveness and promotability of male and female leaders that show stereotype-
incongruent leadership styles. Finally, in Chapter 6, I integrate the findings from the previous
chapters, and highlight theoretical and practical contributions of this dissertation.
Explanations for women’s underrepresentation in leadership

There are different explanations of why there are fewer women in leadership positions
(e.g., Hentschel, Braun, & Peus, in press). Peus and Welpe (2011) identified causes for
women’s underrepresentation in leadership on three levels: (1) individual, (2) organizational,
and (3) societal. Individual causes are causes stemming from women themselves. They
include women’s (compared to men’s) lower power motivation (Schuh et al., 2013), lower
self-confidence (Heilman, Lucas, & Kaplow, 1990; Instone, Major, & Bunker, 1983),
performance underestimation (Sieverding, 2003), higher modesty (Heatherington et al.,
1993), and lower perception to be an effective leader (Paustian-Underdahl, Walker, & Woehr,

2014). A favorable self-evaluation is positively related to salary and economic success (Judge



& Hurst, 2007). However, women’s lower trust in their own competence can hinder them to
strive for and take on leadership positions (Heilman, 1983, 2012).

Organizational causes are defined as barriers women may face in a company or
institution. Over 80% of women state that they experience organizational barriers to their
career advancement (Simpson, Sturges, Woods, & Altman, 2004). These include
organizational norms and structures geared from beliefs and experiences of men (Ruderman
& Ohlott, 2005), a limited amount of female leaders who can act as role models to other
women (Hoyt & Simon, 2011), and women’s exclusion from some informal networks
(Lyness & Thompson, 2000). In addition, women’s hiring chances can be impeded by
unsystematic personnel selection and evaluation, which can result in hiring based on liking or
similarities rather than merit (McCarthy, Van Iddekinge, & Campion, 2010; Uhlmann &
Cohen, 2005) — especially because women are evaluated less enthusiastically than men in
recommendation letters (Madera, Hebl, & Martin, 2009). There are also higher standards for
promotion of women (Lyness & Heilman, 2006). Promotion chances may additionally be
limited, because women are not always given equal credit for work accomplishments
(Heilman & Haynes, 2005) and because they are allocated less challenging work tasks (De
Pater, Van Vianen, & Bechtoldt, 2010), which can hinder their career advancement (Woodall,
Edwards, & Welchman, 1997).

Societal causes are barriers stemming from culture or the social order. Social role
theory states that a highly influential societal cause for women’s underrepresentation in
leadership is the traditional role distribution of women and men (Eagly & Wood, 2012).
Historically, in most societies, men have been the provider of the family and women have
been the caretaker of the family (Eagly & Steffen, 1984). These traditional gender roles still
influence society today. For example, even if both partners work, women take on the majority
of household and family tasks (Lothaller, Mikula, & Schoebi, 2009), which they perceive to

influence their career development (Peus, Braun, & Knipfer, 2015). Indeed, women’s longer
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family leaves (Statistisches Bundesamt, 2015b) have been shown to be negatively related with
promotions and salary increases (Judiesch & Lyness, 1999).

Importantly, from perceiving men and women in different social roles, people make
assumptions about the characteristics they possess (Koenig & Eagly, 2014). Different
attributes are needed to fulfill different social roles. Men as providers needed to take charge
and be in control. This requires agentic attributes like dominance or assertiveness. Women as
caretakers needed to care for others and to build relationships. This requires communal
attributes like communication skill or supportiveness (Heilman, 2012). These assumptions
drawn from observing men and women in different societal roles manifest as gender
stereotypes (Eagly & Steffen, 1984; Eagly & Wood, 2012).

Gender stereotypes and consequences for the advancement of women to leadership
positions

Gender stereotypes can be descriptive and prescriptive (Heilman, 2012). Descriptive
gender stereotypes are perceptions of what men and women are like. According to findings
on descriptive stereotypes, men are perceived as more agentic than women and women are
perceived as more communal than men (Heilman, Block, & Martell, 1995). In addition,
prescriptive stereotypes are perceptions of what men and women should be like. The content
of prescriptive stereotypes is quite similar to that of descriptive stereotypes. According to
findings on prescriptive stereotypes, men are expected to be more agentic than women and
women are expected to be more communal than men (Prentice & Carranza, 2002).
Importantly, gender stereotypes can also be about self (Bem, 1974; Spence & Buckner, 2000)
and gender identity is a critical aspect of people’s self-concept (D. N. Ruble & Martin, 1998).
Seminal research on this topic has shown that men’s and women’s self-descriptions generally
differ in stereotype-consistent ways; men rate themselves higher on agency than women do,
and women rate themselves higher on communality than men do (Bem, 1974; Spence &

Helmreich, 1978).
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The Lack-of-Fit Model

Many leadership positions and other positions in the upper equelons of organizations
are perceived to be highly agentic (Duehr & Bono, 2006; Powell, Butterfield, & Parent,
2002). This means that there is a great overlap between the characteristics with which men are
described and the characteristics with which leaders are described. This phenomenon has been
called “think manager, think male” (Schein, 1973, 1975, 2001). According to the lack-of-fit
model (Heilman, 1983, 2001, 2012) people make fit assessment by comparing (1) the
perceived attributes of the person and (2) the perceived job requirements. On the basis of
these fit assessments, people form performance expectations. Further, the model proposes that
when perceived attributes of the person and perceived job characteristics fit well together,
they expect the person to be successful in this job; when perceived person and job
characteristics do not fit well together, they expect the person to fail. These performance
expectations lead to a positive or negative bias that influences judgments of others and self.
Self-evaluations then influence career choices and career advancement activities; evaluations
by others influence selection decisions, performance ratings, and promotion decisions
(Heilman, 1983).

A negative fit assessment and expectation of failure can result in negative evaluations
by others, who are then likely to show discriminatory behaviors in evaluation, selection, and
promotion decisions. A negative fit assessment and expectation of failure can also result in
negative self-evaluations. These negative self-evaluations lead to a self-limited range of
career-choices and self-limited career advancement activities. The lack-of-fit model assumes
that the greater the lack of fit between perceived person and job characteristics, the greater
will be the likelihood or magnitude of sex-bias in the workplace (Heilman, 1983).

Research has found support for the predictions of the lack-of-fit model with regard to
evaluations of others. Because of the descriptive stereotype that women are less agentic than

men (Haines, Deaux, & Lofaro, 2016) and the perception that agency is required for success
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in traditionally male-typed positions like upper leadership (Koenig, Mitchell, Eagly, &
Ristikari, 2011; Powell et al., 2002), men are perceived as more fitting for such positions. The
consequence is that women are less likely to be selected for these raditionally male-typed
positions, their performance is evaluated to be lower than men’s, and they are less likely to be
promoted (Heilman, 2012; Heilman & Haynes, 2005; Heilman et al., 2015; Lyness &
Heilman, 2006).

Research has also found support for the predictions of the lack-of-fit model with
regard to self-evaluations. Because women perceive themselves to be less agentic than men
(Spence & Buckner, 2000) and perceive that agency is required for success in traditionally
male-typed positions like upper leadership (Koenig et al., 2011; Powell et al., 2002), they
perceive themselves to be less fitting for such positions. In line with this, women show self-
limiting behavior. They have been found to show a lower motivation to lead and lesser strives
for leadership positions (Elprana, Stiehl, Gatzka, & Felfe, 2012; Powell & Butterfield, 2003;
Schuh et al., 2013) and to perceive themselves as less effective in leadership and on male-
typed tasks (Haynes & Heilman, 2013; Paustian-Underdahl et al., 2014).

The role incongruity theory of prejudice

Once in a leadership position, women may also face disadvantages because of gender
stereotypes. Eagly’s and Karau’s prominent role incongruity theory of prejudice (Eagly &
Karau, 2002) postulates that because of the incongruence between the female gender role
(e.g., being highly caring) and the leadership role (e.g., necessity to sometimes make
unpopular decisions), women face two forms of prejudice. The first form is (in line with
predictions of the lack-of-fit model) a less favorable evaluation of women’s leadership
potential. They postulate that this is the consequence of descriptive stereotypes, because
leadership ability is perceived as more stereotypically of men than of women. The second
form is a less favorable evaluation of women’s as compared to men’s actual leadership

behavior. This is postulated to be the consequence of prescriptive stereotypes: Agentic
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leadership behaviors are perceived as less desirable in women than in men'. In line with this,
Eagly and colleagues found that women were evaluated especially negative when showing
highly agentic leadership styles (Eagly, Makhijani, & Klonsky, 1992). Newer research shows
that women are not necessarily evaluated more negative than men when showing more subtle
forms of agency (M. J. Williams & Tiedens, 2016).

Introduction to Chapter 2

A large amount of studies on the content of stereotypes has been conducted more than
25 or even 50 years ago (Bem, 1974; Broverman, Vogel, Broverman, Clarkson, &
Rosenkrantz, 1972; Heilman, Block, Martell, & Simon, 1989; T. L. Ruble, Cohen, & Ruble,
1984; Spence & Helmreich, 1978; J. E. Williams & Best, 1990) and women have made great
progress in the workplace during the last decades (Benko & Weisberg, 2007). What does this
imply about gender stereotypes? On the one hand, women’s substantial strides suggest that
traditional gender stereotypes no longer prevail. On the other hand, women’s lower salaries
(AAUW, 2016) and stagnation at lower organizational levels (Catalyst, 2016) suggests that
traditional gender stereotypes do indeed prevail.

As described above, gender stereotypes stem from men’s and women’s traditional
roles (Eagly & Steffen, 1984). These roles have steadily been changing, perhaps necessitating
a revision of gender views. However, stereotypes are difficult to change and cognitive
distortion helps maintain them (Heilman, 2001, 2012; Hilton & von Hippel, 1996). What is
more, the popular press continues to emphasize the differences between women and men,
impacting and reinforcing people’s beliefs (Brescoll & LaFrance, 2004).

Recent research on gender stereotypes draws an inconclusive picture. For example,
some findings indicate a perception that women’s agency is shifting over time (Diekman &

Eagly, 2000), and in one investigation women were actually found to be described as more

' Building on the lack-of-fit model (Heilman, 1983), Eagly and Karau (2002) designed the role incongruity
theory for a specific application to the management context. While not making predictions about self-
stereotypes, they expanded the scope to consequences of prescriptive stereotypes.
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agentic now than they were 25 years ago (Duehr & Bono, 2006). However, other
investigations have found gender stereotypes to have remained stable over time (Lueptow,
Garovich-Szabo, & Lueptow, 2001), and men and women still to be described very
differently from one another and in line with traditional stereotyped conceptions (Haines et
al., 2016; Spence & Buckner, 2000). There are also conflicting findings concerning self-
stereotypes. There is some indication that women’s self-perceived deficit in agency has
abated over time (Spence & Buckner, 2000; Twenge, 1997), but there also is indication from
behavioral studies that women and men still hold traditional stereotypic views of themselves
(e.g., Haynes & Heilman, 2013). There are many possible reasons for these inconsistencies,
including differences in the types of measures used and the conceptualizations of the
stereotypic attributes measured.

Gender stereotypes are typically thought of in terms of agency and communality
(Abele, Cuddy, Judd, & Yzerbyt, 2008; Bakan, 1966). However, agency and communality are
broad concepts and a more nuanced analysis of the structure of gender stereotypes would
provide valuable insights (i.e., an analyses of different facets of agency and communality).
Communality has been discussed as encompassing attributes that involve concern for others,
sociability, and emotional sensitivity. Agency, on the other hand, has been discussed as
encompassing attributes that involve competence, assertiveness, and independence (e.g.,
Heilman 2012). While these facets of the communality and agency constructs are highly
related, they also are conceptually distinct and therefore may be adhered to differently.

Thus, in Chapter 2, I was interested in determining whether men would be perceived
as more agentic than women and whether women would be perceived as more communal than
men — and if this depended on the particular dimension of agency or communality being
observed or the observer’s sex. I also was interested in determining whether there were
differences in how men and women perceive themselves on the various dimensions of agency

and communality, and if these differences paralleled or differed from the pattern of
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differences found for how others rated women and men. Finally, I wanted to determine if the
ascription of stereotyped attributes is more or less prevalent when the target of description is
oneself by comparing men’s and women'’s self-perceptions with perceptions of others of their
gender group.

After investigating the structure of gender stereotypes in Chapter 2, I focused on
consequences of gender stereotypes for men and women at two stages of the talent
management process (Rehbock, Horvath, & Hentschel, 2017): (1) Women’s and men’s
pursuit of leadership careers (Chapter 3) and (2) Promotion of male and female leaders
(Chapter 4).

Introduction to Chapter 3

Stereotypes about self also limit women’s career advancement because they can lead
to women'’s self-limiting behavior in the workplace. When women evaluate their personal fit
with leadership positions they go through a process similar to the one that others use when
evaluating them (Heilman, 1983). Women therefore often hold negative expectations of
themselves in those roles. This can affect career choices, reactions to opportunities for
advancement, and willingness to take risks (Heilman, 1983, 2012). For example, when
working jointly with men on a male-typed task, women see themselves as less competent than
their male co-workers and are unwilling to take an equal amount of credit for successful work
(Haynes & Heilman, 2013). Women also seek out less competition on male-typed tasks
(Giinther, Ekinci, Schwieren, & Strobel, 2010). In addition, when gender stereotypes are
activated in women, they perform worse than men on masculine or managerial tasks
(Bergeron, Block, & Echtenkamp, 2006) and are more likely to attribute failures internally
(Koch, Miiller, & Sieverding, 2008). This may be due to negative thinking (Cadinu, Maass,
Rosabianca, & Kiesner, 2005) or self-doubt (Kinias & Sim, 2016).

In this chapter, I am interested in whether women’s lack of fit perceptions to

leadership positions can be influenced. Research shows that contextual factors can influence
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women’s pursuit of career opportunities (Bosak & Sczesny, 2008). In other words,
circumstances that organizations control may affect to what extent women perceive a fit or
lack thereof to a given position. Evident starting points are thereby recruitment
advertisements and recruiters. Due to limited sources of information, applicants often use
recruitment advertisements and recruiters as signals for unknown organizational
characteristics (e.g., Rynes, 1991; M. L. Williams & Bauer, 1994). Hence, men and women
may use the recruitment advertisement as well as recruiters to infer requirements of positions
to make fit calculations (Heilman, 1983).
Recruitment advertisements

Recruitment advertisement have a large effect on men’s and women’s application
intentions (D. G. Allen, Van Scotter, & Otondo, 2004). They do not only transport the
objective information, but also subjective cues (Cable & Judge, 1996). One such subjective
cue that may influence people’s fit perceptions is the wording used in recruitment
advertisements (Gaucher, Friesen, & Kay, 2011). Stereotypes manifest in language (Leaper &
Ayres, 2007; Newman, Groom, Handelman, & Pennebaker, 2008). The Sapir-Whorf
hypothesis posits that though culture has an effect on language, there is a reciprocal effect of
language on culture, i.e., on people’s perceptions, cognitions and behaviors (Whorf, 1956).
For example, if the generic male form “he” or the generic masculine form of an occupation
(e.g., actor) is used to refer to both men and women, people are more likely to think of men
and less likely to think of women (Moulton, Robinson, & Elias, 1978; Stahlberg, Sczesny, &
Braun, 2001). In recruitment advertisements, the use of the pronoun “he” when referring to
men and women rather than the more inclusive “he/she” or “she/he” leads to a lower
perception of career attractiveness for women and to fewer applications from them (Bem &
Bem, 1973; Briere & Lanktree, 1983; Costello, 1979). In addition, in languages with few
gender-neutral terms (e.g., German) it has been found that women are less likely to apply to

and less likely to be hired if an advertisement uses the generic masculine title for a job
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compared to the joint male and female titles (Horvath, Hentschel, & Peus, 2016; Horvath &
Sczesny, 2016).

I propose that less obvious cues in advertisements can lead to similar effects. Many
characteristics are not neutral, but rather gender-typed (Eagly, Mladinic, & Otto, 1991). For
example, “leadership ability” is perceived to be a masculine or agentic characteristic whereas
“communication ability” is perceived to be a feminine or communal characteristic (Taris &
Bok, 1998). Thus, in Chapter 3, I claim that depending on how recruitment advertisements are
worded with regard to agency and communality, women’s intentions to pursue a career
opportunity may be helped or harmed.

Building on Chapter 2 and the lack-of-fit model (Heilman, 2012) I propose and test in
Chapter 3 if communal and agentic characteristics used in recruitment advertisements can
impact women’s intentions to apply for career opportunities. Many women see a lack of fit
between their perception of their own communality and the agentic characteristics expected
for many leadership careers, which may hinder them to apply. I argue that advertisements
with many agentic characteristics increase women’s perceived lack of fit between self-
stereotyped communal attributes and the agentic attributes of the position. In advertisements
with many communal characteristics, however, this lack of fit would be reduced.
Characteristics of the recruiter

The gender of the recruiter may be another factor women consider. Women’s
evaluations of an organization and their intentions to apply to a career opportunity may be
affected by the gender of the recruiter. Research shows that applicants are more likely to join
an organization, if they perceive themselves to be more similar to the organization (Kristof-
Brown, Zimmerman, & Johnson, 2005).

Recruiters are typical organizational representatives who communicate information
about the position as well as the organization itself (Breaugh & Starke, 2000). Like agentic

and communal characteristics in advertisements, they signal unknown organizational
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characteristics like what an ideal member should look like (Rynes, 1991). Can a female
recruiter ameliorate potential negative effects of agentic characteristics on women?

To date research findings on the effects of recruiter gender have been diverse (Harris
& Fink, 1987; Taylor & Bergmann, 1987). We do not know whether female recruiters can
buffer potential negative effects of agentic characteristics in advertisements on women.
Researchers suggest that an organization can portray diversity through organizational
representatives like recruiters, which will make potential applicants believe that diversity is
appreciated in the organization and that women are valued members of an organization
(Avery & McKay, 2006). In addition, female recruiters are perceived as more personable than
male recruiters (Liden & Parsons, 1986). This can be a signal of how an applicant would be
treated if he or she enters an organization (Connerley & Rynes, 1997).

I suggest that women’s evaluations of an organization and their intentions to apply to
a career opportunity may be affected by the gender of the recruiter. Specifically, I argue that
women will only perceive a lower fit to and will be less likely to apply to a career opportunity
if it is advertised with agentic characteristics and a male recruiter. I assume that not just
communal characteristics but also female recruiters may lead to women’s higher fit
perceptions, which in turn will lead to women’s higher application intentions for a leadership
career opportunity. I will test these assumptions in Chapter 3.
Introduction to Chapter 4

Even if women have decided to pursue a leadership career, gender stereotypes can be
highly disadvantageous to their career advancement. As described above, descriptive,
prescriptive, and stereotypes about self have distinct consequences. Descriptive stereotypes
inhibit women’s career advancement, because leadership (like men) is characterized mostly
by agentic characteristics (Sczesny, Bosak, Neff, & Schyns, 2004). Schein (1973, 1975, 2001)
found that attributes with which managers are described are more similar to attributes with

which men are described than to attributes with which women are described (a finding widely
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termed the “think manager, think male” paradigm). Subsequently, both Heilman (1983, 2012)
in her lack-of-fit model and Eagly and Karau (2002) in their role incongruity theory of
prejudice theorized that women were perceived as less fitting to leadership positions than
men. The idea that biased decisions about women in leadership and other traditionally male-
typed fields are resulting from this perceived lack of fit has received strong empirical support
in research about recruitment (Gaucher et al., 2011), selection (Davison & Burke, 2000),
evaluation (Haynes & Lawrence, 2012; Heilman & Haynes, 2005), and promotion (Lyness &
Heilman, 2006). It is not that a woman’s communality is thought to be bad. Indeed, being
kind and caring is considered to be “wonderful” (Eagly & Mladinic, 1994), but being
communal is seen as inconsistent with being the tough, decisive, competitive person that
upper level organizational positions demand.

Prescriptive stereotypes can also hinder women’s career advancement. Women who
show high levels of agency (e.g., through assertive self-promotion) are indeed perceived as
being highly competent, but also as being low in communality (Phelan, Moss-Racusin, &
Rudman, 2008). Similar effects occur when women are successful at traditionally male-typed
tasks (Heilman & Okimoto, 2007). Therefore, women are sometimes disliked more than men
when showing the same agentic behaviors (Rudman & Phelan, 2008). This can impact
women’s chances of being hired (Rudman & Glick, 2001) and promoted (Rudman, Moss-
Racusin, Phelan, & Nauts, 2012). If women, however, show agency and communality
simultaneously (Rudman & Glick, 2001) or in situations in which women’s gender-
inconsistent agentic behavior is perceived as particularly clever (Meijs, Lammers, & Ratliff,
2015), they are not evaluated more negative than men.

In Chapter 4, I focus on factors influencing the promotability of male and female
leaders. I investigate if differing evaluations of leadership effectiveness of male and female
leaders are a reason for women’s underrepresentation in leadership. Previous theory and

research remains ambiguous as to whether different leadership styles and subsequent
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evaluations of men’s and women’s leadership effectiveness have consequences on men’s and
women’s promotion likelihood. Eagly and Carli (2007) argue that people’s leadership styles
may be a central factor that is considered when it comes to filling managerial positions.
Indeed, showing the same behaviors in the workplace does not always result in the
same outcomes for men and women. Certain agentic and communal behaviors may lead to
positive evaluations of men and neutral or even negative evaluations of women (Rudman &
Phelan, 2008; Shaughnessy, Mislin, & Hentschel, 2015). Agency and communality are also
important when it comes to specific leadership styles. Some leadership styles employ only
agentic behaviors, like autocratic leadership — a leadership style characterized by exhibiting
high levels of control over subordinates and their work (Abele, Uchronski, Suitner, &
Wojciszke, 2008; De Cremer, 2006). Other leadership styles employ predominantly
communal behaviors, like transformational leadership — a leadership style characterized by
motivating, stimulating and caring about subordinates (Avolio, Bass, & Jung, 1999; Kark &
Shamir, 2013). In Chapter 4, I examine how men and women will be evaluated if they show
highly agentic leadership behaviors (i.e., autocratic leadership) in line with the male gender
role versus communal leadership behaviors (i.e., transformational leadership) in line with the
female gender role. In other words, I investigate how men and women are evaluated if they
show leadership behaviors that are more or less in line with gender stereotypical expectations.
Several researchers argued that transformational leadership may be advantageous for
female leaders, because they do not just show agentic behavior, but they additionally show
communal behavior which is in line with gender stereotypes about them (Eagly & Carli,
2003; Maher, 1997; Yoder, 2001). However, expectancy violation theory (Prentice &
Carranza, 2004) suggests that men may be evaluated more positively for showing
communality, because this is less expected of them and is more noticeable. Indeed,
researchers have shown that men are sometimes evaluated more positive when they show

communal behavior in the workplace (e.g., Heilman & Chen, 2005; Mohr & Wolfram, 2008;
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Shaughnessy et al., 2015). To dissolve this disparity, I test whether transformational and
autocratic leadership would be more prone to help the advancement of women or men.
Specifically, I investigate if and how men and women leading with a transformational or
autocratic leadership style are evaluated differently with regard to leadership effectiveness.
Further, I examine whether the evaluation of leadership effectiveness will affect their
promotion chances. This research aims to uncover whether differing evaluations of male and
female leaders will contribute to the disparity of female managers — a question of great
practical relevance.

Research approach

To answer the questions on the content of contemporary gender stereotypes on others
and self as well as their consequences, I draw from theories from three strands of literature:
Basic social psychology, applied organizational psychology, and management by integrating
theories on gender stereotypes, leadership, and human resource management. In addition, I
employ a mix of laboratory and field experiments. Specifically, I employ experimental
vignette studies, as well as a video study, a field study, content analyses, and real-world data.
In addition, I recruited different samples from the United States and Germany, as well as
samples of students and working adults.

Taken together, my studies contribute to a better understanding of the content and
consequences of gender stereotypes. Specifically, in this dissertation I will analyze the
structural representation of gender stereotypes (Chapter 2). I will then assess consequences
for (1) women’s pursuit of leadership careers (Chapter 3) as well as for (2) women’s and
men’s advancement in leadership careers (Chapter 4). Finally, I will give an overview of the

findings and discuss theoretical and practical contributions (Chapter 5).
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2. The multiple dimensions of gender stereotypes: A current look at men’s and women’s
characterizations of others and themselves’

There is no question that a great deal of progress has been made toward gender
equality, and this is particularly evident in the workplace. There also is no question that the
goal of full gender equality has not yet been achieved — not in pay (AAUW, 2016) or position
level (Catalyst, 2016). In a survey about the reasons for the gender gap in leadership
positions, more than two-thirds of female executives and more than half of mostly male
CEOs agreed or strongly agreed that stereotypes about women are a barrier for women’s
advancement to the top (Wellington, Kropf, & Gerkovich, 2003). There is a long history of
research in psychology that corroborates this belief (for reviews see Eagly & Sczesny, 2009;
Heilman, 2012). These investigations support the idea that gender stereotypes held both about
others and about self can be impediments to women’s career advancement, promoting gender
bias in employment decisions and women’s self-limiting behavior.

This study is designed to investigate the current state of gender stereotypes about men
and women. Much of the original research on the content of gender stereotypes was
conducted several decades ago and more recent research findings are inconsistent, some
suggesting that traditional gender stereotypes have eroded and others suggesting they have
not. Measures of stereotyping in these studies tend to differ, all operationalizing the
overarching constructs of agency and communality, but in different ways. I contend that the
apparent conflict in these findings derives in part from the fact that different studies have
focused on different facets of these constructs. Thus, I seek to obtain a more complete picture
of the specific content of today’s gender stereotypes by treating agency and communality, the

two defining features of gender stereotypes, as multi-dimensioned constructs.

*This chapter is based on a working paper by Hentschel, Heilman, and Peus (2013), currently being prepared for
submission.



Because stereotypes about others have different consequences than stereotypes about
self, I seek to determine differences both in how women and men are seen and in how they
see themselves. I also plan to compare and contrast the content of views of others and views
of self, something not typically possible because research measuring stereotypes rarely
focuses on stereotypes about others and about self in the same study. I therefore have
multiple objectives in this study. I aim to use a multi-dimensional framework for assessing
current conceptions of men and women, considering how men and women are seen by male
and female others, how men and women see themselves, and how these perceptions of self
and other differ.

Gender stereotypes

Gender stereotypes are generalizations about what men and women are like, and there
typically is a great deal of consensus about them (Cuddy et al., 2015; Glick et al., 2000).
According to social role theory, gender stereotypes derive from gender roles exemplifying the
traditional division of labor -- men as breadwinners outside the home and women as
caretakers inside the home (Diekman & Eagly, 2000; Eagly & Wood, 2012). Thus, men have
been thought to be more agentic than women, taking charge and being in control, and women
have been thought to be more communal than men, being attuned to others and building
relationships (e.g., Broverman et al., 1972; Eagly & Steffen, 1984).

In general, stereotypes are thought to serve an adaptive cognitive function allowing
people to categorize and simplify what they observe and to make predictions about others
(e.g., Devine & Sharp, 2009; S. T. Fiske & Taylor, 2013). However, stereotypes also can
induce bias by fostering inaccurate assessments of people — i.e., assessments based on a
generalization rather than on a person’s unique qualities. Stereotypes about gender are

especially influential because gender is an aspect of a person that is readily noticed and
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remembered (A. P. Fiske, Haslam, & Fiske, 1991). In other words, gender is a commonly
occurring cue for stereotypic thinking (Blair & Banaji, 1996).
Other-directed gender stereotypes

The effect of gender stereotypes can be an impediment for women’s career
advancement. The qualities that are thought to be required to successfully perform
traditionally male roles, including many high level positions and positions in STEM fields,
are the agentic attributes that comprise the male stereotype, not the communal attributes that
comprise the female stereotype (Heilman et al., 1989; Powell et al., 2002; Schein, 2001). So,
because of gender stereotypes, women are expected to not have what it takes to succeed. This
idea is at the core of both the lack of fit model (Heilman, 1983, 2001, 2012) and role
incongruity theory (Eagly & Karau, 2002), and the idea that biased decisions about women in
traditionally male pursuits are most prevalent when stereotypes are activated has received
strong empirical support (e.g., Horvath & Sczesny, 2016; Lyness & Heilman, 2006).

Likewise, the qualities that are thought to be required to successfully perform
traditionally female roles are the communal attributes that comprise the female stereotype,
not the agentic attributes that comprise the male stereotype. This also results in a perceived
lack of fit and bias towards men in these female-typed positions (e.g., Brescoll & Uhlmann,
2005; Heilman & Wallen, 2010). Because, however, most upper level and leadership
positions are thought to be male in gender-type, the consequences of gender bias for career
progress in work settings is typically less problematic for men than it is for women.
Self-directed gender stereotypes

Gender stereotypes are used not only to characterize others but also to characterize
oneself (Bem, 1974), and gender identity is a critical aspect of people’s self-concept (D. N.
Ruble & Martin, 1998). Young boys and girls learn about gender stereotypes from their

immediate environment and the media, and they learn how to behave in a gender-appropriate
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way (Deaux & LaFrance, 1998). These socialization experiences no doubt continue to
influence attitudes later in life and, indeed, research has shown that men’s and women’s self-
descriptions differ in ways that are stereotype-consistent (Bem, 1974; Spence & Buckner,
2000).

The idea that women ascribe stereotypic characteristics to themselves suggests that
when evaluating their own “fit” with traditionally male positions and roles women feel ill-
equipped to succeed. There is support for this idea -- women’s self-ratings of expected task
competence on a typically male task was not found to differ from self-ratings of individuals
who had received negative information about their task ability (Heilman et al., 1990). This
stereotype-based assessment can lead to self-limiting behavior (Heilman, 2012), affecting
career choices, reactions to opportunities for career advancement, and willingness to take
risks. It also is in line with findings demonstrating that, when working together with men,
women credit themselves less than they credit their male co-workers for successful joint
outcomes (Haynes & Heilman, 2013).
Current gender stereotypes

Stereotypes are tenacious; once established, they tend to have a self-perpetuating
quality (Heilman, 2012; Hilton & von Hippel, 1996). However, stereotype maintenance is a
product not only of the rigidity of people’s belief systems but also of the societal roles
women and men enact (Eagly & Steffen, 1984; Koenig & Eagly, 2014), and therefore the
persistence of traditional gender stereotypes is fueled by skewed gender distribution into
social roles. If there have been recent advances toward gender equality in workforce
participation, if the representation of women and men in long-established gender roles has
softened, doesn’t this suggest that gender stereotypes will have eroded?

The answer to this question is not straightforward; the degree to which there has been

a true shift in social roles is unclear. On the one hand, there are more women in the
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workforce than ever before. In 1950, 63 percent of U.S. households were made up of a male
provider working outside the home and a female caregiver working inside the home; but now
only 17 percent of U.S. households concur with this division (Benko & Weisberg, 2007).
Moreover, women increasingly pursue traditionally male careers, and there are more women
in roles of power and authority. For example, today women hold over 50% of management,
professional, and related positions in the United States (Catalyst, 2016). There also are more
men taking on a family’s main caretaker role. Thus, it is possible that recent societal changes
have produced a revision of our gender views.

On the other hand, role segregation, while somewhat abated, has by no means been
eliminated. Despite the increase in their labor force participation, women continue to be
concentrated in occupations that are perceived to require communal, but not agentic
attributes. For example, the three most common occupations for women in the United States
involve care for others’ needs (secretary and administrative assistant; elementary and middle
school teacher; and registered nurse, U.S. Department of Labor, 2014), while men more than
women tend to work in occupations requiring agentic characteristics like analytical skills,
assertiveness, or forcefulness (e.g., senior management positions, construction, or
engineering, Bureau of Labor Statistics, 2016b). In addition, women still perform a
disproportionate amount of domestic work (Bureau of Labor Statistics, 2016a), bear the brunt
of childcare responsibilities (Craig & Mullan, 2010; Kan, Sullivan, & Gershuny, 2011), and
continue to be expected to do so (Park, Smith, & Correll, 2008).

Thus, there is both reason to expect traditional gender stereotypes to be diminished
and reason to expect they are not. Relevant research findings are conflicting — especially
about views of women’s agency. Some findings indicate a perception that women’s agency
shifts over time (Diekman & Eagly, 2000), and in one investigation women were actually

found to be described as more agentic than they were 25 years earlier (Duehr & Bono, 2006).
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However, other investigations have found gender stereotypes to have remained the same
(Haines et al., 2016; Lueptow et al., 2001), and men and women still to be described very
differently from one another and in line with stereotyped conceptions (Spence & Buckner,
2000). There also have been conflicting findings concerning self-stereotypes. There is some
indication that women’s self-perceived deficit in agency has abated over time (Twenge,
1997), but there also is indication from behavioral studies that women and men still hold
traditional stereotypic views of themselves (e.g., Haynes & Heilman, 2013).

There are many possible explanations for these conflicting results. A very compelling
one concerns the conceptualization of the agency and communality constructs and the
resulting difference in the traits and behaviors used to measure them. In much of the gender
literature, agency and communality have been loosely used to denote a set of varied
attributes, and different studies have operationalized agency and communality in different
ways. [ propose that agency and communality are not unitary constructs but rather are
comprised of multiple dimensions, each distinguishable from one another. I also propose that
considering these dimensions separately will enhance the clarity of our understanding of
current differences in the characterization of women and men, and provide a more definitive
answer to the question of the structure of gender stereotypes today.

Dimensions of communality and agency

There has been great variety in how the agency construct has been defined and
operationalized (e.g., Abele, Cuddy, et al., 2008; McAdams, Hoffman, Day, & Mansfield,
1996; Rudman & Glick, 2001; Schaumberg & Flynn, 2016), and in a number of studies,
competence has been shown to be distinct from agency as a separate factor (Carrier, Louvet,
Chauvin, & Rohmer, 2014; Koenig & Eagly, 2014; Rosette, Koval, Ma, & Livingston, 2016).
Reviewing the literature and the many traits and behaviors used to represent agency in

various studies, I distilled three dimensions that seemed most parsimonious in covering the
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conceptual range of the construct. I not only separated out competence from agency, as has
been suggested by others, but I further decomposed agency into dimensions of assertiveness
and independence, which I posited to be conceptually distinct. Competence is about having
the necessary skill, knowledge and ability to achieve a task or goal. Assertiveness concerns
the inclination to act on the world and influence others. Independence connotes self-reliance
and the capability to act on one’s own, free of the influence of others.

There also is great variety in how the communality construct has been defined and
operationalized (e.g., Abele & Bruckmiiller, 2011; Abele, Cuddy, et al., 2008; S. T. Fiske,
Cuddy, & Glick, 2007; Hoffman & Hurst, 1990). However, there has not been much attention
focused on decomposing the communality construct. Nonetheless, the multiplicity of the
terms used to represent communality is highly suggestive that communal content can be
decomposed into different components. Reviewing the literature and the traits and behaviors
used to represent communality, I again distilled three distinct dimensions that appeared to
parsimoniously encompass the scope of the construct: concern for others, sociability, and
emotional sensitivity. Concern for others and sociability both are attributes that entail a focus
on others, but the former involves a one-way relationship of giving and nurturance while the
latter involves a transactional relationship focused on relationship-building. Emotional
sensitivity implies an orientation that focuses on feelings as an antecedent or consequence
from interactions with others.

While I am proposing that communality and agency can be broken down into
components, I am not claiming that the use of these overarching constructs in earlier research
has been an error. In the vast majority of studies in which communality or agency has been
measured the scale reliabilities have been high and the items highly correlated. Internal
consistency does not, however, indicate that the included items are unidimensional (Schmitt,

1996; Sijtsma, 2008) or that the entirety of the construct is being captured in a particular
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measure. Based on the multiple meanings included in these constructs as they have been
discussed and operationalized in gender research, I am proposing that breaking them down
into separate dimensions will provide greater clarity about contemporary characterizations of
men and women.

Perceiver sex

Findings often demonstrate that stereotypes are pervasive, outweighing the effects of
evaluators’ group identities (Heilman, 2001, 2012). However, the steady trajectory in the
change of women’s societal roles, and its different implications for men and women, may
affect the degree to which men and women adhere to traditional gender stereotypes. On the
face of it, one would expect women to hold less traditional gender stereotypes than men.

The increase of women in the workforce generally, and particularly in domains
typically reserved for men, is likely to be very salient to women. Such changes have distinct
implications for them — implications that can impact their expectations, aspirations, and
actual experiences. As a result, women may be more attentive than men to changes in gender
roles, and more accepting of these roles as the new status quo. They consequently may be
more amenable to incorporating changes in gender roles into their understanding of the
world, which, according to social role theory (Eagly & Wood, 2012), should result in less
traditional stereotypic perceptions.

In addition, just as women are likely to embrace recent societal changes, men may be
prone to reject or dismiss them. The same societal changes that present new opportunities for
women can present threats to men, who may see themselves as losing their “rightful place” in
the social order (see also social dominance theory, Sidanius & Pratto, 1999). Thus, men may
be less willing to accept changes in social roles or to see changes as definitive. There may be

little impetus for them to relinquish stereotypic beliefs. If this is the case, then less traditional
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gender stereotypes are expected to be held by women than by men — at least for the
dimensions of communality and agency closely related to changes in gender roles.
Self-stereotyping versus other-stereotyping

Although gender stereotypes are subscribed to by both self and others, there may be a
difference in the degree to which stereotypes dominate in self- and other-characterizations.
Indeed, both attribution research (Jones & Nisbett, 1987) and construal level theory (Trope &
Liberman, 2010) give reason to argue that stereotypes are more likely to be used when
characterizing others than when characterizing oneself. Moreover, the impact of societal
changes that affect adherence to gender stereotypes is apt to have greater immediacy for self,
and therefore be more reflected in self-characterizations than in other-characterizations.

There also is reason to think that it is not the general stereotype but rather particular
dimensions of gender stereotypes that are likely to be differentially subscribed to when
characterizing self and other. For example, enhancing descriptors are apt to be subscribed to
when describing oneself (Swann, 1990), and this may be true whether these descriptors are
consistent or inconsistent with gender stereotypes. Furthermore, gender is likely to be an
important factor; women and men may be more (or less) reluctant to revise stereotyped
perceptions typically associated with their gender. Thus, to assess the current state of gender
stereotypes it is important to compare self-descriptions and other-descriptions of men and of
women on specific dimensions of gender stereotypes.
Overview of the research

This study is designed to provide an assessment of contemporary gender stereotypes
as assessed by men and women, using a large and diverse participant population. I use a set
of scales designed to empirically represent different dimensions of the communality and

agency constructs. Moreover, because it focuses on stereotypes about others and on
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stereotypes about self in a single study, it gives us the opportunity to make comparisons
between them.

Participants rated either men in general, women in general, or themselves on a set of
adjectives that formed scales representing multiple dimensions of the agency and
communality constructs. There were three research aims: 1) to compare how male and female
targets are characterized by women and men raters; 2) to compare how men and women
characterize themselves; and 3) to examine the degree of convergence of characterizations of
others with characterizations of self.

Method
Participants

Six hundred and twenty-nine participants (61% female, all U.S. residents) were
recruited online via Amazon Mechanical Turk (MTurk). The survey link was visible only to
U.S. residents who had a greater than 95% acceptance rate of previous MTurk work, an
indication that their earlier work had been handled responsibly. In addition, I included a
question asking participants to indicate whether they filled out the questionnaire honestly (I
assured them that their answer on this question would not have any consequences for their
payment). One person indicated that he hadn’t filled out the survey honestly and was
therefore excluded from the analyses. 77.6% self-identified as White, 8.4% Asian, 7.0%
African American, 4.8% Hispanic, and 2.2% other. Ages ranged from 19 — 83, with a mean
age of 34.5 years (SD = 13.1). In addition, education ranged from those who had not attended
college (17%), had some college (33%), had graduated from college (37%), or had graduate
degrees (13%).

Research design
There were two independent variables: Target gender (male or female) and rater

perspective (self or other). To be able to test for rater sex differences, I collected data from
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both men and women raters yielding a 2x3 factorial between-subject design with the male or
female target being rated by a man, a woman, or a self-rater. The rater perspective
manipulation (self versus other) was randomly assigned, and the target gender manipulation
was randomly assigned to men and women raters in the other-rater conditions.
Procedure

628 participants were told that [ was interested in people perception, and they were
asked either to rate others — men in general (N=215) or women in general (N=208) — or to
rate themselves (N=205) on an inventory consisting of 109 adjectives’. The adjectives were
presented in randomized order. Ratings were made using a 7-point scale with responses
ranging from 1 (“not at all”) to 7 (“very much”). Response time averaged 5.48 minutes and
participants were paid $0.21 for their participation.
Scale construction

Scale development proceeded in four steps. In the first step, I identified a pool of 74

adjectives representative of how agency and communality have been measured by researchers
(see appendix for the full list of adjectives). The adjectives were chosen from items or
synonyms of items used in other investigations of gender stereotypes, including those of
Schein (1973), Spence and Helmreich (1978), Broverman and colleagues (1972), Fiske and
colleagues (1999), Diekman and Eagly (2000), Oswald and Lindstedt (2006). In the second
step, potential scale items were selected through a sorting process done by three judges (the
first two authors knowledgeable in the area of gender stereotypes, and another independent
researcher). The judges sorted the set of adjectives into as many categories as they deemed to
be necessary. The sorting results were then discussed by the judges, and a consensus was
reached about the categories that best captured the initial sorting. The remaining adjectives

were then sorted again by the same judges, this time with the category labels designated. I

? The total pool of adjectives included the communal and agentic adjectives I was interested in as well as a
number of adjectives measuring non-agency and non-communality. The non-agency and non-communality
items were included for exploratory purposes but not used in this study.
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retained items based on the judges’ agreement, keeping only those items that were sorted into
the same category by all three of the judges. In the third step, I had a different set of three
independent judges (all graduate students in a psychology program) do a sorting of the
retained adjectives to make sure that their sorting conformed to the identified categories; any
items that were misclassified by any of the judges were eliminated from the item set.

This sorting process resulted in four dimensions of agency (instrumental competence,
leadership competence, assertiveness, and independence)’ and three dimensions of
communality (concern for others, sociability, and emotional sensitivity). Thus, altogether I
created a total of seven scales. In the fourth step, I conducted an initial confirmatory factor
analysis and eliminated all items that showed a low fit to the created dimensions (Byrne,
2010). The final scales ranged from 3 — 4 items, and coefficient alphas for all of them
surpassed .75. Table 1 presents the scales as well as the Cronbach alphas and mean corrected-

item-to-scale-correlations.

* During the discussion after the initial sorting process it became apparent that there were two different
competence categories — one depicting competence in leadership (e.g., leadership ability) and the other
depicting competence in performance execution (e.g., productive). There thus were two competence categories
created, one termed “leadership competence” and the other termed “instrumental competence.”
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Table 1

Scales, scale items, and reliability information

Agency Scales Corrected item- Communality Scales Corrected item-
scale-correlation scale-correlation

Instrumental Competence (o. = .88) Concern for Others (o =.91)
Competent 74 Understanding 75
Effective .79 Kind .79
Productive 78 Compassionate .82
Task-Oriented .67 Sympathetic .80
Leadership Competence (0. = .80) Sociability (o =.77)
Leadership Ability 71 Communicative .62
Achievement-Oriented .62 Collaborative .58
Skilled In Business Matters .62 Relationship-oriented 52

Likeable .60
Assertiveness (o = .80)
Dominant .62 Emotional Sensitivity (o = .75)
Bold .56 Emotional .59
Assertive .66 Intuitive 47
Competitive .60 Sentimental .68

Independence (0. = .82)

Independent 72
Desires Responsibility .56
Emotionally Stable .60
Self-Reliant .69
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Results

I conducted a confirmatory factor analysis (using AMOS) to test the factor structure
of the four agency scales and the three communality scales. Results revealed that for agency
the theoretically assumed four factor model (instrumental competence, leadership
competence, assertiveness, and independence as first-order factors) provided adequate fit
(x2=369.604, df = 84, p < .001, ¥2/df=4.40, CFI1 = .947, RMSEA = .076, SRMR= .044)’ and
also was preferable over a one-factor model in which all agency items loaded on a single
factor (Ay2 =442.35, df = 6, p <. 001). Moreover, it was preferable over a model with a
second-order factor in which items loaded onto their four respective factors and these four
factors loaded on a second-order agency factor (A2 = 87.593, df=2, p <.001). Similarly, for
communality the theoretically posited three-factor model (concern for others, sociability, and
emotional sensitivity as first-order factors) provided acceptable fit (y2= 325.45,df=41,p <
.001, x2/df=7.94, CF1 =.931, RMSEA = .108, SRMR = .048) and was preferable over a one-
factor model in which all communality items loaded on a single factor (Ay2=33.66, df =3, p
<.001). With three latent factors the first-order model is mathematically equivalent to the
second-order model. Therefore, a comparison between the two models (as conducted for
agency) is not meaningful and was therefore omitted. CFA results thus show that even though
there were high correlations among the agency scales and also among the communality scales
(as I would expect supporting my idea that in each case the multiple scales are part of the
same construct, see Table 2) the CFA analyses indicate that the four scales for agency and the

three scales for communality indeed represent different dimensions.

5 The relatively large RMSEA is likely due to violation of multivariate normality assumptions (joint
multivariate kurtosis = 76.55 with a critical ratio of 55.30). The most important implication of non-normality is
that chi-square values are inflated, whereas parameter estimates are still fairly accurate (Kline, 2011).
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Table 2

Descriptive statistics and intercorrelations of dependent scales and covariates

A B

Scales 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
A. Agentic Scales

1. Instrumental Competence -

2. Leadership Competence a7

3. Assertiveness 527697

4. Independence 8177 787 587
B. Communal Scales

5. Concern for Others 6377 387 137 507

6. Sociability 07 537 297 57 80"

7. Emotional Sensitivity 447 21" 02 27 a7 2™
C. Covariates

8. Age .05 .05 -.01 .05 .00 .01 -.02

9. Education 05 03 07 .06 04 -06  -10° 17

10. Race .06 07 .06 02 04 03 02 127 .08

Note. *p <.05; **p <.01; ***p <.001
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Preliminary analyses

Because of potential consequences of raters’ age and education level on the use of
gender stereotypes (younger and more educated individuals might be less likely to adhere to
them), I conducted initial analyses to identify their independent and interactive effects. I did
not have the opportunity to do the same for race, because our subsamples of Asian, African
American, and Hispanic participants were not big enough. To determine whether there were
differences in the pattern of responses depending upon the age of the respondent I chose the
age of 40 as a midlife indicator, divided our sample into two age groups (39 years and
younger, 40 years and older), and included age as an additional independent variable in our
analyses. Results indicated no main effects or interactions involving age in the ANOVAs
conducted. I also divided our sample into two education level groups (those who had
graduated from college or had advanced degrees and those who had not graduated from
college), and included educational level as an additional independent variable in our
analyses. | found no main effects or interactions involving educational level in the ANOVAs.
As a consequence I combined data from both younger and older participants and from those
who were and were not college educated in the analyses reported below. To further take into
account a potential impact of age, education, and race, I controlled for these variables in the
dependent variable analyses.
Dependent variable analyses

I conducted a 2x3 multivariate analysis of covariance (MANCOVA) on the seven
dependent measure scales, taking age, education and race as covariates. I chose these
covariates, because depending on people’s age, education, or race, they may have made
different socialization experiences which could potentially influence their perceptions of
gender stereotypes. Results indicated a significant main effect for target gender, F(7, 612) =

26.25, p <.001, n>= .23, for type of rater F(14, 1224) = 11.09, p < .001, np2= .11, and for the
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interaction between them, F(14, 1224) = 4.64, p < .001, n* = .05. Accordingly I conducted
univariate analyses of covariance (ANCOV As) for each scale. ANCOVA results for each
scale are presented in Table 3°. There was no difference in the results when the covariates
were not included in the analyses. Means and standard errors for all conditions are presented
in Table 4. To directly address our specific research questions concerning: 1) comparisons of
ratings of male and female targets made by women, men and self-raters; and 2) comparisons
of self and other-ratings, I conducted a series of intercell comparisons using Bonferroni tests,

the results of which also are presented in Table 4.

% With one exception (influence of education on emotional sensitivity ratings), none of the covariates had a
significant effect on any of the communality or agency scales.
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Table 3

ANCOVA main and interaction effects of attribute ratings

Main Effect of Rater Main Effect of Target Interaction Effect
Agentic Scales
Instrumental Competence  F(2, 618) =19.62, p < .001, ,°=.06  F(1,618)=.67,p = 41,75, = .00 F(2,618)=.52, p=.60, 7,°=.00
Leadership Competence F(2,618)=8.92,p<.001,5,°=.03  F(1,618)=9.93,p=.002,7,°=.02  F(2,618)=1.98, p=.14,7,°= .01
Assertiveness F(2,618)=7.09,p=.001,7,°=.02 F(1,618)=28.70,p <.001,7,°=.04  F(2,618)=.98 p=.38, 5, =.00
Independence F(2,618)=14.63, p<.001,5,°=.05  F(1,618)=3.98, p=.046, n,°= .01 F(2,618)=3.23,p=.04,7,=.01
Communal Scales
Concern for Others F(2,618)=29.08, p<.001,7,°=.09 F(1,618)=54.36,p<.001,7,°=.08  F(2,618)=2.05,p=.13,7,=.01
Sociability F(2,618)=10.07, p<.001,7,°=.03 F(1,618)=45.54, p<.001,,°=.07  F(2,618)=5.49, p=.004, 5, =.02
Emotional Sensitivity F(2,618)=9.46,p <.001,7,°=.03 F(1,618)=110.20, p<.001, 7,°=.15 F(2,618)=10.25, p <.001, ,°= .03

Note. N=628.
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Table 4

Adjusted means (and standard errors) of attribute ratings

Other-Ratings Self-Ratings
Male Other-Raters Female Other-Raters
Male Female Male Female Male Female
Target Target Target Target Target Target
Agentic Scales
Instrumental Competence 4.42 (.14), 4.47 (.13)a 4.73 ((11)ap 4.95 (.12), 5.29 (.15) 527 ((11)y
Leadership Competence 4.65 (.14), 4.21 (113), 4.99 (.11)a 4.94 (.12), 4.94 (.15)a 4.44 ((11)y
Assertiveness 4.73 (.\14)ap 4.00 (.13), 4.94 (.10), 4.51 (.11), 4.56 (.14),p 413 (.11),
Independence 4.57 (.14), 3.99 (.13) 4.72 (.11), 4.69 (.11), 4.99 (.14), 4.99 (.11),
Communal Scales
Concern for Others 3.98 (.14), 4.82 (.13) 4.19 (.11), 5.15 (L 12) 5.13 (.15) 5.61(11)4
Sociability 4.09 (.13), 4.85 (.12) 4.17 (.10), 5.10 (L11)p 4.89 (.13) 5.10 (.10)p
Emotional Sensitivity 3.96 (.14), 4.91 (13)pc 3.67 (.10), 529 (1) 4.63 (.14). 521 (11)

Note. N=628. Ratings were done on 7-point scales. The higher the mean, the more the attribute is thought to be characteristic of the target.

Means in each row that do not share a subscript differ significantly, p = .05.
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Comparison of ratings of male and female targets

My first set of analyses was designed to compare how male and female targets are
characterized on the stereotype dimensions. I was interested in determining differences in
these characterizations depending on the type of rater, i.e., when the ratings were provided by
a male rater, a female rater, or a self-rater. Results of the 2 x 3 ANCOVAs indicated a
significant main effect for target gender for all but the instrumental competence scale, with
male targets generally being rated higher on the agentic scales than female targets, and female
targets generally being rated higher on the communal scales than male targets. I then
examined characterizations on each scale to determine whether the ratings of male and female
targets differed when I took account of rater type. That is, using Bonferroni tests, I compared
ratings of male and female targets when the rater was a man, when the rater was a woman,
and when the rater was rating him or herself.

Men and women other-raters. Results of the Bonferroni comparisons indicated that,
with the exception of the instrumental competence scale (on which there were no differences
whether the rater was a man or a woman), men consistently rated male and female targets
differently, but women did so only in some instances. Consistent with gender stereotypes,
both men and women rated men in general as more assertive, and rated women in general as
more concerned for others, sociable, and emotionally sensitive. However, there was a
different pattern in ratings of both leadership competence and independence; men rated men
in general more favorably on these two dimensions of agency, women rated women in general

no less favorably than they rated men in general (see Figure 1).
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B Male target

OFemale target

Male rater Female rater Male rater Female rater

Leadership Competence Independence

Figure 1. Ratings of leadership competence and independence of male and female targets by
male and female other-raters.

Self-raters. Bonferroni tests indicated that male self-raters tended to characterize
themselves as more agentic than female self-raters, and female self-raters tended to
characterize themselves as more communal than male self-raters, but there were important
exceptions to this pattern. Although women rated themselves lower in leadership competence
and assertiveness than did men, they did not differ from men in self-ratings of instrumental
competence and independence (see Figure 2). And although men rated themselves as lower in
concern for others and emotional sensitivity, they did not differ from women in self-ratings of

sociability (see Figure 3).
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4 B Male self-rater

3 OFemale self-rater

Leadership Instrumental  Assertiveness Independence
competence competence

Figure 2. Ratings of leadership competence, instrumental competence, assertiveness, and
independence by male and female self-raters.

B Male self-rater

OFemale self-rater

Concern for others  Emotional sensitivity Sociability

Figure 3. Ratings of concern for others, emotional sensitivity, and sociability by male and
female self-raters.

Summary. Thus, women and men did not subscribe to the totality of stereotypic agentic
and communal differences when describing others or when describing themselves; when
describing others, women deviated from men by rating women in general no differently than
men in general in characterizations of leadership competence and independence. Women and

men also did not subscribe to the totality of stereotypic agentic and communal differences
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when describing themselves; women’s self- ratings of independence were no different than
men’s self-ratings, and men’s self-ratings of sociability were no different than women’s self-
ratings. Moreover, whether they were being rated by others or by themselves, men and
women were not characterized differently on the instrumental competence scale, indicating
that they were viewed as equally endowed with attributes enabling effective task functioning.
Comparison of self-ratings and other-ratings

In addition to my goal of comparing discrepancies in ratings of male and female targets,
I was interested in examining how the self-ratings of women or men correspond with how
others describe their gender group. Although not explicitly comparing ratings of male and
female targets, these comparisons are informative because they provide information about the
congruence of self and other descriptions on attributes that comprise gender stereotypes.

The ANCOVAs I conducted indicated a main effect of rater for each of the dependent
measure scales, indicating that who was doing the rating of the male or female target made a
difference. An inspection of Table 4 indicates a general tendency for women, when rating
others, to give higher ratings than men. To directly address my research question about
differences between ratings of self and ratings of men and women as a group, I first compared
men’s self-ratings with ratings of men in general. I then did the same for women’s self-
ratings, comparing them with ratings of women in general.

Men'’s self-ratings. Bonferroni tests indicated that men tended to rate themselves more
highly than others rated men in general, particularly on communal attributes. Compared to
ratings of men in general made by both female other-raters and male other-raters, men’s self-
ratings were significantly higher in concern for others, emotional sensitivity, and sociability
(see Figure 4). Men also rated themselves significantly higher in instrumental competence

than others rated men in general. There were, however, no differences between how men
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rated themselves and how men and women other-raters rated men in general in terms of

leadership competence, assertiveness, and independence.

B Male other-rater
OFemale other-rater

3 OMale self-rater

Concern for others Emotional sensitivity Sociability

Figure 4. Ratings of concern for others, emotional sensitivity, and sociability of male targets
by male and female other-raters and self-raters.

Women’s self-ratings. Women rated themselves significantly higher in concern for
others than others rating women in general. There were no differences between women’s self-
ratings and others’ ratings of women in general in sociability or emotional sensitivity. There
were some differences dependent on the other-rater’s sex, and these were in characterizations
on agency-related attributes. As with their self-ratings of instrumental competence, their
ratings of independence were significantly higher than those of men rating women in general
but not women rating women in general. Most striking, however, were the differences in
ratings of assertiveness and ratings of leadership competence. In each of these cases, women
rated themselves significantly lower than women rating other women, and did not
characterize themselves any more favorably than men who rated women in general (see

Figure 5).
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5
B Male other-rater
4 OFemale other-rater
3 OFemale self-rater
2
1

Leadership competence Assertiveness

Figure 5. Ratings of leadership competence and assertiveness of female targets by male and
female other-raters and self-raters.

Summary. There were differences in how men and women characterized themselves and
how others characterized members of their gender group. Men characterized themselves
higher in communal attributes than others depicted them and women characterized themselves
differently than did others in terms of agentic attributes. In terms of instrumental competence
and independence their descriptions of themselves were more favorable than men’s
descriptions of women, and no different than women’s. But in terms of assertiveness and
leadership competence their descriptions of themselves, while no less negative than men’s
descriptions (who had rated women lower than men on these dimensions), were more
negative than women’s descriptions of women as a group.

Discussion

In this study I was interested in the current state of gender stereotypes. Because I
assessed agency and communality on several dimensions, my results provide a nuanced
picture. On the one hand, they indicate that despite dramatic societal changes many aspects of
gender stereotypes endure. Both male and female respondents viewed men in general as being

more assertive than women in general, and also viewed women in general as more concerned
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about others, sociable and emotionally sensitive than men in general. On the other hand, my
results indicate an important departure from traditional views. This can be seen in the finding
that unlike male respondents, female respondents indicated no gender deficit in how
independent or competent in leadership they perceived women to be.

Differences in ratings on different dimensions of agency and communality also were
evident when men and women described themselves. Although self-descriptions often
conformed to gender stereotypes, there were aspects of agency and communality for which
self-ratings of men and women did not differ. Women’s self-ratings of independence and
instrumental competence did not differ from men’s self-ratings, and men’s self-ratings of
sociability did not differ from women’s self-ratings. Together with the findings about views
of men and women in general, these findings attest not only to the possible changing face of
stereotypes, but also to the importance of considering specific dimensions of both agency and
communality in stereotype assessment.

The lack of similarity in the pattern of results for the instrumental competence and the
leadership competence ratings is interesting. Ratings on the instrumental competence scale
did not differ when men and women in general were compared or when male and female
respondents described themselves although there were differences in ratings on the leadership
competence scale. It thus appears that there is an aspect of competence on which women are
rated as highly as men -- the wherewithal to get the work done. However, caution is urged in
interpreting this finding. The attributes comprising the instrumental competence scale can be
seen as indicative of conscientiousness and willingness to work hard, attributes often
associated with women as well as men. Thus there is a question about whether instrumental
competence is really part of the agency construct, a question also prompted by its pattern of
correlations with the other dependent measure scales (see also Carrier et al., 2014). The

consistent perception by men that leadership competence attributes were more prevalent in
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male than in female targets suggests that, at least as far as men are concerned, women still are
not seen as “having what it takes” to adequately handle traditionally male roles and positions.
Whatever the interpretation, however, the different pattern of results found for these two
dependent measures indicates that we as researchers have to be very precise in designating
what we are measuring and how we are measuring it. It also indicates that we have to keep
close to the construct we actually have measured when drawing conclusions from our data.

My results show that women do not entirely embrace the stereotypic view of women as
less agentic than men. They did not make distinctions between male and female targets when
rating their independence, nor were their self-ratings on the independence scale lower than the
self-ratings made by men. These findings are noteworthy. One of the key aspects of agency is
independence, and it appears that women do not see themselves or other women to be lacking
it more than men. Women also did not make distinctions between male and female targets
when rating leadership competence, another key component of agency. These findings
suggest that, for women, some important aspects of the agency stereotype have eroded.

However, my results suggest that women have not moved as far along as one would
hope in separating themselves from gender stereotypic constraints. In particular, their self-
perceptions of assertiveness and leadership competence seem to have resisted modification.
My findings indicate that women not only characterized themselves as less assertive and as
having less leadership competence than did men, but they also described themselves
significantly more negatively on these two agentic attributes than they described women in
general. This means that women rated themselves as more deficient in several central aspects
of agency than they rated women as a group, adhering more strongly to gender stereotypes
when describing themselves than when describing others.

My results also indicate that men continue to accept the stereotyped conception of men

lacking communal qualities. They, along with women, rated men in general lower than
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women in general on all three communality scales. It therefore is particularly interesting that
in their self-ratings on one dimension of communality — sociability — did not differ for men
and women. Moreover, it is interesting to note that men’s ratings of themselves were
significantly higher on all communal attributes than men’s ratings of men in general. This
suggests that although they strongly adhere to stereotypes in their characterizations of men as
a group, there is a tendency for men to be less stereotype-bound when they characterize
themselves. This result contrasts with that found for women, for whom gender stereotypes
often appeared to exert even more influence in self-characterizations than in characterizations
of others.
Future research

The results are suggestive of several avenues for future research. It is important to
further investigate the competence component of agency, clarifying what it does and does not
entail. It also is important to further explore the apparently contradictory view women have of
themselves in terms of agency (no different from men in self-rated independence, but less
assertive and having less leadership competence compared to the self-views of men and their
own ratings of other women), and its effect on women’s behavior. This is particularly
interesting in light of women’s apparent lesser adherence to stereotyped conceptions
regarding agency when they are describing other women than when they are describing
themselves. In addition, it would be interesting to determine whether the greater communality
men ascribe to themselves than to other men reflects actual beliefs or is merely self-
enhancing, and if it has implications for men’s approach to traditionally female roles and
positions.

There are methodological limitations of this study that are suggestive of follow-up
research. Although I was able to tap into a wide-ranging population, I restricted my sample to

US citizens. It therefore would be interesting to replicate this research with a sample that is
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not exclusively from the US to determine the generalizability of my findings to other cultures.
Also, because in this study I chose to have my “other” stimulus targets be gender groups (men
and women in general), future research should ensure that my findings replicate when the
stimulus target is depicted as an individual man or woman. Additionally, it would be useful to
conduct this research using a stimulus target that is more differentiated; in past research, for
instance, whether a male or female target was presented as a manager or successful manager
produced differences in gender characterizations (Heilman et al., 1989). It therefore is
important to determine the extent to which the stereotypes of generalized targets are
replicated when particular subtypes of women and men are identified.

Limitations notwithstanding, the results reported here have a number of implications for
future studies concerning gender stereotypes. First, they make clear that it is useful to
differentiate among the various dimensions of agency and communality and consider them
separately. The different patterns of results found for several of the scales measuring these
dimensions suggest that information may be lost by not distinguishing among them. Second,
the data indicate that competence can be conceived of in multiple ways, and that the
distinction between leadership competence and instrumental competence (i.e., the skill to
execute a task) is an important one to make. Third, there seems to be much to learn from
assessing both self-stereotypes and other-stereotypes. Generally, self-views overlapped with
others’ views of women and men, but not entirely, and there were distinct differences in self-
characterizations and characterizations made by others. Tracking these discrepancies and
exploring when they do and do not exist can be very informative about the current state of
gender stereotypes and their potential impact.

Conclusion
What are the implications of these findings for understanding the persistence of gender

bias? Although the results signal easing in some dimensions of traditional gender stereotypes,
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they make clear that gender stereotypes continue to exert influence in impression formation
processes. Of particular importance is men’s unrelenting image of women as deficient in
attributes considered to be essential for success in many traditionally male fields — an image
that forms the basis of the lack of fit perceptions that underlie gender bias in employment
decisions. But women are not exempt from the influence of gender stereotypes; even though
they view women as equal to men in several agentic qualities, they see themselves as more
deficient than men do in both leadership competence and assertiveness, and more deficient in
these attributes than women in general. These findings, which suggest that women have a
more stereotype-free image of other women than of themselves, augurs ill for the tempering
of women’s tendency to limit their opportunities. Evidently we still have a way to go before
gender stereotypes completely dissipate and recede, allowing men and women to be judged,

and to judge themselves, on the basis of their merits, not their gender.
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3. Consequences of stereotypes for women’s pursuit of leadership careers: The role of
agentic and communal characteristics in recruitment advertisements’

In his review on challenges of staffing in the 21% century, Ployhart (2006) notes that a
major unsolved question for research and practice is how organizations can effectively recruit
to enhance diversity. In addition, aims for gender diversity in leadership, skill shortages
(Dychtwald et al., 2013), and women’s educational achievements (United States Census
Bureau, 2015) are reasons why organizations invest considerable resources to recruit women
into leadership positions (Thaler-Carter, 2001). Yet, the low percentages of women in
leadership positions (Davidson & Burke, 2016) show that current endeavors are not always
working out as intended.

To enhance diversity in leadership positions it is important to recruit women early on
and to encourage them to take advantage of career opportunities that may path the way for a
future leadership career. Therefore, I am particularly interested in women’s intentions to take
advantage of career opportunities which comprise both entry-level leadership positions like
management trainee programs and formal programs for leadership development (e.g.,
fellowships, Kraimer, Seibert, Wayne, Liden, & Bravo, 2011). I argue that attracting relatively
young women, i.e., young female professionals or students, to career opportunities can
heighten their leadership ambitions and ultimately their chances of becoming a leader®. The
intent of leadership development programs is to prepare people for leadership positions and
enhance existing leadership skills. Some leadership development programs directly target

university students from all study areas to qualify them for future leadership careers through

7 This chapter is based on a working paper by Hentschel, Braun, Peus, and Frey (2014) currently being
prepared for submission.

® Data from an influential leadership development program in Germany revealed that 50 % of program
alumni who had worked for three years or longer after finishing the program held leadership positions
(Frey, Gietl, Fischer, & Koppl, 2010). This is above the average of other German university graduates:
Five years after graduation only 29 % held a leadership position (Grotheer, Isleib, Netz, & Briedis,
2011).
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skills workshops and networking events (e.g., Frey et al., 2010). In a similar vein, the intent of
management trainee programs is to train new (and often inexperienced) employees of an
organization to eventually take on a leadership position. If women miss out on these early (and
often prestigious) career opportunities, they are likely to lag behind more qualified men. In
addition, recruiting women early on is particularly important because decisions made early in
people’s careers can have tremendous consequences for their advancement (c.f., Martell, Lane,
& Emrich, 1996).

Despite plenty of research on the effects of recruitment strategies, many issues remain
unclear. Several researchers criticize that it is not well understood how organizations can target
applicants from underrepresented groups such as women (Breaugh, Macan, & Grambow, 2008;
Walker & Hinojosa, 2013). One reason why there are fewer women in leadership positions
may be that women show less motivation to pursue a leadership career (Powell & Butterfield,
2003; Schuh et al., 2013). Lack of Fit theory suggests that this could be due to the fact that
women perceive a lower fit between their personal characteristics and the characteristics of the
leadership role (Heilman, 1983, 2012). Research on gender stereotypes indicates that men
generally perceive themselves as more agentic than women (e.g., assertive or dominant), while
women generally perceive themselves as more communal than men (e.g., understanding or
kind; Hentschel, Heilman, et al., 2013). Because people tend to perceive leadership as agentic
(Koenig et al., 2011) women may, perceive a lack of fit between their own communal
characteristics and the agentic characteristics expected for many leadership careers (Heilman,
1983, 2012). That said, it is plausible that a high prevalence of agentic characteristics in
recruitment advertisements for leadership career opportunities triggers lack of fit perceptions
and women may be less likely to apply.

In this research, I propose that women’s fit perceptions can be altered depending on the
recruitment messages the organization sends. Specifically, I propose that including communal

characteristics in recruitment advertisements can heighten women’s fit perceptions and
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therefore their application intentions to career opportunities. Based on previous research, I
assume that recruitment advertisements are often not gender-neutral but contain characteristics
through which one gender is targeted more than the other (Gaucher et al., 2011; Schneider &
Bauhoff, 2013). Furthermore, it is not known if such advertisements could be a potential
reason for women not to show lower ambitions to pursue career opportunities in leadership.
Finally, so far, we do not know if through the inclusion of communal characteristics in
advertisements women’s perceived lack of fit to leadership careers can be reduced and if this
can lead to higher intentions to take advantage of career opportunities.

Yet, for some advertisements the use of agentic characteristics may not be avoidable —
for example, if the position requires dominant and assertive behaviors (e.g., managing a
workforce reduction program). If women are indeed less likely to apply to career opportunities
advertised with agentic characteristics, it is crucial to find out what alternative measures
organizations can take in order to recruit more women. I argue that recruiter gender (a
representative of the organization) will moderate the relationship of advertisement
characteristics and women’s application intentions for career opportunities. Applicants feel
more attracted to positions if they perceive themselves to be similar to others in the
organization (Devendorf & Highhouse, 2008), and female recruiters may signal communality.
Therefore, I intend to test whether a female recruiter will diminish the negative effects of
agentic characteristics in advertisements for women.

With the above gaps in mind, I intend the following contributions. I draw attention to
factors that organizations can influence to attract more women for leadership career
opportunities. Specifically, I investigate if women are less prone to apply for career
opportunities if advertisements are predominantly composed of agentic characteristics, and if
women can be more easily recruited for leadership career opportunities when advertisements
are composed of communal characteristics. I will test this experimentally and will also employ

real-world advertisements. Further, I investigate whether women’s perceived fit and appeal
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perceptions mediate the influence of advertisement characteristics on women’s intentions to
apply for career opportunities. Finally, I explore if female recruiters represent an alternative
means to increase women’s intentions to apply for career opportunities if advertisements
contain predominantly agentic characteristics.

Lack of fit theory in the context of recruitment

Social identity theory (Tajfel & Turner, 1986) proposes that in order to define oneself
in the social environment, people classify themselves into meaningful social categories. One
such category is gender. Women (and men) know that they belong to the group of women (or
men) and also know which traits are associated with their group — and these traits become part
of their so-called social identity. Ashforth and Mael (1989) argue that “individuals tend to
choose activities congruent with salient aspects of their identities, and they support the
institutions embodying those identities.” (p.25). According to Person-Organization fit theory
(P-O-Fit theory; Cable & Judge, 1996) people look for a good fit between their own
characteristics and characteristics of an organization. Subjective fit perceptions are primary
drivers of people’s attraction to an organization (Judge & Cable, 1997; Uggerslev, Fassina, &
Kraichy, 2012). Due to a lack of information about the organization, potential applicants will
likely use the limited information they get from advertisements as signals about what the
organization is like (Signaling theory, e.g.; Gully, Phillips, Castellano, Han, & Kim, 2013).
Therefore, I propose that recruitment advertisements are likely to influence personnel fit
assessment and decisions to apply for a position.

Women compared to men perceive themselves to possess more communal
characteristics (characteristics associated with building relationships) and fewer agentic
characteristics (characteristics associated with taking charge and being in control; Hentschel,
Heilman, et al., 2013; Spence & Buckner, 2000). In her lack of fit theory, Heilman (1983,
2012) argues that women will be less likely to perceive a fit with a leadership career than men,

because women’s self-views are often not in line with agentic attributes associated with many
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leadership careers (see also; Eagly & Karau, 2002). Indeed, research shows that women’s
perceived lack of fit to leadership positions can cause self-limiting behaviors, and can affect
women’s career aspirations and choices. For example, women are less likely than men to judge
themselves as suitable for leadership careers (Bosak, Sczesny, & Eagly, 2008) and women also
often have a lower ambition to pursue a leadership career (Powell et al., 2002; Schuh et al.,
2013). In addition, in leaderless groups women are less likely than men to emerge as leaders
(Eagly & Karau, 1991; Ritter & Yoder, 2004). Interestingly, how tasks are framed can
influence emergence of leadership: Women are more likely to emerge as leaders if tasks are
framed as feminine (art project) as compared to masculine (building project; Ho, Shih, &
Walters, 2012). Similar effects might occur through the emphasis of different characteristics in
recruitment advertisements.

As earlier research on more obvious gender-bias in recruitment advertisements
demonstrates, the use of the pronoun “he” in advertisements when referring to men and women
rather than the more inclusive “he/she” or “she/he” leads to a lower perception of career
attractiveness and to fewer applications from women (Bem & Bem, 1973; Stout & Dasgupta,
2011). In addition, in languages with few gender-neutral terms (e.g., German) it has been found
that women are less likely to apply for a project leader position if advertisements use the
generic masculine title compared to the joint male and female titles (Horvath & Sczesny,
2013). Can organizations, thus, recruit more women to pursue career opportunities if they
highlight the communal aspects required for such a position?

Though leadership is still perceived to require mainly agentic characteristics, communal
characteristics are becoming increasingly important (Koenig et al., 2011; Powell et al., 2002)
The most effective leadership styles incorporate communal behaviors — e.g., transformational
leadership (Eagly & Carli, 2003; Peus, Braun, & Frey, 2013) or servant leadership (Pircher
Verdorfer & Peus, 2014; van Dierendonck, 2011). Building on lack of fit theory (Heilman,

1983, 2012), I propose that if organizations use agentic as compared to communal
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characteristics in their advertisements for career opportunities, women’s lack of fit to a career
opportunity would be heightened. In other words, I argue that agentic characteristics in the
advertisement can reduce women’s perceived fit — i.e., women will experience a lower
belongingness — because they will be less likely to perceive a match between their own
communality and the advertisement’s information. I argue that because of their lower fit
perceptions women’s intentions to apply for career opportunities will be reduced. I further
argue that agentic characteristics will lead women to find a career opportunity to be less
appealing and that they will be less likely to expect an application to be successful. However, if
an advertisement for a career opportunity is composed of communal characteristics, the
communality of the position will be made salient. Therefore, women will perceive a greater fit
and will be more likely to apply for the career opportunity.

Men may not be as strongly affected by characteristics in advertisements. Communal
characteristics are generally more inclusive (Abele & Bruckmiiller, 2011). In addition, though
men perceive themselves as less communal than women, they do perceive themselves as more
communal than others perceive men in general (Hentschel, Heilman, et al., 2013). Thus, I do
not expect men to evaluate advertisements for career opportunities differently depending on the
composition with communal or agentic characteristics. On this basis, I specified the following
prediction:

Hypothesis 1. Women (but not men) will evaluate a career opportunity advertised with
agentic rather than communal characteristics as more negative (appeal, fit), will expect an
application to be less successful, and will report a lower intention to apply.

Based on lack of fit theory (Heilman, 1983, 2012), I predict that women’s fit
perceptions will mediate their evaluation of the position. Specifically, I predict a serial
mediation, that is, women’s fit perceptions will impact position appeal, which will then impact
their application intentions (please see Figure 6 for my mediation model). Hence, I propose the

following:
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Hypothesis 2: The effect of advertisement characteristics on women’s intentions to

apply will be mediated by perceived fit and appeal.

>

Perceived Fit Appeal

Advertisement / \)< Application ‘

Characteristics Intentions

Figure 6. Proposed mediation model for women’s intentions to apply to career opportunities.

Recruiter gender

I have proposed that communal characteristics in the advertisement will increase
women’s perceived fit and thereby intentions to apply for career opportunities. Yet, for some
advertisements the use of agentic characteristics may not be avoidable — for example, if the
position requires dominant and assertive behaviors (e.g., managing a workforce reduction
program). If women are indeed less likely to apply to career opportunities advertised with
agentic characteristics, it is crucial to find out what alternative measures organizations can take
in order to recruit more women.

I argue that recruiter gender (a representative of the organization) will influence the
relationship of advertisement characteristics and women’s application intentions for career
opportunities. Applicants feel more attracted to positions if they perceive themselves to be
similar to others in the organization (Devendorf & Highhouse, 2008). In addition, female
recruiters may signal communality. Therefore, I intend to test whether a female recruiter will

diminish the negative effects of agentic characteristics in advertisements I proposed. This is
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important, because I thereby explore if female recruiters represent an alternative means to
increase women’s intentions to apply for career opportunities if advertisements contain
predominantly agentic characteristics. In addition, I thereby again answer calls for more
research on recruitment for diversity (Breaugh et al., 2008; Ployhart, 2006).

Because sometimes it may not be possible to reduce the use of agentic characteristics in
advertisements, organizations will need to use other means of communication to heighten
women’s interest in career opportunities — a most significant one being the recruiter. Recruiters
are organizational representatives who communicate information about the position and the
organization (Breaugh & Starke, 2000). Potential applicants will likely be in contact with a
recruiter even before they decide to apply for a career opportunity. Recruiters are often
deployed for job fairs, in recruitment video commercials, or during site visits. Signaling theory
suggests that like advertisements, recruiters signal unknown organizational characteristics such
as organizational culture or ideal members of an organization (Rynes, 1991).

To date, research findings on the effects of recruiter gender are mixed. Some studies
found no effects of recruiter gender on the likelihood of applicants joining an organization
(Harris & Fink, 1987). Others found female recruiters to have a negative (Taylor & Bergmann,
1987) or a positive effect on women (Liden & Parsons, 1986). When looking at recruiter
characteristics and recruitment message combined, Young and colleagues (Young, Place,
Rinehart, Jury, & Baits, 1997) found that in a job interview African Americans were more
attracted to an organization if the recruiter was female and addressed the work or the work
environment, while white participants were more attracted if the recruiter was male and
addressed economic incentives. These findings leave open many questions. At this point, we
do not know from research, if female recruiters may buffer potential negative effects of agentic
characteristics on women.

The similarity/attraction paradigm (Byrne 1971) implies that people are attracted by

similarity. Applicants will choose situations or careers in which they will meet people who are
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similar to them. Female recruiters are likely be perceived to be more similar to women than
male recruiters. Furthermore, when people believe that they possess the same characteristics as
prototypical members of an occupation (e.g., the recruiter), they are more likely to identify
with and enter a career (Peters, Ryan, Haslam, & Fernandes, 2012). Female recruiters may,
thus, be a signal to women that similar people are represented in the organization. Would this
increase women’s pursuit of career opportunities?

In an interview study, women stated that organizational representatives were cues for
their interest in an organization, their fit assessments, and their decisions to accept a job offer
(Rynes, Bretz, & Gerhart, 1991). In their review on organizational tactics to attract women and
minority applicants Avery and McKay (2006) draw the conclusion that portraying diversity
through organizational representatives will lead people to believe that women are valued
members of an organization. However, what we do not know is whether these effects would be
strong enough to diminish potential negative effects of agentic characteristics.

If female recruiters signal that women are valued members of an organization and are
valued participants of a career opportunity program, then maybe women would perceive a
greater fit to the organization and be more likely to apply for a career opportunity — even
though it is advertised with agentic characteristics. In other words, I expect a female recruiter
to mitigate the potential negative effects that advertisements with agentic characteristics may
have on women. However, if the recruiter is male, I again expect that advertisements with
agentic characteristics lead to more negative effects on women than advertisements with
communal characteristics.

Hypothesis 3: If the recruiter is male, women will evaluate career opportunities
advertised with agentic characteristics as compared with communal characteristics as less
positive and will report a lower intention to apply; whereas if the recruiter is female, women
will evaluate career opportunities advertised with agentic and communal characteristics

similarly.
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The current research

In a pretest, I explored if real-world advertisements for leadership careers are
comprised of more agentic characteristics than communal characteristics. Building on these
results, I conducted Studies 1a and 1b to analyze how communal and agentic characteristics in
advertisements influence women’s evaluations of career opportunities. While in Study 1a, I test
the consequences of advertisement characteristics on male and female applicants, in Study 1b, I
replicate and extent my findings and focus on female applicants. In both studies, I used a
similar approach and focused on career opportunities in the form of fellowships for leadership
development programs for university students. In Study 2, I corroborate the results with
evaluations of real-world advertisements for a leadership career opportunity and relate these to
the respective numbers of applicants. In Study 3, I focused on a career opportunity in the form
of a management trainee position and a sample of young professionals. In this study, I also
extended my design to test the effects of advertisements with a combination of both agentic
and communal characteristics. The aim of Study 4, a video-based experiment, is to investigate
if recruiter gender influences the effects of agentic and communal characteristics in
advertisements. The studies advance our theoretical understanding of how advertisements and
recruiter gender affect application intentions. They also facilitate evidence-based
recommendations for how organizations can recruit more women into leadership careers.

Pretest

Recruitment advertisements are often not composed in a way that targets all genders
equally. Indeed, in a field study looking at the neutrality of recruitment advertisements in large
newspapers in 2005 and 2010 in Germany, where my studies were conducted, it was found that
approximately 30 % of advertisements were not gender-neutral (Schneider & Bauhoff, 2013).
In line with this, Gaucher and colleagues (2011) found that jobs that are typically executed by
men (e.g., plumber) are often advertised with more masculine wording than jobs typically

executed by women (e.g., nurse). In this pretest, [ want to find out if advertisements for
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leadership positions typically put a greater emphasis on agentic characteristics in line with the
male stereotype than on communal characteristics in line with the female stereotype. Because
leadership is still associated with more agentic and less communal characteristics (Powell et
al., 2002), I assume that advertisement for leadership positions will be made up of more
agentic and fewer communal characteristics. I assume this not to be the case for positions
without leadership responsibilities.
Method

Procedure. I investigated recruitment advertisements for positions at three
organizational levels: Positions without leadership responsibilities, lower-level leadership
positions, and higher-level leadership positions. To cover line positions as well as staff
positions that have been shown to influence women’s career progress differently (Lyness &
Heilman, 2006), I focused on Finance (a line position) and Human Resources (a staff position)
as two important organizational areas present in almost all organizations. In addition, Finance
is traditionally perceived to be male-typed with more men than women working in this area,
and Human Resources is traditionally perceived to be female-typed with more women than
men working in this area. I collected advertisements from Germany’s leading job search
website — www.stepstone.de. In a preset timeframe of two weeks, I collected all advertisements
for positions in finance and human resources from the website. This resulted in 204 recruitment
advertisements in total, comprising the three levels described above. Three independent raters
then rated the advertisements with regard to the three organizational levels. Initial interrater
reliability was .74 and the classification of the majority of raters was used. This resulted in 48
higher-level leadership positions, 76 lower-level leadership positions, and 80 positions without
leadership responsibility.

Consistent with previous research on differences in language use, I coded the
advertisements for communal and agentic characteristics (cf., Newman et al., 2008). From

gender stereotypical words and their synonyms (e.g., Heilman et al., 1995; Sczesny et al.,
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2004; Taris & Bok, 1998), I made a list of 119 agentic characteristics (e.g., assert*, demand*,
ambition*) and 119 communal characteristics (e.g., communica*, sympath*, responsi*). The
full list can be found in Appendix 1. Using content analysis software (MaxQDR), I calculated
the amount of agentic and communal characteristics in each advertisement.
Results

I conducted a 2 (advertisement characteristics: agentic vs. communal) x 3 (position level:
no leadership responsibility vs. lower-level leadership position vs. higher-level leadership
position) mixed model analysis of variance (ANOVA), with characteristics as the repeated
measure. A main effect for characteristics emerged, F(1, 201) =57.89, p <.001, ;1,,2 =22,
indicating that overall advertisements contained more agentic (M = 12.07; SD = 6.67) than
communal characteristics (M =9.41; SD = 5.13). A main effect for level of position emerged
as well, F(2, 204) = 10.55, p <.001, ;1p2 = .14, indicating that the higher the position level the
more characteristics overall (both agentic and communal) were found in advertisements.
Importantly, the predicted characteristics x position level interaction was found, F(2, 201) =
14.33, p <.001, 71,,2 =.13. In line with my assumptions, advertisements for both higher-level
and lower level leadership positions were comprised of significantly more agentic
characteristics (Muigh = 14.20; SDigh = 6.72; Moy = 14.03; SDy,,, = 6.98) than communal
characteristics (Mpigh = 9.00; SDpigh=4.79; M1 = 11.00; SDro =5.79). As expected, for
advertisements for positions without leadership responsibility there was no difference in the
number of agentic (M = 8.89; SD = 4.91) and communal characteristics (M = 8.05; SD = 4.14).

Results are displayed in Figure 7.
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Figure 7. Absolute number of agentic and communal characteristics for all position levels.

Discussion

In this pretest, I found that recruitment advertisements for leadership positions (both
higher and lower-level) contained more agentic and fewer communal characteristics. This was
not the case for advertisements for positions without leadership responsibility. If recruitment
advertisements are composed of agentic rather than communal characteristics, they may
discourage women from pursuing a leadership career. However, if organizations were to
include communal characteristics in their advertisements, this may not be the case. Thus, in
Study 1a, I test the consequences of agentic and communal characteristics in recruitment
advertisements for male and female applicants.

Study 1a

Method

Design and participants. [ used a 2 (participant gender: male, female) x 2
(advertisement characteristics: agentic, communal) experimental design with the second factor
being varied within participants. Participants were 45 students (47% female) from a large
German university who were 21.50 years old on average (SD = 1.79). They had been recruited

from a business school class and were not paid.
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Procedure. Participants were informed that this study was designed to investigate how
students evaluate different fellowship programs. At first, participants were asked to specify
whether they currently or ever held a fellowship. I then told participants that they would review
three randomly selected advertisements for fellowships to different programs. Participants then
received a list of ten fellowship organizations (five existing, five fictitious) and were always
assigned to the same three fictitious advertisements.

Following the definition stated above, I operationalized career opportunities as
fellowships for leadership development programs. Advertisements included information about
the leadership development program contents (i.e., workshops for individual development,
networking opportunities, financial support), and stated the major aim of the program to
qualify students for a leadership position. After reading each advertisement, participants were
administered a short questionnaire to indicate their evaluation of the leadership development
program. After they had rated all advertisements, participants made comparative judgments of
the programs and specified demographic information.

Experimental manipulations. Participants reviewed three leadership development
program advertisements: One with agentic characteristics, one with communal characteristics,
and one dummy. The first two advertisements differed only in the use of agentic and
communal characteristics; the dummy advertisement differed from these two in structure and
content. It was included to make the cover story more plausible and the structural similarity of
the other two advertisements less salient. The order of the advertisements with agentic and
communal characteristics was counterbalanced. Participants always saw the dummy
advertisement last.

Because of the within-participants design, I used two program descriptions for the
agentic and communal advertisements, which were both read by participants. The two program
descriptions contained virtually the same information apart from the manipulation (see Table

5).
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Table 5

Advertisement content and manipulations Studies 1a and 1b

Advertisement with agentic (communal) characteristics

* The organization has sponsored determined (committed) and autonomous (responsible)
students to take part in the program over the last 50 years

* Important competencies (talents) for students are developed through different
workshops

¢ Students can form a direct (helpful) network with personalities from business who
champion (support) the students

* Program aim is to qualify students for a leadership position (to prepare to take
responsibility for employees)

* In the workshops, students will develop assertive (sociable) behavior and an analytical
(conscientious) work style

* Interactions among fellowship students shall be outspoken (collaborative)

¢ All students must earn the fellowship to attend the program which is awarded
independently of parents’ earnings

* Applicants should have a high motivation and a very good grade transcript

Characteristics in the advertisements were manipulated by systematically substituting
agentic and communal characteristics taken from the literature (e.g., Bem, 1974; Heilman et
al., 1995). The agentic characteristics include: determined, autonomous, competencies,
champion, leadership position, direct, assertive, analytical, and outspoken. The communal
characteristics include: committed, responsible, talents, helpful, support, responsibility for
employees, sociable, conscientious, and collaborative. All study materials were presented in
German. Characteristics were translated and back translated from English to German by
independent bilinguals (Brislin, 1980). In a pretest thirty-seven male and female students rated
extent to which they perceived the characteristics as stereotypically masculine (i.e., agentic) or
feminine (i.e., communal). I operationalized agency as masculinity and communality as

femininity such that laypersons could easily understand the measures (cf., Scott & Brown,
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2006). Overall, participants perceived the communal characteristics to be significantly more
communal than the agentic characteristics, #(36) = 10.16, p <.001, d = 2.30.

Dependent measures. I used the following dependent measures: appeal, perceived fit to
the organization (both based on Gaucher et al., 2011), expected success of an application, and
intention to apply. Ratings for all measures were conducted on 7-point Likert scales ranging
from 1 “do not agree at all” to 7 “totally agree”.

Appeal was measured with a composite score of the items “This fellowship looks
interesting”, “I think this fellowship could appeal to me”, and “This fellowship would be a
good opportunity” (o = .86 and o = .90 for the agentic and communal advertisements,
respectively).

Fit was measured with the three items “My values and this organization’s values are
similar”, “I am similar to most of the fellowship students”, “There is a good fit between the
culture of this organization and me” (a = .90, .87).

Expected application success was measured with the two items “If I applied for it, I
would get this fellowship” and “I believe, if I applied I would be accepted for this fellowship”

(a=.94, .96). Table 6 summarizes means, standard deviations, and correlations between the

dependent variables.

Table 6

Overall means, standard deviations, and correlations Study la

Variable M SD 1 2

1. Appeal 4.60 1.31 -

2. Fit 3.86 121 8077 -

3. Expected success 3.70 1.58 367 427

Note. ***p <.001
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Results

Subsequent analyses used a 2 (participant gender: male vs. female) x 2 (advertisement
characteristics: agentic vs. communal) mixed measures ANOVA, with repeated measures on
the second factor. Whether participants currently or ever held a fellowship was inserted as a
covariate for all analyses’. ANOVA results were followed up with post hoc tests (Bonferroni).
There were no order effects of the advertisements. All means and standard deviations for the

conditions are presented in Table 7.

Table 7

Means (and standard deviations) for each condition in Study 1a

Men Women
Agentic Communal Agentic Communal
characteristics characteristics characteristics  characteristics
Appeal 4.76 (1.38) 4.52 (1.41) 4.06 (1.11) 5.02 (1.41)
Fit 4.01 (1.40) 3.94 (1.22) 3.37 (0.98) 4.13 (1.16)
Expected success 4.33(1.42) 4.21(1.43) 2.86 (1.37) 3.26 (1.71)

Note. N=45. Ratings were given on a 7-point scale in which higher scores indicate more
positive ratings (higher appeal, higher fit, higher success).

Appeal. No main effects emerged. I found a significant interaction of advertisement
characteristics and participant gender, F(1, 42) =8.79, p <.01, 77,,2 =.17. In line with
Hypothesis 1, women rated the leadership development program advertised with agentic
characteristics as less appealing than the program advertised with communal characteristics.
There was no significant difference for men when rating appeal for the communal

advertisement and the agentic advertisement. Results are illustrated in Figure 8.

? This did not significantly predict any variables.
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Figure 8. Men’s and women'’s ratings of appeal to the leadership program by advertisement
characteristics (Study 1a). Higher ratings indicate higher levels of appeal.

Fit. Again, no main effects emerged. As expected a significant interaction of
advertisement characteristics and gender occurred, F(1, 42) = 4.08, p < .05, 5,> = .09. In line
with Hypothesis 1, women indicated a lower fit to the organization portrayed in the agentic
advertisement than in the communal advertisement. However, men indicated the same fit.

Results are displayed in Figure 9.

4 W Agentic Advertisement

OCommunal Advertisement

Men Women

Figure 9. Men’s and women'’s ratings of fit to the foundation by advertisement characteristics

(Study 1a). Higher ratings indicate higher levels of fit.
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Expected application success. I found a significant main effect for gender, F(1, 42) =
5.72, p < .05, ;1p2 = .12, indicating that men generally were more likely to believe that their
application would be successful. Interestingly, contrasts showed that women only expected an
application to be less successful than men in the agentic (not the communal) advertisement
condition. The interaction of characteristics and gender was non-significant but trending, F(1,
42)=3.75, p= .06, n,> =.08. Men did not differ in their expectations of success depending on
the advertisements; by trend women expected less success for the agentic advertisement as
compared to the communal advertisement. Hypothesis 1 was therefore partially supported for

success. Results can be found in Figure 10.

4 B Agentic Advertisement

O Communal Advertisement

Men Women

Figure 10. Men’s and women’s ratings of expected application success by advertisement
characteristics (Study 1a). Higher ratings indicate higher levels of expected application
success.
Discussion

In Study 1a, I demonstrated that women rated career opportunities advertised with

agentic characteristics as opposed to communal characteristics as less appealing and felt a

lower fit to the organization. For men, there were no differences in appeal and fit ratings
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depending on the characteristics of the advertisements. Men also thought their applications to
be more likely to succeed than women — though only for the agentic advertisement. The results
of this study may be limited because of the within-participants design, which implies a direct
comparison of communal and agentic advertisements. In reality, applicants may make
independent decisions for each career opportunity when they become available to them. Thus, I
opted to conduct Study 1b, in which a between-participants design allowed me to corroborate
my findings about the effects of advertisement characteristics on women’s evaluation of career
opportunities. I also opted to test the effects of advertisement characteristics on intentions to
apply. Because my aim was to identify factors that influence women’s (lack of) fit perceptions
to career opportunities and Study 1a yielded no effects of advertisement characteristics on men,
I focused on women’s reactions.
Study 1b

Method

Design and participants. This study applies an experimental between-participants
design with advertisement characteristics (agentic, communal) as the independent variable.
Participants were 50 female university students of different majors from a large German
university. I included participants from different majors in this study rather than business
students only to account for the fact that leadership development programs are typically open
to students of all majors. I excluded three participants from the analyses who currently held a
fellowship, which may have affected their ratings. This left us with a final sample of 47
participants. Age ranged from 17 to 43 years (M = 21.20 years, SD = 4.39 years). There was no
compensation for participation.

Procedure. Participants were recruited during on-site class registration. The cover story
and materials were the same as in Study 1. Female participants were asked to evaluate only one
advertisement for a leadership development program.

Experimental manipulations. The agentic advertisement was virtually identical to the
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one used in Study 1. I slightly adapted the communal advertisement to reflect the agentic
advertisement word for word — apart from the communal characteristics manipulated. In
contrast to Study la the term leadership was used in both advertisements, because the goal of
this study was to find out under which conditions women would be more likely to apply for
positions that may ultimately lead them to pursue a leadership career. The agentic
characteristics include: determined, autonomous, competencies, direct, champion, assertive,
analytical, and outspoken. The communal characteristics include: committed, responsible,
talents, helpful, support, sociable, conscientious, and collaborate. A pretest with eighteen
female students indicated that the communal characteristics were perceived to be significantly
more communal than the agentic characteristics, #(17) = 5.91, p <.001, d =2.17.

Measures. The same measures as in Study 1 were administered for appeal (a = .87), fit
(a = .84), and expected application success (o = .88). In addition, intention to apply was
measured with the item “I would apply for this fellowship”. Means, standard deviations, and

correlations between all dependent variables can be found in Table 8.

Table 8

Overall means, standard deviations, and correlations Study 2

Variable M SD 1 2 3

1. Appeal 4.85 1.32 -

2. Fit 3.60  1.27 597 -

3. Expected success 2.92 1.56 32" 57 -

4. Intention to apply ~ 3.21 1.95 567 74 637

Note. ***p <.001

Results
To test Hypothesis 1 I analyzed the data using t-tests and calculated effect sizes (d).

Results are displayed in Figure 11.
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Appeal. A t-test analysis indicated a marginally significant effect for appeal, #46) = -
1.44, p = .08, d = .41. In line with Hypothesis 1, by trend women rated the agentic
advertisement (M = 4.48, SD = 1.38) as less appealing than the communal advertisement (M =
4.97, SD = .96).

Fit. I found a significant effect for fit, #(46) = - 2.00, p < .05, d = .58, indicating that
women experienced a lower fit to the organization when the leadership development program
was advertised with agentic characteristics (M = 3.43, SD = 1.08) than with communal
characteristics (M = 4.05, SD = 1.06). Hypothesis 1 was supported for fit.

Expected application success. Analyses showed no significant differences of ratings
for expected application success, #45) = - .05, p = ns. Unexpectedly, for both advertisements,
women indicated comparable levels of application success (Ma = 2.91; Mc¢ = 2.94). Hypothesis
1 was not supported for expected application success.

Intention to apply. I found a significant effect for intention to apply, #(45)=-1.72,p <
.05, d=.51. In line with Hypothesis 1, women showed a lower intention to apply for the
leadership development program when it was advertised with agentic characteristics (M = 2.78,

SD = 1.54) as compared to communal characteristics (M = 3.63, SD = 1.81).

4 B Agentic Advertisement

3 OCommunal Advertisement

Appeal Fit Expected Intention to
Success Apply

Figure 11. Women'’s ratings of appeal, fit, and expected success of an application as well as
intention to apply for the leadership program by advertisement characteristics (Study 1b).
Higher ratings indicate higher levels of appeal, fit, success and application intention.
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Discussion
Study 1b replicated and corroborated the initial empirical evidence provided by Study
la. Women rated the agentic advertisement as less appealing and expressed lower fit when the
advertisement was comprised of agentic rather than of communal characteristics. Under these
circumstances, women also expressed lower intentions to apply. Interestingly, characteristics
did not influence women’s expectations of application success. Taken together, Studies 1a and
1b highlight the importance of characteristics in advertisements for the recruitment of women
for career opportunities. Studies 1a and 1b have high internal validity but limited ecological
validity. Therefore, while acknowledging the importance of application intentions (Rynes,
1991), I cannot conclude that advertisement characteristics are linked with actual applications.
Thus, I further explored the relations between characteristics of advertisements and
applications by using real-world advertisements.
Study 2
In Study 2, I was interested in whether the composition of two real-world

advertisements would affect women’s evaluations and application intentions. I gained access to
field data and complimented this analysis with actual application numbers of women and men.
Again, career opportunities were operationalized as fellowships for leadership development
programs. I was able to obtain real-world advertisements from a large fellowship organization
in Germany. The organization aims at recruiting students for a leadership development
program (i.e., leadership and skills training, networking opportunities). Advertisements were
written as two-page single spaced letters to students. Advertisements barely differed in content
or structure, but the organization had adapted the wording. The original advertisements were
not modified apart from blackening the organization’s name to avoid familiarity bias.

On the basis of three independent judges ratings, I selected an advertisement perceived to
be predominantly agentic (from the year of 2003, henceforth referred to as advertisement 1)

and an advertisement perceived to be predominantly communal (from the year of 2013,
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henceforth referred to as advertisement 2). I then pretested the two advertisements with 44
German female university students of different majors from a big German university (M g, =
24.43 years, SD g, = 3.41 years), who were recruited on campus and were asked to read one of
two advertisements for a leadership development program (between-participants design)'’.
They were informed that I would ask them questions about the text. I asked participants to rate
either advertisement 1 or 2. I again operationalized agency as masculinity and communality as
femininity such that laypersons could easily understand my dependent measures (Scott &
Brown, 2006). Participants rated the extent to which they found that the advertisements
contained masculine words and to what extent it contained feminine words on a 7 mm line
(0.28 inches). They were able to indicate their perception of the masculinity and femininity of
the advertisement at any place on the line with the endpoints “few masculine (feminine)
words” and “many masculine (feminine) words”. The lower the number, the fewer masculine
(feminine) words were perceived to be in the advertisements. A t-test indicated a significant
effect for agency, #(42) = 2.16, p <.05, d = .66, indicating that advertisement 1 was rated as
more agentic (M = 4.68, SD = .85) than advertisement 2 (M = 3.88, SD = 1.50). This was in
line with the initial ratings provided by the three raters. I found no significant effect for
communality, #(41) = - .66, p = ns, indicating that advertisement 1 (M = 3.02, SD = 1.23) was
perceived equally communal to advertisement 2 (M = 2.76, SD = 1.36). Overall, the two
advertisements differed in agency but not in communality. This reflects the underlying
problematic that leadership is mostly seen as agentic (e.g., Schein, 2001). It is also in line with
the main pretest in which I found that advertisements for leadership positions employ more

agentic and less communal characteristics.

107 opted to content analyze advertisements using the same words and procedure as in the main pretest.
Advertisement 1 contained 24 agentic characteristic and 19 communal characteristics; advertisement 2
contained 18 agentic characteristic and 21 communal characteristics. Because the differences between
the two advertisements — especially regarding the communal characteristics — was not grand, I decided
to further pretest the advertisements by a sample of my target population.
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Method

Study 2 differs from Studies 1a and 1b, because I investigate advertisements with high
versus low levels of agency, which depicts organizational reality (see results of the main
pretest).

Design, procedure, and participants. This study was based on an experimental
between-participants design with agency (high vs. low) as the independent variable.
Participants were recruited on campus and were asked to evaluate an advertisement. 124
female students with different majors from a big German university participated in this study.
Ages ranged from 18 to 40 years with a mean age of 23.03 (SD = 3.14). There was no
compensation for participation in the study.

Experimental manipulations. I used the two real-world advertisements to manipulate
agentic characteristics (high-agentic advertisement and low-agentic advertisement).

Measures. The measures of appeal (a = .81), fit (a = .86), expected application success
(a = .96), and intention to apply were used as before. As an additional dependent measure, [
calculated the percentage of applications the organization had received from women in
response to the two advertisements. For this purpose, the organization provided us with the
overall number of applications and the number of male and female applicants. Overall means,

standard deviations, and correlations between all dependent variables can be found in Table 9.

Table 9

Overall means, standard deviations, and correlations Study 2

Variable M SD 1 2 3

1. Appeal 4.85 1.32 -

2. Fit 3.60  1.27 597 -

3. Expected success 2.92 1.56 32" 57 -

4. Intention to apply  3.21 1.95 567 74 637

Note. ***p <.001

77



Results
To test Hypothesis 1 I analyzed the data using t-tests and calculated effect sizes (d).
Results are illustrated in Figure 12.

Appeal. A t-test indicated a marginally significant effect for appeal, #(122) =-1.45, p =
.08, d = .27. In line with my assumptions, by trend women rated the high-agentic advertisement
(M =4.67,SD = 1.30) as less appealing than the low-agentic advertisement (M = 5.02, SD =
1.33).

Fit. As expected, there was a significant effect for perceived fit, #122) =- 1.92, p < .05,
d = .34. Women perceived lower levels of fit in the high-agentic advertisement condition (M =
3.38, SD = 1.30) than in the low-agentic advertisement condition (M = 3.81, SD = 1.23).

Expected application success. Similar to my results in Study 1b, I found no significant
differences of ratings for expected application success, #(122) = - .95, p = .18, indicating that
women anticipated an application to be equally successful in the high-agentic (M = 2.78, SD =
1.51). and low-agentic advertisements (M = 3.05, SD = 1.61).

Intention to apply. As expected, when asked about their application intentions, women
indicated a lower intention to apply to the high-agentic advertisement (M = 2.84, SD = 1.80)
than to the low-agentic advertisement (M = 3.53, SD = 2.04), #(118) =- 1.96, p < .05, d = .36.

Actual applications from the field. A Chi-square test confirmed that actual numbers
of applications in the two years the advertisements were used in were in line with this finding.
When the high-agentic advertisement was used to recruit students, men had more often applied
to the leadership development program than women, y°(1) = 33.71, p < .001. Indeed, only 31%
of the applicants were female. However, when the low-agentic advertisement was used to
recruit students 51% of the applicants were female. Thus, women and men had applied in equal

numbers, y’(1) = .43, p = .51.
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4 B High-agentic Advertisement

3 OLow-agentic Advertisement

Appeal Fit Expected Intentions to
success apply

Figure 12. Women'’s ratings of appeal, fit, and expected success of an application as well as
intention to apply for the leadership program by advertisement characteristics (Study 2).
Higher ratings indicate higher levels of appeal, fit, success and application intention.

Discussion

Using real-word advertisements, I replicated my findings of Study 1a and 1b.
Importantly, I additionally found that the actual percentage of female applicants was lower for
the high-agentic advertisement. The latter result cannot be solely attributed to advertisement
characteristics, because the advertisements had been used in different years (i.e., 2003, 2013)
and hence other factors may have contributed to the effect (e.g., different recruitment
strategies). However, taken together with the ratings of appeal, fit, and intention to apply in this
study, the results suggest that the agentic characteristics of advertisements played an important
role. Studies 1a, 1b, and 2 focused on leadership development programs as career
opportunities. To make sure that actual job advertisements lead to similar effects, I conducted a
final study.

Study 3

In Study 3, I wanted to replicate and extent the findings of the previous studies. To stay

within the focus of career opportunities and my question with regard to women’s lower

perceived fit to leadership positions early in their career, I focused on management trainee
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programs''. The explicit goal of these programs is for employees to take on a leadership
position after successful accomplishment of the program. In this Study, I also wanted to test
how men and women react to advertisements that contain both agentic and communal
characteristics. Specifically, I wanted to find out if some communal characteristics would be
sufficient to buffer the negative effects of agentic characteristics on women? Therefore, I
included advertisements with both agentic and communal characteristics combined. Finally, I
was interested whether advertisement characteristics would impact women’s ambitions to
pursue a leadership career.
Method

Design and participants. [ included male participants and applied a 2 x 3 between-
participants design with participant gender (male, female) and advertisement characteristics
(agentic, communal, mixed) as my independent variables. My sample consisted of 179
participants who were 28.5 years old on average (SD = 4.6 years), 96% were German, and 58.9
% of them were female. Over 90% had a university or college degree — 40% in a business
science, 18% in a technical or engineering science, 16% in humanities, 12% in a social science,
and 9% in math or natural sciences (less than 5% did not indicate the area of their degree).
Over 85% were currently employed (with regard to economic sectors, 40% worked in the
information sector, 39% in the service sector, and 11 % in the production sector). Participants
had been in the workforce for about 3.7 years on average (SD = 4.5 years) and 83%
categorized themselves as young professionals. 19% indicated that they currently already held
a leadership position.

Procedure. I recruited participants online. An invitation to take part in a study on the
influence of recruitment advertisements on young professionals was posted in several groups

of social media websites and distributed via email. The procedure then was similar to Studies

" Management trainee programs are 18 — 24 month long programs in an organization in which employees get to
know and work in different organizational divisions. Their daily working life is accompanied by personal
development initiatives (e.g., mentoring or coaching).
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la and 1b. I asked participants to imagine that they are looking for a trainee position and
assigned them a recruitment advertisement of the fictitious company Avan Nelt. The job

advertisement was adapted from an actual management trainee position advertisement and can

be seen in Table 10.
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Table 10.

Job advertisement used in Study 3.

Advertisement with agentic (communal) characteristics

Description
of the
trainee

program

The management trainee program from Avan Nelt is aimed at college
graduates. Within the 24-month duration you will be prepared for a leadership
position in a central field or a key position within one of my divisions.

I place special value on a wide range of practical experience alongside
expertise and management knowledge. You, therefore, will change divisions
every 6 months to analyze (become acquainted with) different problems and
tasks, as well as to show your analytical skills (interpersonal skills) and your
determination (communication skill).

Build a network — from your mentor you will learn strategic (intuitive)
planning, task-oriented (people-oriented) leadership, as well as ambitious
(socially responsible) behavior.

Seminar days will take place in between the separate rotations and will

consist of presentations, discussion rounds, and seminar blocks.

Description
of

applicant’s

- You have a college/university degree (or equivalent) and/or several years
of work experience

- You have the motivation to carry out demanding leadership tasks

profile (engaging tasks with responsibility for employees)

- You show high ambition (goal commitment) and entrepreneurial thinking

(orientation towards sustainability)

- You wish to take on positions with influence (responsibility)

- You are confident (sociable) and show very high assertiveness (team skill)
Description Along with a combination of education and training you will work with
of what the | an experienced team and in a vigorous (cooperative) work atmosphere. An
organization | influential (supporting) mentor will continuously challenge (encourage) you
offers on your way through the trainee program. After completion you take on a

leadership position in a central area.
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Experimental manipulations. To strengthen generalizability of my results, [ used a
new set of agentic and communal characteristics (see Table 10). A pretest with 24 participants
confirmed that agentic characteristics were perceived to be agentic, #(24) =-7.01, p <.001, d =
2.86, and that communal characteristics were perceived communal, #(24) = 6.69, p <.001, d =
2.73. In the mixed advertisement condition, both agentic and communal characteristics were
used. To make sure that no specific communal or agentic characteristics would drive the
effects, I used two different advertisements. In the first mixed advertisement the first
characteristic was agentic; in the second mixed advertisement the first characteristic was
communal. I alternated all subsequent characteristics. Of the participants randomly allocated to
the mixed advertisement condition, half were randomly allocated to read the first and the other
half the second mixed advertisement. T-tests on my dependent measures showed that neither
male nor female participants evaluated the two mixed advertisements significantly different. I
therefore combined the two advertisements for all subsequent analyses.

Measures. Substituting fellowship for trainee program the same measures as in the
previous studies were administered for appeal (o = .95) and expected application success (o =
.96). In this study, I created an intention to apply scale with the additional item “How likely
would you be to apply to this fellowship?” (7-point Likert Scale, 1 “not at all” to 7 “very”) to
test application intentions (a = .94). In my previous studies, I measured fit in terms of
perceived fit to a fellowship organization, because students did not apply for an actual job. For
the current study, fit was more appropriately measured in terms of perceived fit to the
advertised position'?. Position fit (a = .88) was measured with the three items “I think I would
fit well to this trainee position.”, “I perceive a high fit between myself and the trainee
position.”, “I don’t think I would fit to the trainee position.” (reverse coded). My new

dependent variable leadership ambition was measured with the three items “I can picture

' Including a parallel measure of perceived fit to the organization yielded similar results as obtained for perceived
fit to the position.
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myself having a leadership position later on.”, “I think I would enjoy leading employees.”, and
“In the future, I see myself as a leader.” (a = .92). Both position fit and leadership ambition
were measured on a 7-point Likert Scale form 1 “do not agree at all” to 7 “agree very much”.
Means, standard deviations, and correlations between all dependent variables can be found in

Table 11.

Table 11

Overall means, standard deviations, and correlations Study 3

Variable M SD 1 2 3 4
1. Appeal 4.41 1.58 -

2. Position fit 419  1.52 66

3. Expected success 4.18 1.63 367 557

4. Intention to apply ~ 3.94  1.93 84" 75 34

5. Leadership 568 123 227 407 437 19"
ambition

Note. *p <.05, **p <.01, ***p <.001

Results

I conducted initial analyses using ANCOV As. To test my hypotheses that there would
only be effects of advertisement on women but not men, I report the advertisement main
effects separately for male and female participants. Whether or not participants were in a
leadership position was inserted as covariate'’, because independent of advertisement
characteristics participants with leadership experience might perceive a higher fit to a
management trainee program as compared to participants without leadership experience. All
means and standard deviations are presented in Table 12. In addition, results are displayed in

Figure 13.

B0One person did not indicate their leadership experience and was therefore automatically excluded
from the analyses. Including the covariate did not change any results.
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Table 12

Means (and standard deviations) for each condition in Study 3

Women Men
Agentic Mixed Communal Agentic Mixed Communal
characteristics characteristics characteristics characteristics  characteristics  characteristics

Appeal 3.79 (1.91) 4.63 (1.22) 4.74 (1.59) 4.44 (1.25) 4.10 (1.88) 4.37 (1.69)
Position Fit 3.58 (1.63) 3.97 (1.48) 4.57 (1.46) 4.14 (1.15) 4.36 (1.78) 4.54 (1.64)
Expected success 3.35(1.56) 3.97 (1.75) 4.38 (1.37) 4.90 (1.50) 4.11 (1.71) 4.21 (1.78)
Intention to apply 3.11 (1.92) 3.76 (1.81) 4.62 (2.05) 3.58 (1.40) 3.91 (2.08) 4.37 (2.00)
Leadership 5.17 (1.49) 5.63 (1.20) 5.67 (1.26) 5.90 (1.09) 5.77 (1.10) 6.02 (1.00)
Ambition

Note. N=178. Ratings were given on a 7-point scale in which higher scores indicate more positive ratings (higher appeal, higher fit, higher success,

higher intention to apply, and higher leadership ambition).
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Appeal. There was no effect of advertisement characteristics on men’s appeal ratings,
F(2,171)=.29,p =75, np2 = .00, but a significant main effect of advertisement
characteristics on women’s appeal ratings, F(2, 171) =3.61, p = .03, np2 =.04. In line with
Hypothesis 1, women rated the agentic advertisement significantly less appealing than the
communal advertisement and marginally less appealing than the mixed advertisement.
Women perceived the mixed and the communal advertisement as similarly appealing (see

Figure 13).

B Agentic Advertisement
O Mixed Advertisement

3 O Communal Advertisement

Women Men

Figure 13. Women’s and men’s ratings of appeal for the leadership position by advertisement
characteristics (Study 3). Higher ratings indicate higher levels of appeal.

Position fit. The effect of advertisement characteristics on fit perceptions was
significant for women, F(2, 171) =3.79, p = .025, np2 = .04, but not for men, F(2, 171) = .43,
p=.65, npz =.01. In line with Hypothesis 1, women perceived a significantly lower fit to the
management trainee position when the advertisement contained agentic as compared to
communal characteristics. Women rated their fit to the organization in the mixed

advertisement condition not significantly different from the agentic and communal
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advertisement conditions (with ratings in-between). Results are displayed in Figure 14.

B Agentic Advertisement
OMixed Advertisement

3 O Communal Advertisement

Women Men

Figure 14. Women’s and men’s ratings of fit to the leadership position by advertisement
characteristics (Study 3). Higher ratings indicate higher levels of fit.

Expected application success. I did not find a significant effect for advertisement
characteristics on expected application success for men, F(2, 171) =1.99, p = .14, np2 =.02,
but for women, F(2, 171) =3.36, p = .04, npz =.04. Women expected more success of an
application after reading the communal advertisement as compared to the agentic
advertisement. Women expected the success of an application after reading the mixed
advertisement not significantly different than after reading the agentic or communal

advertisement (with ratings in-between). Exploratory post hoc tests showed that men had

higher success expectations than women only after reading the agentic advertisement but not

the communal or mixed advertisement (see Figure 15).
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Figure 15. Women’s and men’s ratings of expected application success by advertisement
characteristics (Study 3). Higher ratings indicate higher levels of expected success.
Intention to apply. In line with Hypothesis 1, I found no significant main effect of
advertisement characteristics on men’s intentions to apply, F(2, 171)=1.01, p = .37, np2 =
.01, but I did on women’s, F(2, 171) = 5.56, p = .005, npz =.06. Women were significantly
more likely to apply to the communal advertisement as compared to the agentic
advertisement. Their application intentions to the mixed advertisement did not differ from
neither the agentic nor the communal advertisement (with ratings in-between). Results are

illustrated in Figure 16.
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O Communal Advertisement

Women Men

Figure 16. Women’s and men’s intentions to apply for the leadership position by
advertisement characteristics (Study 3). Higher ratings indicate higher application intentions.
Leadership ambitions. There was no significant effect of advertisement
characteristics on men, F(2, 171) = .36, p = .70, np2 =.00, nor women, F(2, 171)=1.26,p =
29, np2 =.02. However, in an exploratory analyses I found that men had higher leadership
ambitions than women, but only in the agentic advertisement conditions, F(1, 171) =4.28, p =
.04, np2 =.02. Men’s and women’s leadership ambitions did not differ after reading the
communal, F(1, 171)=1.19, p = .28, np2 = .01, nor in the mixed advertisement, F(1, 171) =

A4, p= 71, np2 =.00. Results are displayed in Figure 17.
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Figure 17. Women’s and men’s ambitions to pursue a leadership career by advertisement
characteristics (Study 3). Higher ratings indicate higher levels of leadership ambitions.
Mediation analysis. I tested my mediation hypothesis for female participants using
PROCESS SPSS macro (Hayes, 2013). As it is only possible to compare two conditions and |
was interested in the difference between agentic and communal advertisements, I excluded
the mixed advertisement. I inserted advertisement characteristics (coded as 0 = agentic, 1 =
communal) as the independent variable and application intentions as the dependent variable. I
tested a serial mediation model (Model 6 using 5,000 bootstraps and 95% bias correction) on
female participants with position fit as the first and appeal as the second mediator. As in the
other analyses participants’ leadership experience was kept as a covariate. The significant
effects were as follows: Advertisement characteristics significantly predicted women’s
position fit (b = 1.00, SE = .38, CI [.24, 1.76]), fit then predicted appeal (b = .88, SE = .08, CI
[.71, 1.05]), and both position fit (b = .45, SE = .09, CI [.27, .64]) and appeal (b = .76, SE =
.08, CI [.59, .92]) predicted application intentions. Indirect effects tests showed that the
indirect effect of advertisement characteristics on position fit, then fit on appeal, and then

appeal on application intentions was significant (Indirect effect = .67, SE = .26, CI[.13, .91]).
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Therefore, Hypothesis 2 was supported. The same mediation was not supported for male
participants.
Discussion

In Study 3, I replicated and extended my findings of the previous studies. [ used a
sample of young professionals and a career opportunity within an organization (management
trainee positions). I also used different agentic and communal characteristics and investigated
how advertisements comprised of both agentic and communal characteristics would be
evaluated. I found that women (but not men) perceived a lower fit and appeal when the
advertisement is composed of agentic rather than communal characteristics. Further, they
showed lower application intentions and expected an application to be less successful.
Women evaluated the mixed advertisement somewhat more positive than the agentic and
somewhat more negative than the communal advertisement. Importantly, women only
expressed lower ambitions to pursue a leadership career than men after reading the agentic
advertisement, but not after reading the communal or mixed advertisement.

In spite of these findings, some advertisements may require agentic characteristics for
an appropriate description of the organization or position. Because such characteristics are not
solely communicated through recruitment advertisements, organizations can rely on other
factors — like recruiters — to assure women to apply. Potential applicants will likely be in
contact with a recruiter even before they decide to apply for a career opportunity. Recruitment
videos, on campus site visits, or job fairs are only some examples on where recruiters can be
meaningful signals to potential applicants. Both advertisement and recruiter characteristics
can thus influence people’s perceptions of career opportunities. Can a female recruiter
diminish the negative effects of agentic characteristics in job advertisements? I intend to
answer this question in Study 4.

Study 4
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The aim of this study is to find out whether a female recruiter can mitigate the
negative effects of agentic advertisements on women. [ again focus on career opportunities in
the form of leadership programs and am again interested in appeal, fit, application intentions,
and leadership ambitions. I further investigate if recruiter gender is relevant for women’s
identification with the recruiter (i.e., will women be more or less likely to identify with the
recruiter depending on advertisement characteristics and recruiter gender?). I want to test my
Hypothesis, which posits that agentic characteristics would lead to less positive evaluations
and decrease intentions to apply when recruiters are male; however, for female recruiters,
communal and agentic advertisements should be evaluated similarly.

Method

Design and participants. [ applied a 2x2 between-subjects design with advertisement
characteristics (agentic, communal) and recruiter gender (male, female) as the independent
variables. My sample included 159 female students of different majors from a German
university. Their ages ranged from 18 to 40 years (M = 21.96, SD = 2.89).

Procedure. Participants were recruited via email and on campus and invited to a
computer lab. Participants first read an introduction to the study and answered demographic
questions. Next, participants watched a short video in which a leadership program was
described. They saw a male or a female recruiter describing the leadership program either
with agentic characteristics or communal characteristics. After watching the video,
participants were asked to fill in the questionnaire measuring the dependent variables. They
received 5 Euro for participation.

Experimental manipulations. Characteristics in advertisements and recruiter gender
were manipulated in a video scenario. I transformed the communal and agentic

advertisements into professional scripts, which contained virtually the same information as in
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Studies 1a and 1b'*. The agentic characteristics included: determined, autonomous,
outstanding, competencies, leadership position, direct, active, analytical, rational, push,
outspoken, corporate influence, and assert. The communal characteristics included:
committed, responsible, talents, helpful, responsibility for employees, sociable, conscientious,
sensible, sincere, support, cooperate, social responsibility, and communicate. A pretest with
eighteen female students indicated that they perceived the communal characteristics overall to
be significantly more communal than the agentic characteristics overall, #(17) = 6.05, p <
001, d=2.18.

Professional actors and actresses portrayed the recruiters. For reasons of external and
construct validity, I employed stimulus sampling (Wells & Windschitl, 1999): I recorded two
women and two men to present the agentic and communal advertisement. They wore grey
business suits and were filmed from the waist up in front of a white wall. No significantly
different results occurred between the two actors or between the two actresses representing
the same condition. Data were therefore combined for the two actors and actresses per
condition.

Measures. | measured appeal (a = .83), perceived fit (a = .82) as in Studies 1a and 1b.
As in Study 3, I created an intention to apply scale with the additional item “How likely
would you be to apply to this fellowship?” (7-point Likert Scale, 1 “not at all” to 7 “very”) to
test application intentions (a = .90). Leadership ambitions were measured on a 7-point Likert
Scale form 1 “do not agree at all” to 7 “agree very much” with the three items “I can picture

myself having a leadership position later on.”, “I think I would enjoy leading employees.”,

" In this study, I strengthened the communal and agency manipulations in both conditions. In the
communal wording condition, the organization had a female name (Andrea Reichle Foundation) and
all actors and actresses were asked to communicate in a rather communal communication style, while
in the agentic wording condition the organization had a male name (Andreas Reichle Foundation) and
all actors and actresses were asked to communicate with a rather agentic communication style. This
allowed for a more conservative test of my hypothesis that female recruiters can mitigate the effects of
(even strong) agency in advertisements.
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and “In the future, I see myself as a leader.” (a = .90). I additionally measured identification
with the recruiter with the single item “How much do you identify with this person [the
recruiter]?”. Answers were given on a Venn-diagram measure with 1 showing a white and a
black circle (representing the self and the recruiter) that did not overlap at all to 7 showing a
single grey circle indicating a full overlap of both circles. Numbers in between represented
different stages of circle overlap (based on, van Quaquebeke & Brodbeck, 2008). Means,

standard deviations, and correlations between dependent variables can be found in Table 13",

Table 13

Overall means, standard deviations, and correlations

Variable M SD 1 2 3 4
1. Appeal 4.86 1.24 -

2. Fit 409 122 a7 -

3. Expected success 3.58 1.49 307 54" -

4. Intention to apply ~ 3.18 1.62 52 617 52 -

Note. ***p <.001

Results

"1 also measured perceived amount of women in the foundation with the single item ,,What do you
think, how many female students are part of this foundation? Please check the percentage of women.*
Participants were asked to mark the percentage of women on a continuous line from 0% to 100% that
had numbers specified on the line equidistant in increments of ten. I found significant main effects of
advertisement characteristics and of recruiter gender. The interaction between them was also
significant. Participants perceived significantly fewer women in the foundation when the
advertisement deployed agentic characteristics and was communicated by a male recruiter (M = 32 %;
SD = 10 %) than when the advertisement was communicated by a male recruiter and deployed
communal characteristics (M =41 %, SD = 16 %) or when it was communicated by a female recruiter
and deployed agentic characteristics (M =42 %, SD = 13 %). Participants significantly perceived the
advertisement that deployed communal characteristics and was communicated by a female recruiter to
have the highest percentage of women (M = 59 %, SD = 19 %).
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I conducted initial analyses using ANOVA followed by post hoc tests (LSD) to test
my hypotheses or used simple effects tests, where applicable. Participants’ fellowship status
(at the time of data collection or previously) as well as participants’ majors and semesters of

study were inserted as covariates'®. All means and standard deviations are presented in Table

14.

Table 14

Means (and standard deviations) for each condition

Male Recruiter Female Recruiter

Agentic Communal Agentic Communal
characteristics characteristics characteristics  characteristics

Recruiter 2.15 (1.06) 2.38(1.17) 2.83 (1.10) 2.79 (1.23)
identification
Appeal 4.68 (1.31) 4.87 (1.28) 5.16 (1.13) 5.04 (1.20)
Fit 3.78 (1.33) 4.35 (1.02) 4.12 (1.15) 4.00 (1.19)
Expected success 3.05 (1.45) 3.70 (1.41) 3.52 (1.30) 3.34 (1.41)
Intention to apply ~ 2.63 (1.52) 3.36 (1.59) 3.12 (1.46) 2.82 (1.45)
Leadership 4.99 (1.56) 5.59 (1.11) 5.60 (1.13) 4.97 (1.31)
Ambition

Note. N=159. Ratings were given on a 7-point scale in which higher scores indicate more
positive ratings (higher appeal, higher fit, higher success, and higher intention to apply).

Identification with the recruiter. I found no significant main effect for
advertisement characteristics, F(1, 150) = .25, p = ns, and no significant interaction of
characteristics and recruiter gender, F(1, 150) = .64, p = ns. 1 did find a significant main effect
for recruiter gender, F(1, 150) = 8.69, p < .01, 77,,2 = .06, indicating that women were more

likely to identify with female recruiters independent of advertisement characteristics (see

'® Two participants had not specified their semester and were thus automatically excluded from the analyses. I
did not find any significant effects for any of these factors.
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Figure 18).
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Figure 18. Women’s identification with a male and female recruiter by advertisement
characteristics (Study 4). Higher ratings indicate higher levels of identification.

Appeal. I found no effect for advertisement characteristics, F(1, 150) = .08, p =.77, a

marginally significant effect for recruiter gender, F(1, 150) =2.90, p = .09, 77,,2 =.02, and no

interaction effect, F(1, 150) = 1.03, p = .31. Overall there was a trend that women rated
advertisements as more appealing when the recruiter was female independently of the

characteristics deployed. Results are illustrated in Figure 19.

B Agentic Advertisement

OCommunal Advertisement

Male Recruiter Female Recruiter

Figure 19. Women'’s ratings of appeal by male and female recruiters and advertisement
characteristics (Study 4). Higher ratings indicate higher levels of appeal.

96



Fit. The ANOVA indicated no main effects for advertisement characteristics, F(1,
150) =2.03, p = .17, or recruiter gender, F(1, 150) =.01, p =.92. However, I found a
significant interaction effect of characteristics and recruiter gender, F(1, 150) =3.99, p =
.047, ;7,,2 =.03. As expected in Hypothesis 2a, post hoc tests showed that women felt a

significantly lower fit in response to the leadership program described with agentic

characteristics than to the one described with communal characteristics when the recruiter was

male. However, when the recruiter was female they indicated similar levels of fit to the

leadership program (see Figure 20).

4 W Agentic Advertisement

OCommunal Advertisement

Male Recruiter Female Recruiter

Figure 20. Women’s ratings of fit by male and female recruiters and advertisement
characteristics (Study 4). Higher ratings indicate higher feelings of fit.
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Expected application success. 1 did not find a significant effect for advertisement
characteristics, F(1, 149) = 1.90, p = .17, recruiter gender, F(1, 149) = .00, p = .99, or the
interaction of characteristics and recruiter gender, F(1, 149) = 3.15, p = .08. The interaction
was approaching significance. As expected in Hypothesis 2a, post hoc tests showed that
women expected a significantly lower application success in response to the leadership
program described with agentic characteristics than to the one described with communal
characteristics when the recruiter was male. However, when the recruiter was female they

indicated similar levels of expected application success (see Figure 21).

4 W Agentic Advertisement

OCommunal Advertisement

Male Recruiter Female Recruiter

Figure 21. Women'’s expected application success by male and female recruiters and
advertisement characteristics (Study 4). Higher ratings indicate higher success of an
application.



Intention to apply. Results showed no significant main effects for advertisement
characteristics, F(1, 150) =.76, p = .38, nor recruiter gender, F(1, 150) =.00, p = .998. In line
with Hypothesis 2a, a significant interaction effect of the two occurred, F(1, 150)=5.45,p =
.02, 57,> = .04. Post hoc tests indicated that when the recruiter was male, women expressed
lower intentions to apply to the leadership program advertised with agentic characteristics
than to the one advertised with communal characteristics. However, when the recruiter was

female, women indicated similar levels of application intention (see Figure 22).

4 B Agentic Advertisement

OCommunal Advertisement

Male Recruiter Female Recruiter

Figure 22. Women'’s intentions to apply by male and female recruiters and advertisement
characteristics (Study 4). Higher ratings indicate higher intentions to apply for the leadership
program.
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Leadership ambitions. Again, I found no significant main effects for advertisement
characteristics, F(1, 150) = .02, p = .88, nor recruiter gender, F(1, 150) =.01, p = .92.
However, a significant interaction emerged, F(1, 150) =9.17, p = .003, ;1p2 =.06. When the
recruiter was male, women had significantly higher ambitions to enter a leadership career
under the condition that the advertisement contained communal characteristics as compared to
agentic characteristics. Unexpectedly, when the recruiter was female, women had
significantly lower ambitions to enter a leadership career under the condition that the
advertisement contained communal characteristics as compared to agentic characteristics.

Results are displayed in Figure 23.

W Agentic Advertisement

OCommunal Advertisement

Male Recruiter Female Recruiter

Figure 23. Women’s ambition to pursue a leadership position by male and female recruiters
and advertisement characteristics (Study 4). Higher ratings indicate higher leadership
ambitions.

Discussion
Extending my earlier findings, in Study 4 I found that women felt a lower fit, expected
less success, and were less likely to apply to career opportunities advertised with agentic

characteristics — but only if advertised by a male recruiter. Importantly, those differences in
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evaluations disappeared when the recruiter was female. Female recruiters also led to more
identification with the recruiter and to higher appeal of the career opportunity. I conclude that
recruiter gender is a relevant cue for women’s evaluations of career opportunities.
General discussion

Recruitment of women to ensure gender diversity in leadership is an essential goal for
organizations (Ployhart, 2006). I answered calls for more research on this topic and on
recruitment advertisements in particular (cf., Breaugh et al., 2008; Walker & Hinojosa, 2013).
Applying lack of fit theory to the recruitment context, I build on the idea that self-directed
gender stereotypes can inhibit women’s career aspirations (Heilman, 1983, 2012). In a series
of studies I uncovered effects of agentic and communal characteristics in advertisements for
career opportunities. My main findings were as follows: (1) Recruitment advertisements for
both higher and lower-level leadership positions included more agentic than communal
characteristics. Advertisements for positions without leadership responsibility did not.
Further, (2) women (but not men) perceived advertisements less appealing, perceived a lower
fit to the position and organization, and in some instances expected less success if a career
opportunity was advertised with agentic as opposed to communal characteristics. Due to this
lower perceived fit to the position women were also less likely to apply if the advertisement
included agentic characteristics. Finally, (3) women only had lower leadership ambitions then
men after reading an advertisement containing agentic characteristics (but not after reading an
advertisement containing communal or both agentic and communal characteristics). I
corroborated my findings with real-world advertisements showing that women rated
advertisements high in agency as less appealing and experienced a lower fit to the
organization. In addition, women had lower intentions to apply and had actually applied less
often for a leadership career opportunity if the advertisement was high in agency.

Women perceived advertisements that were composed of agentic as well as communal
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characteristics as somewhat more positive than agentic advertisements and as somewhat more
negative than communal advertisements. This finding is important. It corroborates my
theoretical reasoning that women’s fit to a career opportunity or more specifically a
leadership position is higher if more characteristics in line with women’s self-stereotypes are
contained in the advertisement. Research shows that women perceive themselves more
communal but less assertive and less leadership competent than men (Hentschel, Heilman, et
al., 2013). They, therefore, perceived a greater fit with their self-view of being communal
when the advertisement contained at least some communal characteristics. Indeed, as
expected on the bases of Heilman’s lack of fit theory (1983, 2012), I found that women’s
higher fit perceptions affected appeal of the position and (ultimately) their intentions to apply.

I also looked at the expected success of an application. The two studies including male
participants showed that men generally expected higher success from an application than
women. Importantly, I only found this difference for expected success of an application to a
position advertised with the agentic advertisement. On average, women have been shown to
be less self-confident and more modest than men (Heatherington et al., 1993; Lenney, 1977),
and may therefore have underestimate the success of an application — especially when the
advertisement consisted of characteristics not in line with their gender role.

Because organizations are unlikely to banish agentic characteristics from
advertisements altogether, the aim of this research was to identify which factors buffer the
negative influence of agentic characteristics on women. I showed that women only
experienced negative effects of agentic characteristics when a male recruiter communicated
the advertisement. However, when the organization’s recruiter was female, women had the
same fit perceptions, expected an application to be similarly successful, and were equally
likely to apply for career opportunities. In addition, if the recruiter was female they rated

advertisements overall as more appealing (by trend) and identified more with the recruiter.
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These findings are in line with Bosak and Sczesny’s (2008) study on pictures in
advertisements for leadership positions in which the authors found that men and women are
more likely to apply to positions if the advertisement included mixed gender pictures.

It is viable to assume that female recruiters signaled that women are successful in the
organization. Possibly, women perceived female recruiters as role models. Research has
shown that female role models can have a beneficial impact on women (Lockwood, 2006).
Female recruiters may also have been perceived as a viable signal for women that they
belonged to the organization. Thus, women’s perceived lack of fit to the career opportunity
(Heilman, 1983, 2012) may have been reduced.

In contrast to what I expected, when a female recruiter communicated advertisements
with communal characteristics women were less likely to show leadership ambitions as
compared to when a female recruiter communicated advertisements with agentic
characteristics (for male recruiters the finding was reversed and in the expected pattern with
women showing more leadership ambitions if the advertisement contained communal
characteristics). Possibly, a female recruiter communicating an advertisement with communal
characteristics made gender salient for women, resulting in a perceived discrepancy between
the female gender role and leader role. This finding would be in line with experiences of
stereotype threat. When experiencing stereotype threat, women have less aspirations when
working on a leadership task (Davies, Spencer, & Steele, 2005). In future studies these
unexpected effects need to be untangled.

Practical implications

This research has fundamental practical implications. Organizations strive for gender
diversity in leadership and more female applicants. However, women often choose not to
apply for career opportunities. My research corroborates that to encourage more women to

apply for career opportunities, organizations must adapt their recruitment tools. Recruitment
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advertisements are the organization’s main means of communicating with potential applicants
and persuading them to apply (D. G. Allen et al., 2004). Thus, organizations are well advised
to take into account which characteristics they use in recruitment advertisements. This is
rarely reflected when writing advertisements. Thus, researchers and practitioners need to raise
awareness for the relevance of agentic and communal characteristics in advertisements.

The most evident practical implication of my studies is that if organizations want to
attract more women to career opportunities, they should include more communal
characteristics in their advertisements. Because men are just as likely to apply for a career
independent of the characteristics deployed, using communal characteristics to attract women
is generally beneficial. Importantly, advertisements can easily be adapted. These are low cost
changes with conceivably a big impact on organizational diversity.

Women'’s leadership ambitions were only lower when they read advertisements
containing only agentic characteristics. Thus, including communal characteristics in any
advertisement texts for career opportunities or into organizational definitions of leadership
could result in women and men showing similar ambitions for a leadership career. As good
leadership incorporates both communal and agentic characteristics (e.g., Eagly & Carli, 2003)
this would certainly be the most accurate description of what leadership should look like.

This research further shows that in order to assure more women to apply for career
opportunities, a female recruiter is a promising strategy— especially if advertisements contain
predominantly agentic characteristics. This is in line with the finding that the more similar to
the organization applicants perceive themselves to be, the more likely they are to join it
(Kristof-Brown et al., 2005). I recommend that organizations seize the chance to purposefully
include female representatives in different stages of the recruitment process — for example, in
recruitment videos, at employment fairs, on site visits, and during interviews.

Limitations and future research
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This research has several strengths. In a series of studies and with a range of methods
in laboratory and field settings I uncovered effects of agentic and communal characteristics in
advertisements for career opportunities. My studies go above and beyond earlier research. I
have a clear focus on how to attract more women to leadership careers. I am the first to focus
on a mitigating factor — recruiter gender. I considered recruitment from an integrated
perspective, that is, the combined effects of advertisement characteristics and recruiter gender.
Integrative perspectives have been to be of particular value in recruitment research (Breaugh,
2012).

There are some limitations to my findings. In two of my experimental studies the
results for the dependent variable perceived appeal of the position indicated only marginal
effects in the expected direction. There is no standard interpretation of this data in my
research field. A marginally significant finding may result in the interpretation of (1)
hesitance to fully accept the null hypothesis, (2) a preliminary result in line with the proposed
alternative hypothesis, (3) satisfactory evidence for a non-essential hypothesis, or (4) as
comparable to a significant finding (Pritschet, Powell, & Horne, 2016). In line with other
researchers (see Pritschet et al., 2016), I decided to interpret my marginally significant
findings for appeal considering the pattern of results in all studies conducted.

I focused on career opportunities and women on the brink of making decisions that
will influence their future careers. On the one hand, advertisements for higher-level leadership
positions may also discourage women from applying in later stages of their professional
careers. On the other hand, at later career stages self-selection may have already occurred.
Future research could test if women who already occupy middle management leadership
positions perceive themselves as more agentic than women who do not. Possibly, these
women would not perceive a lack of fit to higher leadership positions when advertised with

agentic characteristics. In this research, however, I was interested in how to increase women’s
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fit perceptions to leadership in early career stages with the purpose to broaden the pool of
qualified women who can move up the organizational ladder.

[i is also important to stress the point that the differences I uncovered will of course
not be generalizable to every single women. With my experimental approach I detected mean
differences within the group of women, but there will of course be women (and men) who
evaluate advertisements differently. I purposefully decided to employ randomization. Women
with different self-stereotypes, personality traits, or different levels of self-confidence were
distributed across experimental groups, such that these differences do not account for the
effects found.

Finally, I only focused on gendered characteristics in advertisements. Male and female
applicants may evaluate other aspects of advertisements differently. These aspects may
interact with agentic and communal characteristics. For instance, future research could
address the effects of pictures (Bosak & Sczesny, 2008), affirmative action statements
(Heilman, Battle, Keller, & Lee, 1998), or information regarding the organizational culture on
work-life balance, childcare opportunities, and the like.

A limitation of this research is that I only looked at the effects of advertisement
characteristics and recruiter gender on women but not on men. However, with very few
exceptions (e.g., Bosak & Sczesny, 2008), men have usually been shown to be unaffected by
gender-cues in recruitment advertisements (e.g., Gaucher et al., 2011; Taris & Bok, 1998).

Future research could analyze factors influencing the positive effects of female
recruiters that I found, and investigate under which circumstances the effects do or do not
hold. If recruiters are perceived to be overly successful, other women may be less likely to
apply. For example, research showed that even though female leaders (representing an

organization) can cause higher leadership aspirations in other women, leadership aspirations
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may be lowered if the female leader is perceived to be overly successful and this success as
unattainable (Hoyt & Simon, 2011).
Conclusion

This research demonstrates what organizations can do to influence women’s pursuit of
career opportunities to increase gender diversity in leadership — namely, rely on communal
characteristics in recruitment advertisements and on female recruiters. Researchers and
practitioners are called upon to devote more attention to these factors in order to foster equal

career opportunities for both women and men.

107



4. Consequences of stereotypes for the evaluation of male and female leaders: The
communality-bonus effect for male transformational leaders'’

To understand issues related to gender and leadership, researchers reason that analysis
of when and why differences in perceived leadership effectiveness occur is more important
than investigating actual gender differences in leadership styles (Paustian-Underdahl et al.,
2014). I agree with this view and argue that one reason for women’s underrepresentation in
leadership positions (Davidson & Burke, 2016) is that male and female leaders are perceived
differently in effectiveness despite showing the same leadership styles. Differences in
perceived effectiveness will prospectively impact their chances of promotion (e.g., Eagly &
Carli, 2007).

Previous research has demonstrated that the same behaviors do not always result in the
same consequences for men and women. For example, self-promotion can lead to positive
evaluations of men, but neutral or even negative evaluations of women (Rudman & Phelan,
2008). The reasons for such differing evaluations are gender stereotypical expectations that
men should be more agentic (e.g., assertive, dominant) than women, and that women should
be more communal (e.g., considerate, understanding) than men (Prentice & Carranza, 2002).
Leaders are also expected to be agentic, such that expectations about men (more than women)
are in line with what is expected from leaders (Eagly & Karau, 2002). Importantly, if men and
women do not follow these expectations, they face social consequences (e.g., Heilman, 2012).
Building on this idea, I set out to test how men and women are evaluated in terms of
leadership effectiveness and promotability when they show leadership styles that are in line
with or violate stereotypical expectations for their gender.

I focus on transformational leadership, a style that consists of both agentic and

'" This chapter is based on a working paper by Hentschel, Braun, Peus, & Frey (2015) ,
currently under review at the European Journal of Work and Organizational Psychology.
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communal attributes, compared to autocratic leadership, a style characterized by agentic
attributes only. I chose autocratic leadership as a comparison to transformational leadership,
because it is an agentic leadership style without communal attributes (Judge, Piccolo, & Ilies,
2004). This is not necessarily true for transactional leadership, which transformational
leadership has traditionally been contrasted with, because followers’ perspectives would
likely be considered during goal setting agreements, for example.

Transformational leadership is a particularly effective leadership style (Judge &
Piccolo, 2004; Lowe, Kroeck, & Sivasubramaniam, 1996) that will likely lead to higher
evaluations of leadership effectiveness and promotability than autocratic leadership. Scholars
have argued for a female leadership advantage through transformational leadership. Although
leadership is generally agentic in nature, transformational leadership also incorporates the
communal attributes expected of women (female leadership advantage hypothesis; Eagly &
Carli, 2003; Yoder, 2001). However, this theoretical view is controversial (Vecchio, 2002,
2003). Expectancy violation theory (Jussim, Coleman, & Lerch, 1987; Prentice & Carranza,
2004) states that people, who show stereotypically unexpected but positive behaviors will be
evaluated more favorably than people for whom that same behavior is stereotypically
expected. This might mean that a man who shows communal behavior like transformational
leadership could be evaluated more favorably than a woman would, because this behavior is
less expected of him than of his female counterpart. Indeed, some researchers have shown that
communal behavior can improve evaluations of men more than those of women (e.g.,
Bettencourt, Dill, Greathouse, Charlton, & Mulholland, 1997; Heilman & Chen, 2005). To
address this disparity between theoretical perspectives, 1 set out to test whether
transformational leadership fosters evaluations of effectiveness and promotability for male
leaders more than for female leaders.

This research makes the following contributions to the literature on gender and
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leadership. I integrate expectancy violation theory (e.g., Jussim et al., 1987) with research on
leadership styles (e.g., Eagly et al., 1992) to argue that transformational leadership advantages
men’s rather than women’s promotability. I predict that exhibiting transformational leadership
confers a communality bonus to men that makes them seem more promotable than women.
To test our claims, [ use a mixed-methods approach, comparing the effect of leadership styles
(autocratic versus transformational) on male and female leaders' perceived promotability. The
integration of findings from experimental and correlational research designs, enables us to
draw causal conclusions as well as to increase the external validity of subsequent findings
(e.g., Aguinis & Bradley, 2014; Highhouse, 2009).

In making these predictions, our work challenges the breadth of the hypothesis that
transformational leadership style confers particular benefits to female leaders (Eagly & Carli,
2003). It also contributes to research on gender stereotypes by showing benefits of perceived
communality for men's career outcomes (e.g., Heilman & Chen, 2005). Our work also extends
knowledge on the factors influencing career success (Ng, Eby, Sorensen, & Feldman, 2005)
by shifting the focus from leadership outcomes for organizations or followers to leaders'
personal career gains. Thus, this work may have high practical relevance as it may influence a
leader’s motivation to participate in leadership trainings (e.g., Knipfer, Shaughnessy,

Hentschel, & Schmid, 2017).

Leadership styles and perceptions of leadership effectiveness

Leaders show different patterns of behavior to influence followers. These leadership
styles elicit perceptions of leadership effectiveness. One leadership style that after decades of
research has been deemed to be very effective is transformational leadership (e.g., Judge &
Piccolo, 2004; Lowe et al., 1996). Transformational leadership has many positive outcomes,
including increased followers’ satisfaction, organizational citizenship behavior, development,

and performance (Braun, Peus, Weisweiler, & Frey, 2013; Dvir, Eden, Avolio, & Shamir,
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2002; Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Moorman, & Fetter, 1990). Research has also uncovered some
of the underlying mechanisms through which transformational leadership produces its
positive effects. Important mediators to these mechanisms include the psychological
empowerment of individuals (Kark, Shamir, & Chen, 2003) and teams (Jung & Sosik, 2002)
supervisory career mentoring (Scandura & Williams, 2004), trust in the leader (Braun et al.,
2013), and perceptions of fairness (Pillai, Schriesheim, & Williams, 1999).

Transformational leadership builds on four fundamental dimensions: (1) Intellectual
stimulation, that promotes innovative thinking in followers; (2) Inspirational motivation that
encourages followers to pursue a shared vision; (3) Idealized influence, that is,
communicating and acting in line with personal values and being a role model; (4)
Individualized consideration, namely, supporting and caring about followers’ needs and
interests (Avolio et al., 1999). Using these four dimensions, transformational leaders mentor
and empower followers and support their development (Avolio et al., 1999; Bass & Avolio,
1993).

Building on the tradition of the ‘great men theory’ in leadership research, effective
leadership was historically predominantly characterized in autocratic terms (e.g., Shaw,
1955). Autocratic leaders assert control over followers, make decisions for them, and
structure task assignments (De Cremer, 2006; White & Lippitt, 1960). Behaviors such as
dominance and control are considered agentic and associated with a lack in communality
(Abele, Uchronski, et al., 2008). I therefore consider autocratic leadership a leadership style
consisting of predominately agentic behaviors. Autocratic leadership is considered to be
effective only under certain circumstances, for example in situations requiring clear direction,
forcefulness or strong centralized control (Fiedler, 1964; Foels, Driskell, Mullen, & Salas,
2000). Thus, while transformational leadership is considered to be generally effective

nowadays, the effectiveness of autocratic leadership seems rather limited. I argue that
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organizational decision makers will anticipate the positive effects of transformational
leadership and the limitations of autocratic leadership. Indeed, research suggests that
perceptions of transformational leadership are positively related to objective effectiveness as
well as effectiveness perceptions (Bass & Bass, 2008; Johnson, Venus, Lanaj, Mao, & Chang,
2012). Building on these findings, I expect to find that transformational leadership is
perceived to be more effective than autocratic leadership.

Hypothesis 1a: Transformational leadership results in higher evaluations of
leadership effectiveness than autocratic leadership.

In addition, I anticipate that transformational leaders will be perceived as more
promotable, because of their flexibility in matching different requirements in modern
organizations such as diversity, continuous innovation and fast changes (Hitt, Keats, &
DeMarie, 1998; Kearney & Gebert, 2009; Nijstad, Berger-Selman, & De Dreu, 2014). Indeed,
transformational behaviors are continually associated with being in a leadership position
(Hernandez Bark, Escartin, Schuh, & van Dick, 2015). Transformational leaders are often
extraverted and agreeable (Judge & Bono, 2000) — personality traits predictive of career
advancement and promotion (Ng et al., 2005). Finally, because autocratic leadership has been
shown as ineffective in the long-term (Bass & Bass, 2008), which evaluators are likely to
recognize instantaneously from prior experience with similar individuals, I assume that
individuals with a transformational leadership style are evaluated as more promotable than
those with an autocratic leadership style.

Hypothesis 1b: Transformational leadership results in higher evaluations of
promotability than autocratic leadership.

Gender stereotypes and leadership effectiveness
Showing the same leadership style does not necessarily result in the same evaluations

of leadership effectiveness for men and women. Previous research indicates that gender
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stereotypes have a significant impact on the evaluation of leaders as well as hiring and
promotion decisions (Darley & Fazio, 1980; Deaux & Major, 1987; Heilman, 2012). Gender
stereotypes represent overgeneralized perceptions that individuals have of the different
attributes of women and men (Heilman, 2012). Gender stereotypes fall under the two
dimensions that have been described as the fundamental categories of social perception
(Abele, 2003; Abele, Uchronski, et al., 2008; Bakan, 1966): agency and communality.
Agency is defined as the action of taking charge and being in control of a situation or group;
communality is defined as taking care of others and building relationships (Hentschel,
Heilman, et al., 2013). Gender stereotypes stem from the traditional distribution of men and
women into social roles (Eagly & Wood, 2012): Men as providers and women as caretakers
of the family. Because these roles require different characteristics, I have differentiated
perceptions of men’s and women’s characteristics (Eagly & Steffen, 1984). Women are
generally perceived to be more communal than men (e.g., helpful, supportive), while men are
generally perceived to be more agentic than women (e.g., assertive, determined, Haines et al.,
2016; Heilman, 2012). Gender stereotypes are also prescriptive, that is, they comprise norms
for the appropriate behavior of women and men. Women are not only perceived to be more
communal than men, they are also expected to show more communal attributes (Burgess &
Borgida, 1999; Prentice & Carranza, 2002).

Agency and communality both relate to stereotypes individuals have about leadership
(Heilman et al.,, 1995). Being a leader is traditionally perceived to require agentic
characteristics (Eagly & Sczesny, 2009; Schein, 2001). Accordingly, men have been deemed
as more fitting to leadership positions than women (Eagly & Karau, 2002). However, in
contemporary organizations, leadership also requires communality such as empathy and
taking care of others (Duehr & Bono, 2006; Koenig et al., 2011; Schyns & Schilling, 2011).

Transformational leadership is a style that addresses such requirements, because it
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incorporates behaviors focused on relationships (Kark & Shamir, 2013). Thus, while being
inherently agentic (due to the nature of leadership per se), transformational leadership is made
up of communal behaviors in line with the female gender role (Hackman, Furniss, Hills, &
Paterson, 1992). On average women tend to show more transformational leadership than men
— though the difference is small as indicated by meta-analysis (Eagly, Johannesen-Schmidt, &
van Engen, 2003). Consequently, Eagly and Carli (2003) suggested (on the basis of research
findings on social influence, e.g., Carli, 2001) that female leaders could overcome
disadvantages resulting from agentic leadership behavior by combining it with communal
behavior. They call this the female leadership advantage hypothesis. Other scholars agree and
also argue that transformational leadership could lead to significantly more positive
evaluations of female leaders (Eagly et al., 2003; Yoder, 2001). Because female
transformational leaders show both the desired characteristics for their gender as well as the
desired characteristics for leaders, Maher (1997) suggests that transformational leadership
may contribute to a lower bias against female leaders and heighten women’s’ chances of
promotion. Thus, arguments based on the female leadership advantage hypothesis might
suggest that female transformational leaders would either be equally or even more likely to be
promoted than male transformational leaders.

On the contrary, expectancy-violation theory suggests that violating a stereotype — in
comparison to confirming a stereotype — can have a stronger influence on evaluations (Jussim
et al., 1987) because gender-incongruent behavior is unexpected and therefore more
noticeable. For example, one study found that men and women who performed well in a
gender-incongruent job (e.g., male fashion writers) were evaluated more favorable than men
and women working in gender-congruent jobs (e.g., female fashion writers, Bettencourt et al.,
1997). According to expectancy-violation theory, transformational leadership would likely be

more beneficial for male rather than female leaders. Even though it is expected of women to
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be communal (more so than being agentic), being communal is not necessarily undesirable in
men (Prentice & Carranza, 2002). Thus, when a man displays counter-stereotypical
communal behavior (e.g., individualized consideration), he may actually overachieve
perceivers’ expectations (see also Prentice & Carranza, 2004).

Initial research findings are in line with the reasoning of expectancy violation theory.
Men are evaluated more positively than women when showing verbal consideration in the
workplace (e.g., asking about subordinates’ views; Mohr & Wolfram, 2008) and reach more
effective outcomes than women when starting negotiations with small talk, a form of
communal communication (Shaughnessy et al., 2015). Men are also perceived as more
deserving of organizational rewards when helping a colleague (Heilman & Chen, 2005).
These findings promote the idea that men get more credit for communal behavior than women
do. I refer to these findings as the communality-bonus effect for men.

There is also some research evidence that communal men face societal penalties (e.g.,
Judge, Livingston, & Hurst, 2012; Moss-Racusin, Phelan, & Rudman, 2010). I argue that
male transformational leaders would not face such penalties because they are in a high status,
traditionally male position of power (Moss-Racusin et al., 2010).
Transformational leadership

Initial findings indicate that the outcomes of transformational leadership depend on
the leader’s gender (e.g., Schyns, von Elverfeldt, & Felfe, 2008; Wolfram & Gratton, 2014).
Men’s (but not women’s) transformational leadership behavior is positively related to
followers’ work satisfaction (Wolfram & Mohr, 2010). In addition, men’s (more so than
women’s) transformational leadership behavior is associated with followers’ innovative
behaviors (Reuvers, Van Engen, Vinkenburg, & Wilson-Evered, 2008). Vinkenburg and
colleagues (2011) surveyed people’s beliefs about gender, transformational leadership, and

promotability. They found that people assumed both men and women to profit from
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transformational leadership. However, whereas female leaders were assumed to be
particularly promotable when showing individualized consideration (i.e., communality), male
leaders were expected to particularly benefit from inspirational motivation (Vinkenburg, van
Engen, Eagly, & Johannesen-Schmidt, 2011). Note that these findings about laypeople’s
beliefs differ from predictions of expectancy violation theory which would suggest that men
would profit more than women from individualized consideration and transformational
leadership overall. While the research by Vinkenburg et al. (2011) offers important insights,
laypeople’s beliefs might be grounded in stereotypes (i.e., an assumption that women need to
display communality in the form of individualized consideration to get ahead). Beliefs are not
always accurate and intentions or actual behaviors may indeed be different (Fishbein &
Ajzen, 1975). Our research designs enable us to test people’s actual reactions to
transformational leaders. I can assess how transformational leadership causally impacts
evaluations of women’s and men’s promotability.

Overall, based on expectancy violation theory and research supporting a communality-
bonus effect for men, I hypothesize that the impact of leadership style on perceived leadership
effectiveness and promotability will depend on leader gender. So far, I have argued that when
men show transformational leadership, they are likely to be seen as more effective and
promotable than women because they overachieve evaluators’ expectations, while women
merely fulfill pre-determined expectations. Thus, I make the following hypothesis:

Hypothesis 2a: Male transformational leaders are perceived to be more effective than
female transformational leaders.

Hypothesis 2b: Male transformational leaders are evaluated to be more promotable

than female transformational leaders.

Autocratic leadership
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Research indicates that when men and women violate gender role stereotypes in a way
considered as negative, they often face social penalties. These “backlash-effects” entail that
under certain circumstances, women who display high levels of agency are liked less and
receive lower organizational rewards than men who demonstrate the same exact behaviors
(see Rudman & Phelan, 2008, for a review). When women behave in a highly agentic manner,
evaluators are likely to assume that they lack communality (i.e., implied communality deficit,
Heilman & Okimoto, 2007). I apply this finding to the leadership context. Autocratic
leadership comprises predominantly agentic characteristics (Judge et al., 2004). Hence,
evaluators are likely to assume that autocratic leaders do not possess communal attributes.
Since women are expected to show communality, autocratic leadership should result in
backlash for female leaders (Heilman & Okimoto, 2007; Rudman & Phelan, 2008). Meta-
analytical findings, however, only partly support this logic. M. J. Williams and Tiedens
(2016) showed that dominant men and women are seen as equally competent overall. Eagly et
al. (1992) found that male leaders are evaluated to be more competent than female leaders
when employing agentic leadership styles. Thus, when women show autocratic leadership,
they should be seen as less effective and promotable than men because they violate
evaluators’ expectations in a negative manner, while men merely fulfill their expectations.

Hypothesis 3a: Female autocratic leaders are perceived to be less effective than male
autocratic leaders.

Hypothesis 3b: Female autocratic leaders are evaluated to be less promotable than
male autocratic leaders.

The mediating role of perceived leadership effectiveness

Finally, T suggest that the moderating effect of leader gender on the relationship

between leadership style and evaluations of promotability will be mediated by the perceived

effectiveness of a leader. Researchers suggest that leadership effectiveness will be considered

117



when making promotion decisions (Eagly & Carli, 2007). Building on the idea that
organizations seek to promote the most effective leaders to higher leadership positions
(Lyness & Heilman, 2006), I expect that higher perceived leader effectiveness result in higher
evaluations of promotability.

Hypothesis 4: The effect of leadership style and leader gender on evaluations of
promotability is mediated by perceived leadership effectiveness.

To summarize, this research aims to identify whether different effectiveness
evaluations of male and female leaders with transformational leadership styles result in lower
evaluations of promotability. To test the hypotheses described above, I conducted a pretest,
and two experimental studies: an experimental paper-pencil study focused on an academic
context (Study 1) and an experimental online study focused on a business context (Study 2).
Finally, I conducted a field study (Study 3) and tested the generalizability of the previous
findings from experimental research.

Pretest

To test whether evaluators indeed expect women to show more transformational
leadership than men, I conducted a pretest. Our sample consisted of 45 participants (42.2 %
female, Myoe = 40.2, SDyge = 9.6, 94% working, 42.2 % work in a leadership position)
recruited online. Participants were asked to imagine a typical male leader and a typical female
leader (in randomized order) and to indicate on a 7-point Likert scale how much they
expected the leader to show transformational leadership (4 items, Omate = .85, Ofemate = .91;

e.g., “The male (female) leader encourages his (her) employees to think about problems from
different points of view”’) and autocratic leadership behaviors (4 items, Omale lcader = -84, OFemale
leader = -76; €.2., “The male (female) leader takes on the responsibility to assign tasks to each
subordinate”). The items were taken from widely used operationalizations of autocratic and

transformational leadership (Felfe & Goihl, 2002; Molero, Cuadrado, Navas, & Morales,
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2007; White & Lippitt, 1960) and were presented in a randomized order. Results show that
transformational leadership behaviors were expected significantly more in female leaders (M
=5.09; SE = .22) than in male leaders (M = 4.67; SE = .22), F(1, 44) = 8.05, p = .007, np2 =
.16. However, there was no significant difference in the expectation of autocratic leadership
behaviors, F(1, 44) = .49, p = 487, npz = .01, of female leaders (M =4.72; SE = .19) and male
leaders (M =4.57; SE = .17). The results of this pretest provide an initial indication that
evaluators hold differential expectations about transformational (though not autocratic)
leadership of women and men. Other researchers have found similar results for
transformational leadership (Stempel, Rigotti, & Mohr, 2015). However, the finding for
autocratic leadership is surprising because agentic behavior has been found to be expected
more of men than for women (Diekman & Eagly, 2000). Further testing was needed to
understand the extent to which these expectations affect perceptions of leaders’ effectiveness
and promotability.
Study 1

In Study 1, I set out to test whether transformational as compared to autocratic
leadership results in higher evaluations of leadership effectiveness and promotability.
Furthermore, the purpose of this study was to investigate to what extent leaders’ gender
moderates these relationships.

Method

Participants and design. I conducted a 2 x 2 between-subject experiment with leader
gender (male, female) and leadership style (transformational, autocratic) as the independent
variables. The sample consisted of 85 students from a university in Germany (55 % female,
Myge = 24.5, SDyee = 4.0). Students were advanced in their studies (7 study semesters on
average, SD = 4 semesters) and represented a variety of majors ranging from humanities

(History, English) and social sciences (Law, Sociology) to natural sciences (Physics,
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Medicine).

Procedure and manipulation. With the purpose of increasing experimental realism
(Aguinis & Bradley, 2014), this study focused on the academic context, which students were
familiar with. Moreover, the academic context has been often argued to be male dominated
(Carli, Alawa, Lee, Zhao, & Kim, 2016; van den Brink & Benschop, 2012). Therefore, the
equal representation of both men and women in leadership is an important issue in this
context . Participants were given the role of student members of a university committee for
tenure track evaluations. Student representation in tenure evaluation committees is a formal
requirement in German universities, where the study was conducted. Participants evaluated an
assistant professor going up for tenure. Given that students from different majors were
invited, I did not specify a field of study. All participants read an excerpt from an interview
with an assistant professor describing how this professor lead his or her team. I manipulated
leadership style (transformational, autocratic) and leader gender (male, female) in the
interview. Leader gender was manipulated with the name of the assistant professor
(Christiane or Thomas). Leadership style was manipulated in the interview excerpt.

I carefully constructed two short vignettes (Atzmiiller & Steiner, 2010) to manipulate
transformational and autocratic leadership. Transformational leadership was manipulated
based on the German validation of items from the Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire
(MLQ; Felfe & Goihl, 2002), a widely used instrument to assess transformational leadership
(Avolio et al., 1999). Specifically, leaders were asked two interview questions (“How do you
make sure your team meets the high performance requirements of our university?” and “How
do you lead your subordinates?”’) and the responses were as follows:

I believe that one should point out to employees how important it is to commit
100% (idealized influence). This way, they can see how meaningful their work is, that is
to say that they do their part to a common goal. This encourages high performance! This

is also why I often speak with enthusiasm about goals that should be achieved in our
team (inspirational motivation).
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I think that it is important to consider the individuality of one's employees. This is
why I treat each person in the team as an individual, not just as one amongst many
(individual consideration). It is also important to me that my employees learn to look at
problems from different points of view (intellectual stimulation).

In the autocratic leadership condition (manipulated on the basis of Molero et al., 2007;
White & Lippitt, 1960), leaders were again asked the same two questions and the responses
indicated the following:

I believe that one should clearly assign tasks to employees. This way, they can see
what exactly they ought to do. This encourages high performance! With some
employees one just has to say what they need to do. If necessary, I specify this step-by-
step.

I think that one does not need to handle employees with velvet gloves, but can also
lead with a firm hand. Because who, if not I as team leader, should make decisions
about strategies and tasks and should specify explicitly how to get them done.

Manipulation checks were employed to determine whether participants perceived the
leadership styles as intended. Participants indicated their perceptions on 7-point Likert scales
(from 1 “do not agree at all” to 7 “totally agree”). Statements similar to those used in the
pretest and based on the manipulations (Felfe & Goihl, 2002; Molero et al., 2007; White &
Lippitt, 1960) measured perceptions of transformational leadership (4 items, o = .81; e.g.,
“This person encourages his/her employees to think about problems from different points of
view”) and autocratic leadership (4 items, a = .80; e.g., “This person leads his/her
subordinates with a firm hand”). Manipulation checks confirmed that participants perceived
the leadership styles as intended. Participants in the transformational (M = 5.77, SD = 1.35)
compared to the autocratic leadership condition (M = 4.26, SD = 1.00) perceived leaders to
show significantly more transformational leadership, #(83) = 5.83, p <.001. Participants in the
autocratic (M = 6.28, SD = .67) as compared to the transformational (M = 4.99, SD = .98)
leadership condition perceived leaders to show significantly more autocratic leadership, #83)
=-7.07, p <.001.

Dependent Measures. Leadership effectiveness was measured with the three items:

“This person is a competent leader”, “This person is highly competent in leading employees”,

121



and “This person can lead a team effectively” (o = .95). Evaluations of promotability were
measured with the three items: “This person should be given tenure”, “This person should be
excluded from the selection process for tenure” (reversed), and “This person should be
recommended for tenure” (o = .91). Participants responded to the items on 7-point Likert
scales (from 1 “do not agree at all” to 7 “totally agree”).
Results

Table 15 presents means, standard deviations, and correlations. Because of the high
correlation between leadership effectiveness and evaluations of promotability, I tested the
discriminant validity of the two constructs. I adopted a confirmatory factor analysis (similar
to other studies with similar dependent variables, e.g., Heilman & Chen, 2005) approach in
the R package lavaan (Rosseel, 2012) and compared the fit of two nested models. The first
was a l-factor model with all 6 items loading on the same factor. The second was a correlated
2-factor model in which items were allowed to load onto their respective factors (i.e.,
leadership effectiveness and evaluations of promotability). Results indicated that the 2-factor
model showed a reasonable fit (xz =21.00,df =8, p <.001, CFI = .98, RMSEA =.11) and
was clearly preferable over the 1-factor model (y* = 92.82, df =9, p <.001, CFI =91,
RMSEA = .27, Ay*=71.82, df = 1, p <.001)'® indicating that leadership effectiveness and

evaluations of promotability are overlapping, but not redundant constructs.

' The high RMSEA in the correlated 2-factor model results from small degrees of freedom and
relatively low sample size (Kenny, Kaniskan, & McCoach, 2015)
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Table 15

Overall means, standard deviations, and correlations Study 1

M SD
Variable 1 2 3 4
1. Leadership Style 52 .50 -
2. Leader Gender A48 .50 -.11 -
3. Leadership 4.98 1.40 377 -11 -
Effectiveness
4. Evaluations of 462 145 447 04 797 -
promotability
5. Semester of study  6.83 4.06 -.15 .05 .02 10
(covariate)

Note. ”"p < .001. Leadership style is coded as 0 autocratic, 1 transformational. Leader gender
1s coded as 0 male leader, 1 female leader.

To test the effects of leadership style and leader gender on leadership effectiveness
and evaluations of promotability a multivariate analysis of covariance (MANCOVA) was
conducted with semester of study as a covariate. I included the covariate, because — based on
their more extensive experience with different professors — more advanced students as
compared to less advanced students might hold more specific expectations about the skills
and behaviors of a tenured professor (the pattern of results did not change with inclusion of
the covariate)'’. Results of the MANCOVA indicated a significant main effect of leadership

style, F(2, 74) = 10.53, p < .001, np2 = .22, but not of leader gender, F(2, 74) = .62, p = .544,

" Five participants did not specify their semester of study and had to be left out of the analyses.
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n,> = .02. In addition, a significant interaction effect of the two emerged, F(2, 74) = 4.18, p =
.019, npz = .10. To test our hypotheses I conducted univariate analyses of covariance
(ANCOVAs) on the dependent measures and followed them up with pairwise comparisons. I
then calculated the moderated mediation effect. Table 16 presents means and standard

deviations for each study condition. There were no effects of participant gender.

Table 16

Means (and standard errors) for each condition in Study 1

Transformational Autocratic
Leadership Style Leadership Style
Male Leader Female Leader Male Leader Female Leader
Leadership 5.69, (.28) 4.52, (.30) 3.79. (.33) 4.37p(.28)
Effectiveness
Evaluations of 6.00, (.25) 5.27 (.27) 4.13. (.30) 4.61p. (.26)
promotability

Note. Ratings were given on a 7-point scale in which higher scores indicate higher leadership
effectiveness and higher evaluations of promotability. Means are adjusted for the covariate
participant semester of study. Means in a row with different subscripts differ significantly at p
< .05 (one-tailed) as indicated by pairwise comparisons using bootstrapping.

Ratings of leadership effectiveness. A significant effect for leadership style emerged,
F(1, 75) = 11.52, p = .001, np2 = .13, supporting the verity of Hypothesis la that
transformational leaders were seen as more effective than autocratic leaders. There was no

significant effect for leader gender, F(1, 75) = 1.02, p = .316, npz = .01. In line with

Hypothesis 2a and 3a, I found a significant interaction between leader gender and leadership
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style, F(1, 75) = 8.47, p = .005, np2 = .10. In line with Hypothesis 2a, pairwise comparisons
(using the robust method bootstrapping, because of heterogeneity of cell variances discovered
using Levene's test; Field, 2013) showed that male transformational leaders were perceived as
more effective than female transformational leaders. In Hypothesis 3a I expected female
autocratic leaders to be evaluated as less effective than male autocratic leaders. Contrary to
our assumptions, but in line with our findings in the pretest, male autocratic leaders and

female autocratic leaders did not differ in leadership effectiveness ratings (see Figure 24).

B Male Leader

OFemale Leader

Transformational Autocratic Leadership
Leadership

Figure 24. Ratings of leadership effectiveness of male and female leaders by transformational
and autocratic leadership style (Study 1). Higher ratings indicate higher perceived leadership
effectiveness.

Evaluations of promotability. I again found a significant main effect for leadership
style, F(1, 75) = 21.31, p < .001, np2 = .22, indicating in line with Hypothesis 1b that
transformational leaders were evaluated to be more promotable than autocratic leaders. There
was no significant main effect for leader gender, F(1, 75) = .21, p = .646, np2 =.00. In line
with Hypothesis 2b and 3b, the interaction between leader gender and leadership style was

significant, F(1, 75) = 4.94, p = .029, np2 = .06. There was also a significant effect of the

covariate semester of study, F(1, 75) = 4.22, p = .043, np2 = .05. As expected in Hypothesis
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2b, pairwise comparisons (again using bootstrapping) indicated that male transformational
leaders were evaluated to be significantly more promotable than female transformational
leaders. Again, contrary to Hypothesis 3b, male autocratic leaders and female autocratic

leaders did not differ in evaluations of promotability (see Figure 25).

B Male Leader

UFemale Leader

Transformational Autocratic Leadership
Leadership

Figure 25. Ratings of evaluations of promotability of male and female leaders by
transformational and autocratic leadership style (Study 1). Higher ratings indicate higher
likelihood of being promoted.

Moderated mediation analyses. Hypothesis 4 predicted perceived leadership
effectiveness to mediate the relationship between leadership style, leader gender, and
evaluations of promotability. To test this hypothesis, I used the PROCESS SPSS macro
(Hayes, 2013) with leadership style (coded as 0 = autocratic, 1 = transformational) as the
independent variable, leadership effectiveness as the mediator, and promotability as the
dependent variable (and semester of study as a covariate). I further tested whether leader
gender (coded as 0 = male, 1 = female) moderated the mediation model. I used Model 8 with
5,000 bootstraps and 95% bias correction. Effects were denoted as statistically significant
when confidence intervals (CI) did not include zero. Results indicate that leadership style

significantly predicted perceived leadership effectiveness (b = 1.89, SE = .44, C1[1.02, 2.76)),
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as did the interaction between leadership style and leader gender (b = -1.75, SE = .60, CI [-
2.94, -.55]). Leadership effectiveness predicted evaluations of promotability (b = .69, SE =
.07, CI [.56, .83]). This moderated mediation model was significant for male leaders (indirect
effect = 1.31, SE = .36, CI [.65, 2.08]), but not for female leaders (indirect effect = .10, SE =
.28, CI [-.45, .65]). Therefore, Hypothesis 4 was supported only for male leaders.
Discussion

Study 1 demonstrated that even though transformational leaders were generally
perceived to be more effective and evaluated to be more promotable to higher positions in
academia than autocratic leaders, male leaders had an advantage over female leaders. Male
and female autocratic leaders did not differ in perceived leadership effectiveness and
evaluations of promotability. However, male transformational leaders were seen as more
effective and promotable than female transformational leaders. Furthermore, leadership style
only influenced evaluations of promotability through perceived leader effectiveness for male
leaders, but not for female leaders. Therefore, in Study 2, I set out to test whether the positive
evaluations of male transformational leaders stem from a communality bonus.

Study 2

In Study 2, I aim to replicate the findings of Study 1 with a sample of working adults.
In addition, I am interested in how leadership styles influence communality perceptions. I
assume that transformational leaders will be perceived as more communal than autocratic
leaders, because transformational (but not autocratic) leadership behaviors are concerned with
relationships (Kark & Shamir, 2013). In line with this reasoning, transformational leadership
has been found to correlate positively with communal attributes (Ross & Offermann, 1997).
Thus, I argue that evaluators will infer a leader’s communal attributes from transformational
leadership.

Hypothesis 5a: Transformational leaders will be perceived as more communal than
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autocratic leaders.

Without additional information men are perceived as less communal than women
(Haines et al., 2016). However, with additional information about the person this can change.
When men and women are described as homemakers (a role requiring communal attributes),
they are perceived as equally communal (Bosak et al., 2008). I argue that a similar effect will
occur when people receive information about a person’s leadership style. Since
transformational leadership fuels communality perceptions, male and female transformational
leaders are likely to be perceived as equally communal. These communality perceptions are
likely to mediate the relationship of transformational leadership on effectiveness and
promotability. Building on expectancy violation theory and the idea that communality is less
expected of men (Jussim et al., 1987), men may be exceeding expectations for communality
by showing transformational leadership. Thus, men’s effectiveness and promotability
evaluations would be influenced to a greater extent than women’s (see Figure 26). In line with
this, shifting standards theory (Biernat, 2012; Biernat & Manis, 1994; Biernat & Thompson,
2002) suggests that men will be judged in relation to other men, while women will be judged
in relation to other women. Because people assume that men are less communal than women,
they have a lower standard for men to be perceived as notably communal. This means that a
man, who is being perceived as communal (because of his transformational leadership style)
would likely be perceived as especially communal and thus as particularly effective in
leadership and highly promotable. Contrarily, the standard for women to be perceived as
highly communal is higher due to assumptions of women’s generally high levels of
communality. Thus, a women who is also being perceived as communal (because of her
transformational leadership style) would not be seen as exceptionally communal, which
would not increase her evaluations of leadership effectiveness and promotabiliy to the same

extent as it would for men.
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Hypothesis 5b: Perceived communality will mediate the relationship of leadership
style on leadership effectiveness and evaluations of promotability to a greater extent for male

than for female leaders.

Percerved Leadership

Communa llll\ Effectiveness

/\

Leadership _/ Evaluations of ‘

Style Promotability

Figure 26. Proposed model of the relationship between leadership style, perceived
communality, leadership effectiveness perceptions, and evaluations of promotability for male
leaders.
Method

Design and participants. I conducted a 2 x 2 between-subject experiment with leader
gender (male, female) and leadership style (transformational, autocratic) as the independent
variables. Our sample consisted of 185 participants who were all employed at the time of the
survey (93% full-time). Sixty-three percent of the participants were men, the mean age was
38.14 years (SD = 8.09), and 90% were of German nationality. Fifty-four percent of the
participants held a leadership position at the time of the survey, and 84 % had prior
experience with personnel selection and evaluation. Regarding the level of education, 77%
held a university degree, 23 % a high school diploma.

Procedure. I conducted an online study and posted the invitation to take part in the
study on a professional social networking website. Participants first read a short introduction

to the scenario, which was similar to that of Study 1. Because this study was set in the context
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of business organizations, participants were asked to assume the role of a committee member,
evaluating candidates for promotion. Instructions and information given was similar to that of
Study 1. To distract any attention from our interest in leadership styles and leader gender as
predictors of promotion decisions, I provided a short study introduction. I informed
participants that the study dealt with promotion decisions on the basis of limited information
and that I would randomly allocate a specific piece of information to them.

Again all participants received an excerpt of an interview with the candidate.
Leadership style and leader gender were manipulated in the interview excerpt. After reading
the interview excerpt, participants evaluated the candidate by answering a short questionnaire.
I collected data from 389 employees. Due to the greater susceptibility of rash or careless
responses in online surveys that pose a threat to data quality, I followed the suggestions of
many researchers and added several checks for inappropriate responses in Study 2 (Goodman,
Cryder, & Cheema, 2013; Huang, Curran, Keeney, Poposki, & DeShon, 2011; Huang, Liu, &
Bowling, 2015; Meade & Craig, 2012; Oppenheimer, Meyvis, & Davidenko, 2009;
Tabachnik & Fidell, 2007). Researchers found that participants in online experiments may not
pay enough attention to experimental materials, which can reduce statistical power (Goodman
et al., 2013). Therefore, to ensure data quality, I employed three robust manipulation and data
quality checks, and excluded participants who did not meet these criteria (Meade & Craig,
2012). Participants were only included in the final sample if they answered the manipulation
checks correctly (see below) as well as a test question ("It is important to us that you read all
questions. Please answer this question with “1 not at all”."; cf., Oppenheimer et al., 2009).
The excluded participants did not differ from the final sample regarding demographic

variables, but differed in how conscientiously they had participated in the study™.

* Excluded participants were 68% male. They were 39.76 years old (SD = 9.12) on average and 89 %
were of German nationality. Levels of education were as follows: 6% PhD, 65% college or university
degree, 20% 12-year high school degree, and 9 % 9- or 10-year high school degree.
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Manipulation. The manipulation of gender and leadership style was the same as in
Study 1. Descriptions of the context were slightly adapted to fit the business setting (i.e.,
words related to academia like university or field were interchanged with words related to the
business context like organization or division). I employed three manipulation checks and
excluded participants who did not answer the checks correctly to ensure that all participants in
our final sample understood the manipulation as intended”’ (cf., Casler, Bickel, & Hackett,
2013; Huang, Liu, et al., 2015). I was strict about excluding participants with careless
responses and those who failed the manipulation checks, because I was specifically interested
in reactions to the target leader dependent on whether his or her behavior was indeed
perceived to be autocratic or transformational. If participants did not perceive the leader’s
behavior in line with our intended manipulation, then their responses would not have been
useful in answering our research questions. As in Study 1, the leadership style manipulation
was successful. Participants in the transformational leadership condition (M7,4,s = 5.77,
SD71rans = 1.35; Mgy = 4.99, SD 4, = .98) compared to the autocratic leadership condition

(Myans = 4.26, SD1y4ns = 1.00; My = 6.28, SD 4, = .67) perceived leaders to show

*! I asked participants to describe the leadership style of the target person on the basis of the
information that they read in the interview (“On the basis of the information you have just received,
how would you describe the leadership behavior of the target person?”). Participants chose between
three options: “The person shows enthusiasm about common goals and treats each follower as an
individual” (transformational leadership), “The person leads with a strong hand by allocating tasks to
followers and specifying how to execute them” (autocratic leadership), and “I don’t know”.
Participants passed the manipulation check if they selected the option in line with the manipulation
they read previously. Further, I asked participants to recall the name of the target person (Thomas
Heller or Christiane Heller). This served as a manipulation check of leader gender. Finally, I looked at
whether participants actually perceived the target person to only show transformational leadership and
not also autocratic leadership in the transformational leadership style condition, and if they perceived
the target person to only show autocratic leadership and not also transformational leadership in the
autocratic leadership style condition. Participants indicated their perceptions of the target person’s
leadership style on 7-point Likert scales (from 1 “do not agree at all” to 7 “totally agree”):
Transformational leadership (4 items, a = .90; e.g., “This person encourages his/her subordinates to
think about problems from several points of view”) and autocratic leadership (4 items, o = .85; e.g.,
“This person leads his/her subordinates with a strong hand”). For each participant, this criterion
required a mean difference of at least one scale point in the direction of the leadership style
manipulation they read.
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significantly more transformational leadership, #(171) = 5.83, p <.001, and less autocratic
leadership, #(171) =-7.07, p < .001.
Dependent measures

Leadership effectiveness (o = .93) and evaluations of promotability (o = .88) were
measured on 7-point Likert scales (from 1 “do not agree at all” to 7 “totally agree”) with the
same items as in Study 1 (the word “tenure” being exchanged with the word “promotion” in
the evaluations of promotability measure). Perceived communality (o = .85) was computed
based on three 7-point bipolar items (not supportive-supportive, not encouraging-
encouraging, not selfish-selfish (reverse coded)) and response to the item, “How likeable is
this person?” (1 “not at all ““ to 7 “very”; based on items from Bosak & Sczesny, 2011;
Bridges & Etaugh, 1995; Rudman et al., 2012)22.

Results

Table 17 presents the means, standard deviations, and correlations found in study 2.
Based on the high correlations of leadership effectiveness and evaluations of promotability, |
again conducted a CFA to ensure that effectiveness, promotability, and communality were
indeed distinguishable. The 3-factor model showed a reasonable fit (x> = 84.35, df = 32, p <
.001, CFI = .97, RMSEA = .096) and was clearly preferable over the 2-factor model with
promotability and effectiveness loading on the same factor (y* = 186.71, df = 34, p < .001,
CFI =.90, RMSEA = .16, Ay’ = 102.37, df = 2, p < .001), confirming that our measured

variables may be overlapping but are empirically separate constructs.

Table 17

Overall means, standard deviations, and correlations Study 2

* I included likeability to be an indicator of communality, because it is often described as part of the
communality construct (Abele, Uchronski, et al., 2008). Similar to other communal attributes, it is also
more prescriptive for women to be likeable than for men (Rudman et al., 2012).

132



Variable 1 2 3 4 5
1. Leadership Style 38 49 -
2. Leader Gender Sl .50 .07 -

3. Perceived

3.61 1.39 7 .10 -
Communality
4. Leadership
4.10 1.68 63" 11 657 -
Effectiveness
5. Evaluations of
3.73 1.56 687" 02 707 797 -
promotability
6. Evaluator age . .
38.14 8.09 -.06 .05 -.04 -.18 -.18

(covariate)

Note. "p<.001, "p < .001. Leadership style is coded as 0 autocratic, 1 transformational.
Leader gender is coded as 0 male leader, 1 female leader.

To test the effects of leadership style and leader gender on communality, perceived
leadership effectiveness and evaluations of promotability, I conducted a MANCOVA with
participant age as a covariate. | included age because older participants are likely to have
more experience with different leadership styles as compared to younger participants, which
might influence their ratings. In line with this reasoning, Table 17 indicates that participant
age correlated significantly with both dependent measures. Ratings of leadership effectiveness
and evaluations of promotability declined with participants’ age. One person did not indicate
their age and was not included in the analyses. Results of the MANCOVA indicated a

significant main effect of leadership style, F(3, 177) = 106.25, p < .001, np2 = .64, but not of
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leader gender, F(3, 177) = 1.06, p = .368, n,,z =.02. The interaction effect between leadership
style and leader gender was not significant, however, I found a trend in the expected direction,
F(3,177)=2.33,p=.076,7," = .04.

It is important to note that results would slightly change if I did not exclude
participants who failed the manipulation checks. In this case, I only find a significant main
effect for leadership style, F(2, 362) = 127.55, p < .001, np2 = .41, but not for leader gender,
F(2,362)=1.74, p = .18, npz = .01, nor for the interaction, F(2, 362) = .96, p = .39, npz = 01.
However, because I am interested in perceptions of people, who were influenced by the
experimental manipulations as intended, I analyzed the subsample of participants, who passed
the manipulation checks. I then conducted the same analyses as in Study 1 to test our
hypotheses. Table 18 presents the means and standard deviations for each study condition.

Again, there were no effects of participant gender.
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Table 18

Means (and standard errors) for each condition in Study 2

Transformational Leadership

Autocratic Leadership Style

Style
Male Leader Female Male Leader Female Leader
Leader
Perceived 4.99, (.16) 4,94, (.14) 2.63, (.12) 290y (.12)
Communality
Leadership 5.14, (.21) 4.80, (.19) 2.67, (.16) 3.27.(.16)
Effectiveness
Evaluations of 5.78. (.21) 5.324 (.19) 3.11.(.16) 3.32.(.16)
promotability

Note. Ratings were given on a 7-point scale in which higher scores indicate higher leadership
effectiveness and higher evaluations of promotability. Means are adjusted for the covariate
evaluator age. Means in a row with different subscripts differ significantly at p <.05 (one-
tailed) as indicated by pairwise comparisons using bootstrapping.
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Perceived communality. In line with Hypothesis 5a, I found a significant main effect
for leadership style, F(1, 179) = 265.56, p < .001, npz = .60, indicating that transformational
leaders were perceived as much more communal than autocratic leaders. I did not find a
significant effect of leader gender, F(1, 179) = .67, p = .413, n,,z = .00, nor a significant

interaction, F(1, 179) = 1.525, p = .22, np2 =.01. Results are displayed in Figure 27.

B Male Leader

UFemale Leader

Transformational Autocratic Leadership
Leadership

Figure 27. Ratings of perceived communality of male and female leaders by transformational
and autocratic leadership style (Study 2). Higher ratings indicate higher perceived
communality.

Leadership effectiveness. A significant main effect for leadership effectiveness
emerged, F(1, 179) = 124.20, p < .001, np2 = .41, indicating in line with Hypothesis la that
transformational leaders were generally perceived as more effective than autocratic leaders.
There was no significant effect for leader gender, F(1, 179) = .52, p = .474, npz = .00, but a
significant interaction between leader gender and leadership style, F(1, 179) = 6.84, p = .01,
np2 = .04. Regarding Hypothesis 2a, pairwise comparisons using bootstrapping (Field, 2013)
showed that male transformational leaders were perceived as similarly effective as female
transformational leaders, though there was a trend in the expected direction. Regarding

Hypothesis 3a, where I assumed that male autocratic leaders would be evaluated to be more
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effective than female autocratic leaders, the opposite effect occurred: Female autocratic

leaders were evaluated to be more effective than male autocratic leaders (see Figure 28).

B Male Leader

UFemale Leader

Transformational Autocratic Leadership
Leadership

Figure 28. Ratings of leadership effectiveness of male and female leaders by transformational
and autocratic leadership style (Study 2). Higher ratings indicate higher levels of perceived
leadership effectiveness.

Evaluations of promotability. I again found a significant main effect for leadership
style, F(1, 179) = 161.76, p < .001, np2 = .48, indicating in line with Hypothesis 1b that
transformational leaders were more likely to be recommended for promotion than autocratic
leaders. There was no significant main effect for leader gender, F(1, 179) = .44, p = .51, np2 =
.00, and the interaction between leader gender and leadership style was approaching
significance, F(1, 179) = 3.33, p = .07, np2 = .02. In line with Hypothesis 2b, pairwise
comparisons with bootstrapping showed that male transformational leaders were evaluated to
be more promotable than female transformational leaders. Hypothesis 3b assumed that male
autocratic leaders would be evaluated to be more promotable than female autocratic leaders.

Yet, results indicate that female autocratic leaders and male autocratic leaders were evaluated

to be equally promotable. Results are illustrated in Figure 29.
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Figure 29. Ratings of promotability of male and female leaders by transformational and
autocratic leadership style (Study 2). Higher ratings indicate higher promotability evaluations.

Mediation analyses. To test Hypotheses 5b which stated that communality
perceptions would mediate the relationship of leadership style on evaluations of leadership
effectiveness and promotability more strongly for women than for men, I again used the
PROCESS SPSS macro (Hayes, 2013). To be able to test a serial mediation model with
leadership style (coded as 0 = autocratic, 1 = transformational) as the independent variable,
perceived communality as the first mediator, leadership effectiveness as the second mediator,
and evaluations of promotability as the dependent variable, I tested the mediation model
separate for male and female leaders. Participant age was kept as a covariate. I used Model 6
with 5,000 bootstraps and 95% bias correction. Results for male leaders showed that
leadership style (b =2.37, SE = .20, CI [1.97, 2.77]) significantly predicted perceived
communality. Both leadership style (b = 1.25, SE = .35, CI [.56, 1.94]) and perceived
communality (b= .51, SE = .11, CI [.28, .74]) predicted leadership effectiveness. Finally,
leadership style (b = .84, SE = .33, CI [.18, 1.49]), perceived communality (b = .28, SE = .11,
CI [.06, .51]), and leadership effectiveness (b = .47, SE = .10, CI [.28, .66]) predicted

evaluations of promotability. The proposed indirect effect of leadership style influencing
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perceived communality, which then influences leadership effectiveness and evaluations of
promotability was significant (Indirect Effect = .57, SE = .24, CI [.19, 1.16]).

Results for female leaders also showed that leadership style (b =2.05, SE = .18, CI
[1.69, 2.41]) significantly predicted perceived communality. Only perceived communality (b
=.36, SE = .15, CI[.07, .66]) predicted leadership effectiveness. Finally, perceived
communality (b = .33, SE = .13, CI [.07, .59]) and leadership effectiveness (b = .55, SE = .09,
CI [.37,.72]) predicted evaluations of promotability. Importantly, the proposed indirect effect
of leadership style influencing perceived communality, which then influences leadership
effectiveness and evaluations of promotability was not significant for female leaders (Indirect
Effect = .41, SE = .28, CI [-.04, 1.08]). This means that perceived communality mediated the
relationship between leadership style, leadership effectiveness, and evaluations of
promotability only for male but not for female leaders.

Discussion

In Study 2, I replicated and extended the findings of Study 1 in a business context.
Again, transformational leaders were generally perceived to be more effective and were
evaluated to be more promotable to higher leadership positions than autocratic leaders.
However, paralleling the results from Study 1, male leaders gained more from displaying a
transformational leadership style than female leaders did. In addition, female autocratic
leaders were perceived as more effective in leadership than male autocratic leaders. In
addition, only for male but not for female leaders did the communality-bonus caused by
transformational leadership behavior result in higher perceptions of leadership effectiveness
which in turn resulted in higher evaluations of promotability.

Study 3
I followed up our two experimental studies with a field study, which had three aims.

First, I wanted to test the generalizability of findings to organizational contexts. I am thereby
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able to heighten the external validity of this research. Second, I opted to analyze if specific
dimensions of transformational leadership would lead to different effects (Kunze, de Jong, &
Bruch, 2013; Vinkenburg et al., 2011; Wang & Howell, 2010). I thereby extended the first
two studies, in which all dimensions were manipulated simultaneously and an analyses of
differentiated outcomes was not possible. The dimensions individualized consideration and
intellectual stimulation have a strong focus on individual people, while inspirational
motivation and idealized influence have a strong focus on the collective of all people in a
given work group (Wu, Tsui, & Kinicki, 2010). Vinkenburg et al. (2011) found that laypeople
assume women to be more promotable when showing individualized consideration and men
to be more promotable when showing inspirational motivation. On the basis of expectancy
violation theory (Jussim et al., 1987; Prentice & Carranza, 2004), I disagree with the
assumptions of their study participants: All dimensions of transformational leadership are
concerned with relationships (either with individual members or with the group as a whole).
Thus, they all are likely to fuel perceptions of communality, resulting in male leaders being
evaluated more positively than female leaders. Therefore, I do not expect differentiated effect
for individual dimensions. Nonetheless, this has to be tested and I opted in this study to
investigate if a particular dimension of transformational leadership is driving the
communality-bonus effects for men.

Finally, the third aim of this study was to test the role of agency as a mediator of the
relationship between leadership styles and perceptions of effectiveness as well as
promotability. Researchers widely agree that alongside communality, agency is the second
big driver of human behavior (Bakan, 1966; Bruckmiiller & Abele, 2013). It encompasses
characteristics concerned with reaching personal goals or skill manifestations (like self-
confidence or assertiveness). Without additional information, women are often perceived to

be less agentic than men (Haines et al., 2016). Autocratic leadership is defined as dominance
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and control (De Cremer, 2006) — behaviors that are part of the agency construct (Abele,
Uchronski, et al., 2008). I argue that an autocratic leadership style may increase perceptions
of women’s agency, which may mediate the effects of autocratic leadership on evaluations of
leadership effectiveness and promotability. Perceptions of agency may thereby account for
women’s positive evaluations. Because men are already perceived as highly agentic, I expect
this mediation to be less strong for male autocratic leaders.

Hypothesis 6: Perceived agency will mediate the relationship of autocratic leadership
on leadership effectiveness and evaluations of promotability to a greater extent for female
than for male leaders.

Method

I decided to survey managers and to ask them about the level of autocratic and
transformational behaviors that team members show when interacting with others in the team.
In other words, I asked supervisors about a target person’s lateral leadership behaviors. I
decided on this approach rather than asking upper level managers to rate leadership behaviors
of lower level managers because I assumed that in many cases upper level managers may not
have sufficient knowledge about the leadership style of subordinate managers. I also could
not recreate the promotion committee setting I had used in our earlier experimental studies. In
addition, I think that the approach to look at supervisors’ perceptions of a person’s lateral
leadership behaviors is of particular value because it closely reflects organizational reality and
is likely something supervisors will take into account when making promotion decisions
(Eagly & Carli, 2007).

Design and participants. To avoid common method bias, I employed a two-wave
panel design and measured our predictor (autocratic and transformational leadership style)
and outcome variables (communality, agency, leadership effectiveness, and promotability

evaluations) at different times (Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Lee, & Podsakoff, 2003). I sampled
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supervisors and asked them to rate a randomly selected member of their team. Our final
sample consisted of 74 supervisors who had participated at both time 1 and time 2. Our
sample size is larger than the recommended minimum sample size for studies like this
(Wilson VanVoorhis & Morgan, 2007). Supervisors were 48.1 years (SD = 8.9) old on
average, 42% were female, 96% were German, 60% held a university degree and 40% a high
school degree. They had 14.3 years of leadership experience and led their team (Medream size =
6.5 members) for about 8.6 years. 57% categorized themselves as top-level managers, 28% as
mid-level managers, and 15% as lower-level managers. They came from a variety of work
areas and indicated that the majority was from the service sector (65%) followed by
production (22%) and the public sector (11%). I asked about their influence on promotion
decisions and they indicated a value of 5.2 (SD = 2.0) on a scale from 1 “not at all” to 7 “very
much”. The team members selected were 49% female, the majority were between 30 and 60
years old (younger than 20 years: 3%, 20 — 29 years: 14%, 30 — 39 years: 28%, 40 — 49 years:
24%, 50 — 60 years: 23 %), with a team tenure of 6.4 years.

Procedure. Data was collected in collaboration with a professional panel provider. I
told participants that I was interested in teamwork in organizations and asked them to
participate in two surveys separated by one week. I collected data from 166 supervisors who
had completed the questionnaire at Time 1. However, data from 12 respondents was deemed
inadequate and I did not invite them to the second survey (e.g., who stated that they had not
answered honestly, had a large amount of missing values, indicated that they were retired).
128 people completed the questionnaire at Time 2. Because 16 respondents did not answer
our control questions adequately (“Cross your heart: Can your answers be used?”, “I have
never used a computer.”), they were excluded (Aust, Diedenhofen, Ullrich, & Musch, 2013;
Huang, Bowling, Liu, & Li, 2015).

At Time 1, I asked participants to rate a member of their team. They were instructed to
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choose the target person by selecting the person in the team whose given name would be first
of all given names in alphabetical sequence and explained this with an example. At Time 2, |
asked participants to think about the same team member and reiterated how they had chosen
the person at Time 1. At Time 1, I measured the predictors: Supervisors’ perceptions of
transformational and autocratic behaviors of the target person, as well as statistical questions.
At Time 2, I measured the outcomes: supervisors’ evaluations of promotability, leadership
effectiveness, perceived communality and perceived agency of the target person. Because |
did not manipulate either transformational or autocratic leadership, but measured the
perceived levels of autocratic and transformational leadership (in peer interactions), I cannot
compare autocratic and transformational leadership in this study. Instead, I investigated the
influence of low versus high levels of transformational leadership and low versus high levels
of autocratic leadership separately on supervisors’ evaluations of men and women.
Measures. Transformational leadership (o = .96) was measured with items from the
German translation of the MLQ (Felfe & Goihl, 2002). Items were slightly adapted to fit the
lateral leadership context: individualized consideration (4 items, e.g., “The person helps
others in the team to develop their strengths.”, a = .90), inspirational motivation (4 items, e.g.,
“The person talks optimistically about the future.”, a = .91), intellectual stimulation (4 items,
e.g., “The person brings others in the team to think about problems from different points of
view.”, o = .93), and idealized influence behaviors (3 items, e.g., “The person emphasizes the
importance of team spirit and a joint task understanding.”, o = .83). Autocratic leadership was
measured with six items from White and Lippitt (1960) which was also adapted slightly so as

to fit the lateral leadership context (e.g., “The person tells other team members clearly what to

* To make sure participants rated the same team members at both time points, I asked them to indicate
the team member’s gender, age (in categorical increments of 10 years), and team tenure. If participants
indicated the same gender, were not off by more than one age category and simultaneously not more
than 3 years off with regard to team tenure, I included them in the analyses. However, despite my
instructions, the team member demographics of 39 participants did not match and I had to exclude
them from the analyses.
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do.”, “The person decides strategies and tasks for other team members.”, o = .94). Our
outcome measures leadership effectiveness (o = .98) and communality (o = .90) were
measured as in Study 2, as was promotability (a = .89) with the additional item, “If I had to
choose a successor for my position, it would be this person.” (Thacker & Wayne, 1995).
Agency was measured based on Abele and Wojciszke (2007) with a 7-point semantic
differential of the four items; “not assertive — assertive”, “not self-confident — self-confident”,
“not active — active”, and “not self-reliant — self-reliant” (o = .93).
Results

Correlations of all variables are depicted in Table 19. Participant age again correlated
significantly with evaluations of promotability, which contrary to findings from Study 2,
indicated that older participants gave higher evaluations. I thus again included participant age
as a control variable for all analyses. As in the other two studies (and similar to other studies
in the literature, e.g., Heilman & Chen, 2005), our measures of promotability and
effectiveness were highly correlated. In addition, I wanted to show that transformational
leadership and communality as well as autocratic leadership and agency were distinct. |
therefore subjected all our variables to a CFA (Rosseel, 2012). Results revealed that our six
factor model (in which transformational leadership, autocratic leadership, communality,
agency, leadership effectiveness, promotability were separated) had an acceptable fit (y2 =
1008.57, df =579, p <.001, CFI = .86, RMSEA = .10) and was clearly preferable over other
potentially valid five factor models in which (1) leadership effectiveness and promotability
(32 =1120.27, df = 584, p <.001, CFI =83, RMSEA = .11, Ay2 = 111.7,df = 5, p <.001),
(2) transformational leadership and communality (y2 = 1111.83, df = 584, p <.001, CFI =.83,
RMSEA = .11, A2 =103.3, df =5, p <.001), (3) transformational leadership and autocratic
leadership (y2 = 1354.93, df = 584, p < .001, CF1=.75, RMSEA = .13, Ay2 =354.9,df=5,p

<.001), or autocratic leadership and agency loaded on the same factor (¥2 = 1526.68, df =
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588, p <.001, CF1 =.70, RMSEA = .15, Ay2 = 518.1, df = 9, p < .001).

Table 19

Overall means, standard deviations, and correlations Study 3

M

SD

Variable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1. Autocratic
3.60 1.66 -
Behaviors
2. Transformational
476 132 247
Behaviors
3. Target Gender .50 .50 -.19 -.14
4. Communality 500 139 -01 5277 -16
5. Agency 525 131 377 417 220 57
6. Leadership
410 1.86 377 5277 257 667 697
Effectiveness
7. Evaluations of . .
428 185 22 437 327 637 51 85
promotability
8. Evaluator age .
48.12 8.91 12 .10 .06 11 .01 .10 23

(covariate)

Note."p < .05, "p< .01, ""p <.001. Autocratic and transformational behaviors are coded as 0

low levels, 1 high levels. Target gender is coded as 0 men, 1 women.

The goal of this study was to compare evaluations of men and women with low versus

high levels of transformational and autocratic leadership. I thus conducted median splits of
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our transformational scale, the transformational subscales, and the autocratic scale. All results
discussed below are based on the median split scales. For greater comparability of our three
studies and to be able to calculate group differences between men and women with high or
low levels of transformational and autocratic leadership styles, I started out conducting
analyses of variance rather than regressions (which make essentially the same calculations).
Afterwards, I calculated our mediation models using regression analyses via PROCESS
(Hayes, 2013). I first calculated a MANCOVA with high versus low levels of perceived
transformational leadership. Results revealed a significant main effect of transformational
leadership, F(4, 66) = 7.56, p <.001, npz = .31, but not of leader gender, F(4, 66)=2.37,p =
.062, npz = .13 (though there was a marginal trend), and no significant interaction, F(4, 66) =
.85, p=.500, np2 =.05. I then calculated a MANCOVA with high versus low levels of
perceived autocratic leadership and found a significant main effect of autocratic leadership,
F(4, 66) =7.44, p < .001, n,> = .31, but not of leader gender, F(4, 66) =2.31, p = .067,n," =
.12 (though there was again a marginal trend), and no significant interaction, F(4, 66) = 1.60,
p=.184, npz =.09. I followed up with ANCOV As, paired comparisons, and mediation
analyses. As in the previous two studies, there were no effects of participant gender. In
addition, there were no effects of work sector. To test our assumptions, I again compared
means of interest independent of whether the interaction effect was significant (Rosnow &
Rosenthal, 1991). If not otherwise indicated, the pattern of results for the sub-facets of
transformational leadership paralleled the results for the overall construct. Results for the
individual dimensions can be found in the Appendix.

ANCOVA results for both transformational and autocratic leadership can be found in
Table 20. The ANCOV As indicated positive main effects of transformational leadership on
all outcome variables, indicating that team members with high (as compared to low) levels of

transformational leadership were perceived as more effective in leadership, more promotable,
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more communal, and more agentic. The ANCOVAs also indicated main effects of autocratic
leadership on leadership effectiveness and agency, indicating that team members with high
(as compared to low) levels of autocratic leadership were perceived as more competent in

leadership as well as more agentic. Means and standard errors for all conditions can be found

in Table 21.
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Table 20

ANCOVA main and interaction effects for transformational and autocratic leadership

Main Effects

Interaction Effect

Transformational Behaviors

Target Gender

Transformational Behaviors x

Target Gender

Communality
Agency
Leadership Effectiveness

Promotability

F(1,69)=23.83, p<.001,1,"= .26
F(1,69)=12.87,p <.001,n,"=.16

F(1, 69)=23.09, p <.001, 1,2 = .25

F(1,69)=13.48, p <.001,n,"=.16

F(1,69)=.76, p = .386, 1, = .01
F(1,69)=2.15, p=.147,1," = .03
F(1,69) =3.54, p = .064,1,” = .05
F(1, 69) = 8.03, p = .006, 1,> = .10

F(1,69)= .84, p =362, 1, = .01
F(1,69)=.13,p=.724,7,"= .00
F(1,69) = 31,p=.577,n, = .01
F(1,69) = .70, p = .406, n,” = .01

Autocratic Behaviors

Target Gender

Autocratic Behaviors x

Target Gender

Communality
Agency
Leadership Effectiveness

Promotability

F(1,69)=.18, p = .674,7,” = .00
F(1, 69) = 10.45, p = .002, n,” = .13
F(1, 69) = 8.50, p = .005,1," = .11
, F(1,69)=1.54, p= 22,1, = .02

F(1,69)=2.01, p=.161,71,"= .03
F(1,69)=1.71, p= 196, 1,> = .02
F(1,69)=3.01, p=.087,1," = .04
F(1, 69) = 7.86, p = .007,1," = .10

F(1,69)=.78,p =379, 1, = .01
F(1, 69) = 5.05, p =028, 1," = .07
F(1,69) = .48, p=.49,7,>= .01
F(1, 69) = .00, p =.999, n,” = .00

Note. N=T74.
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Table 21

Means (and standard errors) — Study 3

Transformational Leadership

Autocratic Leadership

Low High Low High
Men Women Men Women Men Women Men Women
Communality 458,(30) 4.07,(27)  5.71,(26) 5.73,(31) 5.49,(36) 4.72,(30)  5.05.(30) 4.88,(.37)
Agency 5.00, (.30)  4.48,(27) 5.92,(27) 5.61,(31) 5.364(.31)  4.33, (.26) 5.63,(26)  5.92,(.32)
Leadership 3.44, (40)  2.95,(35) 544, (35)  4.53,(.40) SO (4S) 30537 A94n(3T) 452 (46)
Effectiveness
Promotability 3.95,(40)  3.21,(.35) 5.62, (.35)  4.26, (.40) 4.60,5 (44)  3.464 (.37) 5115 (37)  3.97.5(46)

Note. N = 74. Ratings were given on a 7-point scale in which higher scores indicate higher communality, agency, leadership effectiveness and

higher evaluations of promotability of target team members. Means are adjusted for the covariate evaluator age. Means in a row for each

leadership style with different subscripts differ significantly at p <.05 as indicated by pairwise comparisons.
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Leadership effectiveness. Pairwise comparisons showed that men and women with
high levels of transformational leadership were evaluated similarly on leadership
effectiveness, though in line with our assumptions in Hypothesis 2a there was a marginally
significant trend favoring men (see Figure 30). As in Studies 1 and 2, but contrarily to our
initial assumptions in Hypothesis 3a, pairwise comparisons showed that men and women with

high levels of autocratic leadership were perceived as similarly effective in leadership.

4 ® Men

UWomen

w

N

Transformational Leadership - Transformational Leadership -
Low Levels High Levels

Figure 30. Ratings of leadership effectiveness for men and women by levels of
transformational leadership (Study 3). Higher ratings indicate higher evaluations of leadership
effectivess.

Evaluations of promotability. In line with Hypothesis 2b, pairwise comparisons
showed that men as compared to women demonstrating high (but not low) levels of
transformational leadership were evaluated to be more promotable (see Figure 31). This effect
was not significant for the dimension idealized influence. When showing high levels of
idealized influence both men (M = 5.64; SE = .33) and women (M = 4.78; SE = .42) were
evaluated to be similarly promotable. Another exception from the overall pattern of results for

transformational leadership was the finding that when showing low levels of individualized

consideration, women (M = 2.93; SE = .36) were evaluated to be significantly less promotable
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than men (M = 4.16; SE = .37). In line with Studies 1 and 2, but contrarily to our initial
Hypothesis 3b, I found men and women with high levels of autocratic leadership to be
evaluated as similarly promotable (though there was a marginally significant trend favoring

men).

4 ® Men

UWomen

w

N

Transformational Leadership - Transformational Leadership -
Low Levels High Levels

Figure 31. Ratings of promotability of men and women by levels of transformational
leadership (Study 3). Higher ratings indicate higher evaluations of promotability.

Mediation analyses. To calculate the mediations, I again used the PROCESS SPSS
macro (Hayes, 2013) and again tested the serial mediation model separate for men and
women (Model 6 with 5,000 bootstraps and 95% bias correction). Participant age was kept as
a covariate. To test Hypothesis 5b, I tested a serial mediation model with transformational
leadership (coded as 0 = low, 1 = high) as the independent variable, perceived communality
as the first mediator, leadership effectiveness as the second mediator, and evaluations of
promotability as the dependent variable. Results for men showed that transformational
leadership (b = 1.15, SE = .35, CI [.43, 1.86]) significantly predicted perceived communality.
Both transformational leadership (b = 1.29, SE = .42, CI [ .45, 2.14]) and communality (b =

.60, SE = .18, CI [.24, .96]) predicted leadership effectiveness. Only effectiveness (b = .71, SE
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=.17, CI [.36, 1.06]) predicted promotability. The total (b = 1.67, SE = .50, CI [.67, 2.68])
and the indirect (b = .49, SE = .33, CI [.11, 1.70]) effect were significant. The pattern of
results for the subdimensions of transformational leadership paralleled these findings.
Diverging somewhat from our results in Study 2, all depicted effects were very similar for
women showing transformational leadership, though the total effect did not reach significance
(b=1.01, SE = .58, CI [-.17, 2.19]). Because the total mediation effect is larger for men than
for women, I found support for Hypotheses 5b.

To test Hypothesis 6, I employed a serial mediation model with autocratic leadership
(coded as 0 = low, 1 = high) as the independent variable, perceived agency as the first
mediator, leadership effectiveness as the second mediator, and evaluations of promotability as
the dependent variable. Results for women indicated that autocratic leadership (b = 1.59, SE =
51, CI[.55, 2.63]) significantly predicted perceived agency. Only agency (b = .80, SE = .19,
CI [.42, 1.18]) predicted leadership effectiveness. Effectiveness (b = .90, SE = .08, CI [.73,
1.07]) then predicted promotability. Only the indirect (b = 1.14, SE = .39, CI [.54, 2.11])
effect was significant. Contrarily, autocratic leadership (b = .26, SE = .33, CI [-.40, .93]) did
not influence agency for men, and neither the direct (b =-.27, SE = .39, CI [-1.05, .52]) nor
indirect (b = .26, SE = .33, CI [-.33, 1.02]) effect was significant. This is partially in line with
Hypothesis 6 and indicates that agency only mediated the relationship of autocratic leadership
on leadership effectiveness and promotability for women but not for men.

Discussion

Study 3 extended the effects of our previous two studies. Focusing on supervisors’
perceptions of team member’s lateral leadership, I replicated the expected communality-
bonus effect. Though higher levels of transformational leadership increased evaluations of
both women and men, men showing high levels of transformational leadership were evaluated

to be more promotable than women. In this study, perceived communality mediated the effect
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of transformational leadership on leadership effectiveness and promotability for both men and
women. In addition, I found that women showing high (but not low) levels of autocratic
leadership were perceived as equally agentic as men and perceptions of agency mediated the
relationship of autocratic leadership on leadership effectiveness and promotability for women
but not men. Theoretical and practical implications of all studies will be discussed in the
following section.
General discussion

In this research, I set out to investigate whether differing evaluations of male and
female leaders are a reason for the persisting gender inequality in leadership. Previous theory
and research remains ambiguous as to whether different leadership styles and subsequent
evaluations of men’s and women’s leadership effectiveness cause different probabilities of
promotion to higher level leadership positions. Specifically, some researchers, in line with the
leadership advantage hypothesis, propose that female transformational leaders would be more
promotable (e.g., Maher, 1997). I argued on the basis of expectancy violation theory (Prentice
& Carranza, 2004) that transformational leadership would result in a communality bonus
effect for men. In two studies, I found that transformational leaders were perceived to be more
effective and evaluated as more promotable than autocratic leaders. In a third study, I found
that people showing high rather than low levels of transformational leadership were perceived
as more communal, more agentic, more effective in leadership and more promotable.
Importantly, men showing transformational leadership received advantages over women
showing transformational leadership. Somewhat unexpectedly, results indicated that female
autocratic leaders were not evaluated as less effective than male autocratic leaders.

Transformational leadership has been shown to be effective in academic (Braun et al.,
2013) and business contexts (Dvir et al., 2002; Podsakoff et al., 1990). Evaluators may expect

that transformational leaders offer employees the freedom and motivation required for doing
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their work, and are supportive advisors whom employees can talk to if problems arise.
Evaluators may also have (correctly) assumed that this leadership style will result in higher
employee performance. Accordingly, in our study, evaluators perceived transformational
leaders as most effective, which in turn increased evaluations of promotability.

Importantly, however, men and women did not profit to the same extent from
transformational leadership. In fact, in line with expectancy violation theory (Prentice &
Carranza, 2004), male as compared to female transformational leaders were perceived to be
more effective (though only by trend in Studies 2 and 3) and evaluated to be more
promotable. This finding represents the primary contribution of our research. With
transformational leadership women are, “doing everything right”, that is, they lead in a style
that has been shown to have many positive outcomes for employees and organizations and
they demonstrate both agentic characteristics required of leaders and communal
characteristics required of women (Eagly et al., 2003). However, this does not help them in
promotion and career advancement to the same extent as it helps men. Transformational
leadership was shown to be an advantage for men — of whom communality is less expected
than in women (Prentice & Carranza, 2002). In line with this, I showed in a pretest that
transformational leadership behaviors were expected more of women than of men.

On the basis of expectancy violation theory (Jussim et al., 1987; Prentice & Carranza,
2004) I had predicted that this lower expectation of men showing transformational leadership
would result in more favorable evaluations for men. Shifting standards theory (Biernat, 2012;
Biernat & Kobrynowicz, 1997) also argues that men and women will be compared to people
from their own gender group when evaluated subjectively rather than objectively. Thus, men
seem to be evaluated compared to a lower stereotypical expectation of communality whilst
women were compared to a higher stereotypical expectation of communality. In line with this,

I found that a man’s transformational leadership causally impacted perceptions of his
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communality and that he was thus evaluated as especially effective in leadership and
promotable. For female transformational leaders, this relationship was less strong. A male
transformational leader seems to have overachieved his requirement to be communal while a
female transformational leader just seems to have achieved hers (Biernat & Thompson, 2002;
Prentice & Carranza, 2004). We, therefore, found evidence of a communality-bonus effect for
men showing transformational leadership. This finding is related to initial research indicating
that men are evaluated particularly positively when showing certain communal behaviors
(Heilman & Chen, 2005; Mohr & Wolfram, 2008; Shaughnessy et al., 2015).

I did not find many distinct effects of transformational leadership dimensions. All
dimensions of transformational leadership focus at least in part on relationships — either on
relationships with individuals or the whole group (Wu et al., 2010) — and thus seem to fuel
perceptions of a leader’s communality. Importantly, our findings differ in part from
Vinkenburg et al. (2011). Their study participants had assumed men to only profit more than
women from inspirational motivation and women to profit more than men from
individualized consideration. Those beliefs may have been grounded in stereotypical
assumptions about potential benefits for women who demonstrate stereotype-congruent
communal behavior in the form of individualized consideration. In examining this
assumption, I showed that men are perceived as more promotable when showing all but one
transformational leadership dimension. Only for idealized influence behaviors were men and
women perceived as equally promotable. This is important. Our study suggests that fostering
team spirit and referring to values may be a strategy for women to achieve equal career
success than men. Partially in line with Vinkenburg et al.’s study, I found that women who
show only low levels of individualized consideration were evaluated to be less promotable
than men (see also Heilman & Chen, 2005). This is also in line with research on the implied

communality deficit effect — when women did not show interest in or concern for the other
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team members individually, they have to anticipate more negative consequences than their
male counterparts (Heilman & Okimoto, 2007). Thus, showing individualized consideration is
indeed important for women and prevents them from experiencing backlash — they just do not
profit from it as much as men do.

Interestingly, I found that women were evaluated similarly or in one instance even
more effective than men when showing autocratic behaviors (autocratic leadership behaviors
were also expected similarly of men and women). This finding is important, because I did not
observe the expected penalization effect of autocratic leadership on evaluations of female
leaders (Eagly et al., 1992): In a recent meta-analyses, M. J. Williams and Tiedens (2016)
found that, overall, dominant women were less liked and faced more negative downstream
consequences (such as lower hiring chances), but they were seen as equally competent than
men.”* In addition and in line with our studies, Luthar (1996) demonstrated that male and
female autocratic leaders were evaluated similarly on leadership ability and performance.

Accordingly, women are not necessarily penalized for showing agentic behaviors like
autocratic leadership. Showing agency is sometimes assumed with a lack of communality —
and this assumed lack of communality may cause women (but not men) to be evaluated
negatively (Heilman & Okimoto, 2007). However, this is not always the case. Schaumberg
and Flynn (2016) found that with no explicit mention of communality (or a lack of
communality), self-reliant female leaders were evaluated more positively than self-reliant
male leaders because they were perceived to be similarly competent but more communal
(they also found mixed evaluations of dominant female leaders with no or weak backlash
effects). I found that though autocratic leaders were perceived as less communal than

transformational leaders, female autocratic leaders were not perceived as lower on

* When focusing on studies in which dominance was operationalized in behaviors related to
leadership, the authors identified a similar amount of studies in which dominant men were perceived
as more competent (e.g., Atwater, Carey, & Waldman, 2001) or more hirable (e.g., Phelan et al., 2008)
and of studies in which dominant women were perceived to be more competent and more hirable (e.g.,
Aguinis & Adams, 1998; Steffens, Schult, & Ebert).
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communality than male autocratic leaders. This finding may be seen as tentative evidence of
an assimilation effect. Assimilation theory suggests that people perceive information
confirming their preexisting beliefs as more convincing than disconfirming information
(Munro & Ditto, 1997). Thus, the female autocratic leader may have been perceived at least
somewhat in line with the group stereotype of women being communal.

There may also be an alternative explanation. Arguing from the perspective of
expectancy violation theory (Jussim et al., 1987; Prentice & Carranza, 2004), the stereotype
violation of female autocratic leaders may not have been perceived as a strong negative
violation. It may have been perceived as an effort to overcome stereotypes. Similarly to male
transformational leaders showing communality, female autocratic leaders may have been
perceived to overachieve their requirement to show agency. Our finding that perceived
agency mediated the effect of autocratic leadership on evaluations of effectiveness and
promotability for women but not men is in line with this idea. Demonstrating agency by
showing autocratic leadership seems to have increased effectiveness evaluations of women.
Strengths, limitations and future research

This research has several strengths and contributions. First, it investigates the highly
relevant and highly practical question of whether men or women profit similarly in career
advancement due to their transformational leadership behaviors. Our findings indicate that
transformational leadership boosts men’s more than women’s evaluations of promotability.
This supports expectancy violation theory (Jussim et al., 1987; Prentice & Carranza, 2004)
and the hypothesized communality-bonus effect for male transformational leaders. Second, I
showed that female autocratic leaders were not penalized more than male leaders in terms of
leadership effectiveness and evaluations of promotability. This finding is important as it
shows that agentic approaches to leadership do not always lead to backlash effects against

women. Third, with these new results, I advance the literature on gender and the evaluation of
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leadership and contribute to the current understanding of a female leadership advantage
(Eagly, 2007; Eagly & Carli, 2003; Paustian-Underdahl et al., 2014; Vecchio, 2002, 2003).25 I
was able to show that indeed transformational leadership is perceived to be positive in women
— but it seems to be perceived to be even more positive in men, potentially even being a male
leadership advantage when it comes to promotability. Finally, bridging the divide between
science and practice, I employ theory and mix research methods from interdisciplinary
research fields (ranging from organizational and social psychology to human resources and
leadership) to derive recommendations for organizational decision-makers as well as male
and female leaders.

This research also has limitations. Findings are based on a field study and two
experimental studies, one of which was conducted with a student sample. Having said this,
the experimental method allowed us to establish causal relationships between the variables of
interest and the field study replicated the findings and increased external validity. In addition,
all our studies showed very high correlations between perceived leadership effectiveness and
evaluations of promotability. However, confirmatory factor analyses in all studies showed
that the two measures are not assessing the same construct. In addition, the two constructs are
theoretically distinct: While leadership effectiveness is a specific type of competence
attributed to the leader, evaluations of promotability measure a behavioral intention to foster
the career of the leader. Further, in Studies 1 and 2 I did not mention the specific context or
field in which the male and female leaders were working. Though this is a more contrived
setting, I did not want the type of field to influence our findings as I was interested in
evaluations of promotability more generally. In addition, in Study 3 I did not find that the

work area was related to any of the variables measured. Because top positions in academia

* It is somewhat unclear what type of advantage researchers refer to when talking about
transformational leadership as a female leadership advantage: (1) Women being more likely to lead
with an effective leadership style, (2) women showing behaviors in line with both the female gender
role and the leadership role potentially resulting in less social backlash, and (3) women being more
likely to advance to higher leadership positions.
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and business are usually male-dominated (Eagly & Karau, 2002; van den Brink & Benschop,
2012), a replication for higher positions in more female-typed fields would be of value. In
addition, in Study 3, I did not look at traditional downward leadership, but rather at lateral
leadership behaviors. Though this is a slightly altered approach, I believe that it can also be a
strength of this research. Because I was able to replicate our first two studies, the
generalizability of our findings has increased. I showed that direct supervisor perceptions of
men’s and women’s leadership behaviors when leading fellow team members is related to
promotability evaluations. Related to that point, it is important to note that our findings are
not about the effects of transformational or autocratic leadership per se, but about the effects
of observer’s perceptions of men’s and women’s leadership styles. Therefore, I had to
exclude several participants in Study 2 who did not perceive the leadership styles as I had
intended in our manipulations. Considering people’s perceptions on specific workplace issues
has at times been found to be more relevant than objective realities in shaping workplace
outcomes (Hentschel, Shemla, Wegge, & Kearney, 2013; Shemla, Meyer, Greer, & Jehn,
2016).

In future studies, it would be interesting to find out how big the impact of leadership
style are compared to other factors in promotion or hiring decisions, for example, past
performance or attractiveness (Braun, Peus, & Frey, 2012; Hosoda, Stone-Romero, & Coats,
2003). In addition, it would be important to investigate under which circumstances
evaluations of female leaders would be less biased. For example, it would be interesting to
find our if promotability evaluations of female transformational leaders would be as high as
men’s if the leadership position would be framed in more communal or gender-neutral ways
(Horvath & Sczesny, 2016) or if the leadership position is precarious (Ryan et al., 2016).
Finally, it would also be valuable to investigate under which circumstances female leaders

will be faced with negative evaluations based on an implied communality deficit for agentic
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behavior (Heilman & Okimoto, 2007) — as well as for which situations the communality-
bonus effect for men holds and under which circumstances communal men may be faced with
negative evaluations (cf., Biron, De Reuver, & Toker, 2016; Brescoll & Uhlmann, 2005;
Heilman & Wallen, 2010). Relatedly, it would be interesting to analyze which types of
evaluations of men may be affected by the communality-bonus effect: While I found
communality-bonus effects for men’s work related outcomes, others found communal women
to be evaluated as more likeable than men (Heilman & Okimoto, 2007).

Practical implications

Researchers and practitioners consider leadership effectiveness as an important factor
for promotion decisions (Eagly & Carli, 2007). In recent years, policy makers and the public
place more emphasis on the selection of effective leaders (Howard, 2001) — not just in
business but also in academia (Braun, Peus, Frey, & Knipfer, 2016). Our study suggests that
transformational leaders have higher chances of advancement to higher leadership positions. |
therefore recommend expanding current approaches to leadership development on the basis of
transformational leadership (Bass & Bass, 2008; Knipfer et al., 2017). However, both men
and women should be cautious not to lead in a style that is unaligned with their (gender)
identity. Transformational leadership should not become a, “requirement” for men’s or
women’s advancement. This could potentially make them feel obligated to behave in a way
that does not seem natural to them.

Many trade books and public media articles argue that women may be better leaders
than men (Helgesen, 2011; Loden, 1985; Rosener, 1995; Smith & Bryant, 2009; R. Williams,
2012). Women are thought to lead in a more collaborative style, which modern organizations
require (Fletcher, 2004). However, even though on average, women are somewhat more likely
to show transformational leadership than men (Eagly et al., 2003), gender differences in

leadership styles are small and conform to the overlapping distributions of men and women
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(Eagly et al., 2003; Hyde, 2005). It is important that evaluators are made aware of societal and
potentially personal stereotypes.

Because our findings indicate that women are unlikely to profit from transformational
leadership regarding career advancement to the same extent as men, it is essential to de-bias
promotion decisions. One way to achieve this goal is to train organizational decision-makers
to evaluate all men and women individually on the basis of their skills and credentials.
Importantly, these trainings need to be done on a voluntary basis. Mandatory trainings have
been shown to lead to reactance and can actually increase biased decisions (Dobbin & Kalev,
2016). In line with this, structuring evaluation processes by defining specific criteria for
advancement can help reduce the effects of stereotypes in organizations (Heilman, 2012). To
counteract evaluation bias, practitioners are advised to establish an organizational norm about

unbiased ethical decision making (Duguid & Thomas-Hunt, 2015).
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5. General Conclusions

Gender stereotypes have been identified as a core cause for women’s
underrepresentation in leadership positions (Heilman, 2012). However, the content and
structure of current gender stereotypes has not yet been identified satisfactorily. In addition,
much is still unknown about the contextual factors that influence the consequences of
stereotypes. Specifically research was thin regarding contextual factors that influence men’s
and women’s intentions to pursue leadership positions (Bosak & Sczesny, 2008) as well as
factors that influence their evaluations of promotability to higher levels of leadership (Eagly
& Carli, 2007).

In this dissertation, I addressed these research gaps. The main research objectives were
to investigate the composition of current gender stereotypes and to investigate their
consequences for men and women in leadership. In Chapter 2, I examined the content of
stereotypes about other men and women, as well as the content of self-stereotypes. I then
focused on the consequences of stereotypes at two stages of the talent management process:
(1) Men’s and women'’s intentions to apply for leadership career opportunities and (2) male
and female leader’s promotability to a higher leadership position. In Chapter 3, I assessed if
women’s self-perception of being communal keep them from pursuing career opportunities
advertised with agentic characteristics. I also investigated whether female recruiters can
ameliorate presumed negative consequences of agentic characteristics in recruitment
advertisements. In Chapter 4, I examined how men and women with either an autocratic or
transformational leadership style (i.e., a style more or less in line with gender stereotypic
expectations) are evaluated with regard to leadership effectiveness and promotability. In the

following sections, I will first give a summery of the main results of Chapters 2 to 4. I will
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then discuss the main contributions of each chapter and point out implications for theory and
practice.

Summary of findings

The multiple dimensions of gender stereotypes

In Chapter 2, I argued that it is relevant and necessary to investigate the content and
composition of current gender stereotypes. Only with the knowledge about what current
gender stereotypes look like can I examine how they may hinder or help men and women in
the workplace. Reviewing prior research on gender stereotypes, I argued that heterogeneous
findings (Diekman & Eagly, 2000; Lueptow, Garovich, & Lueptow, 1995) could potentially
be explained by the idea that agency and communality — the two constructs with which gender
stereotypes are consistently described — are not unidimensional. I argued that agency and
communality are composed of several dimensions that have distinct effects on the shape of
gender stereotypes. The data confirmed that agency consists of the dimensions “instrumental
competence”, “leadership competence”, “assertiveness”, and “independence”; and that
communality consists of the dimensions “concern for others”, “sociability”, and “emotional
sensitivity”. In addition, findings of Chapter 2 showed that though overall men are still
perceived to be more agentic than women and women are still perceived to be more
communal than men, this is not the case for all individual dimensions of agency and
communality. I will briefly outline the main findings for (1) stereotypes about other men and
women and (2) stereotypes men and women have about self.

Though research has often found men to be evaluated as being more agentic than
women by both male and female raters (Eagly & Sczesny, 2009), I found that this was only
the case for one aspect of agency: Only on the agency dimension “assertiveness” did male and
female raters perceive men to be higher than women. On the agency dimensions

“independence” and “leadership competence” only male but not female raters perceived men
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to be higher than women; and on the agency dimension “instrumental competence” neither
male nor female raters perceived men and women different from one another. Yet, on all three
communality dimensions — “concern for others”, “sociability”, and “emotional sensitivity” —
were women perceived to be higher than men by both male and female raters, which is in line
with traditional findings on gender stereotypes.

Regarding stereotypes about self, women described themselves lower than men on the
agency dimensions “assertiveness” and “leadership competence”, but no different from men
on the agency dimensions “independence” and “instrumental competence”. Men only
described themselves lower than women on the communality dimensions “concern about
others” and “emotional sensitivity”, but no different from women on the communality
dimension “sociability”, which differs from traditional findings on gender stereotypes about
self (Bem, 1974).

When comparing men’s and women'’s stereotypes about self with their stereotypes
about others, I found that men and women tended to perceive themselves higher on the
communality dimensions than they were perceived by others in their gender group. Women,
however, tended to perceive themselves as lower on the agency dimensions “assertiveness”
and “leadership competence” than they were perceived by other women, indicating that they
hold more stereotypical views about their own agency than about the agency of other women.
Consequences of stereotypes for women’s pursuit of leadership careers

In Chapter 3, I concentrated on women’s stereotypes about self and how these can
affect women’s decisions to pursue career opportunities. Specifically, I was interested in how
more women could be encouraged to apply for career opportunities early in their career,
which may eventually help them to advance to a leadership position. I focused on a matter
that organizations can influence: The recruitment advertisement. In a pretest, I found that

advertisements for leadership positions employ more agentic characteristics than communal
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characteristics, but that advertisements for positions without leadership ability do not. In a
line of studies I then showed that women have lower intentions to apply for career
opportunities (leadership development programs, management trainee positions) when these
are advertised with agentic as compared to communal characteristics. This corresponded to
women’s actual application rate. The explanation for these findings is women’s lower
perceived fit. Because women perceive themselves to be more communal than men, women
perceive a greater lack of fit with career opportunities when the advertisement features more
agentic characteristics. By contrast, communal and agentic characteristics in recruitment
advertisements did not influence evaluations and application intentions of men.

I also identified a boundary condition for the negative effect of agentic characteristics
on women’s pursuit of career opportunities. Specifically, if female recruiters communicated
and described the career opportunity, women perceived the career opportunity as equally
appealing, rated their fit similarly, and showed similar intentions to apply for agentic and
communal characteristics in recruitment advertisements. However, if male recruiters
communicated and described the career opportunity women rated the career opportunity
advertised with agentic (rather than communal) characteristics as less appealing, perceived a
lower fit, expected an application to be less successful, and showed lower application
intentions. Thus, only when solely stereotypically masculine cues were used in the
recruitment process (i.e., agentic characteristics in the advertisement and a male recruiter)
women indicated to be less likely to pursue the advertised career opportunity.

Consequences of stereotypes for the evaluation of male and female leaders

In Chapter 4, I was interested in how stereotypes about other men and women might
affect their career advancement. Building on the idea that the same behaviors can lead to
different consequences depending on who the actor is (Heilman & Chen, 2005), I argued that

male and female leaders would be perceived to be differently competent even when showing
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the same leadership styles. I focused on transformational leadership — a leadership style
incorporating agentic behaviors in line with the leader role (and the male gender role) and
communal behaviors in line with the female gender role. I also focused on autocratic
leadership — a leadership style only incorporating agentic behaviors. In two studies, I found
that though transformational leaders are overall perceived as more effective than autocratic
leaders and are evaluated as more promotable, men profit more from transformational
leadership than women. Male transformational leaders were evaluated as more effective in
leadership and more promotable than female transformational leaders. Male transformational
leaders were also perceived as more communal than male autocratic leaders (by trend), which
had positive effects on their effectiveness and promotability evaluations. Unexpectedly,
female autocratic and male autocratic leaders were not evaluated differently.
Theoretical contributions

Because women and men often perform different social roles, observers infer that men
and women have different characteristics (Koenig & Eagly, 2014). Men as providers of the
family are attributed more agentic characteristics than women (e.g., being dominant or
assertive) and women as caretakers of the family are attributed more communal
characteristics than men (e.g., being helpful or understanding, Eagly & Steffen, 1984).
However, nowadays social roles are less traditional than several decades ago: Women have
made inroads into the workforce and into traditionally male-typed jobs (Bureau of Labor
Statistics, 2016b; Statistisches Bundesamt, 2015a) and more men are taking on caretaking
responsibilities (Statistisches Bundesamt, 2015b). This somewhat greater role flexibility
might have affected the stereotypical characteristics I associate with men and women.
However, this needed to be tested.

In addition, the lack-of-fit model (Heilman, 1983, 2012) suggests that men and women

make fit assessments by comparing their own self-stereotypes with the perceived
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characteristics of a position. Because of women’s perceived higher levels of communality and
lower levels of agency (compared to men), they are thought to estimate a lower level of fit for
positions that are perceived to be agentic. The lack-of-fit model further suggest that this leads
to a lower ambition to pursue the leadership position. I argued that women are likely to infer
the characteristics of a career position from the recruitment advertisement. Building on this
idea, I further suggested that women’s fit perceptions could be decreased by agentic
characteristics in recruitment advertisements and increased by communal characteristics in
recruitment advertisements. However, this also needed to be tested.

Finally, role incongruity theory of prejudice suggests that female leaders will be
evaluated more negatively than male leaders (Eagly & Karau, 2002) — especially when
showing agentic behavior like autocratic leadership (Eagly et al., 1992). The female-
leadership advantage hypothesis suggests that female leaders may be evaluated more
positively when showing transformational leadership — a leadership style incorporating
communal behaviors expected of them (Eagly & Carli, 2003). However, expectancy violation
theory (Jussim et al., 1987; Prentice & Carranza, 2004) suggests that transformational
leadership may be more beneficial for men than for women: Positive communal behavior is
not necessarily expected of them and with showing such behavior they may overachieve their
requirement of communality (Prentice & Carranza, 2004). These predictions needed to be
tested.

By addressing these research gaps, this dissertation makes the following contributions:
First, gender stereotypes were mostly described in terms of communality and agency. I
showed that neither agency nor communality are one-dimensional but consist of different
dimensions with distinct effects on the stereotyped perception of men and women. More
specifically, to my knowledge this is the first study showing that men and women are

perceived to be more similar to one another on some dimensions and less similar to one
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another on other dimensions of agency and communality. This contributes to and is likely to
impact the design of future studies on consequences of gender stereotypes. Researchers are
invited to think about which dimension of agency and communality they manipulate or
measure because the respective results can be quite disparate. For example, Schaumburg and
Flynn (2016) found that female leaders were evaluated more positively when they were
described as being independent instead of dominant — both are agentic attributes but
representative of different dimensions.

Second, I discovered that women (but not men) perceive themselves as more
stereotypical than they perceived others in their gender group. Especially women’s
perceptions of being less leadership competent and less assertive than they perceive other
women to be has implications for workplace decisions and behavior. Thus, in future studies it
may be of particular interest to investigate how this translates into self-limiting behavior
(Heilman, 1983) in the workplace that potentially affects their career advancement. It would
further be interesting to compare such effects of stereotypes about self with effects of
stereotypes about others (Haynes & Heilman, 2013; Heilman & Haynes, 2005).

Third, I found that men describe themselves as more communal than others describe
them and they even describe themselves as equally sociable as women. This is a new and
highly informative insight and contributes to research focusing on effects of stereotyping of
men (Heilman & Wallen, 2010; Moss-Racusin et al., 2010). In future studies it would be of
great interest to find out how men’s self-perceived communality affects their decisions — in
the workplace as well as regarding family life and relationships. For example, men might be
rather willing to take on more family responsibilities, but stereotypes that others have of their
lower communality may inhibit them to openly state or exhibit such behavior (see men’s
reactions to masculinity threats, Willer, Rogalin, Conlon, & Wojnowicz, 2013). In addition,

women can be hesitant to allocate the main caretaking responsibility to men (S. M. Allen &
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Hawkins, 1999). A potential reason may be that they see men as insufficiently communal and
lacking a fit with caretaking requirements (constituting a potential application of the lack-of-
fit model with regard to men and caretaking positions, Heilman, 1983). Thus, this dissertation
suggests that it would be an interesting area for future research to investigate the outcomes of
self- and other-stereotypes regarding men’s communality.

Forth, my finding that women are less likely to apply for career opportunities if these
are advertised with agentic characteristics than with communal characteristics supports
Heilman’s lack-of-fit theory (Heilman, 1983, 2012). It demonstrates that women’s self-
assessments of fit are very important for women’s career decisions. Interestingly, my results
also revealed that women only have lower career ambitions than men after reading a
recruitment advertisement containing predominantly agentic characteristics, but not when
they read an advertisement containing mixed or predominantly communal characteristics. As
the finding that leadership positions are often advertised with a higher number of agentic
characteristics suggests, this could be a reason why fewer women apply to such early career
positions. My findings also establish the question for future research whether women would
show equally low application intentions for leadership career opportunities if they were
advertised with agentic characteristics representative of independence (for which men and
women perceive themselves as equally high) versus assertiveness (for which women perceive
themselves as lower than men). In addition, it would be intriguing to investigate if women
later in their career would also prefer recruitment advertisements for leadership positions
employing communal characteristics. It could be that a self-selection of female leaders
occurred in earlier career stages so that mainly highly agentic women occupy leadership
positions (Adams & Funk, 2012). Possibly these women would not be bothered by agentic
recruitment advertisements and might even perceive some communal advertisements as

incongruent with their self-perceptions.
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Fifth, an important finding is that women are only less likely to apply for career
opportunities if both agentic characteristics in the advertisement and male recruiters were
employed. When either communal characteristics, a female recruiter, or both were employed,
women were more interested and more likely to apply for the career opportunity. This is an
important insight. Only when exclusively stereotypically masculine cues were present in the
recruitment process, women were less likely to pursue the career opportunity. This is in line
with another finding of mine that is not part of this dissertation (Hentschel, Horvath, Sczesny,
& Peus, 2017): I found women to be less interested in and less likely to apply to
entrepreneurship programs if they were advertised with solely masculine characteristics, that
is, male-typed pictures and masculine linguistic forms. Confronted with several male-biased
gender cues, women may have inferred that the career opportunity had a highly masculine
culture. Because women have a lower preference for masculine organizational culture than
men (Van Vianen & Fischer, 2002), women showed the most negative reactions towards
career opportunities advertised with solely masculine cues. Importantly, when there was at
least one gender cue in the advertisement that did not exclude women — either a communal
characteristics or a female recruiter — did women react favorably to the career opportunity.

Sixth, my research on the evaluation of male and female leaders with different
leadership styles contributes to research about how and under which circumstances
stereotypes can hinder women’s career advancement. Hence, I contribute to the current
scientific debate on whether transformational leadership is advantageous for women (Eagly &
Carli, 2003; Vecchio, 2003). My results are in line with expectancy violation theory — a
theory rarely applied to research on gender stereotypes (for exceptions see, Bettencourt et al.,
1997; Prentice & Carranza, 2004; Schaumberg & Flynn, 2016). The results suggest that men
gain more from transformational leadership than women and that it would be worthwhile to

find out if there is a leadership style from which women would profit more than men. These
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findings also demonstrate the potential of applying expectancy violation theory to research on
gender stereotypes.

Seventh, combining my finding that women are perceived to lack assertiveness more
than men with the finding that female autocratic leaders (who show assertive leader
behaviors) are not evaluated more negatively than male autocratic leaders offers new
theoretical insights. Based on expectancy violation theory (Jussim et al., 1987; Prentice &
Carranza, 2004) this suggests that women may overcome lower perceptions of their agency by
demonstrating highly agentic leadership styles. However, autocratic leadership and potentially
other more assertive leadership styles are likely seen as less fitting to today’s workplace
challenges and my findings show that transformational leaders were evaluated to be more
promotable overall. Thus, future research should address if there are certain leadership
behaviors that will result in similar chances for women of being promoted compared to men.

Finally, my findings indicate that male leaders profit from transformational leadership
because they receive a boost in perceived communality. Other research shows that men get
extra credit for communal behavior (Heilman & Chen, 2005). However, there is also research
that shows that men are penalized and derogated for communal behavior (Moss-Racusin et
al., 2010). Thus, a relevant question for future research is: Under which conditions is
communal behavior an asset and under which conditions is communal behavior a liability for
men?

Overall, this dissertation contributes to the large body of research on gender
stereotypes about others and extends the much smaller body of research on gender stereotypes
about self. It shows that both kinds of stereotypes are of great importance when it comes to
personal choices in the workplace as well as to evaluations by others. As stereotypes about

self and gender stereotypes about men are often less examined in research on gender
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stereotypes, the thesis concentrates the attention on phenomena of great theoretical and
practical relevance.
Implications for practice

The findings of this dissertation are highly relevant for organizations and society in
general because they indicate that gender stercotypes are alive and still have effects on
women’s choices as well as on evaluations of men and women in the workplace. However,
women have come far during these last decades (Benko & Weisberg, 2007), gender equality
is yet to be achieved. It is important to keep in mind that though I found differences in self-
perceptions of men and women, as well as in their behavior regarding application intentions,
those differences do not apply to all men and women alike. Nevertheless, my findings have
several practical implications. I will outline these implications for (1) individual men and
women and (2) for organizations.

First, knowing about the structure and current state of stereotypes enables people to be
aware of their own stereotypical thinking. This could lead them to questioning some initial
assumptions and less thought through decisions. This may be especially relevant for women
when making career related decisions (or for men when making family related decisions).
Knowing about men’s self-perception of being more communal than others perceive them
might mean they will become more interested in taking on a bigger role as family caretaker
(Statistisches Bundesamt, 2015b). It is important that others are generally open to men’s and
women’s gender-incongruent decisions. Additionally, if women were to learn more about
their own stereotypes and how these can lead them to behave in a self-limiting manner, they
might be able to develop strategies for overcoming this behavior (Ely, Ibarra, & Kolb, 2011;
Knipfer et al., 2017). For example, negative effects of stereotype threat can be reduced

through women’s affirmation of personal values (Kinias & Sim, 2016).
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Second, an easy practice for organizations to implement would be to create
advertisements that contain predominantly communal characteristics. Women in general
would be more likely to apply for career opportunities advertised with communal
characteristics while this does not have negative effects on men’s application intentions. As
recruitment advertisement characteristics can be altered effortlessly, this is a highly relevant
and easy to implement measure for practitioners. In addition, my findings show that it is
possible to assure women early in their careers to apply for career opportunities. By
addressing students or young professionals, more women might enter and might be willing to
pursue a leadership career to the highest organizational levels.

Third, it is highly important to train organizational decision makers about the value of
diversity and the effects of gender stereotypes (Bezrukova, Jehn, & Spell, 2012; Hanover &
Cellar, 1998). Unfortunately, even organizations that advertise pro-diversity in recruitment
advertisements tend to discriminate no less than other organizations (Kang, DeCelles, Tilcsik,
& Jun, 2016). Diversity trainings can even lead to an increase of bias if they are mandatory,
insofar as they create reactance (Dobbin & Kalev, 2016). Thus, trainings should be voluntary.
In addition, potentially even more critical than gender sensitivity trainings is to establish
organizational norms against stereotyping and discrimination (Duguid & Thomas-Hunt, 2015)
— not just in terms of gender but also other (demographical) features as well. Further,
organizations have the opportunity to consider women’s self-stereotypes on lower
assertiveness and leadership competence and implement practices to support them in their
careers.

Finally, the extent to which stereotypes influence organizational decisions can be
limited if criteria for hiring and promotions are defined before making a decision (Heilman,
2012). For example, a study showed that if decision makers don’t reflect on requirements for

a specific position, they are more likely to consider stereotypes when making a decision
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(Uhlmann & Cohen, 2005). In addition, the influence of stereotypes can be minimized if
organizational decision makers are not strained by other simultaneous tasks (Gilbert & Hixon,
1991) and if they are not under time pressure (Pratto & Bargh, 1991).
Conclusion

In this dissertation, I described the current content and structure of gender stereotypes
about others and self as well as consequences that these stereotypes can have for men and
women in the workplace. Even though some stereotypes seem to have eroded during the last
decades — especially that men and women are now perceived as similarly competent — other
stereotypes have not. They still affect workplace decisions and career advancement. I hope,

that this dissertation is one step on the way to greater equality in all areas of human life.
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Table A

Appendix

List of Agentic Attributes measured in Chapter 1

Agenctic Attributes

Able To Separate Feelings From Ideas

Achievement-Oriented
Active

Ambitious

Analytical

Assertive
Authoritative

Bold

Competent
Competitive
Conscientious
Consistent

Decisive

Desires Responsibility
Direct

Dominant
Effective

Emotionally Stable
Feelings Not Easily Hurt
Firm

Forceful

High Need For Power
High Self-Regard

Independent
Intelligent
Leadership Ability
Logical
Objective
Organized
Persistent
Productive
Relaxed
Reliable
Risk-Taking
Self-Confident
Self-Controlled
Self-Reliant

Skilled In Business Matters

Sophisticated

Speedy Recovery From Emotional

Disturbance

Stands Up Under Pressure
Steady

Strong

Task-Oriented

Vigorous

Well-Informed
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Table B

List of Communal Attributes measured in Chapter 1

Communal Attributes

Affectionate

Aware Of Others Feelings

Cheerful
Collaborative
Communicative
Compassionate
Emotional
Generous
Gentle

Good Natured
Helpful
Humanitarian Values
Intuitive

Kind

Likeable
Modest

Neat
People-Oriented
Relationship-Oriented
Sensitive
Sentimental
Sincere
Sociable
Sympathetic
Talkative
Tender
Understanding

Warm
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Table C
List of Agentic Characteristics used in Chapter 3 (Pretest)

Agentic Characteristics (and German Translations)

Achievement* (Erfolg*, Leistung®); Adventurous® (Abenteuer*; Risiko*); Activ* (Aktiv*);
Aggress* (Aggress*) Ambitio* (Ehrgeiz*; Ambition*); Analy* (Analy*); Assert*
(Durchsetz*, Offensiv*); Authorit* (Autoritd*); Athlet* (Athlet*, Sportlich*); Autonom*
(Autonom*); Bargainer* (Verhandl*); Boast (Stolz*); Career * (Karriere*) Challeng*
(Herausforder*, Anspruch*); To Champion (Einsetz*); Competen* (Fachkompet*,
Effektiv*); Competiti* (Konkurren*; Wettbewerb*); Conceptual* (konzept*); Confiden*
(Zuversicht*); Control* (Steuerung*; Kontroll*; Uberwach*); Courage* (Mutig*); Dare
(Trauen); Decisi* (Entscheid*); Demand* (Ausschlaggebend*, Erforder*, Forder*,
Malgeblich*, Voraussetz*); Demonstrate* (Beweis*, Bewies*); Determin* (Entschlossen*;
Entschluss*; Zielstreb*; Entschieden*, Resolut*); Direct* (Direkt*); Discipline* (Disziplin*);
Domina* (Domin*, Beherrsch*, Bestimm*); Dynamic* (Dynami*); Elite* (Elite*); Enforce*
(Durchfiihr*); Entrepreneur* (Unternehmer®); Exclusive* (Exklusiv*); Firm* (Standhaft*);
Force* (Energisch*, Konsequent®, Einfluss*); Hands-on (Hands-on); Hard-working
(Einsatz*); Headstrong (Eigensinn*); Hierarch* (Hierarch*, Status*); Impulsiv* (Impuls*);
Independen* (Unabhéngig*); Individual* (Individuell*); Intellect® (Intell*); Innovat*
(Innovat*; Erfind*); Lead* (Fiihr*, Leit*, Lead*); Logic* (Logik, logisch*); Market-orient™*
(Marktorientier*); Masculin* (Maskulin*, Mannlich*); Objectiv* (Objectiv*, Sachlich*);
Opinion* (Meinung*); Outspoken (geradeheraus); Outstand* (Hervorragen*, Herausragen*,
Exzellen*, Uberdurchschnitt*); Performance-orient* (Ergebnisorientier*, Performance*);
Persist* (Beharr*, Hartnickig*); Persuasive* (Uberzeug*); Professional* (Professionell*,
Fachménnisch*), Power (Macht*, méchtig*); Rational* (Rational*); Self-Confiden*
(Selbstbewusst*, Souverdan*, Sicher®; Selbstsicher®); Self-Controll* (kontroll*); Self-Relian*
(Eigenstandig*; Selbststindig*); Self-sufficien* (Autark™®); Skilled in Business Matters
(Kaufm*); Solution-orient* (Losungsorient™); Steady* (Stabil*); Strateg® (Strateg*,
Gesamtstrateg*); Task-orient* (Aufgabenorientier*); Superior* (Uberdurchschnitt*,
besonder*); Work under pressure (Belastbar®); Versed (Versiert*); Vigorous* (Stark*,

Stark™®, Verstark®, Intensiv*)
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Table D

List of Communal Characteristics used in Chapter 3 (Pretest)

Communal Characteristics (and German Translations)

Accompany (Begleit*); Acquaint® (kennenlern*); Administrati* (Administra*); Affectionate
(Lieb*; Herzlich*); Affiliat* (Zugehorig*; AnschlieB*; Anschluss*); Agreeable
(Angenehm®*); Appreciat* (Wertschétz*; Dank*); Authentic* (Authenti*); Care for (Betreu*;
Pflege*, Sorg*); Cheer* (Freud*, Froh*, Frohl*, Spal3*, Gern*); Child* (Kind*); Collaborat*
(Kollab*, Beteilig*, Mitwirk*); Collective* (Kollektiv*); Commit* (Engag*; Verpflicht*);
Commun* (Kommun*); Compassion* (Mitfiih]*; Mitgefiihl*); Connect* (Verbind*,
Verbund*); Considerat* (Fiirsorg*; Riicksicht*, Aufmerksam*, Umsicht*); Cooperati*
(Kooper*; Kollegi)*); Creativ* (Kreativ*); Customer-orient* (Kundenorien*); Depend*
(Abhéngig*; Zuverldssig*; Verldss*); Empath* (Einfiih1*, Empath*); Emotiona* (Emotion*);
Encourag* (Ermutig*); Family (Familie*, Familidr*); Feel* (Fiihl*, Empfind*; Spiir*;
Gespiir*; Gefiihl*); Feminin* (Weiblich*, Feminin*); Gentle (Sanft*); Good Contactual
Skills (Kontaktfreu*); Harmon* (Harmoni*); Helpful* (Hilf*, Behilf*, Helfen*, Beistehen*);
Honest* (Ehrlich*, Aufrichtig*); Interdependen* (Interdependen®); Interpersona*
(Zwischenmenschlich*; Interpersona*); Intuitiv* (Intuiti*); Fair* (Gerecht*; Fair*; Ethi*);
Kind* (Nett*, Freund*); Loyal* (Loyal*, Treu*); Modest* (Anstindig*; Bescheiden*);
Motivational (Motivieren*); Nurtur®* (Forder*); Passion* (Leidenschaft*); Person-orient™
(Personenorient®); Pleasant™® (Ansprechend*); Polite* (Hoflich*); Quiet (Ruhe, Ruhig*);
Relationship-oriented (Beziehungsorient*); Reliable* (Gewissenh*, strukturier*); Responsib*
(Verantwort*, Eigenverantwort*); Responsibility for employees (Mitarbeiterverantwortung);
Sensitiv* (Sensi*); Service mentality (Servicementalitdt*; Dienstleistungsmentalitit®);
Service-oriented (Serviceorient®; Dienstleistungsorient™®); Social* (Sozial*); Submissi*
(Unterordn*, Untergeordn*); Support* (Unterstiitz*); Sustainab* (Nachhaltig*); Sympath*
(Sympath*); Talent* (Begabung®*, Talent*); Team* (Team*); Tender* (Empfind*); Together
(Gemeinsam*; Zusammen*, Miteinander); Toleran* (Toler*); Trust (Vertrau*); Understand*
(Verstand*, Versteh*, Einsicht*, Einseh*; Nachempfind*); Warm* (Warm*); Yield*
(Einbringen)
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Table E

ANCOVA main and interaction effects for TFL dimensions individualized consideration and intellectual stimulation (Chapter 4, Study 3)

Main Effects

Interaction Effect

Individualized consideration

Target Gender

Individualized consideration x

Target Gender

Communality
Agency
Leadership Effectiveness

Promotability

F(1,69)=37.54, p <.001,n,” = .35
F(1,69)=18.20, p < .001, 1,> = .21
F(1,69)=21.71,p <.001, 0, = .24
F(1,69)=16.67, p < .001,1," = .20

F(1,69) =2.40, p = .126,1," = .03
F(1, 69) =3.86, p = .054,1,” = .05
F(1,69)=5.97, p=.017,71,"= .08

F(1,69)=11.07, p=.001, 7,2 = .14

F(1,69) =124, p= 269, 1," = .02
F(1, 69) = 1.30, p = 259, 1,> = .02
F(1,69) = 31,p=.577,7, = .01
F(1,69)=.11,p=".747,7," = .00

Intellectual Stimulation

Target Gender

Intellectual Stimulation x

Target Gender

Communality
Agency
Leadership Effectiveness

Promotability

F(1,69) = 15.46, p <.001,n," = .18
F(1,69)=15.43, p<.001,n,"=.18
F(1,69)=15.61, p <.001,n,>=.18
F(1,69)=9.32, p=.003,1," = .12

F(1,69)=1.01,p=.319,1,"= .01
F(1,69)=2.32, p=.132,1,"=.03
F(1,69)=3.82, p=.055,1,"=.05
F(1,69) =8.38, p=.005,1,"= .11

F(1,69)= .03, p=.862,1,” = .00
F(1,69) = 31,p=.579,n," = .00
F(1,69) = .09, p =.762,1,” = .00
F(1,69)=1.33, p= 253, 1," = .02
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Table F

ANCOVA main and interaction effects for TFL dimensions inspirational motivation and idealized influence (Chapter 4, Study 3)

Main Effects

Interaction Effect

Inspirational Motivation

Target Gender

Inspirational Motivation x

Target Gender

Communality
Agency
Leadership Effectiveness

Promotability

F(1,69)=18.39, p<.001,1," = .21
F(1,69)=15.39, p < .001,1,” = .18
F(1,69)=11.63, p=.001,1,"=.14
F(1,69)=6.35,p=.014,1,"= .08

F(1,69) =35, p=.558,n, = .01
F(1,69)=1.34, p= 252, 1,° = .02
F(1,69)=2.55,p=".1151,"= .04
F(1, 69) = 6.65, p=".012,1,> = .09

F(1,69)= .42, p=.520,n," =.
F(1,69) = .69, p = 410, n," =
F(1,69)= .68, p=.412,n," =.
F(1,69) = .50, p = .484,n," =

Idealized Influence

Target Gender

Idealized Influence x
Target Gender

Communality
Agency
Leadership Effectiveness

Promotability

F(1, 69) =20.63, p < .001,1," = .23
F(1,69) =14.70, p < .001,n,> = .18
F(1,69) =37.05, p <.001,n,> = .35
F(1,69)=22.19, p <.001,n,” = .24

F(1,69) =22, p=.638,1, =.00
F(1,69)=1.17, p= 283, 1," = .02
F(1,69)=1.78, p=.186,1," = .03
F(1,69)=5.82, p=.018,1,"=.08

F(1,69) = .46, p=.501,n," =.
F(1,69) = 34, p = 560, n," =.
F(1,69)=.15,p=.698,n," =.
F(1,69)=.00,p=.972,n," =.
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Table G

Means (and standard errors) for individualized consideration (Chapter 4, Study 3)

Individualized Consideration

Low High
Men Women Men Women
Communality 4.56, (.27) 3.86, (.26) 5.87y (.26) 5.75 (:27)
Agency 5.09, (.28) 4.25y (.27) 594, (27)  5.72,.(.28)
Leadership 3.75. (.38) 2.72,(.37) 537, (.37) 4.58 (.38)
Effectiveness
Promotability 4.16, (.37) 2.93; (.36) 5.62. (.36) 4.43, (.37)

Note. Ratings were given on a 7-point scale in which higher scores indicate higher
communality, agency, leadership effectiveness and higher evaluations of promotability of
target team members. Means are adjusted for the covariate evaluator age. Means in a row with
different subscripts differ significantly at p < .05 as indicated by pairwise comparisons.
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Table H

Means (and standard errors) for intellectual stimulation (Chapter 4, Study 3)

Intellectual Stimulation

High
Men Women Men Women
Communality 4.51,(.32) 4.26, (.29) 5.76y (.28) 541, (.32)
Agency 4.97,(.30) 4.38, (.27) 5.94; (.26) 5.67, (.31)
Leadership 3.60, (.41) 2.97,(.38) 531, (.36) 4.42y (.42)
Effectiveness
Promotability 3.97, (.40) 3.33.(.37) 5.61, (.35) 4.06, (41)

Note. Ratings were given on a 7-point scale in which higher scores indicate higher
communality, agency, leadership effectiveness and higher evaluations of promotability of
target team members. Means are adjusted for the covariate evaluator age. Means in a row with
different subscripts differ significantly at p < .05 as indicated by pairwise comparisons.
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Table |

Means (and standard errors) for inspirational motivation (Chapter 4, Study 3)

Inspirational Motivation

Low High
Men Women Men Women
Communality 4.56, (.33) 4.19, (.27) 5.64 (.26) 5.65, (.32)
Agency 4.98,(.32) 4.42, (.25) 5.86y (.25) 577 (31)
Leadership 3.52,(.45) 3.21,(.36) 5.23,(.35)  4.25,5(44)
Effectiveness
Promotability 4.11, (44) 3.37.(.35) 5.39% (.35) 4.09, (.43)

Note. Ratings were given on a 7-point scale in which higher scores indicate higher
communality, agency, leadership effectiveness and higher evaluations of promotability of
target team members. Means are adjusted for the covariate evaluator age. Means in a row with
different subscripts differ significantly at p < .05 as indicated by pairwise comparisons.
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Table J

Means (and standard errors) for idealized influence (Chapter 4, Study 3)

Idealized Influence

High
Men Women Men Women
Communality 4.58,(.31) 4.24, (.25) 5.72y (.27) 5.78y (.34)
Agency 5.00, (.30) 4.52,(.24) 5.93, (.26) 5.79% (.33)
Leadership 3.44, (.37) 2.82,(.30) 5.45, (.32) 5.12, (41)
Effectiveness
Promotability 3.95.(.38) 3.06, (.31) 5.64, (.33) 4.78y (.42)

Note. Ratings were given on a 7-point scale in which higher scores indicate higher
communality, agency, leadership effectiveness and higher evaluations of promotability of
target team members. Means are adjusted for the covariate evaluator age. Means in a row with
different subscripts differ significantly at p < .05 as indicated by pairwise comparisons
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