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Purpose of the Study

The main focus of this study was to determine how counity college
administrators used certain personality traits- (cues) in

ludging the

success potential of female and male administrative applicants.
The following hypotheses were tested:
1.

There will be no significant difference in the weights
attached to the following cues when females and males
are being rated on their success potential.

Outgoing
Intelligence
Suspicious
2.

There will be a significantly greater weight attached to
the following cues when males are being rated on their
success potential.

Assertiveness

Venturesome
Self-Sufficient
3.

There will be a significantly greater weight attached to
the following cues when females are being rated on their
success potential.

Person-Oriented
Acconmiodative

Procedures

The judges were 20 female and 20 male administrators randomly
selected from Oregon's community colleges.

They assessed the person-

ality profiles of 30 female and 30 male hypothetical administrative
applicants.

The profiles depicted eight personality dimensions having

values ranging from 1 to 10.

The, subjects were asked to judge the

success potential of these applicants on a scale of 1 to 20.

A

multiple-cue learning model was used to assess the importance of the
various cues in judging the success potential of the applicants.
The Pearson "r" was used to measure the relationship between the cue
value and the response value.

The significance of the mean utiliza-

tion coefficients was assessed by using t-tests.

The cue weighting

patterns within male and female profiles was determined by using
Tukey's HSD.

To examine the stability of the female and male judges

in making their judgments mu1tple linear regression was used, thus
yielding the cognitive control indices (R) for each judge.

The

significance of the mean (R2) for the male and female judges was

compared by using a t-test.

Tukey's HSD compared the mean utilization

coefficients for the male and female judges to determine if they used
cues differently.

Findings

The following four objectives were answered:

To compare the cue weights used by the judges in predicting
the success potential of the female and male applicants.
Results:

There were no significant differences in the weights attached

to the following cues:
sufficient.

outgoing, intelligent, venturesome and self-

Significant differences were found for cues:

assertive

(0.25, p < .05), person-oriented, suspicious and accommodative (all
.001, p < .001).

The hypotheses could not be supported for the asser-

tive, person-oriented and suspicious cues because they were weighted
contrary to what had been predicted.

To describe the cue weighting patterns within the female and
male applicants.
Results:

For the female profiles the judges used the intelligent,

accommodative, self-sufficient, venturesome and outgoing cues significantly more than the other cues.

For the male profiles the self-

sufficient, intelligent, venturesome and person-oriented cues were used
significantly more than the other cues.

To examine the stability of the female and male judges in
making their judgments.
Results:

A significant difference was found in comparing the means of

the male and female cognitive control indices (R2).

The female judges

were more consistent in making their judgments than the males.
4.

To assess the cue weights used by the female and male judges

in making their judgments.

Both female and male judges used the intelligent, self-

Results:

sufficient, venturesome and outgoing cues significantly more than the
other cues when rating the applicants.

Conclusions

Males and females who are intelligent, self-sufficient,

venturesome and outgoing are perceived as having a greater success
potential.

It was perceived that acconmodative females and person-oriented
males would have a greater possibility for success.
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I.

INTRODUCTION

An American feminist asked
Sir Winston Churchill what
he thought the role of women
in the future would be. His
reply, "The same, I trust, as
it has been since Adam and Eve."

Both traditionally and cross-culturally, feminine and masculine
roles have been considered complementary domains.

Different traits

have been designated desirable for each domain (Bern, Nartyna and
Watson, 1976).

Women have generally been expected to be gentle,

sensitive to others' feelings and emotional; men are assumed to be

self-confident, independent and ambitious (Rosenkrantz etal. 1968).
These roles have also been thought to be mutually exclusive, which
has made role flexibility difficult for males as well as females
(Donelson and Gullahorn, 1977).

Because role flexibility has been difficult, women who have ventured into non-traditional roles, such as managers or administrators,
have been perceived as having different leadership styles.

The per-

sonality traits that describe these styles have been consistent with
the traits associated with the stereotypic image of femininity.

Women

leaders were perceived as person-oriented, accommodative, intuitive
and passive (Chapman and Luthans, 1975).

These traits are contrary to the traits consistently mentioned in
the leadership literature as being necessary to achieve success.

Schein
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(1973) found that successful middle-managers were perceived as possess-

ing characteristics suchasaggressiveness, leadership ability, certainty, vigor, self-reliance, desiring responsibility, seriousness,
objectivity, knowledge, and straightforwardness.

The majority of these

traits can be categorized on Bems Sex Role Inventory as socially
desirable "masculine" items (1974).

Recent findings have determined that a great majority of these
psychological sex differences can be attributed to the effects of
socialization rather than inherent biological tendencies.

Socializa-

tion takes place through imitation of same-sex models, positive or
negative reinforcement of sex appropriate behavior, and selfconceptualization of acceptable feminine and masculine behavior
(Maccoby and Jacklin, 1974).

Women are encouraged toward a communal

sense of being at-one-with other individuals; men are encouraged toward
an agentic sense of having a separateness from others (Donelson and
Gullahorn, 1977; Bakan, 1966).
These socialization patterns that have inhibited the total development of an individual have brought into question the necessity for
maintaining the traditional sex role stereotypes.

By holding on to

this concept of mutually exclusive roles, women and men are prevented
from reaching their potential and expanding their human experiences
(Bern, 1974).

Scholars in a number of disciplines have begun to concern themselves with the concept of psychological androgyny which would allow
individuals to integrate both the masculine and feminine traits depending on the situational appropriateness (Bern et al., 1976).

According
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to Bern (1974), a well integrated personality will be androgynous,

including both "male" and "female" characteristics.

An individual

could be assertive and yielding, both instrumental and expressive-depending on the situational appropriateness of these various behaviors.

In view of this present trend towards androgyny and the lingering
sex-role stereotypes, how do people perceive females and males who
aspire to leadership positions?

Statement of the Problem

As females and males continue to struggle with their roles and
begin to move towards a more androgynous development, it follows that
the society will begin to move away from its traditional view of
masculine and feminine roles.

It wouldseem that this trend would

cause some individuals to experience more difficulty when making
decisions concerning females and males in non-traditional roles.

In

order to help individuals alleviate habitual methods of decisIon making,
they will have to begin relying on more analytical resources (Slovic
and Lichtenstein, 1971).

More and more decision making is being given attention by numerous
academic, business and government disciplines.

They are devoting their

efforts to developing practical methods for helping people cope with
the uncertain environment (Slovic, Fischhoff and Lichtenstein, 1977).
Because we are continually being asked to make judgments and
decisions that not only control our personal lives, but in many cases
control the lives of a large segment of society, it is necessary that

we learn to cope with the ambiguities of decision

making.

Skolnlkoff
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and Brooks (1975) contend that judgments are unavoidably affected by
biases, policy preferences, ignorance and other vagaries.
"one logically reasoned answer is not possible."

Therefore,

According to

Skolnikoff and Brooks, this is the nature of human judgment and
"nothing is wrong with this."

Hammond and Adelman (1976) disagree with Skolnikoff and Brooks and
argue that policy judgments can be brought under scientific study as
can all natural phenomena.

Hammond and Adelman (1976) state that "a

scientific approach to the role of judgment would emphasize that judg-

ment is a human cognitive activity and can, therefore, be subject to
scientific analysis."

They contend that, as a result, the process of

decision making that is now poorly understood can be "examined, understood, assisted and thereby improved."

To support this contention, Hammond (1955, 1966) and others have
developed a multiple-cue, probabilistic learning model (MCPL) that is

an adaptation and application of the lens model developed by Egon
Brunswik.

This paradigm enables researchers to systematically study a

wide variety of problems of human judgment and social interaction,
such as clinical judgment, individual learning, disordered thought,
interpersonal conflict and group processes (Rappoport and Summers,
1973).

These investigations have helped to improve our understanding

of the relationships among variables in the tasks requiring human

judgment (Hammond, 1975; Hammond and Stewart etal., 1975).

By using

this multiple-cue probabilistic learning model (MCPL) in what is

referred to as a single-system case, the cognitive system of the mdividual making the judgments can be examined.

It can determine how the
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individual uses the various sources of information available and what
policy is used in making judgments about a criterion.

Purpose of the Study

The main focus of this study was to determine how coimnunity

college administrators used certain personality traits in judging the
success potential of female and male administrative applicants.

Obj ectives

To compare the cue weights used by the judges in predicting
the success potential of the female and male administrative applicants.

To describe the cue weighting patterns within the female and
male applicants (profiles).

To examine the stability of the female and male judges in
making their judgments.

To assess the cue weights used by the female and male judges
in making their judgments.

Definition of Terms

In order to clarify the terms that are used in this study the
following definitions of terms are presented:
Administrators:

those persons in "non-teaching" positions at

coimnunity colleges such as presidents, vice presidents, deans,

associate deans, department heads, program coordinators, ordirectors
who serve as judges.

6

Cue:

a variable or an information source that partially defines

the object being judged.

In this study the cues are eight personality

traits and the object is male and female administrative applicants.
(X1, X2, X3,

.

.

.

Cue Dimension:

Xe).

a quantifiable indicator of the cue.

The cue

dimensions have a value ranging from 1 to 10.
Cue Utilization or Cue Dependency:

an index which reflects the

extent to which the judge relies on a particular cue in formulating a
judgment.

Criterion:
formed.

a standard by which a judgment of something can be

The criterion will judge the success potential of female and

male administrative applicants.
Judge/Subject:

the individual being asked to assess the cue

values and make a judgment concerning a criterion value, thereby
determining the cue dependencies used in making a judgment.
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II.

REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE

Standing on the ground of common sense
and the constitution of the human mind,
I deny that anyone knows, or can know,
the nature of the two sexes, so long as
they have only been seen in their present relation to one another.... What
is now called the nature of woman is an
eminently artificial thing - the result
of forced repression in some directions,
unnatural stimulation in others.
John Stuart Mill
The Subjection of Women 1869

The discussion in this chapter is divided into three parts:

(1)

The research conducted concerning the psychological sex differences of
the eight personality traits used in this study.
traits associated with leadership.

(3)

(2)

The personality

The hypotheses derived as a

result of the questions raised in this chapter.

Introduction

Why is it that when a man is aggressive he is considered ambitious
and enterprising; when a wOtnanis aggressive she is considered abrasive
and pushy?

Why is it that. when a woman is sensitive, she is called

considerate and warm; when a man is sensitive he is called weak and
effeminate?

Why is it that an independent woman is seen as hard-nosed

and selfish and when a man is independent he is seen as self-actualized?

The "why" stems from several sources, one being that society still
tends to view the roles of women and men differently.

Understanding

women and men has been impeded by assumptions of unidimensionality,
bipolarity and biopsychological equivalence.

Tlnidimensionality claims
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males and females differ in one basic way.

Although there may be many

manifestations of the dimension they all "go together."

Bipolarity

asserts that masculinity and feminity are direct opposites.

Biophycho-

logical equivalence claims that sex differences in traits and behavior
are "natural" inevitable consequences of physical sex differences
(Donelson and Gullahorn, 1977).

The psychological differences are not

as easily distinguished as the physical differences.

Thus, a great

deal of folklore and myth constitutes the popular views about sex
differences.

In our society certain traits have been prescribed for females

and are related to facilitating social concerns and interpersonal
warmth.

For males, the traits are basically related to personal cornpe-

tence and achievement (Broverman et al., 1972; Rosenkrantz et al.,
1968).

Women are expected to be gentle, sensitive to others' feelings,

passive, tactful and emotional.

Men are expected to be aggressive,

independent, unemotional, self-confident, ambitious and competitive
(Rosenkrantz et al., 1968).

Members of each sex are expected to dis-

play "appropriate" traits and not to exhibit traits definable for the
other sex (Donelson and Gullahorn, 1977).

Because the roles demand

mutual exclusiveness, society looks at similar personality traits in
women and men differently.

A voluminous

number of studies have been undertaken in an attempt

to prove or disprove the existence of psychological sex differences.
They have looked at various personality traits and endeavored to

ascertain whether they were in fact present more in females than
males or vice versa.

in
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The following is a look at some of the research that has explored
differences in female and male personality traits.

Outgoin-Socialib ility

Females are generally believed to be more socially oriented than
males (O'Leary, 1977).

Garai and Scheinfeld (1968) state,

"j

psychological development, from earliest infancy
on, males exhibit a greater interest in objects and
their manipulation, whereas females show a greater
interest in people and a greater capacity for the
establishment of interpersonal relations."

Many studies of sociability begin with babies and report that
female infants spent more time looking at social stimuli (faces) than
geometrical forms (Lewis, Kagan and Kalafat, 1966).

Sherman (1971)

writes, "at 6 months, girls notice faces more than boys ... and are more
interested in people by the age of two.tt

findings of Bardwick (1971).

This is consistent with the

On the other hand, Berstein and Jacklin

(1973) found no sex differences in infants attention to social versus
nonsocial stimuli.

Naccoby and Jacklin (1974) in reviewing 33 studies

on visual perception during the first year found no sex differences in
most cases.

"Many people believe that little girls are friendlier and

more concerned with having playmates than boys.
(Tavris and Off ir, 1977).

This is not true."

A number of studies show boys interact

socially with playmates of their same sex more than girls.

Boys seem

to run in packs while girls prefer to play in pairs (Maccoby and
Jacklin, 1974).

The assumption that females are friendlier continued when describing adult women.

This concern f or liking others and being liked has
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been termed by psychologists as the "need for affiliation."

They have

measured this by analyzing themes in people's fantasies and the answers
to questions like "what makes you happy?"
difference but others find none.

Some studies find some sex

"In their actions, both men and

women love to be loved." (Tavris and Off ir, 1977).

At best, the results are nebulous because the same behavior gets
different labels in different studies and from different writers.

Lionel Tiger (1969) proposed "that men, not women, are the affiliative
sex because they form closer relationships with members of their own
sex."

He claims that "women's friendships are more superficial."

Tiger calls the male need for other men "male bonding" and he relates
it to the biological instinct of prehistoric man and the hunt.

The

need for cooperation in the hunt during prehistoric times has extended
into today's world of business, sports and politics.

Tavris and Of fir

(1977) claim Tiger's thesis is highly speculative because research with

mericans does not show that either sex has a greater need for social
contact with members of the same sex; and in some societies women, not
men, do the "bonding."

Research on socialibility and outgoingness have not found any
significant bases to indicate a sex difference in this area.

Intelligence

When one views the history of great persons, women have not been
considered intellectually equal with men.

Madame Curie, Margaret Mead

and Susan B. Anthony are rare exceptions.

It is assumed that women

have lacked the genius necessary for outstanding achievement (Tavris
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It has been suggested by Sherman (1971) and Shields

(1975) that the reason society has failed to recognize women's genius
is more a reflection of cultural values rather than inherent ability.

In the early part of the twentieth century, because women were
virtually absent from the list of eminent persons and were largely
ignored, sex differences in intellectual functioning were explained on
the basis of what is called "the variability hypothesis.'t

The variabil-

ity hypothesis refers to the fact that on a number of psychological

dimensions, the scores of males are distributed more widely around the
mean than those of females (O'Leary, 1977).

Although mean IQ scores

of females and males are the same, the scores of males have a greater
number of extreme high and low scores.

Therefore, it seems reasonable

to assume that there will be more evidence of male genius and more male
mental defectives in any large sample of women and men.

The variability

hypothesis has not been disproven and Heim (1970) and Hutt (1972) suggest that it may be a reasonable explanation for sex differences.
However, O'Leary (1977) states that,
"on most psychometric measures, the variation of the
scores around the mean within each sex is much greater
than the variation in the dispersion of scores between
the sexes."
Even when significant differences in mean scores of females and males
are obtained, their distributions overlap considerably.

She suggests

that "a definitive test of the variability hypothesis would be to test
the difference in variance between the two sexes on some psychological
measure."

Because no such tests have been reported, the value of the

variability hypothesis as an explanation for sex differences cannot be
accurately assessed (Maccoby and Jacklin, 1974; Shields, 1975).
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Research has consistently shown over the past five decades that
there are no significant differences in general intelligence in the
average IQ scores of females and males (Tavris and Off ir, 1977;

Naccoby and Jacklin, 1974; Hyde and Rosenberg, 1976).

There have been

relatively consistent sex differences obtained in comparative studies
of verbal, mathematical and visual spatial abilities.

Females excel

in tests of verbal ability; males outperform females on measures of
visual-spatial and mathematical ability (O'Leary, 1977; Maccoby and
Jacklin, 1974).

In interpreting the results of IQ test scores for females and

males, Hyde and Rosenberg (1976) suggest "they should be viewed with
caution."

The nature of the construction of IQ tests has been

standardized in such a way as to minimize sex differences.

Therefore,

Hyde and Rosenberg state that, "saying that there are no sex differ-

ences in overall tested intelligence essentially means that the test
constructors succeeded in their goal of eliminating sex differences."

Trusting Versus Suspicious

The importance of trust in interpersonal relationships has been
given considerable attention in the literature of social science,
philosophy and psychology.

According to Lorraine and Jack Gibb's (1967)

studies, "growth of the individual in ways relevant to human relations

relies heavily on developing with others a climate of interpersonal
trust."

Aliport's (1970) theory of personality development through

social encounter "places trust at the foundation of a satisfying interpersonal relationship."

In Erich Fron's (1962) The Art of Loving, he
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places trust at the center of developing warm human relationships.

In another research dealing with trust and suspicion, Deutsch
(1958) noted the importance of trust to an understanding of social life
and personality development.

In defining a trusting behavior in inter-

personal situations, Deutsch noted that "trust involves more than
predictability--expectation is also involved."

These statements are

exceedingly insightful and demonstrate that the importance of personal
trust in our interpersonal relationships can hardly be questioned
(Giffin and Patton, 1971).

In the area of organizational management, Wofford, Gerloff and

Cunins (1977) say that "a key to effective interpersonal communication
is trust."

In order for employees to convey accurate and open informa-

tion to their manager, "the element of trust in that individual must be
present."

Subordinates must have the assurance that the manager will

not use the information sent to their detriment.

"They must believe

that promises will be kept and that expressions of their feelings will
be accepted without defensiveness" on the part of the manager.

Wofford

(1977) states "that employees want to believe that the supervisor is on
their side and can be depended upon."

He continues to emphasize the

fact that "the responsibility for establishing a climate of trust and
confidence rests initially with the manager."

Whether or not females or males exhibit more trusting behavior has
not been the major focus of the research done in this area.

Because

trust has been emphasized in developing -one's personality and in

establishing successful interpersonal relationships, it would seem that
developing a trusting behavior would be a positive attribute to
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encourage in both females and males.

Also, it could be deduced that if

subordinates expected a trusting behavior in their managers, they would
no doubt expect it from females as well as males.

Assertive Versus Yielding

Extensive research has been done in the area of aggressiveness.
Results consistently have indicated that males exhibit more aggressiveness than females (Tavris and Off ir, 1977; O'Leary, 1977).

Maccoby and

Jacklin (1974) indicate in their exhaustive review of studies concerning
aggressiveness, "that in every society in which men and women differ in

aggressiveness, men are more aggressive."

Terman and Tyler (1954) in

their review of the research of the 1930's and 1940's documented the
generalization that males appear to be the more aggressive sex not only
in restricted conditions, but in a wide variety of settings and using a
wide variety of behavioral indices.

Maccoby and Jacklin (1974) in

reviewing more recent studies of the 1960's and 1970's substantiate
these findings.

Some writers argue that females are just as aggressive as males
but they express it differently.

The hypothesis takes two forms:

The two sexes are reinforced for different forms of
aggression.

Girls are allowed to show their aggression

in subtle ways, but not physically.

Boys are allowed to

be more physically aggressive.

Sinceaggressionis less acceptable for girls and they are
more actively discouraged from displaying aggression, they
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tend to display it in disguised forms.
(Maccoby and Jacklin, 1974)

This has led to studies that ascertained boys were more
physically aggressive and girls were more verbally aggressive.

Feshbach (1970) found this to be true while Whiting (1963) found boys
to counterattack if aggressed against in either verbal or physical
form.

For the present,

the

hypothesized existence of sex difference

in verbal versus physical aggression has not been adequately supported.

Maccoby and Jacklin (1974) contend that "the sex difference in
aggression has a biological foundation" and argue that "there is a
sex-linked differential readiness to respond in aggressive ways to the
relevant experiences."

More work on human subjects needs to be done in

this area.

"Aggressiveness" becomes an all encompassing term that covers
everything from physical acts of violence, competing in athletic
events, to expressing one's opinions openly.

In American society,

aggressiveness is seen as an exclusively male appropriate behavior
(O'Leary, 1977; Bern, 1975).

Aggressiveness is regarded by many people

as a good thing and it is assumed the physical aggression in the
school yard is a precursor for psychological aggression in the business
world.

Some psychologists are worried that Maccoby and Jacklin's find-

ings "may reinforce the stereotype that women are ill-equipped to
compete with men in the world of work" (Tarvis and Off ir, 1977).

Research in assertive behavior, which is the ability to make one's
interests and desires known to others, is only beginning to be studied.

Argyle, Lalijee and Cook (1968) show some evidence that women are less
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assertive than men; for example, in two-person conversations men tend
to do more talking.

A number of psychologists feel that aggressiveness should be
distinguished from assertiveness.

While it is quite possible that

these traits have different origins, aggressiveness might be biologically linked and assertiveness may not.

Nonetheless these studies

consistently find males to exhibit more aggressive behavior.

Venturesome Versus Shy

Shy and timid versus bold and venturesome are generally discussed
in terms of passivity versus activity.

Although Freud emphasized

passivity in women and activity in men, he was clear that activity-passivity in particular, and masculinity--feminity in general are not
simple either-or matters (Donelson and Gullahorn, 1977).

Deutsch (1944) expanded on the personality theorists' view that
femininity and passivity are synonymous.

She claimed that passivity

was essential in order for women to develop a mature female sexuality.

Women had to accept the passive sexual role because of their "inferior"
anatomy.

Passivity, like dependency, is seen as expected behavior for
women.

Costrich et al. (1975) found that "passive-dependent women were

perceived as significantly better adjusted than aggressive-assertive

women and that the reverse was true of men."
Maccoby and Jacklin's (1974) reivew of findings in the area of
timidity show that:
1.

Usually no sex differences in timidity were found in
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observational studies.
2.

Females were more timid and anxious than males in teacher
ratings and self reports.

Maccoby and Jacklin (1974) content it is possible that because
females readily admit their fears and anxieties this may "impose
restrictions on their adventurousness in exploring new situations.
Contrary to the past assumptions of psychoanalytic theorists,

passivity in females is not biologically based, but is a result of
cultural conditioning (O'Leary, 1977).

So it is perceived as socially

desirable for women to be "shy" and "yielding" (Bem, 1974).

Self-Sufficient Versus Dependent

Although parents do not encourage children of either sex to be
dependent, they tend to be more tolerant of dependent behavior on the
part of their daughters than on the part of their Sons (Hoffman, 1972,
reported in O'Leary, 1977).

In

a study done by Baumrind (1971), he

reports that "parents give equal encouragement to boys and girls for

'independent individuality."

Maccoby and Jacklin (1974) report that

in most studies they reviewed, parents granted more independent
behavior to girls than to boys.

Tavris and Off ir (1977) think that

this tendency for parents to be more restrictive with boys may be
because parents possibly assume that "boys are more rambunctious and,
therefore, they need to keep a closer tab on them."
Dependency in females is expected so much that women who deviate
from this expectation are considered emotionally disturbed (Chesler,
1972).

Even therapists define mature, healthy women as less active and
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independent than men (O'Leary, 1977).

The most frequently cited finding in support of the contention
that females are more dependent than males is contained in the results

of a longitudinal study by Kogan and Moss (1962) as reported in
O'Leary (1977).
and boys.

This study was done over a 25-year period with girls

It demonstrated that female scores on dependency were more

stable and girls who were more dependent in childhood grow up to be
more dependent women.

Parallel correlations were not obtained for

boys, who tend to become more independent as they grow older.
Donelson and Gallahorn (1977) report on a study by Block at al.
(1973) that was done with 30- to 40-year-old women.

It showed that

"socialization for women, regardless of their level of traditional
femininity, is associated with control of impulse, expression and the
renunciation of achievement and autonomy."

It would seem then that

socialization tends to reinforce dependency in females and that the
expression tends to be relinquished ... because these qualities have
been defined as masculine" (Donelson and Gallahorn, 1977).

Person-Oriented Versus Task-Oriented

With the overall abundance of studies favoring "altruism and
compliance" for females and "egoism and assertiveness" in males, it has

been argued that there is "a universal pattern of interdependence
within the family."

This pattern encourages males towards task special-

ization and females towards a social-emotional orientation (Donelson
and Gullahorn, 1977).

This assumed, universal, social pattern is

founded on the biological functions of women and men.

Women bearing
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and caring for the children, and men using their physical strength for
task-oriented activities of hunter and provider.
It is hypothesized that both sexes are motivated to achieve, but

that the kinds of achievement are different; boys being interested in
achieving on tasks that deal with inanimate objects or impersonal ideas

and girls being interested in tasks that involve people (Maccoby and
Jacklin, 1974).

Garaj and Scheinfeld (1968) state "from early child-

hood on, males appear to have greater achievement needs directed toward
successful task accomplishment; while females exhibit greater affiliative or social needs directed toward successful relations with the
people in their environment."
Exnmerich (1971) in his studies on task-orientation versus person-

orientation found that older, more mature children, tend to be both
task- and person-oriented.

Maccoby and Jack1n's review of findings

shows that the tendency of the males to be more task oriented is "agespecific and transitory."

They do not see any evidence that would lead

to the conclusion that boys are more intrinsically interested in tasks
than girls.

The conclusions of Maccoby and Jacklin (1974) have been confined to
findings from studies done with children.

In dealing with adults

Lockheed and Hall (1976) report several studies that seem to confirm
the assumption that women "initiate a higher proportion of their acts
in social-emotional categories, while men initiate a higher proportion
of their acts in task-oriented categories."

They noted this pattern in

the studies of Strodtbeck and Mann (1956), Heiss (1962), Kenkel (1957),
Borgatla and Stimson (1963), Piliovin and Martin (1974).
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Parsons (1955) derives his assumptions of males being more task-

oriented and females being more person-oriented from the family structure.

He argues that "all groups contain both instrumental (task) and

expressive (socio-emotional) leadership elements which are mutually
exclusive and which compliment one another."

His proposal suggests

different behaviors of males and females in groups and different types
of leadership that can be expected from males versus females

(Bartol and

Wortman, 1975).

Parsons' ideas have not been extensively tested.

However, this

perception of females being more person-oriented and males being more
task-oriented was evident in a study by Rousell (1974).

His findings

were not significant but the tendency was that "school teachers rated
female department heads higher on consideration and lower on production
emphasis than their male counterparts."

Although findings vary, it

seems that women are seen as person-oriented and men tend to be seen
as task-oriented.

Accommodative Versus Exploitative

Caplow (1956) theorized that the sexes had significant differences
in strategy used in competitive situations.

He states that "females

typically adopt accoiodative style of play, apparently oriented more
towards the social situation itself rather than winning

and marked by

the arrangement of outcomes along mutually satisfactory rather than
highly competitive lines."

Males on the other hand, manifest an exploi-

tative strategy characterized by behaving competitive and deceptive in
their goal to strictly win the prize.
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Vinacke has done numerous studies that confirm this assumption.

Bond and Vinacke (1961) confirmed in their experimental study of mixedsex trials that males tended toward exploitative behavior while the
more successful females tended toward more accommodative behavior in
terms of accomplishing tasks.

Vinacke and Gullickson (1964) found that

"females seemed to bargain less actively than males - at least when
alliances are necessary to win.

Also they seem to orient their efforts

more towards the mutual satisfaction of the members of the group than
towards the goal of winning in itself."

This was evident for females

at all three age groups tested, 7-8 years, 14-16 and college age.

As

their age increased the males seemed to use more exploitative behavior
to defeat their opponents.

The fact that adult males exhibited this

behavior more than younger males might lead one to believe that this
way of coping with competitive situations is not only learned, but
socially expected and encouraged for males.

Personality Traits of Leaders

How do these personality differences and similarities affect the
role of a leader or an administrator?

Many studies have been done to determine what personality traits
are essential to become a successful leader, supervisor, manager or
administrator.

Stogdill (1958) offered two conclusions on leadership

traits based on a comprehensive survey of 124 books and articles.
1.

Individuals who occupy positions of leadership exceed the
average number of their group in the following respects:
(a) intelligence,
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scholarship,

dependability in exercising responsibilities,

activity and social participation, and
socio-economic status.
2.

The qualities, characteristics, and skills required in
leaders are determined, to a large extent, by the demands
of the situation in which they are to function as leaders.

In addition, StodgiU. attempted to classify the traits associated
with the general headings mentioned above.

Capacity (intelligence, alertness, verbal facility, originality and judgment)

Achievement (scholarship, knowledge, athletic accomplishments)
Responsibility (dependability, initiative, persistence,
aggressiveness, self-confidence and desire to excel)
Participation (activity, social ability, cooperation,
adaptability, humor)

Status (socioeconomic position and popularity)
Jennings (1960) in "An Anatomy of Leadership, Princes, Heroes and

Supermen," suiarizes the

findings

of Partridge, Bird and Gibb.

Partridge found intelligence correlated with leadership.

Bird mentioned

high intelligence, initiative, a sense of humor and extroversion as
possible indicators of general traits in leaders.

Gibb noted leaders

frequently characterized as energetic, self-confident, intelligent,
verbally affluent, persistent and having insight in human nature.
Ghiselli (1956) reported that superior supervisors were rated as
energetic, loyal, kind, playful, clear thinking, enterprising,
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progressive, poised, steady, appreciative and responsible.

Schein

(1973) found that successful middle managers are perceived to possess
the characteristics of aggressiveness, leadership ability, certainty,

vigor, desiring responsibility, seriousness, objectivity, knowledge
and straightforwardness.

Although the traits for leadership are reported as numerous and
varied, a general pattern can be seen.

Leaders are rated, perceived

and described with those traits, attitudes and temperaments more

coonly associated with the "masculine" personality (Schein, 1973).
This finding is confirmed when the general pattern of leadership
traits that were cited are compared with Bern's Sex-Role Inventory (BSRI)

(1974) of socially desirable masculine, feminine and neutral items.

More desirable leadership traits appear to be found under the masculine
classification.

For example, masculine items on Bern's SRI include:

"Acts as a leader, aggressive, analytical, assertive,
athletic, independent, self-reliant, self-sufficient
and others"
as compared with feminine items:
"loyal and compassionate"
and neutral items:

"reliable, truthful"

Summary

In light of the findings presented above concerning leadership
traits and those presented in the discussion of psychological sex
differences, several questions are generated.

If a majority of

the traits perceived necessary to be a successful leader are attributed
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to be masculine, how will females be rated on the success ladder who
exhibit those traits "traditionally" typed as feminine:
person-oriented and passive?

accommodative,

How will females be judged who exhibit

those traits "traditionally" typed as masculine: aggressive, independent,
adventuresome?

Will persons selecting females and males for leadership

positions want both to exhibit the same traits necessary to accomplish
the job?

Will males exhibiting "typically feminine" traitá be seen as

having less possibility for success?

How could perceptions be deter-

mined regarding the traits necessary for a successful leader?
How could these answers be ascertained without biasing the individuals being asked to make a decision of male and female administrative
success?

One might suggest that one way to learn what people think are

the traits needed to be a successful administrator would be to simply
ask them directly.

However, there are several reasons why this method

would prove difficult:

People may not be able accurately to articulate their
preferences (Lichtenstein and Slovic, 1971).

They may not have any definite perferences, or they may be
inconsistent in their preferences.

They may not want to directly state their preferences

because they differ from what society may presently be
advocating as socially acceptable.

So, to avoid the conflict of asking direct questions, the individuals can be asked to make judgments, rather than state preferences.

Persons may be given several selected sources of information and then
they can be asked to make their judgments about a criterion.

This
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procedure was adapted from a multiple-cue probability learning (MCPL)
paradigm widely used in human judgment research.

By allowing assess-

ment of the relationship between the values of several items of infor-

mation (cues) and the subjects judgment of criterion values, the model
yields quantitative indices of the importance of the cues.

Hypotheses

These questions along with the findings cited have raised the
following hypotheses for this study:
H1

There will be no significant difference in the weights
attached to the following cues when females and males
are being rated on their success potential.
Outgoing

Intelligence
Suspicious
H2

There will be a significantly greater weight attached to
the following cues when males are being rated on their
success potential.

Assertiveness

Venturesome
Self-Sufficient
H3

There will be a significantly greater weight attached to the
following cues when females are being rated on their success
potential.

Person-Oriented
Accommodative
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In order to evaluate these hypotheses the NCPL will be used to
determine the subjects' differential cue dependencies.

This paradigm

is an adaptation of Brunswik's lens model and will be described in
detail in Chapter 3.
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III.

DESIGN OF STUDY

The great decisions of human
life have, as a rule, far more
to do with the instincts and
other mysterious, unconscious
factors than with conscious
will and well-meaning reasonableness.
Carl Gustav Jung
Modern Man in Search of a Soul, 1933

This study measured the cue utilization pattern of Oregon
community college administrators in judging the success potential of
female and male administrative applicants.
included in this chapter:

The following sections are

presentation of the LENS Model, selection of

the population, discussion of the instrument, collection of data, and
analysis procedures.

The LENS Model

The basis for the design of

this study

application of Brunswik's lens model.

lies in the framework and

This section serves as an intro-

duction to Brunswik's approach for conceptualizing the judgment process.
Before proceeding with the origins, aims and scope of Brunswik's

model, it seems appropriate to discuss some of the basic assumptions
underlying

the

concepts of human judgment.

Rappoport and Summers (1973) state:
1.

Along with the major writers on cognitive development,
we see thinking as an adaptive process, a ttaolhI gradually
shaped out of experience along with the physical and social
environment.
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Judgment is a unique, important functional aspect of
thinking that allows persons to cope with, or adapt
to, uncertainty. It provides the psychological means
of going beyond perceptual and cognitive "givens,"
while maintaining organization and continuity in
behavior.
Because of its central role of mediating between
intentions or purposes of the person and uncertainties
in one's environment, judgment can only be understood
by scrutinizing person-environment interactions.
Because judgment is here conceived of as centering upon
relationships between proximal "givens" and distal
"unknowns," the person-environment interaction can best
be understood as an interaction between cognitive and
environmental systems.
The lens model was initially conceived by Egon Brunswik (1952,
1956).

His position of "probabilistic functionalism" brought him to

examine the organism's successes and failures in adapting in an uncertain
world.

Brunswik's main concern was with the adaptive interrelationship

between the organism and its environment.

Thus, in addition to study-

ing the degree to which a judge used cues, he analyzed the manner in
which the judge learned the characteristics of the environment (Slovic
and Lichtenstein, 1971).

In describing his approach to dealing with the interrelationship of
the environment and the organismic system, Brunswik states:
The general pattern of the mediational strategy of the
organism is predicted upon the limited ecological validity
or trustworthiness of cues... .This forces a probabilistic
strategy upon the organism. To improve its bet, it must
accumulate and combine cues. . . .Hence the lens-like model...
which may be taken to represent the basic unit of psychological functioning.
(1955)
The lens model thus provides a methodological approach in which
these interactive systems--the ecology and the organism's cognitive
representation of it--may be adequately studied.

Figure 1 illustrates
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ACHIEVEMENT (ra)

DISTAL
VARIABLE I
CRITERION

JUDGMENT

ECOLOGICAL VALIDITY (rej)

Figure 1.

CUE UTILIZATION

Brunswik's lens tnodel.

(r5)
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Brunswik's lens model which has been used to convey a pictoral model of
the probabilistic interrelationship between organismic and environmental components of the judgment situation (Brunswik, 1952, 1956; Slovic
and Lichtenstein, 1971).

Brunswik's ideas have been extended from his own primary research
on perceptual processes to areas that he could not have possibly
anticipated (Rappoport and Summers, 1973).

One example of how the lens

model is used operationally involves the refinements and applications
described by Hammond and his colleagues (1955, 1966).

In the tasks

used by Hammond, the subject makes a series of judgments on the basis
of observable data about an unknown event that is not directly observable.

However, these data have only an uncertain relationship with the

actual distal (unknown) state.

On completion of the series of judg-

ments, it is possible tO obtain statistical measures of the relation-

ships between judgments, distal states, and cues (Beal, Gulls and
Stewart, 1978).

The Lens Model Equation:

Components of Judgmental Accuracy

The lens model equation has been applied to a wide variety of
issues including clinical inference, multiple-cue probability learning,
interpersonal learning, and cognitive conflict studies (Blevens, 1975).

Tucker's (1964) refinement of the lens model equation identified the
complex relationships that exist between the component indices of
achievement
(G).

a'

consistency (Ra)

task certainty (Re) and knowledge
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In its simplest form the lens model equation is:

ra =GRR
es
Hammond and Summers (1972) state that "the equation demonstrates
that achievement (ra) is a function of consistency CR5), task certainty
(Re) and knowledge (G)."

In explaining this relationship, it is

readily apparent that achievement Cr) is limited by task certainty

(Re)

That is, if the predictability in the environment is low, then

the person's ability to perform well will be necessarily limited.

Further accepting the limits set by Re

achievement is then a function

of a person's knowledge (G) and consistency CR5).

For a person to per-

form optimally, both one's awareness of the task requirements (G) and
one's consistency (Re) must be 1.00.

If either is less than unity, the

subject's achievement (r) will be prevented from reaching its upper
limit (Tucker, 1964).

In addition to serving as a theoretical model of how individuals

make judgments in probabilistic situations, the lens model also serves
as an experimental paradigm which provides a variety of indices for
measuring the complex interaction between the organism and the environment.

They include:

(1) achievement, (2) cue utilization, (3) the

judgment policy of the individual, (4) cognitive control, (5) individual
cue validities, (6) cue weights in the environment (i.e. ecological
validities), (7) task control, and (8) knowledge.
of the lens model indices will be discussed.
on the indices used in this study:
trol.

A brief explanation

Emphasis will be placed

cue utilization and cognitive con-

The explanations presented are synthesized from Seal, Gillis and

Stewart (1978).
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Achievement

is a measure of the overall performance of

the individual's judgmental accuracy within the environment.
Mathematically represented:
Achievement = r

= r

es

a

Cue utilization or cue dependency refers to the extent to
which an individual relies on a particular cue.

This index is obtained

by examining the degree to which the cues vary systematically with the
subject's response over a series of trials.

By correlating the cue

values with the subject's responses over a series of trials, the extent
to which the subject is relying on the various cues can be determined.
Mathematically represented:

Cue Utilization

r

x.y

is

As this index approaches +1.0 or -1.0 for a given cue the subject is
increasingly dependent on that cue.

The sign of the cue utilization

index (+ or -) in the linear case indicates the direction of the
relationship between the cue value (xi) and criterion value (y3).

A

positive (+) correlation means x and y tend to increase or decrease
together.

If the correlation is negative C-), it implies that as

becomes larger, y

tends to become smaller or vice versa.

The judgment policy of the individual refers to how the individual is weighting the cues in combination in order to make judgments.
If some weighting scheme can be found so that the subject's responses
over the series of trials can be accurately predicted, then the weighting strategy the subject is using to make judgments can be mathematically modeled.

Multiple regression is used to determine the judgment

33

policy of the individual by combining the cue values.

The regression equation which is used to predict the subject's
response will reflect the relative importance the subject is placing
on each cue.

Since the weighting scheme is optimized so that no other

weighting scheme could predict the subject's actual response with less
error, the regression equation is the best possible linear representaHowever, this equation does not

tion of the subject's judgment policy.

indicate the extent of accuracy in its predictions.

This is determined

by the ecological validities of the cues, which may or may not be
mirrored by the subject's policy.

Cognitive control refers to the stability or consistency of a
Control can be seen as the correlation

subject's judgmental strategy.

between the predicted responses based on a regression model (mentioned
above) and the actual responses made by the judge.
obtained in two steps.

This index is

First, by inserting each of the cue values over

all the trials into the raw score regression equation to solve for the
set of estimated response values.

Second, these predicted judgments

are then correlated with the actual responses over all of the trials.
Mathematically represented:
Cognitive Control = r

YY5

= R

S

Individual cue validity is the usefulness of a given cue in
predicting the actual criterion over a series of trials.

The usefulness

of a given cue in the task is reflected by the ability of the cue to
partially predict the criterion over a series of trails.

34

Mathematically represented:

Ecological Validity = r
x.y

ie

Weighting systems in the envirorunent determine how the cues
should be weighted and combined f or maximum prediction of the criterion
score.

By using a regression equation, the proper combination rule can

be identified and a weighting scheme can be found that yields the

closest possible approximatcn of the actual critericn scores based on
the cue values.

This regression strategy can determine what weighting

system the judge must use for maximum achievement.
Task control may be viewed as the index of the potential pre-

dictability of the criterion on the basis of all the available cues.
It is the correlation between the estimated scores and the actual
criterion scores.

Mathematically represented:

= R

Task Control = r

ee

e

Knowledge is used as a measure of the individual's awareness
of the requirements of the task.

It indicates the similarity between

the pattern of actual cue weights in the environment and the weighting
scheme which best models the judgments of the individual.

It is

obtained by correlating the judge's estimated response scores with the
estimated criterion scores over all the trials.
Mathematically represented:
Knowledge

= G

r

es
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Thus far the focus of the discussion has been the analysis of a
situation in which two systems, the probabilistic environment and the
cognitive system, of a judge are available for study.
to by Hammond (1975) as a two-system case.

This is referred

Variations of the model

have also been applied to the study of situations where only one system,
the cognitive policy of the individual, is available for study.

Examples of utilizing the single-system case may be found in a variety
of areas, such as police and city counselors (Hammond and Adelman,

1976), radiologists (Hoffman, Slavic and Rorer, 1968) and client
preferences in psychotherapy (Gillis and Stricherz, 1976).
The single-system case involves making public the subtle infereri-

tial activities of the judge when the environmental system is largely
unknown.

It focuses on the cognitive policy of the individual, that is,

identifying the cues, function forms and the weighting scheme being
utilized by the judge.

The indices determined in the single-system

case were cue utilization, the individual's judgment policy and cognitive control.

This study utilized this single-system case to determine the cue
utilization of subjects in judging the success potential of female and
male administrative applicants.

Also, considered was the index of

cognitive control.

Selection of the Population

The sample of this study consisted of two groups of judges:

20

male and 20 female administrators randomly selected from six Oregon
community colleges.

The six institutions were randomly selected from
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the 13 Oregon community colleges.

The list of administrators was

obtained from the Oregon Department of Education's "Community College
Directory 1977-1978."

Judges were selected from persons who held the

following administrative positions:

president, dean, associate and

assistant dean, administrative assistant, coordinator, and director.

It was necessary to include administrative assistants, coordinators and
directors in order to obtain the necessary random number of female
subjects.

Data Collecting Instrument

The data collection instrument was a set of personality profiles
presented in the format of the 16 Personality Factor Questionnaire (16
PF) (Cattell, Eber and Tatsuoka, 1970).

The 16 PF represents 16 bipolar

personality traits ranging on a scale from 1 to 10 with 10 being a high
score.

The profiles used here graphically depicted eight bipolar

personality traits of 60 hypothetical administrative applicants, 30
males and 30 females.

The eight traits selected were:
Six bipolar traits from the 16 PF.

These traits were represen-

tative of those most frequently mentioned in the literature concerning
characteristics of successful leaders (Stodgill, 1958, 1974; Gibb, 1947;
Adair, 1973).

Two bipolar traits taken from the literature dealing with
psychological sex-differences of females and males as leaders (Parsons,

1955; Bond and Vinacke, 1961; VinackeandGullickson, 1964; Garai and
Scheinfeld, 1968; Bartol and Wortuian, 1975).
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Five of the above traits corresponded to traits on BEN's SexRole Inventory (BSRI) as socially desirable for femininity and mascu-

unity (1974).
Each personality trait (cue) was represented on a 10-point scale.

The scores for each of the cues were indicated by a check mark at one
of the 10 points along the scale.

Since all of the profiles were bogus,

the value for each cue was determined by using a table of random
numbers.

These cue values were plotted graphically on the personality

profile (Appendix A).
A rating form was made for judges to record their judgments con-

cerning the success potential (criterion) of the 60 hypothetical administrative applicants.

The criterion values ranged from 1 (very low) to

20 (very high) possibility for administrative success (Appendix 3).

Collection of Data

An administrator from each of the community colleges selected was
contacted by telephone and arrangements were made for the researcher to
visit the college to present the rating instrument.

The telephone call

covered the following details:
The purpose of the study would be to assess the personality
profiles of 60 administrative applicants.

On the basis of this informa-

tion, administrators were to judge the success potential of the applicants as future mid-level administrators.

A date, day, time and room for the researcher to administer
the instrument at the college was requested.
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It was stated that approximately 45 minutes would be needed to
complete the ratings.

Participants would remain anonymous.
Participation of individuals would be voluntary.

The participating colleges would receive a copy of the study
when it was complete.

After an appropriate date, time and place had been established for
each of the community colleges, the 40 judges were then contacted by
phone.

The purpose of the telephone call was to explain the aforemen-

tioned details.

When an individual had agreed to participate, the

judge was given an option to choose from several pre-established times
to meet with the researcher.

The researcher met with groups ranging in size from two to eight
judges.

Judges were given a packet that included an instruction sheet,

60 personality profiles and a rating form.

The rating forms had been

precoded to indicate whether the judge was female or male.

The direc-

tions as stated on the instruction sheet were read aloud by the
researcher (Appendix C).

The 60 personality profiles were shuffled each time before being
used by a subject to insure against sequence effects.

Analysis Procedures

Described In this section are the statistical tools used to answer
the following questions.
1.

Are the cues used differently to predict the administrative

success of females and males?

(Cue utilization index)
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Are the cues differentially weighted within female profiles
and male profiles?

Are the judges stable in making their judgments?

(Cognitive

Control Index)

Are the cues differentially weighted by the male and female
judges?

Cue Utilization Index

The Pearson product-moment correlation coefficient, the symbol of
which is "rTt, was used to measure the relationship between variables
(cue value) and y

(criterion/response value) to obtain the cue

utilization coefficient.

Mathematically represented:

Cue Utilization = r

x.y

is

A cue utilization index was obtained for each cue (8) in the task
from each judge (40) resulting in 320 "r" values.

This index reflected

the degree to which each of the cues varied systematically with the
subject's response over a series of 60 trials.
Since the Pearson r's are not equal units of measurements, they

To find the average correlation

should not be added or averaged.

coefficient, Fisher's r to z transformation was used to convert the cue
utilization coefficients into standardized scores (Dowie and Heath,
1974); Steel and Torria, 1960).

All succeeding statistical operations

regarding correlations were performed on these normalized data.

Using the z scores, the mean

5

utilization coefficients were compu-

ted for each of the eight cues for the following:

40

Female and male subjects on
Female profiles
Male profiles

To determine if any significant differences existed between the mean
cue utilization scores on the females and male profiles t-tests were
applied.

Cue Weighting Within Female and Male Profiles

The Tukey's HSD test was used to compare the cue means within the
female and male profiles to determine if the cues were differentially
weighted.

The Tukey's HSD test was designed for making all pairwise

comparisons among means (Kirk, 1968).

A comparison involving two means

was declared significant if it exceeded the HSD.

Cognitive Control Index (Ri)

The cognitive control index was determined f or each judge by using

multiple linear regression analysis.

This technique analyzed the

relationship between the criterion values (responses/y) and the eight
cue values Cx).

This was done for each judge over 60 trials.

Through multiple regression techniques, a prediction equation was
determined for each judge that indicated the manner in which the cue

values were weighted to obtain the "best possible" prediction of the
criterion.

The cognitive control index CR2) was based on the regression equation obtained for each judge and indicated how well their cue weighting
strategy worked.

The index was determined by correlating the predicted
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criterion (response) scores (i-) with the actual criterion scores (y).

Mathematically represented:
Cognitive Control = r
S

= R

$

The symbol (R5) indicated how closely the two sets of scores are
related.

The closer the relationship or similarity, the better the

predictability.

The symbol R5 indicates that the correlation involves

multiple variables as opposed to the Pearson r which only involves two
variables.

Unlike r, R3 cannot be negative; it ranges from 0 to 1

(Beal, Gillis and Stewart, 1978).

When this index was squared (R) it

indicated the percentage of variance in the subject's responses that
could be accounted for by the regression eQuation.
was .75, R2

would be .56.

For example, if

Therefore, it could be said that 56 percent

of the variance in the judge's responses could be accounted for by the
regression equation.

Cue Weighting by Female and Male Judges

The Tukey's HSD test was used to determine if the female and male
judges used the cues differently and the relative cue weights.
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ANALYSIS OF DATA

IV.

Data are presented regarding the judgment policies used by Oregon
comiunity college administrators in judging the success potential of
female and male administrative applicants.
are divided into four sections:

The findings and discussion

(1) a comparison of cue weights used

by the judges in predicting the success potential of the female and
male administrative applicants, (2) a description of the cue weighting
patterns used within the female and male profiles, (3) an examination
of the stability of the female and male judges in making their judgmerits, and (4) an assessment of the cue weights used by the female and
male judges.

Cue Utilization

The major question of this study that deals with the hypotheses
concerns the cue weights used by the judges in predicting the success
potential of the female and male administrative applicants.

In order

to answer this question, thus testing the hypotheses, the following
procedures were used:

(1) The Pearson "r" was used to measure the

relationship between the cue value and the criterion/response value
over a series of 60 trials.

This yielded the utilization coefficients

for each of the eight cues in the task from each judge (N = 40).
The "r' scores were converted to two scores by using Fisher's r to
z transformation.

All further analyses were done using these z scores.

Significance of the mean utilization coefficients was tested by
using t-tests.

Table 1 presents the mean utilization coefficients on

the female and male profiles and the results of the t-tests.
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Table 1.

Mean Cue Utilization Coefficients of Female and Male Profiles
Female and Male - Judges
Female
Profiles

Male
Profiles

T-Value

1. Outgoing

.212

.180

-.103

.309

2. Intelligent

.333

.309

- .80

.429

3. Suspicious

.025

-.126

-5.21

4. Assertive

.069

-.012

-2.37

5. Venturesome

.239

.265

.85

.400

6. Self-Sufficient

.258

.314

1.57

.123

7. Person-Oriented

-.124

.219

11.53

.295

-.110

-10.75

Cues

8. Accommodative

Significance

.023*

.001'
OO1

***significant at p < .001
*significant at p < .05

The results suumiarized in Table 1 are discussed in relationship
to the hypotheses.

Before proceeding to discuss these results it is

necessary to clarify how the term weight is being used in the hypotheses.
Weight refers to correlation coefficients.

The coefficients w1l be

positive because the bipolar cues mentioned in the hypotheses are those
that appear on the right side of the 10 point continuum.

A positive

(+) correlation means the cue value increases or decreases together with
the criterion value (success potential).

The hypotheses are presented

as follows:

Hypothesis 1.

There will be no significant difference in the
weights attached to the following cues when females
are being rated on their success potential.
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Outgoing
Intelligent
Cc)

Suspicious

OutgoIng - No significant difference - hypothesis retained.
Intelligent - No significant difference - hypothesis retained.
Suspicious - Significant difference at p < .001 - hypothesis rejected.

The hypothesis could not be supported because the suspicious cue
was weighted positively for females (r = +.02) and negatively for males
Cr = -.12), rather than positively for both.
Hypothesis 2.

There will be a significantly greater weight
attached to the following cues when males are
being rated on their success potential.
Assertive
Venturesome
Cc)

Self-sufficient

Assertive - Significant difference at p < .05 - hypothesis rejected.
The hypothesis could not be supported because the assertive cue

was weighted positively for females (r = +.06) and negatively for males
(r = -.01).

Venturesome - No significant difference - hypothesis rejected.
The hypothesis could not be supported because a significantly
greater weight was not attached to the venturesome cue when rating
males.

Although the cue was weighted more heavily for males Cr = +.26)

than for females Cr = +.23) it is not a significantly greater weight.
Self-sufficient - No significant difference - hypothesis rejected.
The hypothesis could not be supported because a significantly
greater weight was not attached to the self-sufficient cue when rating
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males.

Although the cue was weighted more heavily for males (r = +.31)

than for females (r = +.25) it was not a significantly greater weight.
Hypothesis 3.

There will be a significantly greater weight
attached to the following cues when females are
being rated on their success potential.
Person-oriented

Accommodative
Person-oriented - Significant difference at p < .001 - hypothesis
rejected.

The hypothesis could not be supported because the person-oriented
cue was weighted more heavily for males (r = +.21) than for females
(r = -.12).

Accommodative - Significant difference at p < .001 - hypothesis retained.
In summary, when rating male and female administrative applicants
(profiles) there were no significant differences in the weights
attached to the following cues:
and self-sufficient.

outgoing, intelligent, venturesome

Significant differences were found for cues:

assertive (.025, p < .05), person-oriented, suspicious, and accommodative (all .001, p < .001).

Although significant differences were found

for the cues assertive, person-oriented and suspicious, the hypothesis
could not be supported because these cues were weighted in a manner
contrary to what had been predicted.

Positive or Negative Cue Utilization

Table 2 presents a sunary of the judges (+) or (-) cue utilization.

It can be observed that°when rating male and female profiles

the cues were used in the same direction by the judges.

A positive
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Table 2.

A Summary of the Judges' (+) or (-) Cue Utilization
Profiles

Female Judges

Cues

Female

Outgoing

Reserved

Intelligent

Less Intelligent

Assertive

Yielding

Person-Oriented

Task-Oriented

Venturesome

Shy

Suspicious

Trusting

Accommodative

Exploitative

Self-Sufficient

Group-Dependent

Note:

Male Judges
Female

Male

Male

+

A cue was considered (+) or (-) if 70% or more of the judges
used the cue in that manner. See Appendices D, E, F and G for
"r" values for judges on male and female profiles.

correlation indicated that the cue value and the criterion value
(success rating) tended to increase (or decrease) together.

A negative

correlation indicated that as the cue value became larger, the criterion
value tended to become smaller, or vice versa.

Additional Questions

As a result of the findings that were presented concerning the
hypotheses three additional questions were generated.

They were:

Are the cues differentially weighted within the female and
male profiles?

Are the judges consistent in their use of cues in making
their judgments?
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Tukey's USD Multi-Mean Comparison for Coefficients of
FEMALE PROFILES

Table 3.

Results of Tukey's HSD

Cue

Person-Oriented

X4-.124
Sub Set 1

Suspicious

.025

Sub Set 2

Assertive

.069

Outgoing

X1 .212

Venturesome

X5 .239

Self-Sufficient

X8 .258

Acconmiodative

.295

Intelligent

.333

3.

Sub Set 3

Are the male and female judges differentially weighting the
cues when rating the applicants?

The discussion of these three questions follows.

Cue Weighting Within Female and Male Profiles

The Tukey's HSD test was used to compare the cue means within the
female profiles and male profiles to determine if the cues were differentially weighted.

The results are presented in Table 3 for female

profiles and in Table 4 for male profiles.
For female profiles, cue X4 was significantly different from all
of the other cues and cues
cues X1, X5, X8, X7 and X2.

and

were significantly different from

Therefore, intelligent, accommodative,
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Table 4.

Tukey's HSD Multi-Mean Comparison for Coefficients of
MALE PROFILES
Results of Tukey's HSD

Cues

-.126

Suspicious

X7 -.110

Accommodative

Sub Set 1

-.012

Assertive

Outgoing

Person-Oriented

.219

Venturesome

X5

.265
.309

Intelligent

x8

Self-Sufficient

Sub Set 2

Sub Set 3

.314

self-sufficient, venturesome and outgoing cues were depended on most

heavily by the judges when rating the success potential of the female
profiles.

For males, cues X6, X7 and X3 were significantly different from
all other cues.

Cue X1 was significantly different from X8.

Therefore,

self-sufficient, intelligent, venturesome and person-oriented cues were
depended on most heavily by the judges when rating the male profiles.
In summary, the judges used the intelligent, accommodative, selfsufficient, venturesome and outgoing cues significantly more than the
other cues when rating females.

The self-sufficient, intelligent,

venturesome and person-oriented cues were used significantly more than
the other cues by the judges when rating males.
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Mean Comparison Using T-Test.

Stability of the Judges

Table 5.

I

R

Female

Male

t-Value

df

.520

.426

2.33

38

2-Tail Probability
.025*

*gjgnjfjcant at p < .05

Stability of the Judges

The cognitive control index (R2) was obtained for each of the
judges by using a multiple linear regression.

A t-test was used to

compare the means of R2 for the female and male judges.

The results

are shown in Table 5.

A significant difference was found between the female and male
judges (p < .05).

The females maintained a greater consistency in

making their overall judgments.
detailed review of the

Appendices D, E, F, and G show a more

rtt values for the judges on male and female

profiles and their (R) indices.

Cue Weighting by Female and Male Judges

The Tukey's HSD test was used to determine if female and male
judges differentially weighted the cues when rating the applicants.

The results are presented in Table 6 for female judges and Table 7 for
male judges.

For female judges, cue X6 was significantly different from cues X1,
X5, X8 and X2.

Cues X3, X4 and

cues X1, X,. and X2.

were significantly different from

Cue X1 was significantly different from X2.

fore, the female judges placed more importance on intelligent,

There-
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Table 6.

Tukey's HSD Multi-Mean Comparison for Coefficients of
FEMALE JUDGES

Cues

Results of Tukey's HSD

Suspicious

X6 -.052

Assertive

.027

Person-Oriented

.039

Accommodative

.070

Sub Set 1

Sub Set 2

Outgoing

Sub Set 3

Venturesome
Self-Sufficient
Sub Set 4

Intelligent

x2

.349

self-sufficient and venturesome cues when rating both the profiles than
the other cues.

For male judges, cue X6 was significantly different from X7, X1,
X5, X8 and X2.

Cues

X1, X5, X8 and X2.
X2.

and
Cue

were significantly different from cues

was significantly different from cues X8 and

Therefore, the male judges placed more importance on intelligent,

self-sufficient, venturesome and outgoing cues when rating the profiles.
In summary, both male and female judges depended most on the
intelligent, self-sufficient and venturesome cues when rating the profiles.

The only additional cue depended on by the judges was the Out-

going cue.
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Table 7.

Tukeys HSD Multi-Mean Comparison for Coefficients of
MALE JUDGES

Cues

Results of Tukey's HSD

Suspicious

-.049

Sub Set 1

Assertive

.030

Person-Oriented

.055

Sub Set 2

Accommodative

Sub Set 3

Outgoing

x1

.217

Venturesome

X5

.246

Sub Set 4

Self-Sufficient

.286

Intelligent

x2

.293

Sunmiary

The mean cue utilization coefficients of the female and male profiles were tested for significant differences by using t-tests.
significant differences were found for the following cues:
intelligent, assertive, venturesome, and self-sufficient.
differences were found for the following cues:
tive, suspicious and accommodative.

outgoing,

Significant

person-oriented, asser-

Although significant differences

were found, the cues were used in a manner contrary to what was
predicted.

No

52

The Tukey's HSD test compared the mean cue utilization coefficients
within the female and male profiles to determine if the cues were
differentially weighted.

The results showed that when rating the

success potential of female applicants, the judges used the following
cues significantly more than the other cues:

intelligent, accommoda-

tive, self-sufficient, venturesome and outgoing.

When rating males the

following cues were used significantly more than the other cues:

self-

sufficient, intelligent, venturesome and person-oriented.
The stability of the judges on the cognitive control index (R)
was obtained by using multiple linear regression.

Application of a

t-test indicated a significant difference between the male and female
judges.

The females demonstrated a greater consistency in making their

overall judgments than males.

A Tukey's HSD was used to determine if female and male judges
differentially weighted the cues in making their judgments.

The results

showed that when rating the applicants both male and female judges used
the intelligent, self-sufficient and venturesome cues significantly
more than the other cues.

In addition to these cues, the male judges

used the outgoing cue significantly more than the other cues.
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V.

STTh!MARY, CONCLUSIONS AND RECOENDATIONS

The summary, conclusions, and recommendations for further study are
presented as follows.

Summary

Purpose

The purpose of this study was to determine how community college
administrators used certain personality traits (cues) in judging the
success potential of female and male administrative applicants.

The

review of literature indicated that certain personality traits were
socially desirable for either males or females, while other traits
were perceived as neutral.
Of the eight personality traits used in this study, three could be
classified as "masculine," assertive, venturesome and self-sufficient;
two as "feminine," person-oriented and acconunodative; and the remaining

three, outgoing, intelligent and suspicious, as "neutral."

Research

also indicated that there were certain traits associated with leadership, but that the majority of these traits were associated with the
masculine personality.

At the present time in our society there is a movement to allow
males and females the opportunity to develop a more androgynous personality.

Even though this concept is gaining momeiitum, sex-role stereo-

types still exist.

These inevitabilities have raised the question of

how females and males would be perceived who are aspiring to leadership
roles.
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Method

The judges consisted of 20 female and 20 male administrators
randomly selected from Oregon's community colleges.

Judges were asked

to assess the personality profiles of 60 hypothetical administrative
applicants.

There were an equal number of female and male profiles.

The profiles depicted eight personality dimensions having values
ranging from 1 to 10.

Using these profiles as a basis of information

the subjects were asked to judge the success potential of these applicants on a scale of 1 to 20, with 20 indicating the highest potential.

A multiple-cue learning model was used to assess the importance of the
various cue values in judging the success potential of male and female
administrative applicants.

The Pearson "r" was used to measure the

relationship between the cue value and the criterion/response value
over a series of 60 trials.

This process yielded a utilization

coefficient for each cue (8) in the task from each judge (40).

The "r"

scores were converted to z scores by using Fisherts r to z transformation.

All further analyses were done using these z scores.

Signifi-

cance of the mean utilization coefficients was assessed by using ttests.

Tukey's HSD multi-mean comparison was used to determine the

significance of the mean utilization coefficients within the female
profiles and within the male profiles.

To examine the stability of the

female and male judges multiple linear regression was used.

The square

of the multiple correlation between cue value and a judge's responses
(R2) was obtained for each judge.

The significance of the mean (R)

for the male and female judges was compared by using a t-test.

Tukey's
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HSD compared the mean utilization coefficients f or the male and female

judges to determine if they used cues differently.

Findings

The results are presented in light of how they answer the following four objectives stated in this study:

To compare the cue weights used by the judges in predicting
the success potential of the female and male administrative applicants.

When rating male and female administrative applicants (pro-

Results:

files) there were no significant differences in the weights attached
to the following cues:
sufficient.

outgoing, intelligent, venturesome and self-

Significant differences were found f or cues:

assertive

(.025 p < .05), person-oriented, suspicious and accoimnodative (all .001,

Although significant differences were found for the cues:

p < .001).

assertive, person-oriented and suspicious, the hypothesis could not be
supported because these cues were weighted in a manner contrary to
what had been predicted.

To describe the cue weighting patterns within the female and
male applicants' profiles.
Results:

In describing the cue weighting patterns used within the

female profiles the judges used the intelligent, accommodative, self-

sufficient, venturesome and outgoing cues significantly more than the
other cues.

For the male profiles the self-sufficient, intelligent,

venturesome and person-oriented cues were used significantly more than
the other cues by the judges.
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To examine the stability of the female and male judges in
making their judgments.
Results:

In examining the stability of the female and male judges

there was a significant difference found in comparing the means of the
cognitive control indices (R2).

The female judges were more consistent

in making their judgments than the males.

To assess the cue weights used by the female and male judges
in making their judgments.
Results:

The female and male judges used the intelligent, self-

sufficient and venturesome cues significantly more than the other cues
when rating the applicants.

In addition to these cues the male judges

used the outgoing cue significantly more than the other cues.

Conclusions

The findings presented in this study suggest the following conclusions:

Males and females who are seen as intelligent, self-sufficient,

venturesome and outgoing are perceived by selected judges as having a
greater potential for administrative success.

This agrees with the

suggestions of Stodgil]. (1958) and Jennings (1960) who have associated
these traits with successful leaders.
It was perceived that assertive females would be more successful than assertive males.
be a liability.

In fact, assertiveness for males seemed to

However, this conclusion is tenuous because the results

suggest a certain ambivalence concerning exactly how assertiveness would
affect the success potential of both males and females.

This becomes
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evident when examining the r values for the assertive cue for each of
the judges.

There seemed to be an equal use of the cue in both a

positive and negative direction for males and females.

When rating

male and female applicants, 45 percent of the female judges used it
negatively and 55 percent used it positively.

The male judges showed

the same pattern when rating female profiles, with 45 percent negative
and 55 percent positive.

For the male profiles, 50 percent used

assertiveness positively and SQ percent used it negatively.

This is an

apparent contradiction of Jennings (1960) and Stodgill (1958) who
suggest that aggressiveness and persistence are necessary traits for
leadership.

It is also contrary to the suggestions of Schein (1973)

who states that this leadership trait is perceived as an acceptable
trait for the masculine personality.

Person-oriented males are perceived as having a greater success
potential than person-oriented females.

This is contrary to Parsons'

(1955) arguments that women tend to be more expressive (socio-emotional)
in their leadership patterns, while men tend to be more instrumental
(task-oriented).

This is an apparent contradiction of Rousell's (1974)

study which tended to indicate that "school teachers rated female

department heads higher on consideration and lower on production emphasis than their male counterparts."

Women who tended to be suspicious are perceived as having a
greater possibility for success, while the opposite was true for men.
If the males were trusting their success potential increased.

This

seems to question the numerous studies which reported trust as the basis
for successful interpersonal relationships (Gif fin, 1971; Aliport,
Wof ford at al., 1977).

Also, it is contrary to the idea that the

1960;

58

manager (whether male or female) is initially responsible for establishing trust in the organization (Wof ford, 1977).
5.

Accommodative females are perceived as having a greater possi-

bility for success, while males were seen as more successful if they
exhibited exploitative behavior.

and Vinacke (1961) and Vinacke

This agrees with Caplow (1956), Bond

nd GuUickson (1964) whose findings

show females adopt an accommodative style of behavior when competing
within a group, while males demonstrate an exploitative behavior in
order to win.

This seems to indicate that it is still perceived as

acceptable for males to be exploitative in order to win, while for
females it continues to be more advantageous if they are accommodative
in dealing with others.

Recommendations for Further Study

The following recommendations for further research are based on
the findings in this study.

A replication study could be conducted using managers from
business and industry which would allow the findings to be compared with
this administrative group.

The findings would concern the perceptions of

business managers in judging managerial success potential.

The results

would enable one to determine whether or not the results from this
study could be extended to a wider leadership group.
This study should be replicated using another sample of
community college administrators, possibly from another state, to enable
the results of this study to be substantiated.
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If bipolar cues are used again, the hypotheses could be stated
in a way that would indicate the positive or negative direction of the
cue utilization coefficients.

This would allow a more extensive dis-

cussion of results and how they relate to traditional sex-role stereotypes.

If the same profiles are used to replicate further studies the
assertive cue should be defined as a positive method of affirming one's
claim.

In this study it was defined as synonymous with aggressive,

meaning stubborn, competitive and dominant.

Assertive versus aggressive

has come to have two meanings, with assertive having a positive connotation while aggressive has a negative connotation.

Using assertive as

the same as aggressive may have caused the judges to be ambivalent about
how this cue would affect the success potential of males and females.
Instead of using bipolar cues, unipolar cues could be used
which might give a clearer indication of cue utilization.
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Appendix A
PERSONALITY PROFILE

PirA C4MPeL

NAME

Standard ten score (sten)
Low Score

Description

High Score
Description

Average
10

I.

RESERVED, detached,
critical , aloof

LESS INTELLIGENT

OUTGOING, warmhearted,
easy-going, participating

MORE INTELLIGENT,
abstract-thinking,
bright

concrete-thinkI ng

YIELDING, mild

ASSERTIVE, agressive,
stubborn, competitive,
dominant

accommodati ng,

conforming,
submissive

TASK ORIENTED,
concerned for
completion of

PERSON ORIENTED,
concerned for
feelings and needs
of others

task

SHY, restrained,
timid, threatsensitive

VENTURESOME, socially

TRUSTING, adaptable, loyal,
easy to get
along with

SUSPICIOUS, selfopinionated, hard

EXPLOITATIVE,

ACCOMMODATIVE, copes
with competitive situations by getting mutual
consent to win

bold, uninhibited,
spontaneous

to fool

copes with conipe-

titive Situations
by using power and
influence to win
GROUP- DEPENDENT

SELF SUFFICIENT, prefers

a "joiner" and
Sound follower

own decisions, resource-

ful, independent
1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10
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Appendix B
SUCCESS POTENTIAL FOR AONINISTRATIVE APPLICANTS

RATING SCALE
Instructions:

Circle the numOer which best indicates the success potential of each administrator.
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Appendix B Continued
RATING SCALE
(Continued)
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APPENDIX C

INSTRUCTIONS

You have been given a packet that contains the names of 60 mdividuals and their profiles on several important personality dimensions.
You also have a rating form numbered from 1 to 60.
The names and profiles are to be regarded as those of individuals
who have all applied for mid-level administrative positions at cotnmun-

associate dean, director or coordinator.

ity colleges; for example:

The scores for the 8 personality traits range from 1 to 10.

Using

these profiles as a basis of information you are being asked to judge
how successful you think these applicants will be as future administrators.

Read over the personality traits and the descriptions given for
each.

Assess each person's profile and then on the rating form, write

only the person's first name in the left hand margin.

Rate the success

potential of each person by circling the number from 1 to 20, with 20
being the highest potential.
There are no right or wrong answers.
complete the rating sheet.

Take as long as you need to

It should take 45 minutes or less.

It will not be necessary to put your name on the rating sheet,
unless you wish to do so.

All information collected will remain

anonymous.

Thank you for participating in this study.
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APPENDIX E

"r" Values for Female Judges on Male Profiles

UU
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,-4
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60

W

4.W

.4

C)0.

I

a)

0.

1-1

1

.064

.360

.047

.418

.357

-.196

-.158

.248

.387

2

.076

.115

.175

.116

.485

-.240

-.178

.415

.538

3

.112

.438

-.060

.246

.477

-.008

-.399

.411

.516

4

.273

.264

-.098

.045

.367

-.300

.111

.214

.460

5

.488

.141

-.155

.408

.062

.044

-.449

.516

.559

6

-.069

.476

.092

.256

.278

-.159

.046

.236

.468

7

.167

.459

.019

.296

.400

-.353

-.118

.030

.537

8

.479

.085

.015

.397

.577

-.098

-.324

.608

.688

9

-.214

.567

.100

-.053

.150

.065

-.220

.270

.558

10

.087

.585

-.459

.429

.230

-.271

-.139

.243

.662

11

.249

.150

.018

.170

.496

-.319

-.104

.227

.422

12

.075

.496

-.213

.162

.252

-.318

-.250

-.166

.537

13

.151

.008

.028

-.069

.296

.067

.054

.042

.302

14

.141

-.162

.079

.164

.098

-.342

.339

.275

.481

15

.172

-.018

-.209

.235

-.137

.195

.156

.321

.679

16

.271

.272

.112

.463

.487

-.272

-.306

.400

.178

17

.223

.382

-.019

.371

.248

.091

-.241

.682

.723

18

.139

.471

.252

.065

.172

.241

-.106

.322

.744

19

.105

.484

-.070

.263

.064

-.163

.027

.255

.414

20

.154

.575

-.001

-.009

-.047

-.245

-.119

.020

.501

Summary:
2-

2-

9-

3-

2-

14-

14-

1-

18+

18+

11+

17+

18+

6+

6+

19+

