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This research addresses the perception of leadership attributes in light of 

evaluator and target gender. It specifically investigates whether there is a difference 

in language usage when the evaluator is female versus when the evaluator is male. 

Two studies were conducted. A pre-test used instrumental development drawing 

from studies conducted by Bem (1974) and Berlo et al. (1969). The pre-test sampled 

a population of 56 students in a Small Group Problem Solving class at Oregon State 

University and used a survey to determine the top six gender attributes used to 

describe women (Self-reliant, Sensitive, Understanding, Warm, Affectionate, and 

Cheerful) and the top six gender attributes used to describe men (Analytical, Strong 

personality, Competitive, Loyal, Assertive, and Dominant).  

The present study consisted of a survey that placed the 12 attributes on 

semantic differential scales. A population of 54 students in a Small Group Problem 

Solving class at Oregon State University used the scales to indicate to what degree 

the target displayed the attribute in question. The gender of the evaluator and target 

were coded and six group comparisons were run to determine measures of statistical 



 

 

significance. Significant results were found for 13 out of 96 individual attribute 

comparisons.  

 Because only a few individual attribute comparisons were found to be 

significant, future research could return to Bem’s (1974) study and replicate it in new 

populations to determine its validity and reliability.  
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Language Differences between Women and Men and the Attribution of Leadership 

 

CHAPTER ONE 

Introduction 

 

The uniqueness of each individual ensures that no one event will be 

experienced in precisely the same way by each person present. This principle of 

difference can be generalized and applied to groups of people who share a 

commonality that could distinguish their experiences from those who don’t share that 

commonality. The groups “Female” and “Male” provide a particularly good example 

of this because members are subject to divergent social standards for acceptable 

behavior. Hoffman & Hurst (1990) argue that the sexual division of labor can give 

rise to stereotypes that lead people to believe that there are intrinsic differences 

between the sexes. For example, because women are often the primary caregivers to 

children, people believe that women are naturally more nurturing than men and 

because men are often in the role of providing the household income, people believe 

that men are naturally more skillful than women. From this, women on the whole are 

perceived as nurturing and men on the whole are perceived as skillful. There is a 

social sense of what is gender-appropriate behavior and particular characteristics that 

apply respectively.   

Many such gender-specific standards exist in society. The idea that women 

are expected to take on the role of homemaker while men are understood as the 

employed money-makers (Eagly & Steffen, 1984) has been mentioned already. 
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Logical activities result from this distinction, including cleaning, cooking and child-

rearing for women and conference calls, meetings, and paperwork for men. These 

unlike activities do result in consequential public perception but also pave the way 

for a difference in perspective or “position” for the partaking individual. Because 

women and men engage in different activities, their discernment of phenomenon is 

distinctively shaped. In this way, women and men enter scenarios with a unique set 

of experiences that support their diverse interpretations. Women and men may view 

the world differently as a result of biological differences and social standards. 

Because a difference in experience leads to a difference in perception, it is 

possible that women and men use language differently from each other as a way of 

expressing these perceptions. For example, when a person is seen walking her/his 

dog, a woman may describe the person as “hardworking” because the activity is 

perceived as more a chore, while the man may describe the person as “fun loving” 

because the activity is perceived as leisurely; these possible word usages are 

grounded in the experiences commonly had by each gender whereby the woman as 

the homemaker must walk the dog every day and the man as the employee might do 

so in the park on a Saturday.  

This phenomenon of unique language usage could occur in many 

circumstances but is pertinently found in small, work-group settings where persons 

of both sexes are able observe the same conduct from other group members and 

independently interpret it. It is in this scenario that over a prolonged period of time a 

very similar set of stimuli can be expected to be observed and thus become the 
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mutual basis from which individuals draw conclusions. Individuals’ observation of 

the same stimuli is important to determining difference in perception via language 

usage. This setting has additional value in that reaching a goal in a work-group 

requires duration and multiple exposures with others, which provides copious 

interactions for interpretation.  

Group members’ conduct is considered leadership, as all individual behaviors 

influence group procedures. In other words, every person provides leadership in 

her/his own unique way, regardless of whether the title of “Leader” has been 

explicitly bestowed. Perception will vary regarding the same phenomenon but what 

is not known is the extent to which women and men actually use different language 

in their descriptions and evaluations of others’ leadership behavior. In order to shed 

light on this unknown, the research question is proposed: Do women and men differ 

in the language they use to evaluate leadership attributes? 

 

Importance of the Study 

 It has been posited that social conditioning and cultural pressures are 

significant contributors to the gender-specific behaviors that females and males 

believe are expected of them (Chapman, 1975). Many cultural standards for the ways 

women and men “should” behave expect dominant, aggressive behavior from males 

and passive, dependant conduct from females (Chapman, 1975). The present study 

will incorporate but extend the research from gender-specific behavior to gender-

specific judgment of others, offering a more complex view of gender expectations. 
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We know a great deal about what is expected of women and men but not as much 

about whether gender-specific behavior leads to a distinct difference in perception, 

as measured by language usage. In other words, this research is valuable because it 

investigates possible consequences of gender-specific social expectations and 

consequent action.   

 This study will take into account the gender of the person being evaluated in 

order to determine if gender-specific perceptions occur divergently in specific 

relation to whether the person being evaluated is female or male. By doing so, the 

present study will provide additional rich data with which to understand the 

phenomenon. Learning more about whether gender is important on both ends of the 

source-receiver communication spectrum offers complexity in the arena of gender 

studies.  

Because this research seeks to discover the ways that women and men 

perceive leadership behaviors, there will be much to learn for the prospective leader. 

The results may help individuals know more about whether tailoring their message 

for their audience in light of gender demographics need be a significant 

consideration.  

  

 Outline of the Study 

  This thesis will answer the research question by investigating how gender of 

the leader (target) and the perceiver (evaluator) combine to result in particular 

evaluative outcomes. The research occurs in two parts: First, a pre-test that 
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determines the top six characteristics attributed to each gender and second, a main 

study that discovers to what degree those characteristics apply to individuals as 

members of either the “Female” or “Male” group. To support this research, Chapter 

Two presents a review of the pertinent literature. The methodology used for the 

studies is provided in Chapter Three and Chapter Four displays the main study 

results. The final chapter discusses key findings, limitations of the study, and 

implications for future research. 
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CHAPTER TWO 

Literature Review 

 

The existing literature about gender and leadership is significant in both 

depth and breadth. The review of pertinent literature presented here focuses on the 

major findings as they relate to the variables in the present study conducted. Sections 

to follow will address issues of stereotyping, traditionally gendered tasks/behavior, 

leader characteristics, leadership influences, leadership performance by gender, 

irrelevancy of gender in leadership, androgyny, and the perceiver’s gender. This 

chapter will conclude with a presentation of the relevant research question and 

research hypotheses.  

 

Stereotyping   

 The prevailing ideas of what is masculine and what is feminine depend upon 

a distinguishable difference between the two and according to Bem (1974): “The 

dimensions of masculinity and femininity are empirically as well as logically 

independent” (p. 155). This notion of distinction is the foundation for gender 

stereotypes, as more than one identifiable category is required for the mental 

compartmentalization of people into categories as is perceived appropriate. Bem also 

acknowledges the existence of “sex-typed standards of desirable behavior” (p. 155), 

meaning that women are often expected to behave in ways that expressly differ from 

men, and vice-versa. Specifically, Chapman (1975) writes that “Most cultures 
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attribute dominant, aggressive qualities to males and passive, dependent qualities to 

females” (p. 645). 

The widespread belief that a person of a perceived gender should behave in 

traditionally gender-appropriate ways is supported by not only societal attitudes but 

also by the actions of the person in question. According to Deaux & Major (1987): 

“Gender-related behaviors are influenced by the expectations of perceivers, self-

systems of the target, and situational cues” (p. 369). Other researchers have 

substantiated the significance of the perceiver’s beliefs in contributing to difference. 

Brenner, Tomkiewicz & Schein (1989) found that middle managers perceived an 

association between sex-role stereotypes and requisite management characteristics 

and Johnson (1976) found that people expect females and males to use different 

bases of power. Also corroborating Deaux & Major’s claim, the behaviors of the 

leader were found to perpetuate difference when Megargee (1969) conducted a study 

that involved high-dominant women interacting in a group with low-dominant men. 

In this interaction, assumption of leadership by the women was significantly low; the 

authors concluded that “Sex role conflict inhibits the manifestation of dominance” (p. 

377).  

Thus the following conclusions may be drawn: 

• Femininity and masculinity are uniquely defined. 

• People expect particular behavior from those in each gender category. 

• The public’s beliefs combine with a person’s actions to reinforce the 

gender stereotypes that exist.  
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The reader will find the concept of stereotypes noticeably salient in the next section 

of this chapter.  

 

Traditionally Gendered Tasks/Behavior 

  Hoffman & Hurst (1990) use the phrase “sexual division of labor” to describe 

the concept that certain tasks are expected to be performed by women, while other 

tasks tend to engage the work of men. They write: “Stereotypes can arise solely in 

response to a sexual division of labor and serve to rationalize this division by 

attributing to the sexes intrinsic personality differences” (p. 197). Cohen & Bunker 

(1975) call these “trait patterns” and found that when analyzing the hiring decisions 

of individuals, the interaction of the applicant’s sex and the position for which she/he 

was applying was a significantly influential factor. They found that “…trait patterns 

were attributed to applicants recommended for hiring based on their sex-job role 

congruence” (p. 566). A study was conducted by Eagly & Steffen (1984) which also 

supports the concept being discussed. When participants were asked to perceive 

women and men in specific life roles, the authors found that “Observed sex 

differences in distribution into homemaker and employee occupational roles 

account[ed] for stereotypic beliefs about the sexes (women are more communal: 

selfless and concerned with others and less agentic: self-assertive and motivated to 

master than men)” (p. 735). Each of these studies indicates that not only are women 

and men often assigned tasks specific to their perceived gender but the perceiver also 

attributes certain qualities to people based upon that category. 
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 The violation of gender role/task expectations seems to be especially 

disagreeable when a woman participates in a traditionally masculine job. Garcia-

Retamero & Lopez-Zafra (2006) found that when a women worked in an industry 

that was incongruent with her gender role, study participants showed “prejudice” 

against that individual. And when study participants were asked to analyze a 

female’s success in mechanics (a job incongruent with her gender role), Etaugh & 

Brown (1975) found that “effort” was more-often chosen to explain the female’s 

success whereas “ability” was more-often chosen to explain the same performance 

by a male.  

 Certainly, the subject’s preference for particular activities can speak to the 

phenomena of gender-specific tasks and behavior. Wentworth & Anderson (1984) 

conducted a study in which subjects were asked to participate in masculine, neutral, 

and feminine task conditions. They discovered that the masculine and neutral task 

conditions found more men taking on the leadership role while more women 

occupied that position in the feminine task condition. This study indicates that 

individuals are likely to place themselves within the stereotypic gendered-task 

framework. 

 These appropriations can be looked at more broadly to include research that 

suggests female leadership usually involves a higher person-orientation than does 

men’s (Sczesny, Bosak, Neff, & Schyns, 2004). Relatedly, Eagly & Karau (1991) 

found that men emerged as task leaders more often than did women, while women 

established themselves as social leaders more often than did men. These more-
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general findings of typical behavior may indeed be related to the specific tasks 

traditionally and currently attributed to women and men.  

Thus the following conclusions may be drawn: 

• There is a widespread belief in the existence of gender-appropriate tasks. 

• Unique personality qualities or traits are associated with people engaged in 

traditionally feminine versus traditionally masculine tasks.  

• Women are more likely than men to experience bias when engaging in non-

traditional jobs. 

• Individuals prefer to place themselves in positions where they can participate 

in what are considered gender-congruent activities. 

• General areas of expertise (task, relationships) can be attributed to perceived 

members of a gender group.  

 

Leader Characteristics 

  Many studies have been done to assess the perceived characteristics of 

female and male leaders, largely in an effort to determine if there are generalizable 

differences. The bulk of the research shows that, indeed, there are meaningful 

disparities. Megargee (1969) found that in competitive activities, women tended to 

use accommodative strategies to build coalitions for the good of the group, while 

men were more likely to use exploitive strategies to build coalitions for their 

individual gain. It has also been found that men are much more likely than women to 

view their interactions with subordinates as transactions and use their title and 
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ownership of resources to motivate those they lead, while women are more likely to 

transform follower’s interests into a corporate concern and use their personal traits to 

motivate (Rosener, 1990). Male managers are “more open and candid with their 

colleagues” while women are “more achieving” (p. 60) (Donnell & Hall, 1980). Also, 

a masculine leadership performance has been correlated with an Initiating Structure 

while a feminine leadership performance has been related to a Consideration style. 

(Korabik, 1982) 

 Women have been found to display additional specific traits. They’re likely 

to have charisma, a good work record, and strong interpersonal skills while valuing 

participation, the sharing of power and information, making people feel important, 

and energizing others (Rosener, 1990). Bass, Aviolio, & Atwater (1996) found that 

charisma was a defining characteristic, as well as individual consideration of others. 

And for executive women, Morrison & Sebald (1974) discovered that a need for 

achievement, a need for power, and mental ability were common.  

Men, too, have been studied in-depth and found to be rated high in areas of 

aptitudes, skills, knowledge, motivation, job interest, empowerment, work habit, and 

attitude (Rosen & Jerdee, 1978). They’ve also been found to be less accessible and 

concentrated on the productive use of time and “upward vertical socialization to the 

detriment of interaction with subordinates” (Josefowitz, 1980, p. 56). 

Thus the following conclusions may be drawn: 

• Women and men have unique leadership characteristics, many of which are 

in-line with societal ideas of what is feminine and what is masculine. 
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Leadership Influences 

 There are three notable influences on leadership performance and they are 

feedback, self-monitoring, and dominance. Fleischer & Chertkoff (1986) found that a 

person’s likelihood of being a leader was increased when she/he received positive 

feedback from others, while her/his desire to be the leader decreased with poorer 

feedback. This phenomena exists independent of the leader’s gender, as does the 

factor of self-monitoring. Research indicates that high-self monitors are more likely 

to willfully take on leadership roles in group environments, although “Self-

monitoring may not be directly related to actual perceptions of leadership by others” 

(Kent & Moss, 1990, p. 875). Dobbins, Long, Dedrick, & Clemons (1990) reported 

similar results when they found that “high self monitors emerged as leaders more 

frequently than did low self-monitors…” (p. 609). This personal awareness may 

facilitate a self-confidence that encourages concerted effort at leadership. 

 Dominance is an issue much more dependant on gender than feedback and 

self-monitoring described above. One study in particular concluded that dominance 

predicted leadership in same-sex pairs and when the task was feminine in nature but 

when the task was masculine in nature, “high-dominant women did not take the 

leadership role in the presence of men” (Carbonell, 1984, p. 44). And, as mentioned 

earlier in this chapter, high-dominant women have been found to assume leadership 

at very low rates when paired with low dominant men (Megargee, 1969). Further, 

Nyquist & Spence (1986) discovered that “high-dominant female followers of low-

dominant male leaders were less satisfied than others with their partner and with 
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their position as follower” (p. 87). The position of high-dominant female, then, 

appears to be a particularly precarious one in light of the studies presented on 

dominance.  

Thus the following conclusions may be drawn: 

• Feedback and self-monitoring are notable gender-neutral factors related to 

leadership 

• Dominance is an important gender-specific factor related to leadership. 

  

Leadership Performance by Gender – Men 

 There exists a large body of literature to support the claim that men are 

perceived more often as leaders or as better leaders than women. Moore (1984) 

claims that the participants in his leadership study “…value[d] masculine over 

feminine modes of behavior, especially for female high performers” (p. 603). In their 

research, Butler & Geis (1990) found that female leaders received more negative 

responses and less positive ones than men who behaved in similar ways. Another 

group of scholars conducted a handful of studies that, as they summarize it, 

“consistently supported the traditional attitude that women lack adequate leadership 

characteristics” (Brown, 1979, p. 595). Stated differently, it has been found that 

female-trait combinations are not viewed as desirable in a leader (Arkkelin & 

Simmons, 1985). This general pro-male principle extends to studies that have 

focused specifically on leadership in management positions.  
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For example, Heilman, Block, Martell, & Simon (1989) found that “Men in 

general still are described as more similar to successful managers than are women in 

general” (p. 935). Similarly, successful managers have been found to display 

characteristics, attitudes, and temperaments that are attributed generally to men 

rather than those that are attributed generally to women (Wiley & Eskilson, 1982; 

Schein, 1973). In terms of characterizations, Heilman, Block, & Martell (1995) 

found that women managers were described more negatively than men managers; 

this finding was exacerbated when the women were particularly successful managers. 

A large, multi-country study was done by Schein, Mueller, Lituchy, & Liu (1998) 

and the authors’ overarching conclusion was that “…’think manager – think male’ is 

a global phenomenon, especially among males” (p. 33). This leads to the question: 

What affect does the perceiver’s gender have on one’s judgment of leadership worth? 

The latter study indicates that the pro-male view is especially prevalent among men. 

Eagly, Makhijani, & Klonsky (1992) found this to be the case as well; they 

claim that in their study, the devaluation of women was greater when the evaluators 

were men. But this phenomenon is not restricted exclusively to male perceivers. 80% 

of the female subjects in a study done by Linden (1985) indicated a preference for 

male managers, too. There is therefore research to suggest that the pro-male 

preference exists across gender. 

Even studies that tout the increasingly positive view of women leaders have 

admitted that the current status reflects a bias in favor of men. Kunkel, Dennis, & 

Waters (2003) claim that the gaps between male and female performance ratings as 
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CEOs are smaller than they were in the 70s but that men continue to be equivocated 

with successful executives more than women do. Powell, Butterfield, & Parent (2002) 

sum up this concept when they write: “Although managerial stereotypes place less 

emphasis on masculine characteristics than in earlier studies, a good manager is still 

perceived as predominantly masculine” (p. 177).  

Ultimately, it’s not about competence when it comes to leadership attribution, 

even in the face of equivalent performance across gender. Heilman (2001) writes that 

“gender stereotypes and the expectations they produce about both what women are 

like (descriptive) and how they should behave (prescriptive) can result in devaluation 

of their performance, denial of credit to them for their successes, or their penalization 

for being competent” (p. 657). This is surely a factor in the prevailing preference for 

men as leaders.   

 

Leadership Performance by Gender - Women 

 One study was found to indicate that women have an upper-hand in 

leadership roles. The authors of the study concluded that men are judged more 

harshly when they are leaders than women are when they are leaders (Jacobson & 

Effertz, 1974). This does not speak to the frequency of female leadership or whether 

people prefer females as leaders but it does suggest that women may have a greater 

degree of latitude in their leadership performances. 
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Leadership Performance by Gender – Equal 

 There is also research to suggest that there are no discernable discrepancies in 

either the leadership behaviors of women and men or others’ perceptions of their 

effectiveness. On the issue of leadership behavior, for example, female and male 

leaders have been found to be equally able and equally willing to display the 

leadership styles of autocracy and democracy (Stitt, Schmidt, Price, & Kipnis, 1983). 

This reflection of both equal ability and equal desire speaks complexly about parity 

across gender. In terms of Initating Structure and Consideration, female and male 

leaders have also been found to exhibit equal amounts of both (Day & Stogdill, 

1972). Day & Stogdill (1972) also found that female and male supervisors who 

occupy similar positions and perform similar tasks exhibit similar leader behaviors. 

Authors of another study sum it up succinctly: “… the way management is practiced 

is not related to the sex of the manager” (Donnell & Hall, 1980, p. 60). 

 Evaluations of leaders with regard to their gender have also been found to 

return similar results. In their study of leaders and leadership style, Jago & Vroom 

(1982) found that “Males and females perceived to be participative were rated 

equally favorably” (p. 776). Females and males are said to have equally satisfied 

followers (Dobbins & Platz, 1986) and others have concluded that there is no overall 

sex difference in the management style preferences of subordinates (Donnell & Hall, 

1980). To further corroborate this concept, research has discovered that the levels of 

effectiveness across gender are similar for female and male supervisors of parallel 

position when evaluated by their immediate subordinates (Day & Stogdill, 1972). In 
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short, female leaders do not have a different effect than male group leaders on the 

satisfaction of work groups (Bartol, 1975). All of these studies lend credence to the 

claim that women and men in leadership positions perform relatively equally and are 

perceived just as such. 

 

Irrelevancy of Gender in Leadership 

 A few studies suggested that the gender of leaders is not particularly 

important to subordinates. Tempe, Rigny, & Haccoun (1985) discovered that gender-

based variables do not significantly impact follower satisfaction with female and 

male supervisors; rather, it was the degree of influence that did. “Data revealed no 

consistent effect of leader sex on either leader behavior or subordinate satisfaction,” 

according to Osborn & Vicars (1976), the authors of a study on leadership practices. 

Another set of scholars studied the differences between women and men’s leadership 

behaviors and found significant deviation in only one area: Women’s motivation to 

manage (Ezell, Odewahn, & Sherman, 1981). Others have found that quantity of 

verbal interaction tends to predict perceived differences in leadership ability 

(Sorrentino & Boutillier, 1975), a strategy that members of both genders can utilize. 

The findings from the research reviewed in this section suggest that at least in some 

scenarios, gender of the leader may not be a factor in perceivers’ judgment of that 

leader’s behavior. 
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Androgyny 

 In light of the large body of literature suggesting that women are at a distinct 

disadvantage in leadership roles by virtue of their perceived gender, it is helpful to 

investigate what strategies have been found effective for women engaged in 

leadership. By and large, androgynous behavior is touted as the persona to present. 

Androgyny can be generally understood as the presentation of both characteristics 

traditionally associated with females and those traditionally associated with males; it 

essentially combines gender stereotypic behavior. Korabik (1990) writes that 

“Adopting an androgynous management style may help women to overcome the 

negative effects of sex-stereotyping in the workplace” (p. 283). Arkkelin & Simmons 

(1985) conducted a study on the perception of masculine, feminine, and androgynous 

behaviors by leaders and found that masculine and androgynous trait behaviors were 

rated as equally desirable, with a significant drop of desirability for feminine trait 

behaviors. The authors write: “Thus, while femininity per se was not seen as 

desirable in a leader, it was not viewed as a liability when combined with 

masculinity, a corroboration of much behavioral research on androgyny” (p. 1187).  

 Korabik & Ayman (1989) also performed a study that offers findings about 

leaders’ masculine, feminine, and androgynous behaviors. They sum up their results 

in this way: 

 

“Not only did our androgynous managers themselves feel that such 
characteristics (assertiveness and co-operation) improved their 
performance, but their supervisors did as well. Supervisors rated the 
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androgynous women as higher in overall effectiveness than those 
characterized as masculine or feminine. Moreover, they perceived 
them as superior to the masculine sex-type women in decision making, 
problem-solving ability and the ability to listen effectively, and as 
more influential and fair than the feminine sex-typed women. 
Androgynous managers are more versatile because they have a more 
diverse range of skills. The greater flexibility of androgynous 
managers is also an important advantage in today’s business world” 
(p. 23). 
 

 
 
Thus the leader’s self-conception and the followers’ perceptions of the leader are 

positively impacted when women engage in androgynous leadership behavior. The 

suggestion that versatility and flexibility underlie the success of androgynous 

leadership behavior for women is important in understanding why purposeful 

androgyny can work. 

 Androgynous individuals have also been found to be less concerned with 

stereotypes and thus “more likely than either masculine or feminine individuals to 

display situationally effective behavior” (Bem, 1975, p. 230). Bolton & Humphreys 

(1977) use the principle suggested in this section to propose that businesses 

implement training and development programs that include the presentation of 

androgynous strategies to women (which have been shown to work well for men in 

the past).   

 Research indicates that women leaders have significant hurdles to jump as a 

result of their perceived gender. To combat the stereotypes that result, androgyny has 

been identified by scholars as one specific strategy that is relatively successful for 

women in leadership roles.   
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Thus the following conclusion may be drawn: 

• The display of androgynous behavior in tasks is often an effective strategy 

for women leaders. 

 

The Perceiver’s Gender 

 Many studies have discovered differences in the way women perceivers and 

men perceivers evaluate people in a position of leadership. Dennis & Kunkel (2004) 

write that “Participants’ gender identities may be critical to their perceptions of 

similarities and differences between the sexes” (p. 155). In particular, some 

researchers have found that women are judged most harshly when the evaluator is 

male (Eagly, Makhijani, & Klonsky, 1992; Dubno, 1985; Rosen & Jerdee, 1978). 

Males also evaluate gender-role incongruent leaders least favorably on measures of 

effectiveness (Rojahn & Willemsen, 1994). However, not all studies have found that 

men are the most critical; there are some cases in which women have been found to 

judge female leaders more severely than men (Garcia-Retarmero & Lopez-Zafra, 

2006; Frank & Drucker, 1977). Another researcher found that women and men 

evaluators perceive women leaders altogether differently – though they generally 

agree about the characteristics of a male manager (Deal & Stevenson, 1998).  

   Research has also communicated that a same-gender preference can be 

found with regard to evaluators and evaluatees. In other words, females evaluate 

female leaders positively and males evaluate male leaders positively (Welsh, 1979). 

Male college students have been found to believe that successful managers possess 
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characteristics typically ascribed to men, while female college students do not sex-

type the managerial job in masculine language (Schein, Mueller, & Jacobson, 1989; 

Norris & Wylie, 1995). In these ways, a positive upward evaluation in the structural 

hierarchy may reflect gender likeness.  

 It is thus unclear whether there is a generalizable claim to be made on how 

perceivers of a particular gender evaluate leaders, but it does appear that differences 

exist. Despite Bass, Avolio, & Atwater’s (1996) claim that the sex of the raters in 

their leadership perception study appeared to make no difference in the results 

obtained, the bulk of the literature on this topic indicates that the perceiver’s gender 

is significant. Haccoun, Haccoun, & Sallay (1978) claim that views of leadership 

“should take into account that the sex of subordinate and of supervisor jointly 

suggest the appropriateness of supervisory style” (p. 124). The diversity of findings 

on this topic warrant more investigation into the phenomenon. 

 

Definition of Concepts 

Feminine language refers to terms that reflect socially desirable behavior for 

individuals perceived as female. 

Masculine language refers to terms that reflect socially desirable behavior for 

individuals perceived as male. 

Leadership refers to the ability to manage and influence group processes.  

Attribution of leadership qualities refers to the assignment of words to a person that 

describe the perceived characteristics of that person’s leadership. 
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Research Question and Research Hypotheses 

 As a result of this literature review regarding gender and leadership, the 

research question that emerges is as follows: 

 

RQ 1: Do women and men differ in the language they use to evaluate leadership 

attributes? 

 

 Most research indicates that gender is indeed a significant issue when it 

comes to leadership, both with regard to the target and the perceiver. However, this 

principle is not found to be true by every scholar and it’s clear from the review of the 

literature that there are few conclusions consistently drawn from research in the area 

of gender and leadership. This study seeks to add to the body of knowledge on this 

unsettled topic and will investigate whether target and perceiver gender is a 

significant issue in terms of leadership attributions for college students engaged in a 

ten-week group project together and, if so, in what ways gender difference is 

reported.  

 The present research uses as its presumptive null hypothesis that: 

 

H n:  No difference exists between women and men in the language they use in 

their respective attribution of leadership qualities for either same sex or 

opposite sex targets.  
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 In order to test this assumption, these research hypotheses are offered:   

 

H 1: Women are more likely to attribute feminine language to women than they 

are to men. 

 

H 2: Women are more likely to attribute masculine language to men than they 

are to women. 

 

H 3: Men are more likely to attribute feminine language to women than they 

are to men. 

 

H 4: Men are more likely to attribute masculine language to men than they are 

to women.  

 

H 5: The language used by women and men in evaluating same-sex leadership 

attributes will be different. 

 

H 6: The language used by women and men in evaluating cross-sex leadership 

attributes will be different. 

 

H 7: The language used by women and men in evaluating women’s leadership 

will be different. 
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H 8: The language used by women and men in evaluating men’s leadership will 

be different. 
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CHAPTER THREE 

Methodology 

 

 The studies conducted sought to determine whether women and men differ in 

their attribution of characteristics for same-sex and different sex targets. Analysis 

focused on data generated in two sections of the course, Small Group Problem 

Solving, in the Department of Speech Communication at Oregon State University. A 

total of 56 subjects made up the pool for what is the pilot study, and another 54 

subjects made up the pool for a more precise measurement of gender-oriented 

leadership descriptors in the present study. The data generated was available as a 

result of regular classroom activities, and included the first name of both evaluator 

and target only for gender-coding purposes. 

 The research conducted consisted of a pilot study and the present study. The 

pilot study was created from the works of Bem (1974) and Berlo, Lemert, & Mertz 

(1969), the focus of which were the development of instruments to measure the 

concepts of “sex roles”  from the Bem study and “source credibility” from Berlo et 

al.’s research. The intent of the present study was to apply the meaning behind these 

instruments in the measurement of trait attribution and, as a byproduct, to offer 

further indication of the reliability of both instruments.  
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Instrumentation 

The Bem Instrument 

Bem created what is known as the Bem Sex-Role Inventory (BSRI), which 

identifies the items most strongly chosen to describe women and men by 100 study 

participants. Participants were asked to use a seven-point scale to evaluate the degree 

of “desirability in American society of each of the approximately 400 personality 

characteristics” (Bem, 1974, p. 157) provided on the survey for a woman and for a 

man. 60 characteristics then make up the BSRI in categories of Masculine Items (20), 

Feminine Items (20), and Neutral Items (20). Other scholars have used the BSRI in 

their research, including Motowidlo (1982), who used it to study individuals’ sex 

role orientation and behavior. The BSRI is a well-established instrument in the arena 

of gender studies and appropriate for use in the study conducted for this thesis.  

 

The Berlo et al. Instrument 

 Berlo et al.’s research centers on source credibility and investigates “the 

criteria actually used by receivers in evaluating message sources” (Berlo, Lemert, & 

Mertz, 1969, p. 563). 91 participants in a pilot study and 117 participants in a main 

study were asked to evaluate recognizable sources on scales of “polar adjectives 

frequently used to describe highly acceptable or unacceptable sources” (p. 565-566). 

The authors’ research revealed three dimensions of source credibility – Safety, 

Qualification, and Dynamism - within which the more specific scales reside. Berlo et 

al.’s research focuses strongly on perception, which made it particularly relevant for 



  27

the pilot study. Indeed, one might ask whether women are perceived to be more or 

less credible as leaders than men.   

 

The Pre-Test Instrument 

The survey created utilized nominal measurement to evaluate dependant 

variables. 10 words were chosen from Bem’s BMSI Masculine Item category, 

including Aggressive, Ambitious, Analytical, Assertive, Competitive, Dominant, 

Forceful, Self-reliant, Self-sufficient, and Strong personality. 10 words were also 

chosen from her BMSI Feminine Item category, including Affectionate, Cheerful, 

Compassionate, Gentle, Loyal, Sensitive, Sympathetic, Understanding, Warm, and 

Yielding. Some items were excluded because it was believed they could result in the 

researcher unintentional expectancy effect, whereby participants would believe that 

certain words should be used to describe members of a certain gender. For example, 

items “Feminine” and “Masculine” were not used, as they logically correspond to 

common perceptions of females and males. The same number of female attributes 

and male attributes were chosen so that the statistical probability of choosing from 

one category was equal to that of choosing from the other.  

17 words were also chosen from Berlo et al.’s research; 15 of those words 

were described by the authors as “most representative” (p. 574) of source credibility, 

including Safe, Just, Kind, Friendly, Honest, Trained, Experienced, Skilled, 

Qualified, Informed, Aggressive, Emphatic, Bold, Passive, and Energetic. Two 

additional words were included from Berlo et al.’s scales because they were very 
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close in the reliability quotient: Subjective and Open-minded. One word, 

“Aggressive,” was used by both Bem and Berlo et al.  

This resulted in a total of 36 words that were arranged in check-list format on 

one page. This page required participants to self-identify as the evaluator and to 

identify the target, for later gender-coding purposes. A short instructive paragraph 

accompanied the identifying information and list of words which asked participants 

to mark the 10 best descriptors reflecting the person being evaluated. 10 was 

considered a reasonable selection set from the total of 36.   

 All surveys were administered as a regular part of the coursework for an 

upper-division course in Small Group Problem Solving offered through the 

Department of Speech Communication at Oregon State University. Results derived 

from the administration of the pre-test instrument comprised the data for the present 

study. 

 

The Present Study Instrument 

 The survey created utilized interval measurement scales in the form of 

semantic differentials. Berlo et al’s credibility items were discarded for the purpose 

of focus on gender traits. Results related to Bem’s sex role items from the pilot study 

were analyzed and the top six attributed words upon which females as targets 

differed from males as targets were selected, including Self-reliant, Sensitive, 

Understanding, Warm, Affectionate, and Cheerful. Then the top six attributed words 

upon which males as targets differed from females as targets were selected, including 
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Analytical, Strong Personality, Competitive, Loyal, Assertive, and Dominant. These 

words were combined with their polar word and placed on semantic differential 

scales that ranged from measurements of 1-7.  

The order of the 12 pairs was randomized, as was the position of each pair’s 

word on the right or the left of the scale; the latter was done to ensure internal 

validity. The scales were positioned on one page, along with the self-identification of 

the evaluator, the identification of the target, and a short instructive paragraph. The 

instructions asked the participant to circle the number that best measures the 

leadership quality of the person being evaluated.   

All surveys were administered as a regular part of the coursework for an 

upper-division course in Small Group Problem Solving offered through the 

Department of Speech Communication at Oregon State University.  

 

Study 1   

Participants 

 A purposive, non-random sample was used for this research. Specifically, 

students from an upper-division college course in the Speech Communication field 

were involved. In this course, students spend 10 weeks with four, five, or six other 

teammates working on various class materials. 56 students (28 female, 28 male) 

participated in this study and each evaluated their four, five, or six teammates 

individually. It is maintained that each evaluation is statistically independent. 
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Procedure 

 Participants were given the survey on the last day of class and instructed on 

what to do. The assignment was specifically a part of their evaluations of each other 

member of their respective groups and part of their course requirements. Data was 

processed by counting the number of times each word was selected and totaling the 

results in an Excel table. The data was coded for gender of the evaluator and of the 

target based upon the participant’s identifications and four categories were created to 

reflect the gender differences in the form of evaluator-target: female-female, female-

male, male-female, and male-male. Totals were then calculated for females as targets 

and males as targets and the difference between the two on each single-word-

measurement was determined.  

 

Study 2 

Participants 

 Again, a purposive, non-random sample was used with a new term of 

students from the same upper-division college course in the Speech Communication 

field as the pilot study. 54 students (30 female, 24 male) participated in this study 

and each evaluated their four, five, or six teammates individually. It is maintained 

that each evaluation is statistically independent. 
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Procedure 

 Participants were given the survey on the last day of class and instructed on 

what to do. The assignment was specifically a part of their evaluations of each other 

member of their respective groups and a part of their course requirements. Data 

results were run with the help of a consultant from the Statistics Department in the 

College of Science at Oregon State University. Data was categorized with relevant 

hypotheses according to the pilot study participants’ indications of what attributes 

were more common to women and men, as opposed to what the BSRI suggests; this 

is an important distinction because two variables from the pilot study results were 

opposite that of the BSRI. 

 

Data Analytic Procedures 

 Data was analyzed quantitatively, using SAS software. Measures of statistical 

significance were determined.  
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CHAPTER FOUR 

Results 

 

 The discussion of results is organized by addressing the eight hypotheses 

presented in Chapter 2. The following tables were created using Statistical Analysis 

Software (SAS). Each of the 12 variables was analyzed six times, via six cross-group 

comparisons using both the Wilcoxon test and the Kruskal-Wallis test; the Kruskal-

Wallis results were derived from the Wilcoxon results. The results are considered 

statistically significant if the Kruskal-Wallis test displays a Pr > Chi-Square value 

less than 0.0083. All group titles reflect an Evaluator-Target order.  

 
H 1: Women are more likely to attribute feminine language to women than they 
are to men. 
 

Table Group 4.1                   Female-Female/Female-Male 
Feminine Variables 

 
Wilcoxon Scores (Rank Sums) for Variable Self-Reliant 

Classified by Variable Group 

Group N
Sum of
Scores

Expected
Under H0

Std Dev 
Under H0 

Mean
Score

Female-Female 70 5619.50 4620.0 212.865028 80.278571

Female-Male 61 3026.50 4026.0 212.865028 49.614754

Average scores were used for ties. 
 

Kruskal-Wallis Test 

Chi-Square 22.0474

DF 1

Pr > Chi-Square <.0001
 
 
 A difference was found to support H 1 at the <.0001 level of significance. 
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Wilcoxon Scores (Rank Sums) for Variable Cheerful 
Classified by Variable Group 

Group N
Sum of
Scores

Expected
Under H0

Std Dev 
Under H0 

Mean 
Score 

Female-Female 70 5090.50 4620.0 208.117561 72.721429 

Female-Male 61 3555.50 4026.0 208.117561 58.286885 

Average scores were used for ties. 
 

Kruskal-Wallis Test 

Chi-Square 5.1110

DF 1

Pr > Chi-Square 0.0238
 
 

There was not enough difference found at the 0.0238 level of significance to 

support H 1, thus the null hypothesis is supported.  

 

 

Wilcoxon Scores (Rank Sums) for Variable Warm 
Classified by Variable Group 

Group N
Sum of
Scores

Expected
Under H0

Std Dev 
Under H0 

Mean
Score

Female-Female 70 4199.0 4620.0 209.068963 59.985714

Female-Male 61 4447.0 4026.0 209.068963 72.901639

Average scores were used for ties. 
 

Kruskal-Wallis Test 

Chi-Square 4.0549

DF 1

Pr > Chi-Square 0.0440
 
 
 

There was not enough difference found at the 0.0440 level of significance to 

support H 1, thus the null hypothesis is supported. 
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Wilcoxon Scores (Rank Sums) for Variable Affectionate 
Classified by Variable Group 

Group N
Sum of
Scores

Expected
Under H0

Std Dev 
Under H0 

Mean
Score

Female-Female 70 5126.50 4620.0 211.340962 73.235714

Female-Male 61 3519.50 4026.0 211.340962 57.696721

Average scores were used for ties. 
 

Kruskal-Wallis Test 

Chi-Square 5.7437

DF 1

Pr > Chi-Square 0.0165
 
 

There was not enough difference found at the 0.0165 level of significance to 

support H 1, thus the null hypothesis is supported.  

 

 

Wilcoxon Scores (Rank Sums) for Variable Understanding 
Classified by Variable Group 

Group N
Sum of
Scores

Expected
Under H0

Std Dev 
Under H0 

Mean
Score

Female-Female 70 4556.0 4620.0 209.327250 65.085714

Female-Male 61 4090.0 4026.0 209.327250 67.049180

Average scores were used for ties. 
 

Kruskal-Wallis Test 

Chi-Square 0.0935

DF 1

Pr > Chi-Square 0.7598
 
 

There was not enough difference found at the 0.7598 level of significance to 

support H 1, thus the null hypothesis is supported.  
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Wilcoxon Scores (Rank Sums) for Variable Sensitive 
Classified by Variable Group 

Group N
Sum of
Scores

Expected
Under H0

Std Dev 
Under H0 

Mean
Score

Female-Female 70 4149.0 4620.0 211.194095 59.271429

Female-Male 61 4497.0 4026.0 211.194095 73.721311

Average scores were used for ties. 
 

Kruskal-Wallis Test 

Chi-Square 4.9737

DF 1

Pr > Chi-Square 0.0257
 
 

There was not enough difference found at the 0.0257 level of significance to 

support H 1, thus the null hypothesis is supported. 
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H 2: Women are more likely to attribute masculine language to men than they 
are to women.  
 

Table Group 4.2                  Female-Female/Female-Male 
Masculine Variables 

 
Wilcoxon Scores (Rank Sums) for Variable Assertive 

Classified by Variable Group 

Group N
Sum of
Scores

Expected
Under H0

Std Dev 
Under H0 

Mean
Score

Female-Female 70 5163.50 4620.0 212.642582 73.764286

Female-Male 61 3482.50 4026.0 212.642582 57.090164

Average scores were used for ties. 
 

Kruskal-Wallis Test 

Chi-Square 6.5328

DF 1

Pr > Chi-Square 0.0106
 
  

There was not enough difference found at the 0.0106 level of significance to 

support H 2, thus the null hypothesis is supported.  
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Wilcoxon Scores (Rank Sums) for Variable Strong Personality 
Classified by Variable Group 

Group N
Sum of
Scores

Expected
Under H0

Std Dev 
Under H0 

Mean
Score

Female-Female 70 4646.0 4620.0 212.246024 66.371429

Female-Male 61 4000.0 4026.0 212.246024 65.573770

Average scores were used for ties. 
 

Kruskal-Wallis Test 

Chi-Square 0.0150

DF 1

Pr > Chi-Square 0.9025
 
 

 There was not enough difference found at the 0.9025 level of 

significance to support H 2, thus the null hypothesis is supported.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Wilcoxon Scores (Rank Sums) for Variable Loyal 
Classified by Variable Group 

Group N
Sum of
Scores

Expected
Under H0

Std Dev 
Under H0 

Mean 
Score 

Female-Female 70 3886.0 4620.0 210.123178 55.514286 

Female-Male 61 4760.0 4026.0 210.123178 78.032787 

Average scores were used for ties. 
 

Kruskal-Wallis Test 

Chi-Square 12.2024

DF 1

Pr > Chi-Square 0.0005
 
 
 

A difference was found to support H 2 at the 0.0005 level of significance. 
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Wilcoxon Scores (Rank Sums) for Variable Dominant 
Classified by Variable Group 

Group N
Sum of
Scores

Expected
Under H0

Std Dev 
Under H0 

Mean
Score

Female-Female 70 5024.0 4620.0 213.535082 71.771429

Female-Male 61 3622.0 4026.0 213.535082 59.377049

Average scores were used for ties. 
 

Kruskal-Wallis Test 

Chi-Square 3.5795

DF 1

Pr > Chi-Square 0.0585
 
 

There was not enough difference found at the 0.0585 level of significance to 

support H 2, thus the null hypothesis is supported.  

 
 
 

Wilcoxon Scores (Rank Sums) for Variable Analytical 
Classified by Variable Group 

Group N
Sum of
Scores

Expected
Under H0

Std Dev 
Under H0 

Mean
Score

Female-Female 70 5532.50 4620.0 212.232733 79.035714

Female-Male 61 3113.50 4026.0 212.232733 51.040984

Average scores were used for ties. 
 
 
 

Kruskal-Wallis Test 

Chi-Square 18.4859

DF 1

Pr > Chi-Square <.0001
 
 

A difference was found to support H 2 at the <.0001 level of significance but 

for females rather than males.  
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Wilcoxon Scores (Rank Sums) for Variable Competitive 
Classified by Variable Group 

Group N
Sum of
Scores

Expected
Under H0

Std Dev 
Under H0 

Mean
Score

Female-Female 70 4428.0 4620.0 213.256026 63.257143

Female-Male 61 4218.0 4026.0 213.256026 69.147541

Average scores were used for ties. 
 

Kruskal-Wallis Test 

Chi-Square 0.8106

DF 1

Pr > Chi-Square 0.3679
 
 

There was not enough difference found at the 0.3679 level of significance to 

support H 2, thus the null hypothesis is supported.  
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H 3: Men are more likely to attribute feminine language to women than they 
are to men. 
 

Table Group 4.3                      Male-Female/Male-Male 
Feminine Variables 

 
Wilcoxon Scores (Rank Sums) for Variable Self-Reliant 

Classified by Variable Group 

Group N
Sum of
Scores

Expected
Under H0

Std Dev 
Under H0 

Mean 
Score 

Male-Female 64 3489.50 3424.0 150.764392 54.523438 

Male-Male 42 2181.50 2247.0 150.764392 51.940476 

Average scores were used for ties. 
 

Kruskal-Wallis Test 

Chi-Square 0.1887

DF 1

Pr > Chi-Square 0.6640
 
 

There was not enough difference found at the 0.6640 level of significance to 

support H 3, thus the null hypothesis is supported.  
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Wilcoxon Scores (Rank Sums) for Variable Cheerful 
Classified by Variable Group 

Group N
Sum of
Scores

Expected
Under H0

Std Dev 
Under H0 

Mean 
Score 

Male-Female 64 3360.0 3424.0 150.765593 52.500000 

Male-Male 42 2311.0 2247.0 150.765593 55.023810 

Average scores were used for ties. 
 

Kruskal-Wallis Test 

Chi-Square 0.1802

DF 1

Pr > Chi-Square 0.6712
 
 

There was not enough difference found at the 0.6712 level of significance to 

support H 3, thus the null hypothesis is supported.  

 
 
 
 
 

Wilcoxon Scores (Rank Sums) for Variable Warm 
Classified by Variable Group 

Group N
Sum of
Scores

Expected
Under H0

Std Dev 
Under H0 

Mean 
Score 

Male-Female 64 3198.0 3424.0 151.397415 49.968750 

Male-Male 42 2473.0 2247.0 151.397415 58.880952 

Average scores were used for ties. 
 

Kruskal-Wallis Test 

Chi-Square 2.2283

DF 1

Pr > Chi-Square 0.1355
 
 

There was not enough difference found at the 0.1355 level of significance to 

support H 3, thus the null hypothesis is supported.  
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Wilcoxon Scores (Rank Sums) for Variable Affectionate 
Classified by Variable Group 

Group N
Sum of
Scores

Expected
Under H0

Std Dev 
Under H0 

Mean 
Score 

Male-Female 64 3981.0 3424.0 150.448487 62.203125 

Male-Male 42 1690.0 2247.0 150.448487 40.238095 

Average scores were used for ties. 
 

Kruskal-Wallis Test 

Chi-Square 13.7068

DF 1

Pr > Chi-Square 0.0002
 
 
 
A difference was found to support H 3 at the 0.0002 level of significance. 

 
 
 
 
 
 

Wilcoxon Scores (Rank Sums) for Variable Understanding 
Classified by Variable Group 

Group N
Sum of
Scores

Expected
Under H0

Std Dev 
Under H0 

Mean
Score

Male-Female 64 3134.0 3424.0 149.788883 48.968750

Male-Male 42 2537.0 2247.0 149.788883 60.404762

Average scores were used for ties. 
 

Kruskal-Wallis Test 

Chi-Square 3.7483

DF 1

Pr > Chi-Square 0.0529
 
 
 

There was not enough difference found at the 0.0529 level of significance to 

support H 3, thus the null hypothesis is supported.  



  43

Wilcoxon Scores (Rank Sums) for Variable Sensitive 
Classified by Variable Group 

Group N
Sum of
Scores

Expected
Under H0

Std Dev 
Under H0 

Mean 
Score 

Male-Female 64 2990.0 3424.0 151.828304 46.718750 

Male-Male 42 2681.0 2247.0 151.828304 63.833333 

Average scores were used for ties. 
 

Kruskal-Wallis Test 

Chi-Square 8.1710

DF 1

Pr > Chi-Square 0.0043

 
 

A difference was found to support H 3 at the 0.0043 level of significance but 

for males rather than females. 
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H 4: Men are more likely to attribute masculine language to men than they are 
to women.  
 

Table Group 4.4                       Male-Female/Male-Male 
Masculine Variables 

 
Wilcoxon Scores (Rank Sums) for Variable Assertive 

Classified by Variable Group 

Group N
Sum of
Scores

Expected
Under H0

Std Dev 
Under H0 

Mean 
Score 

Male-Female 64 3535.50 3424.0 149.556931 55.242188 

Male-Male 42 2135.50 2247.0 149.556931 50.845238 

Average scores were used for ties. 
 

Kruskal-Wallis Test 

Chi-Square 0.5558

DF 1

Pr > Chi-Square 0.4559
 
 

There was not enough difference found at the 0.4559 level of significance to 

support H 4, thus the null hypothesis is supported.  
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Wilcoxon Scores (Rank Sums) for Variable Strong Personality 
Classified by Variable Group 

Group N
Sum of
Scores

Expected
Under H0

Std Dev 
Under H0 

Mean 
Score 

Male-Female 64 3547.0 3424.0 151.027275 55.421875 

Male-Male 42 2124.0 2247.0 151.027275 50.571429 

Average scores were used for ties. 
 

Kruskal-Wallis Test 

Chi-Square 0.6633

DF 1

Pr > Chi-Square 0.4154
 
 
 

There was not enough difference found at the 0.4154 level of significance to 

support H 4, thus the null hypothesis is supported. 

 
 
 
 

Wilcoxon Scores (Rank Sums) for Variable Loyal 
Classified by Variable Group 

Group N
Sum of
Scores

Expected
Under H0

Std Dev 
Under H0 

Mean 
Score 

Male-Female 64 3314.50 3424.0 147.122949 51.789063 

Male-Male 42 2356.50 2247.0 147.122949 56.107143 

Average scores were used for ties. 
 

Kruskal-Wallis Test 

Chi-Square 0.5539

DF 1

Pr > Chi-Square 0.4567
 
 

There was not enough difference found at the 0.4567 level of significance to 

support H 4, thus the null hypothesis is supported.  
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Wilcoxon Scores (Rank Sums) for Variable Dominant 
Classified by Variable Group 

Group N
Sum of
Scores

Expected
Under H0

Std Dev 
Under H0 

Mean 
Score 

Male-Female 64 3245.0 3424.0 152.183405 50.703125 

Male-Male 42 2426.0 2247.0 152.183405 57.761905 

Average scores were used for ties. 
 

Kruskal-Wallis Test 

Chi-Square 1.3835

DF 1

Pr > Chi-Square 0.2395
 
 

There was not enough difference found at the 0.2395 level of significance to 

support H 4, thus the null hypothesis is supported.  

 

 

 
Wilcoxon Scores (Rank Sums) for Variable Analytical 

Classified by Variable Group 

Group N
Sum of
Scores

Expected
Under H0

Std Dev 
Under H0 

Mean 
Score 

Male-Female 64 3436.50 3424.0 150.252517 53.695313 

Male-Male 42 2234.50 2247.0 150.252517 53.202381 

Average scores were used for ties. 
 

Kruskal-Wallis Test 

Chi-Square 0.0069

DF 1

Pr > Chi-Square 0.9337
 
 

There was not enough difference found at the 0.9337 level of significance to 

support H 4, thus the null hypothesis is supported.  
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Wilcoxon Scores (Rank Sums) for Variable Competitive 
Classified by Variable Group 

Group N
Sum of
Scores

Expected
Under H0

Std Dev 
Under H0 

Mean 
Score 

Male-Female 64 3395.50 3424.0 151.618986 53.054688 

Male-Male 42 2275.50 2247.0 151.618986 54.178571 

Average scores were used for ties. 
 

Kruskal-Wallis Test 

Chi-Square 0.0353

DF 1

Pr > Chi-Square 0.8509
 
 

There was not enough difference found at the 0.8509 level of significance to 

support H 4, thus the null hypothesis is supported.  
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H 5: The language used by women and men in evaluating same-sex leadership 
attributes will be different. 
 

Table Group 4.5                      Female-Female/Male-Male 
 

Wilcoxon Scores (Rank Sums) for Variable Self-Reliant 
Classified by Variable Group 

Group N
Sum of
Scores

Expected
Under H0

Std Dev 
Under H0 

Mean
Score

Female-Female 70 4205.50 3955.0 162.191026 60.078571

Male-Male 42 2122.50 2373.0 162.191026 50.535714

Average scores were used for ties. 
 

Kruskal-Wallis Test 

Chi-Square 2.3854

DF 1

Pr > Chi-Square 0.1225
 
 

There was not enough difference found at the 0.1225 level of significance to 

support H 5, thus the null hypothesis is supported.  
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Wilcoxon Scores (Rank Sums) for Variable Assertive 
Classified by Variable Group 

Group N
Sum of
Scores

Expected
Under H0

Std Dev 
Under H0 

Mean
Score

Female-Female 70 3999.0 3955.0 162.143267 57.128571

Male-Male 42 2329.0 2373.0 162.143267 55.452381

Average scores were used for ties. 
 

Kruskal-Wallis Test 

Chi-Square 0.0736

DF 1

Pr > Chi-Square 0.7861
 
 

There was not enough difference found at the 0.7861 level of significance to 

support H 5, thus the null hypothesis is supported.  

 

 

Wilcoxon Scores (Rank Sums) for Variable Strong Personality 
Classified by Variable Group 

Group N
Sum of
Scores

Expected
Under H0

Std Dev 
Under H0 

Mean
Score

Female-Female 70 4138.0 3955.0 162.193943 59.114286

Male-Male 42 2190.0 2373.0 162.193943 52.142857

Average scores were used for ties. 
 

Kruskal-Wallis Test 

Chi-Square 1.2730

DF 1

Pr > Chi-Square 0.2592
 
 

There was not enough difference found at the 0.2592 level of significance to 

support H 5, thus the null hypothesis is supported.  
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Wilcoxon Scores (Rank Sums) for Variable Cheerful 
Classified by Variable Group 

Group N
Sum of
Scores

Expected
Under H0

Std Dev 
Under H0 

Mean 
Score 

Female-Female 70 4297.0 3955.0 159.819630 61.385714 

Male-Male 42 2031.0 2373.0 159.819630 48.357143 

Average scores were used for ties. 
 

Kruskal-Wallis Test 

Chi-Square 4.5792

DF 1

Pr > Chi-Square 0.0324
 
 

There was not enough difference found at the 0.0324 level of significance to 

support H 5, thus the null hypothesis is supported.  

 

 

Wilcoxon Scores (Rank Sums) for Variable Loyal 
Classified by Variable Group 

Group N
Sum of
Scores

Expected
Under H0

Std Dev 
Under H0 

Mean 
Score 

Female-Female 70 3739.0 3955.0 158.876492 53.414286 

Male-Male 42 2589.0 2373.0 158.876492 61.642857 

Average scores were used for ties. 
 

Kruskal-Wallis Test 

Chi-Square 1.8484

DF 1

Pr > Chi-Square 0.1740
 
 

There was not enough difference found at the 0.1740 level of significance to 

support H 5, thus the null hypothesis is supported.  
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Wilcoxon Scores (Rank Sums) for Variable Warm 
Classified by Variable Group 

Group N
Sum of
Scores

Expected
Under H0

Std Dev 
Under H0 

Mean
Score

Female-Female 70 3532.0 3955.0 161.625035 50.457143

Male-Male 42 2796.0 2373.0 161.625035 66.571429

Average scores were used for ties. 
 

Kruskal-Wallis Test 

Chi-Square 6.8496

DF 1

Pr > Chi-Square 0.0089

 
 
There was not enough difference found at the 0.0089 level of significance to 

support H 5, thus the null hypothesis is supported.  

 

 

Wilcoxon Scores (Rank Sums) for Variable Affectionate 
Classified by Variable Group 

Group N
Sum of
Scores

Expected
Under H0

Std Dev 
Under H0 

Mean
Score

Female-Female 70 4464.0 3955.0 162.598411 63.771429

Male-Male 42 1864.0 2373.0 162.598411 44.380952

Average scores were used for ties. 
 

Kruskal-Wallis Test 

Chi-Square 9.7995

DF 1

Pr > Chi-Square 0.0017
 
 
 

A difference was found to support H 5 at the 0.0017 level of significance. 
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Wilcoxon Scores (Rank Sums) for Variable Dominant 
Classified by Variable Group 

Group N
Sum of
Scores

Expected
Under H0

Std Dev 
Under H0 

Mean
Score

Female-Female 70 4016.0 3955.0 162.229296 57.371429

Male-Male 42 2312.0 2373.0 162.229296 55.047619

Average scores were used for ties. 
 

Kruskal-Wallis Test 

Chi-Square 0.1414

DF 1

Pr > Chi-Square 0.7069
 
 

There was not enough difference found at the 0.7069 level of significance to 

support H 5, thus the hull hypothesis is supported. 

 

 

Wilcoxon Scores (Rank Sums) for Variable Understanding 
Classified by Variable Group 

Group N
Sum of
Scores

Expected
Under H0

Std Dev 
Under H0 

Mean
Score

Female-Female 70 3728.0 3955.0 160.422952 53.257143

Male-Male 42 2600.0 2373.0 160.422952 61.904762

Average scores were used for ties. 
 

Kruskal-Wallis Test 

Chi-Square 2.0023

DF 1

Pr > Chi-Square 0.1571
 
 

There was not enough difference found at the 0.1571 level of significance to 

support H 5, thus the null hypothesis is supported. 
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Wilcoxon Scores (Rank Sums) for Variable Analytical 
Classified by Variable Group 

Group N
Sum of
Scores

Expected
Under H0

Std Dev 
Under H0 

Mean
Score

Female-Female 70 4053.0 3955.0 161.869567 57.900000

Male-Male 42 2275.0 2373.0 161.869567 54.166667

Average scores were used for ties. 
 

Kruskal-Wallis Test 

Chi-Square 0.3665

DF 1

Pr > Chi-Square 0.5449
 
 

There was not enough difference found at the 0.5449 level of significance to 

support H 5, thus the null hypothesis is supported.  

 

 

Wilcoxon Scores (Rank Sums) for Variable Competitive 
Classified by Variable Group 

Group N
Sum of
Scores

Expected
Under H0

Std Dev 
Under H0 

Mean
Score

Female-Female 70 4143.0 3955.0 163.112101 59.185714

Male-Male 42 2185.0 2373.0 163.112101 52.023810

Average scores were used for ties. 
 

Kruskal-Wallis Test 

Chi-Square 1.3284

DF 1

Pr > Chi-Square 0.2491
 
 
 

There was not enough difference found at the 0.2491 level of significance to 

support H 5, thus the null hypothesis is supported.  
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Wilcoxon Scores (Rank Sums) for Variable Sensitive 
Classified by Variable Group 

Group N
Sum of
Scores

Expected
Under H0

Std Dev 
Under H0 

Mean
Score

Female-Female 70 3633.0 3955.0 162.964876 51.900000

Male-Male 42 2695.0 2373.0 162.964876 64.166667

Average scores were used for ties. 
 

Kruskal-Wallis Test 

Chi-Square 3.9041

DF 1

Pr > Chi-Square 0.0482
 
 
 

There was not enough difference found at the 0.0482 level of significance to 

support H 5, thus the null hypothesis is supported.  
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H 6: The language used by women and men in evaluating cross-sex leadership 
attributes will be different. 
 

Table Group 4.6                      Female-Male/Male-Female 
 

Wilcoxon Scores (Rank Sums) for Variable Reliant 
Classified by Variable Group 

Group N
Sum of
Scores

Expected
Under H0

Std Dev 
Under H0 

Mean 
Score 

Female-Male 61 3131.50 3843.0 198.448771 51.336066 

Male-Female 64 4743.50 4032.0 198.448771 74.117188 

Average scores were used for ties. 
 

Kruskal-Wallis Test 

Chi-Square 12.8544

DF 1

Pr > Chi-Square 0.0003
 
 

A difference was found to support H 6 at the 0.0003 level of significance. 
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Wilcoxon Scores (Rank Sums) for Variable Assertive 

Classified by Variable Group 

Group N
Sum of
Scores

Expected
Under H0

Std Dev 
Under H0 

Mean 
Score 

Female-Male 61 3257.50 3843.0 197.112885 53.401639 

Male-Female 64 4617.50 4032.0 197.112885 72.148438 

Average scores were used for ties. 
 

Kruskal-Wallis Test 

Chi-Square 8.8232

DF 1

Pr > Chi-Square 0.0030
 
 

A difference was found to support H 6 at the 0.0030 level of significance. 

 

 

Wilcoxon Scores (Rank Sums) for Variable Strong Personality 
Classified by Variable Group 

Group N
Sum of
Scores

Expected
Under H0

Std Dev 
Under H0 

Mean 
Score 

Female-Male 61 3834.50 3843.0 198.578822 62.860656 

Male-Female 64 4040.50 4032.0 198.578822 63.132813 

Average scores were used for ties. 
 

Kruskal-Wallis Test 

Chi-Square 0.0018

DF 1

Pr > Chi-Square 0.9659
 
 

There was not enough difference found at the 0.9659 level of significance to 

support H 6, thus the null hypothesis is supported.  
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Wilcoxon Scores (Rank Sums) for Variable Cheerful 
Classified by Variable Group 

Group N
Sum of
Scores

Expected
Under H0

Std Dev 
Under H0 

Mean 
Score 

Female-Male 61 3990.0 3843.0 196.368118 65.409836 

Male-Female 64 3885.0 4032.0 196.368118 60.703125 

Average scores were used for ties. 
 

Kruskal-Wallis Test 

Chi-Square 0.5604

DF 1

Pr > Chi-Square 0.4541
 
 

There was not enough difference found at the 0.4541 level of significance to 

support H 6, thus the null hypothesis is supported.  

 

 

 

Wilcoxon Scores (Rank Sums) for Variable Loyal 
Classified by Variable Group 

Group N
Sum of
Scores

Expected
Under H0

Std Dev 
Under H0 

Mean 
Score 

Female-Male 61 4420.50 3843.0 195.553229 72.467213 

Male-Female 64 3454.50 4032.0 195.553229 53.976563 

Average scores were used for ties. 
 

Kruskal-Wallis Test 

Chi-Square 8.7212

DF 1

Pr > Chi-Square 0.0031
 
 
 

A difference was found to support H 6 at the 0.0031 level of significance. 
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Wilcoxon Scores (Rank Sums) for Variable Warm 
Classified by Variable Group 

Group N
Sum of
Scores

Expected
Under H0

Std Dev 
Under H0 

Mean 
Score 

Female-Male 61 4011.0 3843.0 196.678914 65.754098 

Male-Female 64 3864.0 4032.0 196.678914 60.375000 

Average scores were used for ties. 
 

Kruskal-Wallis Test 

Chi-Square 0.7296

DF 1

Pr > Chi-Square 0.3930
 
 
 

There was not enough difference found at the 0.3930 level of significance to 

support H 6, thus the null hypothesis is supported.  

 

 

 

Wilcoxon Scores (Rank Sums) for Variable Affectionate 
Classified by Variable Group 

Group N
Sum of
Scores

Expected
Under H0

Std Dev 
Under H0 

Mean 
Score 

Female-Male 61 3249.0 3843.0 195.919641 53.262295 

Male-Female 64 4626.0 4032.0 195.919641 72.281250 

Average scores were used for ties. 
 

Kruskal-Wallis Test 

Chi-Square 9.1921

DF 1

Pr > Chi-Square 0.0024
 
 

A difference was found to support H 6 at the 0.0024 level of significance. 



  59

Wilcoxon Scores (Rank Sums) for Variable Dominant 
Classified by Variable Group 

Group N
Sum of
Scores

Expected
Under H0

Std Dev 
Under H0 

Mean 
Score 

Female-Male 61 3795.0 3843.0 200.099794 62.213115 

Male-Female 64 4080.0 4032.0 200.099794 63.750000 

Average scores were used for ties. 
 

Kruskal-Wallis Test 

Chi-Square 0.0575

DF 1

Pr > Chi-Square 0.8104
 
 
 

There was not enough difference found at the 0.8104 level of significance to 

support H 6, thus the null hypothesis is supported.  

 

Wilcoxon Scores (Rank Sums) for Variable Understanding 
Classified by Variable Group 

Group N
Sum of
Scores

Expected
Under H0

Std Dev 
Under H0 

Mean
Score

Female-Male 61 4041.50 3843.0 195.891678 66.254098

Male-Female 64 3833.50 4032.0 195.891678 59.898438

Average scores were used for ties. 
 

Kruskal-Wallis Test 

Chi-Square 1.0268

DF 1

Pr > Chi-Square 0.3109
 

 
There was not enough difference found at the 0.3109 level of significance to 

support H 6, thus the null hypothesis is supported.  
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Wilcoxon Scores (Rank Sums) for Variable Analytical 
Classified by Variable Group 

Group N
Sum of
Scores

Expected
Under H0

Std Dev 
Under H0 

Mean 
Score 

Female-Male 61 3076.0 3843.0 198.158865 50.426230 

Male-Female 64 4799.0 4032.0 198.158865 74.984375 

Average scores were used for ties. 
 

Kruskal-Wallis Test 

Chi-Square 14.9818

DF 1

Pr > Chi-Square 0.0001
 
 

A difference was found to support H 6 at the 0.0001 level of significance. 

 

 

 

 
Wilcoxon Scores (Rank Sums) for Variable Competitive 

Classified by Variable Group 

Group N
Sum of
Scores

Expected
Under H0

Std Dev 
Under H0 

Mean 
Score 

Female-Male 61 4268.0 3843.0 199.297004 69.967213 

Male-Female 64 3607.0 4032.0 199.297004 56.359375 

Average scores were used for ties. 
 

Kruskal-Wallis Test 

Chi-Square 4.5475

DF 1

Pr > Chi-Square 0.0330
 
 

There was not enough difference found at the 0.0330 level of significance to 

support H 6, thus the null hypothesis is supported.  
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Wilcoxon Scores (Rank Sums) for Variable Sensitive 
Classified by Variable Group 

Group N
Sum of
Scores

Expected
Under H0

Std Dev 
Under H0 

Mean 
Score 

Female-Male 61 4511.0 3843.0 197.875535 73.950820 

Male-Female 64 3364.0 4032.0 197.875535 52.562500 

Average scores were used for ties. 
 

Kruskal-Wallis Test 

Chi-Square 11.3964

DF 1

Pr > Chi-Square 0.0007
 
 

A difference was found to support H 6 at the 0.0007 level of significance. 
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H 7: The language used by women and men in evaluating women’s leadership 
will be different. 
 

Table Group 4.7                   Female-Female/Male-Female 
 

Wilcoxon Scores (Rank Sums) for Variable Self-Reliant 
Classified by Variable Group 

Group N
Sum of
Scores

Expected
Under H0

Std Dev 
Under H0 

Mean
Score

Female-Female 70 4981.50 4725.0 218.518615 71.164286

Male-Female 64 4063.50 4320.0 218.518615 63.492188

Average scores were used for ties. 
 

Kruskal-Wallis Test 

Chi-Square 1.3778

DF 1

Pr > Chi-Square 0.2405
 
  

There was not enough difference found at the 0.2405 level of significance, 

thus the null hypothesis is supported.  
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Wilcoxon Scores (Rank Sums) for Variable Assertive 

Classified by Variable Group 

Group N
Sum of
Scores

Expected
Under H0

Std Dev 
Under H0 

Mean
Score

Female-Female 70 4581.0 4725.0 217.188780 65.442857

Male-Female 64 4464.0 4320.0 217.188780 69.750000

Average scores were used for ties. 
 

Kruskal-Wallis Test 

Chi-Square 0.4396

DF 1

Pr > Chi-Square 0.5073
 
 

There was not enough difference found at the 0.5073 level of significance, 

thus the null hypothesis is supported.  

 

 
Wilcoxon Scores (Rank Sums) for Variable Strong Personality 

Classified by Variable Group 

Group N
Sum of
Scores

Expected
Under H0

Std Dev 
Under H0 

Mean
Score

Female-Female 70 4776.0 4725.0 219.163876 68.228571

Male-Female 64 4269.0 4320.0 219.163876 66.703125

Average scores were used for ties. 
 

Kruskal-Wallis Test 

Chi-Square 0.0542

DF 1

Pr > Chi-Square 0.8160
 
 

There was not enough difference found at the 0.8160 level of significance, 

thus the null hypothesis is supported.  
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Wilcoxon Scores (Rank Sums) for Variable Cheerful 
Classified by Variable Group 

Group N
Sum of
Scores

Expected
Under H0

Std Dev 
Under H0 

Mean 
Score 

Female-Female 70 5356.50 4725.0 216.854033 76.521429 

Male-Female 64 3688.50 4320.0 216.854033 57.632813 

Average scores were used for ties. 
 

Kruskal-Wallis Test 

Chi-Square 8.4803

DF 1

Pr > Chi-Square 0.0036
 
 

A difference was found to support H 7 at the 0.0036 level of significance. 

 

 

 

Wilcoxon Scores (Rank Sums) for Variable Loyal 
Classified by Variable Group 

Group N
Sum of
Scores

Expected
Under H0

Std Dev 
Under H0 

Mean 
Score 

Female-Female 70 4532.50 4725.0 212.664243 64.750000 

Male-Female 64 4512.50 4320.0 212.664243 70.507813 

Average scores were used for ties. 
 

Kruskal-Wallis Test 

Chi-Square 0.8194

DF 1

Pr > Chi-Square 0.3654
 
 
 

There was not enough difference found at the 0.3654 level of significance, 

thus the null hypothesis is supported.  
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Wilcoxon Scores (Rank Sums) for Variable Warm 
Classified by Variable Group 

Group N
Sum of
Scores

Expected
Under H0

Std Dev 
Under H0 

Mean
Score

Female-Female 70 4523.0 4725.0 216.622651 64.614286

Male-Female 64 4522.0 4320.0 216.622651 70.656250

Average scores were used for ties. 
 

Kruskal-Wallis Test 

Chi-Square 0.8696

DF 1

Pr > Chi-Square 0.3511
 
 

There was not enough difference found at the 0.3511 level of significance, 

thus the null hypothesis is supported.  

 

 

Wilcoxon Scores (Rank Sums) for Variable Affectionate 
Classified by Variable Group 

Group N
Sum of
Scores

Expected
Under H0

Std Dev 
Under H0 

Mean
Score

Female-Female 70 4586.50 4725.0 215.244029 65.521429

Male-Female 64 4458.50 4320.0 215.244029 69.664063

Average scores were used for ties. 
 

Kruskal-Wallis Test 

Chi-Square 0.4140

DF 1

Pr > Chi-Square 0.5199
 
 

There was not enough difference found at the 0.5199 level of significance, 

thus the null hypothesis is supported.  
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Wilcoxon Scores (Rank Sums) for Variable Dominant 
Classified by Variable Group 

Group N
Sum of
Scores

Expected
Under H0

Std Dev 
Under H0 

Mean
Score

Female-Female 70 5140.0 4725.0 220.148061 73.428571

Male-Female 64 3905.0 4320.0 220.148061 61.015625

Average scores were used for ties. 
 

Kruskal-Wallis Test 

Chi-Square 3.5536

DF 1

Pr > Chi-Square 0.0594
 
 
 

There was not enough difference found at the 0.0594 level of significance, 

thus the null hypothesis is supported.  

 

 

Wilcoxon Scores (Rank Sums) for Variable Understanding 
Classified by Variable Group 

Group N
Sum of
Scores

Expected
Under H0

Std Dev 
Under H0 

Mean
Score

Female-Female 70 4939.50 4725.0 213.253258 70.564286

Male-Female 64 4105.50 4320.0 213.253258 64.148438

Average scores were used for ties. 
 

Kruskal-Wallis Test 

Chi-Square 1.0117

DF 1

Pr > Chi-Square 0.3145
 
 

There was not enough difference found at the 0.3145 level of significance, 

thus the null hypothesis is supported.  
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Wilcoxon Scores (Rank Sums) for Variable Analytical 
Classified by Variable Group 

Group N
Sum of
Scores

Expected
Under H0

Std Dev 
Under H0 

Mean
Score

Female-Female 70 4880.50 4725.0 216.580872 69.721429

Male-Female 64 4164.50 4320.0 216.580872 65.070313

Average scores were used for ties. 
 

Kruskal-Wallis Test 

Chi-Square 0.5155

DF 1

Pr > Chi-Square 0.4728
 
 

There was not enough difference found at the 0.4728 level of significance, 

thus the null hypothesis is supported.  

 

 

Wilcoxon Scores (Rank Sums) for Variable Competitive 
Classified by Variable Group 

Group N
Sum of
Scores

Expected
Under H0

Std Dev 
Under H0 

Mean
Score

Female-Female 70 5070.50 4725.0 220.110663 72.435714

Male-Female 64 3974.50 4320.0 220.110663 62.101563

Average scores were used for ties. 
 

Kruskal-Wallis Test 

Chi-Square 2.4638

DF 1

Pr > Chi-Square 0.1165
 
 
 

There was not enough difference found at the 0.1165 level of significance, 

thus the null hypothesis is supported.  
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Wilcoxon Scores (Rank Sums) for Variable Sensitive 
Classified by Variable Group 

Group N
Sum of
Scores

Expected
Under H0

Std Dev 
Under H0 

Mean
Score

Female-Female 70 5041.0 4725.0 218.201749 72.014286

Male-Female 64 4004.0 4320.0 218.201749 62.562500

Average scores were used for ties. 
 

Kruskal-Wallis Test 

Chi-Square 2.0973

DF 1

Pr > Chi-Square 0.1476
 
 

There was not enough difference found at the 0.1476 level of significance, 

thus the null hypothesis is supported.  
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H 8: The language used by women and men in evaluating men’s leadership will 
be different. 
 

Table Group 4.8                      Female-Male/Male-Male 
 

Wilcoxon Scores (Rank Sums) for Variable Self-Reliant 
Classified by Variable Group 

Group N
Sum of
Scores

Expected
Under H0

Std Dev 
Under H0 

Mean 
Score 

Female-Male 61 2758.0 3172.0 146.246929 45.213115 

Male-Male 42 2598.0 2184.0 146.246929 61.857143 

Average scores were used for ties. 
 

Kruskal-Wallis Test 

Chi-Square 8.0136

DF 1

Pr > Chi-Square 0.0046
 
 

A difference was found to support H 8 at the 0.0046 level of significance. 

 

 



  70

 
Wilcoxon Scores (Rank Sums) for Variable Assertive 

Classified by Variable Group 

Group N
Sum of
Scores

Expected
Under H0

Std Dev 
Under H0 

Mean 
Score 

Female-Male 61 2911.0 3172.0 146.537195 47.721311 

Male-Male 42 2445.0 2184.0 146.537195 58.214286 

Average scores were used for ties. 
 

Kruskal-Wallis Test 

Chi-Square 3.1724

DF 1

Pr > Chi-Square 0.0749
 
 

There was not enough difference found at the 0.0749 level of significance, 

thus the null hypothesis is supported.  

 

Wilcoxon Scores (Rank Sums) for Variable Strong Personality 
Classified by Variable Group 

Group N
Sum of
Scores

Expected
Under H0

Std Dev 
Under H0 

Mean 
Score 

Female-Male 61 3275.0 3172.0 145.762982 53.688525 

Male-Male 42 2081.0 2184.0 145.762982 49.547619 

Average scores were used for ties. 
 

Kruskal-Wallis Test 

Chi-Square 0.4993

DF 1

Pr > Chi-Square 0.4798
 
 

There was not enough difference found at the 0.4798 level of significance, 

thus the null hypothesis is supported.  
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Wilcoxon Scores (Rank Sums) for Variable Cheerful 
Classified by Variable Group 

Group N
Sum of
Scores

Expected
Under H0

Std Dev 
Under H0 

Mean 
Score 

Female-Male 61 3202.0 3172.0 143.782081 52.491803 

Male-Male 42 2154.0 2184.0 143.782081 51.285714 

Average scores were used for ties. 
 

Kruskal-Wallis Test 

Chi-Square 0.0435

DF 1

Pr > Chi-Square 0.8347
 
 

There was not enough difference found at the 0.8347 level of significance, 

thus the null hypothesis is supported.  

 

 

Wilcoxon Scores (Rank Sums) for Variable Loyal 
Classified by Variable Group 

Group N
Sum of
Scores

Expected
Under H0

Std Dev 
Under H0 

Mean 
Score 

Female-Male 61 3444.50 3172.0 145.541142 56.467213 

Male-Male 42 1911.50 2184.0 145.541142 45.511905 

Average scores were used for ties. 
 

Kruskal-Wallis Test 

Chi-Square 3.5056

DF 1

Pr > Chi-Square 0.0612
 
 

There was not enough difference found at the 0.0612 level of significance, 

thus the null hypothesis is supported.  
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Wilcoxon Scores (Rank Sums) for Variable Warm 
Classified by Variable Group 

Group N
Sum of
Scores

Expected
Under H0

Std Dev 
Under H0 

Mean 
Score 

Female-Male 61 3013.50 3172.0 144.794447 49.401639 

Male-Male 42 2342.50 2184.0 144.794447 55.773810 

Average scores were used for ties. 
 

Kruskal-Wallis Test 

Chi-Square 1.1983

DF 1

Pr > Chi-Square 0.2737
 
 

There was not enough difference found at the 0.2737 level of significance, 

thus the null hypothesis is supported.  

 

 

Wilcoxon Scores (Rank Sums) for Variable Affectionate 
Classified by Variable Group 

Group N
Sum of
Scores

Expected
Under H0

Std Dev 
Under H0 

Mean 
Score 

Female-Male 61 3301.50 3172.0 146.086765 54.122951 

Male-Male 42 2054.50 2184.0 146.086765 48.916667 

Average scores were used for ties. 
 

Kruskal-Wallis Test 

Chi-Square 0.7858

DF 1

Pr > Chi-Square 0.3754
 
 

There was not enough difference found at the 0.3754 level of significance, 

thus the null hypothesis is supported. 
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Wilcoxon Scores (Rank Sums) for Variable Dominant 
Classified by Variable Group 

Group N
Sum of
Scores

Expected
Under H0

Std Dev 
Under H0 

Mean 
Score 

Female-Male 61 2992.50 3172.0 147.089901 49.057377 

Male-Male 42 2363.50 2184.0 147.089901 56.273810 

Average scores were used for ties. 
 

Kruskal-Wallis Test 

Chi-Square 1.4892

DF 1

Pr > Chi-Square 0.2223
 
 

There was not enough difference found at the 0.2223 level of significance, 

thus the null hypothesis is supported.  

 

 

Wilcoxon Scores (Rank Sums) for Variable Understanding 
Classified by Variable Group 

Group N
Sum of
Scores

Expected
Under H0

Std Dev 
Under H0 

Mean
Score

Female-Male 61 3043.50 3172.0 145.887567 49.893443

Male-Male 42 2312.50 2184.0 145.887567 55.059524

Average scores were used for ties. 
 

Kruskal-Wallis Test 

Chi-Square 0.7758

DF 1

Pr > Chi-Square 0.3784
 
 

There was not enough difference found at the 0.3784 level of significance, 

thus the null hypothesis is supported.  
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Wilcoxon Scores (Rank Sums) for Variable Analytical 
Classified by Variable Group 

Group N
Sum of
Scores

Expected
Under H0

Std Dev 
Under H0 

Mean 
Score 

Female-Male 61 2738.0 3172.0 146.853460 44.885246 

Male-Male 42 2618.0 2184.0 146.853460 62.333333 

Average scores were used for ties. 
 
 

Kruskal-Wallis Test 

Chi-Square 8.7340

DF 1

Pr > Chi-Square 0.0031
 
 

A difference was found to support H 8 at the 0.0031 level of significance. 

 

 

Wilcoxon Scores (Rank Sums) for Variable Competitive 
Classified by Variable Group 

Group N
Sum of
Scores

Expected
Under H0

Std Dev 
Under H0 

Mean 
Score 

Female-Male 61 3421.50 3172.0 146.787852 56.090164 

Male-Male 42 1934.50 2184.0 146.787852 46.059524 

Average scores were used for ties. 
 

Kruskal-Wallis Test 

Chi-Square 2.8891

DF 1

Pr > Chi-Square 0.0892
 
 
 

There was not enough difference found at the 0.0892 level of significance, 

thus the null hypothesis is supported.  
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Wilcoxon Scores (Rank Sums) for Variable Sensitive 
Classified by Variable Group 

Group N
Sum of
Scores

Expected
Under H0

Std Dev 
Under H0 

Mean 
Score 

Female-Male 61 3161.0 3172.0 146.191475 51.819672 

Male-Male 42 2195.0 2184.0 146.191475 52.261905 

Average scores were used for ties. 
 

Kruskal-Wallis Test 

Chi-Square 0.0057

DF 1

Pr > Chi-Square 0.9400
 
 

There was not enough difference found at the 0.9400 level of significance, 

thus the null hypothesis is supported.  
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Recapitulation 
 
H 1: Women are more likely to attribute feminine language to women than they 
are to men. 
 
CATEGORY ATTRIBUTE RESULT 
Female-Female/Female-Male Self-Reliant Supported 
Female-Female/Female-Male Cheerful Rejected 
Female-Female/Female-Male Warm Rejected 
Female-Female/Female-Male Affectionate Rejected 
Female-Female/Female-Male Understanding Rejected 
Female-Female/Female-Male Sensitive Rejected 
 
 
 
H 2: Women are more likely to attribute masculine language to men than they 
are to women. 
 
CATEGORY ATTRIBUTE RESULT 
Female-Female/Female-Male Assertive Rejected 
Female-Female/Female-Male Strong Personality Rejected 
Female-Female/Female-Male Loyal Supported 
Female-Female/Female-Male Dominant Rejected 
Female-Female/Female-Male Analytical Rejected* 
Female-Female/Female-Male Competitive Rejected 
 
 
 
H 3: Men are more likely to attribute feminine language to women than they 
are to men. 
 
CATEGORY ATTRIBUTE RESULT 
Male-Female/Male-Male Self-Reliant Rejected 
Male-Female/Male-Male Cheerful Rejected 
Male-Female/Male-Male Warm Rejected 
Male-Female/Male-Male Affectionate Supported 
Male-Female/Male-Male Understanding Rejected 
Male-Female/Male-Male Sensitive Rejected* 
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H 4: Men are more likely to attribute masculine language to men than they are 
to women. 
 
CATEGORY ATTRIBUTE RESULT 
Male-Female/Male-Male Assertive Rejected 
Male-Female/Male-Male Strong Personality Rejected 
Male-Female/Male-Male Loyal Rejected 
Male-Female/Male-Male Dominant Rejected 
Male-Female/Male-Male Analytical Rejected 
Male-Female/Male-Male Competitive Rejected 
 
 
 
H 5: The language used by women and men in evaluating same-sex leadership 
attributes will be different. 
 
CATEGORY ATTRIBUTE RESULT 
Female-Female/Male-Male Self-Reliant Rejected 
Female-Female/Male-Male Assertive Rejected 
Female-Female/Male-Male Strong Personality Rejected 
Female-Female/Male-Male Cheerful Rejected 
Female-Female/Male-Male Loyal Rejected 
Female-Female/Male-Male Warm Rejected 
Female-Female/Male-Male Affectionate Supported 
Female-Female/Male-Male Dominant Rejected 
Female-Female/Male-Male Understanding Rejected 
Female-Female/Male-Male Analytical Rejected 
Female-Female/Male-Male Competitive Rejected 
Female-Female/Male-Male Sensitive Rejected 
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H 6: The language used by women and men in evaluating cross-sex leadership 
attributes will be different. 
 
CATEGORY ATTRIBUTE RESULT 
Female-Male/Male-Female Self-Reliant Supported 
Female-Male/Male-Female Assertive Supported 
Female-Male/Male-Female Strong Personality Rejected 
Female-Male/Male-Female Cheerful Rejected 
Female-Male/Male-Female Loyal Supported 
Female-Male/Male-Female Warm Rejected 
Female-Male/Male-Female Affectionate Supported 
Female-Male/Male-Female Dominant Rejected 
Female-Male/Male-Female Understanding Rejected 
Female-Male/Male-Female Analytical Supported 
Female-Male/Male-Female Competitive Rejected 
Female-Male/Male-Female Sensitive Supported 
 
 
 
H 7: The language used by women and men in evaluating women’s leadership 
will be different. 
 
CATEGORY ATTRIBUTE RESULT 
Female-Female/Male-Female Self-Reliant Rejected 
Female-Female/Male-Female Assertive Rejected 
Female-Female/Male-Female Strong Personality Rejected 
Female-Female/Male-Female Cheerful Supported 
Female-Female/Male-Female Loyal Rejected 
Female-Female/Male-Female Warm Rejected 
Female-Female/Male-Female Affectionate Rejected 
Female-Female/Male-Female Dominant Rejected 
Female-Female/Male-Female Understanding Rejected 
Female-Female/Male-Female Analytical Rejected 
Female-Female/Male-Female Competitive Rejected 
Female-Female/Male-Female Sensitive Rejected 
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H 8: The language used by women and men in evaluating men’s leadership will 
be different. 
 
CATEGORY ATTRIBUTE RESULT 
Female-Male/Male-Male Self-Reliant Supported 
Female-Male/Male-Male Assertive Rejected 
Female-Male/Male-Male Strong Personality Rejected 
Female-Male/Male-Male Cheerful Rejected 
Female-Male/Male-Male Loyal Rejected 
Female-Male/Male-Male Warm Rejected 
Female-Male/Male-Male Affectionate Rejected 
Female-Male/Male-Male Dominant Rejected 
Female-Male/Male-Male Understanding Rejected 
Female-Male/Male-Male Analytical Supported 
Female-Male/Male-Male Competitive Rejected 
Female-Male/Male-Male Sensitive Rejected 
 
 
*Characteristic was found statistically significant but not for the established gender. 



  80

CHAPTER 5 

Discussion 

 

 This study was conducted to investigate attributions of characteristics in light 

of evaluator and target gender. A review of the literature revealed divergent findings 

on the topic of gender and leadership, which justified further investigation to 

increase the body of knowledge about the phenomenon. This final chapter will 

address the key findings from the study, the limitations of those findings, and the 

implications for future research. 

 

Key Findings 

 The key findings will be organized by addressing each of the eight 

hypotheses and the one research question. 

 

H 1: Women are more likely to attribute feminine language to women than they 

are to men.  

 One of the six feminine characteristics was found to support this hypothesis: 

Self-reliant. Interestingly, Self-reliant was an item that Bem (1974) found to be 

masculine but participants in the pre-test conducted for this thesis categorized it as 

clearly feminine. The present study thus substantiates the findings in the pre-test that 

self-reliance is a significant feminine indicator. Also of note is the fact that the 

characteristic Analytical was found to be statistically significant relative to its use by 

females to describe other females versus males. This finding cannot support the 
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hypothesis here as Analytical is considered a masculine attribute, which again calls 

into question the validity of Bem’s BSRI. These are important findings and, when 

analyzed alongside Bem’s landmark study, warrant additional studies on 

characteristics Self-reliant and Analytical to elucidate the issue of whether they are 

perceived as a more feminine or masculine attributes. 

 For the attribute Self-reliant, the hypothesis is substantiated. 

 

H 2: Women are more likely to attribute masculine language to men than they 

are to women. 

 One of the six masculine characteristics was found to support this hypothesis: 

Loyal. However, as was the case above, this attribute was not applied consistently in 

gender evaluations across Bem’s study and the pre-test for this thesis; Bem’s 

participants characterized Loyal as a feminine attribute while the pre-test participants 

found it to be a masculine indicator. Thus the main study conducted for this thesis 

produced results consistent with the pre-test done and inconsistent with Bem’s BRSI. 

This result justifies further research into the attribute of Loyal so that it can be better 

understand whether the characteristic is seen as a more feminine or masculine 

attribute. 

 For the attribute Loyal, the hypothesis is substantiated. 
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H 3: Men are more likely to attribute feminine language to women than they 

are to men. 

 One of the six feminine characteristics was found to support this hypothesis: 

Affectionate. Thus Affectionate has been consistently found to describe females 

across the Bem study, the pre-test and the main test, lending validity to the idea that 

Affectionate behavior is perceived significantly more often from females than from 

males though only when, according to this study, males are evaluating.  

For the attribute Affectionate, the hypothesis is substantiated. 

 

H 4: Men are more likely to attribute masculine language to men than they are 

to women. 

 No data collected supported this hypothesis. Further, one feminine word was 

found to be used significantly in the male-male group: Sensitive. This is incongruent 

with Bem’s BSRI and the pre-test results. Thus more research into the attribution of 

the characteristic Sensitive should take place, as a lack of consistency in its usage 

was found.  

 No results substantiated this hypothesis.  

 

H 5: The language used by women and men in evaluating same-sex leadership 

attributes will be different. 

 One of the 12 characteristics was found to support this hypothesis: 

Affectionate. Females were significantly more likely to use the word Affectionate to 
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describe the leadership of females than males were to use it to describe males’. This 

lends more data to support the idea that Affectionate is a word used to describe 

females more often than it is used to describe males but should be understood as 

distinct from the results within H 3 because of the different comparison grouping.  

 For the attribute Affectionate, the hypothesis is substantiated. 

 

H 6: The language used by women and men in evaluating cross-sex leadership 

attributes will be different. 

  Six of the 12 characteristics were found to support this hypothesis: Self-

reliant, Assertive, Loyal, Affectionate, Analytical, and Sensitive. Males were more 

likely to attribute Self-reliant, Assertive, Affectionate, and Analytical characteristics 

to females than females were to males and females were more likely to attribute 

Loyal and Sensitive characteristics to males than males were to females. Because 

Assertive and Analytical were categorized as masculine attributes and Sensitive was 

categorized as a feminine attribute in the BSRI and the pre-test conducted for this 

thesis, more research into these characteristics is warranted. Also, as before, Self-

reliant and Loyal were attributed in ways consistent with the pre-test but not the 

BSRI, thus further justifying the fact that more information is needed about how 

these words are used relative to a person of a particular perceived gender.   

 For the attributes Self-reliant, Assertive, Loyal, Affectionate, Analytical, and 

Sensitive, the hypothesis is substantiated.  
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H 7: The language used by women and men in evaluating women’s leadership 

will be different. 

 One of the 12 characteristics was found to support this hypothesis: Cheerful. 

Women were significantly more likely than men to describe women in this way, 

which may reflect the experiences they’ve had specific to being female. This is a 

feminine attribute, according to the BSRI, which is an interesting factor considering 

women are significantly more likely to use it.  

For the attribute Cheerful, the hypothesis is substantiated. 

 

H 8: The language used by women and men in evaluating men’s leadership will 

be different. 

 Two of the 12 characteristics were found to support this hypothesis: Self-

reliant and Analytical. Men were significantly more likely than women to describe 

men in these ways, which may reflect the experiences they’ve had specific to being 

male. These are both masculine attributes, according to the BSRI, which is an 

interesting factor considering men are significantly more likely to use it.  

For the attributes Self-reliant and Analytical, the hypothesis is substantiated. 

 

RQ 1: Do women and men differ in the language they use to evaluate leadership 

attributes? 

 Yes, women and men differ in the language they use to evaluate 

leadership attributes in terms of 13 specific attributes. Those attributes are as follows: 
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Category Attribute 

Female-Female/Female-Male Self-reliant 

Female-Female/Female-Male Loyal 

Male-Female/Male-Male Affectionate 

Female-Female/Male-Male Affectionate 

Female-Male/Male-Female Self-reliant 

Female-Male/Male-Female Assertive 

Female-Male/Male-Female Loyal 

Female-Male/Male-Female Affectionate 

Female-Male/Male-Female Analytical 

Female-Male/Male-Female Sensitive 

Female-Female/Male-Female Cheerful 

Female-Male/Male-Male Self-reliant 

Female-Male/Male-Male Analytical 

 

 

Limitations 

 As is the case with most purposive, non-random sample populations, the 

participants are prone to have some generally common characteristics that can make 

it more likely for certain words to be used and others less likely. Though no 

collection of demographic information about the participants occurred, the fact that 
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college students were used suggests that factors such as economic status and age 

might distinguish this sample population from the population at large. Thus, the 

results speak only about the sample population surveyed.  

 The existing study from which the present study instrument was developed 

(Bem, 1975) is 32 years old and there is a question as to its construct validity and 

reliability in today’s world. Many things have changed in society since the 1970s, 

particularly in terms of gender roles, and a more-recent study might better reflect 

current popular opinion and thus be a better basis from which to develop survey 

instruments. While the study is well-established in the field, it may be outdated.  

 Including the credibility items on the pre-test survey and asking participants 

to choose only ten attributes means that the opportunity to choose the gender-related 

attributes decreased; the ratios may have been the same if only the gender-related 

attributes were offered but it’s impossible to know for sure. In retrospect, the 

credibility items should have been omitted.   

 Because gender perception was relied on to determine whether the target was 

female or male, it’s possible that the evaluator’s perception and the coder’s 

perception differed. Evaluators were not asked to code the target as female or male 

because it was not advisable to make obvious the fact that the study was assessing 

gender issues; however, if this had been done, the risk of divergent perceptions 

would have been eliminated.  

 There is a great deal of emerging theory, particularly in the field of Women 

Studies, to suggest that gender is more a dynamic experience than a polar one. In 
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other words, not everyone necessarily self-identifies as completely female or 

completely male; there are positions in between the binaries that may better reflect a 

person’s self-conception. It is further posited by theorists that a particular experience 

can shift one’s understanding of her/his gender, meaning that gender identity 

functions as a constant state of flux rather than a fixed category. All of this supports 

a gender continuum model, which embraces gender subtleties not addressed in this 

research. This study treated gender as two categories of “Female” and “Male” rather 

than as a spectrum of positions, which is specifically tied to the results obtained.  

 

Implications for Future Research 

 Some specific attributes of contention have already been identified as worthy 

of more exploration and because of the discrepancies regarding whether certain 

words more aptly describe women or men, I believe that the replication of Bem’s 

(1974) research in different populations would elucidate the issue via quantitative 

means. However, it is this scholar’s opinion that research in the qualitative realm is 

the most appropriate next-step. Others could look into how demographics like 

culture and age influence the ways that certain populations conceptualize femininity 

and masculinity. 

 This study focused on evaluator perceptions to get more information about 

gender roles but it would be interesting to incorporate target self-conception and 

intentionality to get a fuller picture of the process that requires a particular behavior 

before evaluation can even occur. Studies could assess how individuals see 
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themselves in gender-specific ways and how they communicate that self in their 

interactions with others.  

 It would also be interesting to alter the amount of time that evaluator and 

target have known each other, thus assessing the same issue under a different 

relationship. First impressions could be utilized to do this, which would concentrate 

the importance of the few moments allowed for evaluation and perhaps speak to the 

judgments made as people go through their everyday lives and interact briefly with 

strangers. This level of familiarity and relationships of a deeper variety both 

contribute to individual conceptions of gender, so taking the short-term circumstance 

into account would broaden the scope of the issue. 

 Lastly, because androgyny has been identified as an effective strategy for 

women in their leadership presentation, it could be valuable to assess this element 

both from an evaluator and target perspective. This research focused on the 

dimensions of femininity and masculinity but to add androgyny into the mix could 

break up the black-and-white dichotomy and start to recognize the likely shades of 

grey.  
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COMM 322 – Small Group Problem Solving 
 

Group Member Evaluations 
 
 

Name:___________________ Group Member being Evaluated: 
____________________ 
 
 
Listed below is a group of descriptors. Please select the 10 descriptors that best 
describe the leadership characteristics of the group member you are evaluating. 
Use no more or less than 10. This will require some thought on your part to select the 
most appropriate descriptors. Staple this cover sheet to the one-page written 
evaluating of each group member. Submit both by the due date on the syllabus.  
 
 
 

____ Affectionate 
 
____ Aggressive 
 
____ Ambitious 
 
____ Analytical 
 
____ Assertive 
 
____ Bold 
 
____ Cheerful 
 
____ Compassionate 
 
____ Competitive 
 
____ Dominant 
 
____ Empathetic 
 
____ Energetic 
 

____ Experienced 
 
____ Forceful 
 
____ Friendly 
 
____ Gentle 
 
____ Honest 
 
____ Informed 
 
____ Just 
 
____ Kind 
 
____ Loyal 
 
____ Open-Minded 
 
____ Passive 
 
____ Qualified 
 

____ Safe 
 
____ Self-Reliant 
 
____ Self-Sufficient 
 
____ Sensitive 
 
____ Skilled 
 
____ Strong Personality 
 
____ Subjective 
 
____ Sympathetic 
 
____ Trained 
 
____ Understanding 
 
____ Warm 
 
____ Yielding 
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COMM 322 – Small Group Problem Solving 

 
Group Member Evaluations 

 
Name: ____________________ Group Member being Evaluated:______________________ 
 
Listed below are 12 scales of measurement. For each scale, please clearly circle the number 
that best measures the leadership quality of the group member you are evaluating. Circle 
only one number for each scale. This will require some thought on your part to select the 
most appropriate number. Include this cover sheet with the one-page written evaluation of 
each group member (please do not staple them together). Submit both by the due date on the 
syllabus.   
 
Dependant  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Self-reliant 
 
 
Unassertive  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Assertive 
 
 
Strong Personality 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Weak Personality 
 
 
Cheerless  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Cheerful 
 
 
Loyal   1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Disloyal 
 
 
Warm   1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Cold 
 
 
Unaffectionate  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Affectionate 
 
 
Submissive  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Dominant 
 
 
Understanding  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Intolerant 
 
 
Non-analytical  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Analytical 
 
 
Competitive  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Uncompetitive 
 
 
Sensitive  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Insensitive 
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