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Gender Stereotypes and the Attribution of Leadership
Traits: A Cross-Cultural Comparison

Sabine Sczesny,'” Janine Bosak,' Daniel Neff,' and Birgit Schyns?

In: this study, we analyzed cultural variations of managerial gender typing, that is, that man-
agers are perceived as possessing traits that are part of the masculine stereotype, Manage-
ment students of both sexes from three different countries— Australia, Germany, and Indig—
estimated the percentage to which one of three stimulus groups, that is, execurives-in-general
(no gender specification), male execusives, or fermale execufives, possesses person-criented and
task-oriented leadership traits. Participants also rated the importance of these characteristics
for the respective group. Furthermore, another group of participants described themselves
regarding the two types of traits and their importance for themselves, Altogether, the results
indicate a less traditional view of leadership compared to previous findings, which is very
similar in all three countries. Nevertheless, there exists an interculturally shared view of a
female-specific leadership competence according to which women possess 2 higher person
orientation than men. The self-descriptions of the female and male management students
regarding person- and task-oriented traits were found to be very similar.
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psychology.

Despite the fact that women have been mov-
ing up the hierarchical ladder of organizations during
recent decades (see Eagly, 2003; Wirth, 2001),
women are still underrepresented in management
positions in comparison to men all over the world
(Powell, 1999; for an overview, see Schein, 2601).
For example, in the United States women currently
represent 15.7% of corporate officers in the 500
largest companies (the “Fortune 500”) of the coun-
try, an increase from 12.5% in 2000 and 8.7% in 1995,
Almost 5.2% of the top-earning corporate offi-
cers in these companies are women. This repre-
sents an increase from 1996 when 1.9% of the top
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corporate earners were women (Catalyst, 28602). The
underrepresentation of women in management posi-
tions is described as a “glass ceiling,” a barrier so sub-
tle that it is transparent but simultaneously so strong
that it prevents women and ethnic minorities from
moving up in the management hierarchy (Morrison
& Vo Glinow, 1990).

Gender stereotypes resuiting in a perceived
incongruity between the feminine and the leader
roles can be seen as one possible explanation for
this phenomenon (Eagly & Karau, 2002). From a
sociocultural perspective, stereotypes about women
and men are based on observations of their behav-
lors in gender-typical social roles (e.g., breadwinner
and homemaker) and contain consensual beliefs
about the attributes of women and men (Eagly,
1987). Research has consistently demonstrated that
men are generally seen as more agentic and more
competent than women, whereas women are seen as
more ¢xpressive and more communal than men (e.g..
Diekman & Eagly, 2000; Williams & Best, 1990).
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in leadership research, an analogous dichotomy of
leadership characteristics can be found. For example,
a differentiation between “initiating structure” and
“consideration” is common (for an overview, see
Schriesheim, Caogliser, Neider, Fleishman. & James,
1998). Cann and Siegfried (1990) examined the
relationship between those two types of leadership
styles on the one hand and feminine and masculine
behaviors on the other. The resuits showed that
consideration is perceived as more feminine and
initiating structure is perceived as more masculine.

The aim of this study was to analyze the impact
of cultural background in terms of a possible moder-
ator on the perceived incongruity between the fem-
inine and leader roles and on the self-descriptions
regarding leadership traits among women and men.
Refore we report the results of our empirical study,
we will review research on gender stercotypes and
leadership and on self-description of leadership traits
by women and mexn.

GENDER STEREQTYPES AND LEADERSHIP

One area in which gender stereotypes man-
ifest themselves is the attribution of leadership
abilities (Heilman, 2001). In her earlier research,
Schein (1973, 1975) examined the social image of
successful middle managers in US samples and found
that the attributes ascribed to managers yielded a
significantly higher correlation with the description
of a typical man than with the description of a typical
woman. This phenomenon of think-manager-think-
male was confirmed in many subseguent studies;
thus, management is still associated with being male
(e.g., Heilman, Biock, & Martell, 1995; Powell,
Butterfield, & Parent, 2002; Sczesny, 2003a, 2003b;
Willemsen, 2002). Schein extended her research with
cross-cullural comparisons, which indicated that the
impact of gender stereotypes on the perception of
leadership can also be observed in different coun-

tries: in Germany, the United Kingdom (Schein & -

Mueller, 1992), China, and Japan {Schein, Mueller,
Lituchy, & Liu, 1996).

Former studies have identified perceivers’ sex
as a moderating variable in the evaluation of men’s
and women's leadership abilities. Male individuals
were found to evaluate women more negatively
relative to men than female individuals did (e.g.,
Eagly, Makhijani, & Klonsky, 1992). Results of Deal
and Stevenson’s study (Deal & Stevenson, 1998)
indicated that male and femate college students have
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similar perceptions both of prototypical managers
and male managers, whereas male students were
more likely than female students to have negative
views of fernale managers {using the Schein Descrip-
tive Index, 1973). The male students were less likely
than the female students to describe female man-
agers as ambitious, competent, intelligent, objective,
well-informed, etc., and more likely to describe fe-
male managers as easily influenced, nervous, passive,
having a strong need for sociai acceptance, uncertain,
etc. A recent review by Schein (2001) indicated a less
gender-stereotypic perception of leadership among
women than among men in the United States, but
not in several other countries (China, Germany,
Japan, and the United Kingdom). Schein (2001)
assumed that such “variations in the degree of man-
agerial sex typing, however, may reflect the females’
view of opportunities for and actual participation of
women in management in their respective countries”
(p. 680). Following Schein, the responses of women
may serve as a “barometer of change.”

Moreaver, two types of expectations or norms
were specified (e.g., Burgess & Borgida, 1999; Fiske
& Stevens, 1993): Descriptive norms contain beliefs
about what people actually do, prescripiive norms
contain beliefs about what people ought to de. Most
previous research on the think-manager-think-male
stereotype has focused on the descriptive norms re-
garding leadership abilities. Eagly and Karau (2002)
emphasized that descriptive as well as prescriptive
norms ought to be taken intc consideration because
they have different implicatiens for the development
of prejudice toward female leaders. Sczesny (2003a)
has also investigated prescriptive aspects. [n her
study ratings concerning the ascribed importance of
leadership characteristics yielded a less traditional
view of female and male leaders by German students
than expected: Male students were more prone to
share traditional expectancies with respect to global
gender roles. In contrast, the evaluations by female
students indicated a more nentraditional view of gen-
derfleadership roles. This result reflects the impact
of perceivers’ sex on descriptive norms as observed
in previous studies {see e.g., Deal & Stevenson, 1998;
Eagly, Makhijani, & Klonsky, 1992; Schein, 2001).

Following Heilman (1983), expectations about
the success of an individual are determined by the fit
between the perception of an individual’s attributes
and the perception of the job’s requirements in terms
of skills and abilities. She described a divergence as
“tack of fit.” For organizational jobs that are typi-
cally associated with men, for example, leadership
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positions, a lack of fit between the perceived require-
ments of the job and the abilities typically attributed
to women as a group was proposed. Sach a lack
of fit was assuined to be responsible for sex-biased
judgments or behaviors, Following Eagly and Karau
(2002), prejudice toward female leaders occurs
especially in situations that heighten perceptions of
incongruity between the feminine gender role and
teadership roles. In their role congruity rheory, Eagly
and Karau proposed that there are two forms of
preiudice toward female leaders. The first type, the
less favorable evaluation of women’s porential for
leadership compared to men’s potential, stems from
the activation of descriptive beliefs about women's
characteristics and the consequent ascription of
feminine-stereotypic qualities to women, which are
unlike the qualities expected or desired in leaders.
The second type, the less favorable evaluaticon of the
actual leadership behavior of women compared to
men, derives from prescriptive norms, When women
break through the glass ceiling to occupy leadership
rofes, they are in danger of biased evaluations that
originate from their nonconformity to the cultural
definitions of femininity. In the context of leadership
of women, the violation of their traditional gender
role results in the dilemma of either being “too
feminine or too masculine.”

SELF-DESCRIPTION OF LEADERSHIP
TRAITS

However, gender differences in traits, skills, and
behavior do not only exist in the eye of the beholder,
but also in self-deseription (e.g.. Costa, Terracciano,
& McCrae, 2001). Nevertheless, a decrease in gender
differences in self-description of masculine and femi-
nine traits over a 20-year pericd (1973-1993} was ob-
served by Twenge (1997). Her results indicated that
women increasingly reported possessing masculine-
stereotyped traits, whereas men showed no changes
regarding feminine-stereotyped traits, that is, their
nonendorsernent of these traits continued. Further-
more, recent meta-analytical research regarding one
core leadership trait indicated an increasing similar-
ity between women and men: In many recent sam-
ples, Twenge (2001) found no gender differences in
self-reported assertiveness. Women described them-
selves as similarly assertive and dominant as men.
She concluded that “women's assertiveness varies
with their status and roles. Social change is thus in-

ternalized in the form of a personality trait” (p. 133).
In the above-mentioned study by Sczesny {2003a),
German female students—although they reported
that they possessed more person-oriented fraits (con-
sideration) than male students—described them-
selves as similarly task-oriented (initiating structure)
as male students. These results support the idea of
gender stereotypes as dynapiic constructs as proposed
by Diekman and Eagly (2000} and reflect the recently
reported changes in masculine-typed persconality
traits and assertiveness (Twenge, 1997, 2001).

RESEARCH QUESTIONS AND HYPOTHESES

Concerning the contenis of gender stereotypes,
that is, the attribution of personality traits, there
Is a broad consensus across cultures. Williams and
Best (1990) reported that the typical images of
men and women described above were prevaleat
in all 30 investigated countries (see also Williams,
Satterwhite, & Best, 1999). Besides these universal
traditional gender roles, there is also a high global
resemblance with respect to leadership roles, that is,
what kind of characteristics a leader should possess,
for example, communicative skills, trustworthiness,
and dynamism. Den Hartog, House, Hanges, Ruiz-
Quintanilla, and Dorfman (1999) reported such simi-
tarities in 62 countries. To sum up, previous research
indicated a global resemblance of the leadership role
as well as the persistence of gender stereotypes and
of managerial gender typing in different countries.

One theoretical approach suggests cultural in-
fluences on leader and gender roles: Following the
role congruity theory by Eagly and Karau (2002),
changes in descriptive contents of gender and oc-
cupational roles require a “general change in the
distribution of men and women into social roles”
(p. 590). Such distributions differ between cultures.
This raises the question of whether the cultural back-
ground influences the perceived incongruity between
feminine role and leader role as well as the seli-
descriptions of women and men regarding their own
leadership traits. We assume a greater fit of feminine
role and leader role in countries in which the actual
participation of women in leadership is higher than
in countries in which women’s participation in lead-
ership is still quite low.

On the basis of various indicators regarding the
equality of women and men in different countries,
the following three countries were chosen to ana-
lyze such cultural variations: Australia, Germany,
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and India. The Human Development Report of the
United Nations (UNDP) provides information about
the achieved equality of women and men i these so-
cieties {e.g., the gender-related development index;
the gender empowerment measure; see Wirth, 2001,
reporting data of the Human Development Report
of 1999).

As one indicator to account for inequalities
between women and men in their standard of living,
the Gender-Related Development Index (GDI)
measures the average achievement in three basic
dimensions—a long and healthy life, knowledge, and
a decent standard of Living. This specific index ad-
justs the more general Human Development Index
(¥ID1), which, for example, takes life expectancy or
education into consideration as a criteria for gender
equality. Higher GDI ranks indicate more equality
between women and men regarding life expectancy,
education, and income in Australia (rank 4 from 143
ranks) and Germany (rank 15) compared with India
(rank 112).

Furthermore, the Gender Empowerment Mea-
sure (GEM) assesses gender mequality in economic
participation and decision-making, political par-
ticipation and decision-making, and power over
economic resources. Higher GEM ranks indicate
more gender equality in key areas of economic and
political participation in Australia (rank 9 from 102
ranks} and Germany (rank 5) compared to India
{rank 95).

Although Australia and Germany seem {0
be quite similar regarding their achieved gender
equality, the countries differ with respect to values
relevant in the coniext of work. Hofstede (1980,
1998) siudied work-related values in more than
S0 countries. Participants in different countries
had to indicate their agreemeat/disagreement (o
value questions, such as “competition between
employees usually does more harm than good.”
One culture-related dimension that he found was
masculinity—femininity. This dimension distin-
guishes societies with masculine work-related values
focusing on performance, assertiveness, and material
success from societies with feminine work-related
values in which people focus on relationships, mod-
esty, and quality of life. For example, masculinity was
represented by a high importance of the opportunity
for high earnings, femininity by a high mmportance
of a good working relationship with superiors. For
the couniries investigated in this study, Hoifstede’s
findings on work-related values show that the {West}
German work culture received the highest rank on
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masculinity (rank 9 from 52 ranks), whereas the
Australian (rank 16) and Indian (rank 20} work
cultures were less pronounced in masculinity.

To summarize, Germany and Australia are
similar regarding gender equality and leadership
participation, whereas Australia and India are simi-
lar in masculinity—{eminity of work-related values,
On the basis of the reported differences in gender
equality and leadership participation of women and
men as well as differences in work-related values in
these countries, our predictions were as follows,

Of the three investigated couniries, the most
gender-stereotypic perception of leadership trails was
expecied in India. We expected to find a less gender-
stereotypic view in Germany, and in Ausiralia, we
expected the least gender-stereotypic view of all
three countries. That is, regarding person- and task-
oriented leadership traits, we expected Australian
participants (management students} to perceive
no differences between female executives and
executives-in-general (no gender specification} at all,
German participants to perceive only small/modest
differences, and Indian participants to perceive the
largest differences of all three investigated countries
(that is, they would ascribe fewer task-oriented and
more person-oriented traits to female executives
than t¢ executives-in-general). In all three countries,
participants were expected to perceive no differences
between male execulives and executives-in-general
(Hypothesis 1). . :

In addition, we assumed the impact of cuiture
and leaders’ sex on the perception of leadership
traits to be moderated by perceivers’ sex. As re-
ported above, some cultural variations in the degree
of managerial gender typing among women and men
have been observed in previous research, that is, in
the United States, women reported a less gender-
stereotypic view of leadership than men did (for an
overview, see Schein, 2001), Schein (2001) suggested
that such variations among women of different
countries can be assigned to their different oppor-
tunities for and actual participation in management
in the vespective country. Therefore, in Germany
and especially in Australia, we expected a less
gender-stereotypic view of leadership among women
than among men. That is, regarding the leadership
traits of female executives and executives-in-general
in both countries, women were expected to perceive
no differences, whereas men were still expected to
perceive differences, although less pronounced ones.
In contrast, in India, both sexes were expected to
hold a traditional view of leadership. Indian women
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as well as Indian men were expected to report
prorounced differences between female executives
and executives-in-general (Hypothesis 2).

Finally, we assumed an impact of the cultural
background described above on the self-descriptions
of women and men regarding their own leadership
traits. As no change in men’s seif-view of feminine-
typed traits in general has been observed in previous
research, this is taken to mean that their nonen-
dorsement of such traits for themselves remains. We
assuped that in all three investigated countries, men
would report that they possess or desire fo pOssess
person-oriented leadership trairs 1o a lesser extent
than women would {Hypothesis 3a). On the basis of
the idea of gender stereotypes as dynamic constructs
and the recently observed changes in the self-images
of women in masculine-typed global personality
traits and assertiveness (Diekman & Eagly, 2000:
Twenge, 1997, 2001), we assumed gender differences
in the self-view of wsk-orienied leadership traits
depending of the respective cultural background.
Women were expected to report that they possess
or desire to possess task-oriented leadership traits
to a similar extent as men in countries in which
the actual participation of women in leadership is
higher and/or the work-related values are more
masculine-typed, that is, in Australia and Germany.
Whereas in countries in which women'’s participation
i leadership is lower (i.e., India), gender differences
would be abserved (Hypothesis 3b).

All three predictions were expected to hold for
descriptive as well as prescriptive norms.

METHOD
Design

Female and male management students in
three different countries were asked to estimate the
percenage to which one of the three stimulus groups
“executives-in-general (no gender specification),”
“male executives,” or “female executives” possesses
two types of leadership traits {within-subjects fac-
tor), namely person-oriented and task-oriented traits
(descriptive norm}. Furthermore, they were asked to
rate the importnce of these traits for the respective
group (prescriptive norm}. Thus, the experiment
was based on a 3 (country) x 3 (leaders’ sex, ie..
stimulus group) x 2 (participants’ sex) x 2 (tvoe
of trait) design. Furthermore, another group of
participants described themselves regarding the two

types of leadership traits and their importance to
themselves.

Contrary to previous research, in this study,
managerial gender typing was investigated in a
context specific way: As an alternative to gender role
inventories typically used in previous research that
contain global traits of the gender stereotypes {e.g.,
athletic, aggressive, gentle, affectionate, child-loving;
see Bem, 1974; Schein, 1973; Spence, Helmreich, &
Stapp, 1974), we analyzed the influence of gender
stereotypes on leadership-specific traits. Examples
of such traits, which are often discussed as require-
menis for success in leadership, are the ability to
convince or to make decisions {e.g., Jeserich, 1989).
The impact of gender stereotypes on leadership
perception has recently been replicated with such
specific traits (see Sczesny, 2003a, 2003b).

Participants

As in most of the former studies (see e.g.,
Dodge, Gilroy, & Fenzel, 1995; Schein, 1973; Schein,
Mueller, & Jacobson, 1989) the sample consisted of
management students; a sifhilar pattern of gender
stereotypes between management students and
corporate managers was ascertained (see Schein,
2001). Sampling was carried out in three countries.
The 130 Australian participants (66 male and 64 fe-
male students) were questioned at the University of
Adelaide (age in years: M = 20.63; Range == 18-443,
The 127 Indian participants (89 male and 38 female
students) were questioned at the Indian Institute of
Management, Bangalore (age in years: M = 23.71;
Range = 20-38). The 253 German participants (128
male and 125 were female students; age in years:
M =72348; Range = 19-33) were questioned at
the Universities of Mannheim (47%) and Leipzig
(53%).* The participants of every sample were
randomly assigned to the experimental conditions.
Their participation was voluntary, They were offered
candy as a reward.

Materials

The independent and dependent variables
were measured by a questionnaire. The German

“Ditferent znalyses for the two samples of the western
{Mannheim) and eastern (Leipzig) part of Germany showed
similar results, therefore the samples were merged.
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participants answered a German version, and the
Australian and Indian participants answered an
English version. As English is one of the official lan-
guages in India, higher educated students have the
linguistic competence to answer the questionnaire in
English.

Independent Variables

Regarding the independent variable “stimulus
group/person,” participants evaluated the leadership
traits of “executives-in-general/Fithrungskrifte im
allgemeinen,” “female executives/weibliche Fihru-
ngskriifte,” “male executives/minnliche Fiihrungs-
krifte,” or themselves. The independent variable
“participant’s sex” was requested at the beginning of
the questionnaire.

Dependent Variables

Participants were asked to evaluate the par-
ticular group/themselves with regard to leadership
characteristics. Leadership-specific  characteristics
served as dependent variables. These characteris-
tics have been shown to be universally valid (see
Brodbeck et al., 2000; Den Hartog et al, 1999}). To
reduce the item pool, synonyms were identified,
and only one respective aftribute was included on
the guestionnaire. To create the German Version,
the English items were translated and retranslated
by native speakers. Finally, 16 person-oriented and
18 task-oriented leadership characteristics were
selected for the final version of the questionnaire
(they were presented in two rotated versions).

In order to develop a measure for descriptive
norms, a pretest indicated that our respondents
found it difficult to answer the question to what
extent the leadership characteristics can be ascribed
to all members of a certain group, although this
way of asking seemed to suggest itself. The reason
_ for this can be seen in the complex nature of the
corresponding question that required participants to
determine the average of the extent of the respec-
tive characteristic over all members of the group.
Therefore, we decided to measure the descriptive
norm by the following question (item example
“executives-in-general”y “In your opinion, what
percent of all executives possess this characteristic?”
( percentage estimares). Each guestion was answered
on a scale from 0 to 100% {in decadic steps). In
the self-description group, participants indicated
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whether they possessed the given characteristics or
net (In order fo avoid the forced-choice character of
a yes/no answer, four categories were offered: 1, no;
2, rather no; 3, rather ves; or 4, yes).

Although prescriptive norms can probably be
measured most efficiently by asking how members
of certain groups should be, the pretest indicated
that respondents were unwilling to answer such
questions. In order to avoid the possibility that
participants would break off their participation or
answer in a socially desirable manner, in terms of ap
approximation of prescriptive norms we chose a less
explicit measure by asking the following guestion:
“How important do you find this characteristic to
be for an executive?” {importance ratings). These
questions were to be answered on a 7-point rating
scale that ranged from not at all imporiant (0) to
extremely important (6). The participants in the
seli-description group indicated to what extent
they considered the respective characteristics to be
important for themselves to possess.

The person-oriented traits were dependable,
just, intuitive, visionary, encouraging, compassion-
ate, trustworthy, confidence-builder, communicative,
diplomatic, nnovative, cooperative, inspirational,
team-builder, honest, and motivational. The task-
oriented  traits were decisive, career-oriented,
effective bargainer, plans ahead, courageous, in-
dependent, ambitious, persuasive, able to cope
with stress, dynamic, hard-working, competitive,
administratively skilled, self-confident, rational,
performance-orientaled, assertive, and intelligent.
The classification of these selected leadership
characteristics to the two types of traits was based
on a pretest. The respective person-oriented and
task-oriented characteristics were combined in
the foliowing highly reliable scales: “Percentage
estimates-Person-oriented traits™ (perception of ex-
ecutives: all alphas =.91; self-description: all alphas
>.85), “Percentage estimates—Task-oriented traits”
(perception of executives: all alphas >.88; self-
perception: all alphas = .88), “Importance ratings-
Person-oriented traits” (perception of executives:
all alphas =>.80; self-perception: all alphas >.81),
and “Imporiance ratings-Task-oriented  traits”
(perception of executives: all alphas >.80; self
perception: all alphas ».79).

Participants who evaluated the stimulus group
“executives-in-general” were additionally asked
which group they had imagined while answering
the questionnaire: male executives, both male and
female executives, or female executives.
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Procedure

In all three countries. participants were queried
at the end of lectures on economics, and they were
asked for demographic data, such as age, sex, and
subject of study, before they were requested to evalu-
ate the particular stimulus group/person. The instruc-
tions contained the following cover story.

“Over the last years, the effective selection of
managers has been much discussed in research as
well as in practice. Here, the question of relevant per-
sonality characteristics has been raised repeatediy.
The following questionnaire is designed to assist in
answering the gquestion of which personal charac-
teristics and behaviors are relevant in a leadership
context. As a future manager, your participation is
very important to us. We are very interested in your
personal opinion on this topic.”

After completion of the questionnaire, partici-
pants were asked about the cover story and the hy-
potheses of the experiment. None of the participants
were able to guess the hypotheses. Participants were
then debriefed.

RESULTS
Image of Executives-in-General

Participants who completed questionnaires
concerning executives-in-general imagined predom-
inantly male executives in India (53.8%) and in
Germany (68.3%), but not in Australia (40.6%). Of
the Australian participants, 57.7% imagined male
and female executives. Male and female executives
were imagined by 46.2% of the Iadian and 30%
of the German participants. Only female execu-
tives were thought of by 3.1% of the Australian
participants, by 1.7% of the German participants,
and by none of the Indian participants. Only in
the Australian sample did women and men differ
significantly in their answers, chi-square (df =
2) = 9.14, p < .03, such that there was a more
sex-balanced view of leadership among women
than among men (see Table I; a similar pattern of
means was observed in the Indian sample, although
the differences were below a conventional level of
significance).

In all three countries, executjves-in-general
were more often attributed with task-oriented
traits than with person-oriented traits:  Aus-
fraliaz M = 69.2% versus M = 59.2%, #32) = 6.43,
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Table I. Executives (No Gender Specification) as Stimulus Group:

Percentage of Participants Who Thought of Male Executives,

Male and Female Executives, or Female Fxecutives While Waork-
ing on the Questionnaire

Male  Male and female  Female

execufives executives executives Chi2

Aunstrakia 014
Participants’ sex

Men 64.7 353 0.0

Women 13.3 80.0 6.7

Both sexes 40.6 56.3 31
Germany ’ —
Participants’ sex

Men 742 226 32

Women 2.1 37.9 0.0

Both sexes 68.3 30.0 1.7
India —
Participants’ sex

Men 6.7 333 0.0

Women 36.4 63.6 0.0

Both sexes 538 46.2 0.G

Note. Avstralia: N = 32 {17 men/15 women); Germany: N = 60(31
men/29 women}); India: N = 26 {15 men/11 women).
p o< 0L

p < .05 Germany: M = 64.6% versus M = 49.2%,
H(39) =14.66, p < 05; India: M =602% versus
M = 4&7%, 1(29) = 10013, p < .05. Women and men
of the respective countries did not differ in their
attributions regarding both types of traits; Australia:
both F values <.66, p values ».42; Germany; both
F values <22, p values >.64; [ndia: both F values
<1i.11, p values > .30.

In Australia, person-oriented traits were valued
as more important for executives-in-general than
were task-oriented traits, M = 4.61 versus M = 4.39,
1(32) = —2.28, p < 05. A similar pattern of means
was found in India. although the difference was
below a conventional level of significance; M = 4.70
versus M = 4.60, 1(29) = ~1.54, p = 067. In Aus-
tralia and India, women and men did not differ
in their attributions regarding both types of traits;
Australia: both F values <1.01, p values >.32; India:
both F values «1.64, p values .21, In Germany,
task-oriented trails were seen as more important
for executives-in-general than were person-oriented
traits: M =443 versus M =424, 1(60) = 2.93,
p < .01, German men valued person-oriented traits
as less important for executives-in-general than
did German women; M = 4.07 versus M = 4.42,
F(1,59) = 554, p < .05, German men and women
did not differ in their attributicns regarding task-
oriented traits, F{1,59) = 2.29; p = .14.
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Tabie L. Results of the Two Multivariate Analvses of Variance on Percentage Estimaltes and Imporlance Ratings
of Person-Oriented and Task-Oriented Leadership Traits

Effect Wilks’s A F Hypothesis df  Error df I
Percentage estimates
Country 89 14.24 4 966 000
Leaders® sex .06 51978 ) 966 0001
Participants” sex 99 2.22 2 483 A10
Couniry x leaders’ sex REH 3.37 12 266 0ocL=
Country x participants’ sex 1.00 41 4 966 803
Leaders’ sex x participanis’ sex 82 6.89 & 966 L001
Country x leaders’ sex x participants’ sex 95 2.23 12 966 006+
Importance ratings
Country 89 14.29 4 70 L0015
Leaders’ sex 97 2.87 6 970 D09
Participants” sex 98 6.13 2 435 002
Country x leaders’ sex .98 1.04 12 976 412
Country x participants’ sex 1.00 32 4 970 e
Leaders’ sex x participants’ sex 57 211 6 970 050
86 1.89 i2 970 0327

Country x leaders’ sex » participants’ sex

#=p < 001 Yp < 0L %p < 05

Perception of Leadership Traits

Regarding the perception of leadership traits
(see Hypotheses 1 and 2) two 3 (couniry) x 3
(leaders’ sex) x 2 {participants’ sex) x 2 {type
of trait) multivariate analyses of variance of par-
ticipants’ percentage estimates were conducted
{percentage estimates of person- and task-oriented
traits: r = .39, importance ratings of person- and
task-oriented traits: r = .58). The resalts of both
multivariate analyses are summarized in Table II,
and the results of the foliowing four univariate
analyses of variance are found in Table I11.

To sum up, in almost all analyses of percentage
estimates of person- and task-oriented traits (except
the respective two-way interaction in the ANOVA
on task-oriented traits) the interaction of country
and leaders’ sex (see Hypothesis 1) and the mod-
eration of this mteraction of country and leaders’
sex by participants’ sex (see Hypothesis 2) reached
significance. The means and standard deviations
of percentage estimates are reported in Table IV,
Concerning the importance ratings, the three-way
interaction {see Hypothesis 2) was only significant in
the multivariate analysis. In the following ANOVA
on the importance ratings of task-oriented traits,
only the interaction of leaders’ sex and participants’
sex reached significance. The means and standard
deviations of importance ratings are displayed in
Table V.

On the basis of the results of these analy-
ses, we calculated (separately for female and male

participants) one-sided a priori contrasts, that is,
male executives versus executives-in-general, and fe-
male execlifives versus execuiives-in-general. The re-
sults of these a priori contrasts revealed the following
patterns.

Percentage Estimates

Regarding person-oriented leadership traits,
Indian participanis especially were expected to differ
between female executives and executives-in-general
{see Hypothesis 1). However, participants of all three
countries estimated female executives to possess
person-oriented traits more often than executives-
in-general (see Table IV for significant a priern
contrasts: p-values <.05). In line with our predictien,
German and Indian participants did not distinguish
between male executives and executives-in-general.
Whereas Australian participants attributed male
executives with person-oriented tralts less often
than executives-in-general. Regarding the impact
of participants’ sex, German women and especially
Australian women were expected to ascribe person-
orienied traits to a similar degree to all stimulus
groups of executives (see Hypothesis 2}. Contrary to
this expectation, in all three investigated countries,
women and men ascribed person-oriented traits
to a greater extent 1o female executives than to
executives-in-general. Regarding the comparisons of
male executives versus executives-in-general, in line
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Table HL. Results of the Four Univariate Analyses of Variance on Percentage Estimates and Impor-
tance Ratings of Person-Oriented and Task-Oriented Leadership Traits

Effect

58 df MS F P

Fercentage estimates

Country

Leaders’ sex

Participants’ sex

Country x leaders’ sex

Country x participants’ sex

Leaders’ sex x participanis’ sex

Couniry x leaders sex » participants’ sex

Error

Country

Leaders® sex

Participants’ sex

Country x leaders’ sex

Country x participants’ sex

Leaders' sex x participanls’ sex

Country x leaders’ sex x participants’ sex

Error

[mportance ratings

Country

Leaders’ sex

Participants’ sex

Country « leaders’ sex

Counlry x participants’ sey

Leaders’ sex » participants’ sex

Country x leaders’ sex x participants’ sex

Error

Countzy

Leaders’ sex

Participants’ sex

Country x leaders’ sex

Country x participants’ sex

Leaders’ sex « participants’ sex

Country x leaders’ sex x participants’ sex

Error

Person-oriented traits

3035.51 2 1517.76 12,85 0001
2812318 20 1406259 11507 0001
2.20 1 220 02 892

1262.90 4 315.73 2.67  032¢
168.07 2 84.03 1482
3081.53 2 1540.77 13.05 0001
122081 4 305.20 2.58 037
4180794 354 11810
Task-oriented traits
4264.34 2 2132.17 2043 0001
125996 2 629.98 a.04  .003*
282.17 1 282.17 2700 1ol
608.36 4 152.09 146 218
5316 i 20,38 260 775
2211.60 2 1105.80 10.59 0001+
1926.20 4 481.55 461 001
3693368 334 104.39

Person-oriented traits

7.81 2 3.96 11.87 0001*==
46 2 23 00 495
1.83 1 1.83 5.56 019
79 4 20 60 663
1.03 2 51 1.56 211
52 2 26 T8 457
2.20 4 35 1.68 135
117.65 356 33
Task-oriented traits
1.21 2 .6 210 124
2.62 2 1.31 4,55 011
01 1 M 02 886
1.07 4 27 93 446
05 2 33 1.14 322
2.00 2 1.00 348 .032¢
2.06 4 52 1.79 130
10237 336 29

o< 001 % p < Al %p < 03,

with the hypothesis, men from all three countries
and German women did not differentiate between
the groups with regard to person-oriented traits.
Moreover, Austraiian and Indian women indicated a
fow prevalence of this person-oriented competence
in male executives compared with executives-in-
general (see also Table I for the more sex-balanced
image of leaders-in-general among women of both
cuitures).

With respect to task-orieated leadership traits
(see Table IV), in Germany and in Australia female
executives and executives-in-general were perceived

as similarly task-oriented, as we predicted (see
Hypothesis 1). Contrary to the prediction, female
executives and executives-in-general also were per-
ceived as similarly task-oriented in India. Regarding
the impact of participants’ sex (see Hypothesis 2)
Australian women even described female executives
as possessing task-oriented traits more often than
executives-in-general (a priori contrast: p < .01),
whereas the Australian men made no such difference
(a priori contrast: p > .10). In Germany, not only
women as predicted but also men perceived no sig-
nificant differences between female executives and
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Table Y. Percentage Estimates: Means and Standard Deviations of Person- and Task-
Oriented Leadership Traits by Country. Leaders' Sex, and Participants’ Sex
Participants’ sex
Country Leaders” sex Both sexes Women Men
Person-oriented traits
Australia Execntives-in-general 59.2(11.3%) 58.2(11.5) Gl (11.3)
Male executives S8 (11.5) 47.47(9.2) 54.3(12.7)
Female executives 71.3" (10.6) 75.57{9.2) 67,17 (10.4}
Germany Executives-in-general 492 (10.4) 49.8 (10.7) 48.6 (10.2)
Male executives 474 (113} 47.5 (8.9) 47.2£13.8)
Female exccutives 66.8* (11.4) 68.8° (10.7) 64.4* (11.9}
India Executives-in-general 47.0 (9.4} 46.6 (10.0) 473 (9.3)
Maie executives 47.3 (13.5) I {1539)  499{11.6)
Female executives 68.4" (10.9) 758407 63.5°{8.9)
Task-oriented traits
Australia Executives-in-general 69.2 (8.8) 68.0 (7.4} 70.5{10.0)
Male executives 66.8 (10.6) 65.2(9.7) 684 (11.6)
Female executives 7L3(12.5) 76.8% (11.4) 637 (11.3)
Germany Executives-in-general 64.6 {9.5) 64,8 (10.1) 644 (9.1)
Maie executives 63.3(11.7) 67.7 {8.6) 62.6 (14.0)
Female executives 656.8 (9.8) 68.4(9.6) 63.0 (10.0)
India Executives-in-general 60.2 (3.4) 62.1 (8.9} 580(8.
Mafe executives 57.8(313) 4677 (114} 60.0(10.1)
Female executives 61.5(12.7) 69.4(13.2) 56.2 (9.3}
Note. Australia: N = 97 participants (49 women/46 men); Germany; N = 185 participants
(96 women/89 men); India: ¥V = S0 participants (29 women/61 men): cne-sided a priori
contrasts: 1, male executives versus executives-in-general, and 2, female executives versus
executives-in-general.
o< 05,
executives-in-general (a priori contrasts: p = .10}, executives-in-general (a priori confrasts: p = .10).
Contrary to our predictions for India, both sexes Also as predicted, female and male participants of
did not differentiate between female executives and ali three countries did not differentiate between male
executives-in-general (a priori contrasts: p > .10). executives and executives-in-general (a priori con-
With one exception, female and male partici- trasts: p > .10).
pants of all three cultures ascribed task-oriented Concerning  the task-orjented traits (see
traits to a similar degree to male executives and ‘Table V}, none of the predicted differences reached
exccutives-in-general: Indian women astributed male significance {see Hypothesis 1 and 2). In Germany,
executives with task-oriented traits less often than participants even ascribed a lower importance of
executives-in-general (a priori contrast: p < .01). task-oriented traits to male executives compared
with executives-in-general. This effect was moder-
] ated by participants’ sex: German women and also
Importance Ratings Australian women valued task-orientation as less
. important for male executives than for executives-
With regard to the person-oriented traits, no in-general compared with the men in the respective
significant effects of country and leaders’ sex on countries.
the importance ratings were found (see Table V:
see Hypothesis 1). Regarding the impact of partici-
pants’ sex, German and especially Australian women Self-Description of Women and Men
were expected o perceive female executives and
executives-in-general as similarly task-oriented (see Regarding the self-description of women and
Hypothesis 2). However, not only women of those men, we assumed that men in all countries would re-
countries, but also Indian women and men of all port that they possess or desire to possess person-
three countries valued person-oriented traits to a oriented traits o a lesser extent than women (see

similar degree as important for female executives and Hypothesis 3a). Women in comparison to men
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Yable V. Importance Ratings: Means and Standard Deviations of Person- and
Task-Oriented Leadership Traits by Country, Leaders’ Sex, and Participants’ Sex

Participants’ sex

Country Leaders sex Both sexes Women Men
Person-criented traits
Australia Executives-in-general 4.61{58) 4.71 { 68} 4.51 (.47)
Male executives 4,49 (.62} 4.53 (57 4.44(.68)
Female executives 4.52 (.58} 4.74 (.55) 4.30 (.54}
Germany Executives-in-general 4.24 (.60} 4.42 (54) 4,07 (.61)
Male executives 431 (.57) 4,49 {47} 4,10 (61)
Female executives 4.29 (.55} 4.29 (60} 4.29 (.50)
[ndia Executives-in-general 4,71 (.54) 4.86 (.45) 4.60 {.58)
Male executives 4.64 {62 441 (79)  4.68 (59)
Female executives 4.56 (.60} 452(86y  438(37)
Task-oriented traits
Australia Fxeculives-in-general 4.39 (31} 4.36 {.61) 4.42 (.43)
Male executives 4.18 {.68) 3.94% 73y 442 (584
Female executives 4.57 (64} 4.75(.61y  439(63)
Germany Executives-in-general 4.43 (.48) 4.52(33) 434 (41)
Male executives 4.26* (.50} 4300 (52)  4.22 (48)
Female executives 4.55{47) 4.58 (50y  4.52(43)
India Executives-in-general  4.60 (.45) 4.63 (40} 438 (49}
Male executives 4.62 (.58} 434 (91 4.67 (.50}
Female executives 4,52 (67) 4.55 (.89) 4.5 (.49)

Note. Australia: N = 97 participants (49 women/49 men); Germany: N == 185 par-
ticipants (56 women/89 men); India: N = 90 paticipants (29 women/6l men);
scores range from 0, not af all imporani to 6, extremely importan, one-sided a priori
contrasts; 1, male executives versus executives-in-general; and 2, female executives

versus executives-in-general,
*po< 05

would report that they possess or desire Lo possess
task-oriented traits to a similar extent in Australia
and Germany, whereas in India, gender differences
would be observed (Hypothesis 3b). Four ANOVAs
with the independent variables “participants’ sex”
and “country” and the respective self-evaluations of
person-oriented and task-oriented traits as depen-
dent variables were conducted for each of the three
samples (reported task- and person-oriented traits:
r == 83, imporiance ratings of task- and person-
oriented traits: r = .52). Participants indicated to
what degree they possess the given characteristics
(scores ranged from 1, no; 2, rather noj 3, rather yes;
to 4, yes) and how important they find the given char-
acteristics for themselves (scores ranged from 0, not
at afl imporiant to 6, extrernely important). The results
of the ANOVAs and the means and standard devia-
tions are reported in Tables VI and VIE

Reported Traits

Contrary to Hypothesis 3a, men in all three
countries reported possessing person-oriented iraits

to a similar extent as women in the respective
counftries.

Not only in Australia and Germany, as predicted
in Hypothesis 3b, but also women and men in India
reported possessing task-oriented traits to a similar
degree.

Imporance Ratings

In agreement with Hypothesis 3a, men of all
three countries desired to possess person-oriented
traits to a lesser extent than did women; M = 4.42,
SD = 07 versus M = 4.72, 85D = 09,

As predicted in Hypothesis 3b, German women
and men desired to possess task-oriented traits to
a similar extent (a priori contrast: p > .10). In
Australia, the women reported a higher importance
of task-crientated traits for themselves than the men
did {a priori contrast: p < .01). Contrary to the pre-
dictions, in India women as well as men desired to
possess task-oriented traits to a similar extent (a pri-
oricontrast: p > .10}
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Table VI Self-Descriptions: Results of the Four Univariate Analyses of Vari-
ance on Reported Persan- and Task-Oriented Traits and Importance Ralings

Effect S8 df MS F P
Percentage estimates
Person-oriented traits
Country 29.27 2 1464 49356 L0001
Participants’ sex 56 1 66 2220 139
Country x participants’ sex 117 2 58 1.97 143
Esror 3839 130 30
Task-oriented traits
Cotniry 19.61 2 281 3831 L0or
Participants’ sex 31 ] 31 128 273
Country x participants’ sex 76 2 38 148 231
Error 3310 130 26
Importance ratings
Person-oriented traits
Country 8.28 2 414 11.47 0601
Participants’ sex 245 1 245 6,79 010
Country x participants’ sex B8 2 A4 122 298
Error 4695 130 36
Task-oriented traits
Country 3.69 2 1.85 430 013
Participants’ sex 1.80 1 1.80 437 G638
Country x participants’ sex 2.45 2 123 288 054
Error 5336 130 41
p < 001" p < 01 %p < 05
DISCUSSION

Table VH. Self-Descriptions: Means and Standard Deviations of
Reported Person- and Task-Oriented Leadership Traits and Im-
portance Ratings Traits by Country and Panticipants’ Sex

Participants’ sex

Country Bothsexes  Women Men

Reported traits
Person-oriented traifs

Australia 160 (.36) 1.52(33)  1.69(.38)
Germany 253(70y  2.60{74) 2.51(.67}
fndia 168(32)  139(24) 1.77(28)
Task-oriented trais
Australia 181452 L70(36)  1.91(63)
Germany 2.55{58)  2.61(50) 2.31(.63)
India 1.77{33)  161{32) 182(32)

Importiance ratings
Person-oriented traits

Australia 4.64(.62) 482(39 44761
Germany 423 (61) 427070y  419{34)
India 4.71(.61} 5.07(31) 4.60(.60}
Task-oriented traits
Australia” 428 (83 4.60(69) 39783
Germany 4328 (57y 426 (62)  430(53)
India 4,66 (62 478(49) 481 (.60)

Note. Australia: N = 33; Germany: N = 66; Indin: N =37, "p <
.05; scotes range from 0, not ar all imporiant to 6, extremely impor-
fant; one-sided a priot contrasts: female versus male participants;
*p o< .05,

The think-manager-think-male stereotype can
be understood as the perception of leadership as
being either predominately associated with being
male (on the basis of the higher base rate of men
compared with women in leadership positions) or
with task-oriented traits (which are also perceived
as more masculine, see Cann & Siegfried, 1990}
In this study, the sterectype was clearly found
in the male participants of the three investigated
countries as well as in German female participants,
who all imagined mainly male executives when
answering the question about leaders-in-general.
The stereotype was less pronounced in Australian
and Indian women, who showed a more gender-
balanced image of leadership in general. Throughout
all three countries, task orientation was estimated
in leaders-in-general as more prevalent than per-
son orientation. Whereas task-oriented traits were
vatued as less important than person-oriented traits
in Australia and India, task-oriented traits were
favored in Germany, in line with the think-manager-
think-male stereotype, especially by men. These
cultural variations correspond with the findings on
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the masculinity-femininity of work-related values by
Hofstede (1980, 1998},

The results regarding the image of leadership in
the present study give hints that gender stereotypes
still influence the perception of leadership, that cui-
tural variations exist, and that women's view of lead-
ership is less traditional than men's view. Here, we
have to keep in mind that the mental representa-
tions of leaders-in-general are not commonly shared
by individuals, they are influenced by perceivers’ cul-
tural background and their gender.

The women’s perception of leadership in
contrast to men’s was assumed not to be predom-
inately associated with being male (see Schein,
2001 and Hypoihesis 2). The results revealed a
very similar pattern in all cultures: There exists an
interculturally shared view of a feminine-specific
leadership competence (e.g., Friedel-Howe, 1993)
according to which women possess a higher social
competence (person orientation) than men (contrary
to the similar self-views of women and men with
respect to person-oriented traits). However, not
only the women’s view, as predicted, but also the
men’s view of descriptive and prescriptive norms re-
garding leadership competence is hardly influenced
by gender-stereotypes. Besides these intercultural
similarities, one cultural deviation seems to be note-
worthy: Australian women ascribed a higher task
orientation to female executives and valued this spe-
cific competence as particularly important for female
executives. As Schein (2001) suggested, cultural
variations in the degree of managerial gender typing
among women can be ascribed to their different
opportunities for and actual participation in manage-
ment in the respective countries. However, to date
there is no empirical confirmation of this ¢xplana-
tion. Conseguently, some questions arise, for exam-
ple. whether the counterstereotypic effect shown by
the Australian women can possibly be related to dis-
advantageous or preferential treatment of women in
their country (see “reversed discrimination effect,”
Branscombe & Smith, 1990; “women-are-wonderful
effect,” Eagly & Mladinic, 1994). The investigation of
such culture-specific findings might be an interesting
issue for future research by analyzing the reievance
of diverse sociocultural indicators, for example,
promotion opportunities or demand for profession-
als with higher education, to percejvers’ mental
representations of leadership in different cultures.

Not only these results regarding the perception
of leadership, but also the results regarding the sell-
perception of women and men support the idea of

043

gender stereotypes as dynamic constructs {Diekman
& Eagly, 2000). Moreover, they reflect the recently
observed changes in the self-images of women in
masculine-typed global personality traits and as-
sertiveness {Twenge, 1997, 2001). In all three coun-
tries, women and men reported that they possess and
desire to possess task- and person-oriented traits to a
similar extent (see Hypotheses 3a and b). Unexpect-
edly, a change in men’s self-view of person-oriented
traits was observed. Contrary to previous studies on
global perscnality iraits, men in our study endorsed
feminine-typed (person oriented) leadership traits
for themselves. Participants in every country esti-
mated that about 50% of leaders-in-general possess
person-oriented traits, and, at least in Australia and
India, person-oriented traits were valued as more im-
portant for leadership than were task-oriented traits.
Thus, in all three countries, women and men corre-
sponded to social expectations relevant i the lead-
ership context with their self-characterization.

In total, the first reported resufts on the
image of leadership indicated a persisting gender-
stereotypical influence on the perception of leader-
ship in terms of think-manager-think-male and the
existence of cuitural variations in women’s and men’s
views, These ohservations are in line with previous
findings reported by Schein (2001) that connect
global gender stereotypes and the perception of
management. Beyond these examinations, we inves-
tigated the managerial gender typing in a context-
specific way, and analyzed teadership-specific gender
roles (rather than of global gender roles} and the
influence of these roles on leadership-specific abili-
ties (rather than on global personality traits}. These
examinations were based on the assumption that tra-
ditional global gender stereotypes also affect the per-
ception of leadership in this particular context (as al-
ready shown by Sczesny, 2003a, 2003b). The present
results indicate a noatraditional view of leadership
not only among womern {as in Schein, 2001) but also
among men, and to a similar degree, in the three
countries (see Den Hartog et al., 1999). This univer-
sal perception of leadership was almost not super-
imposed by cultural variations, which may indicate a
homogeneity of the management context in countries
with free-market economies. The Human Devel-
opment Report (see Wirth, 2001) emphasized that
countries with a poor gender-related development
(such as India) are diverse in terms of economic, cul-
tural, and political environment, which suggests that
gender equality can be achieved in varying cultural
coniexts, This suggests that female management
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students in India may be similarly socialized as
female management studenis in other countries, and
probably differ te a greater extent from other female
subgroups within their own country.

Although previous studies ascertained a siumilar
pattern of attitudes between management students
and corporate managers (see Schein, 2001), it would
be interesting to extend the cross-cultural investi-
gation to managers’ perception of leadership. Such
research could increase the understanding of social-
ization or selection processes and their impact on
the social perception of leadership {e.g., Hawley &
Little, 2002: London, 2002; Wigfield, Battie, Kelier,
& Eccles, 2002).

The measurement of the prescriptive norms
in this study might be problematic. The question
regarding the importance of the respective charac-
teristics probably does not represent an adequate
measure of prescriptive aspects of social norms, that
is why the present results for the prescriptive norms
have to be interpreted in a cautious way. Future
research based on implicit measurements should
therefore answer the question of to what extent
such results reflect motivated judgments {controlled
information processing, ¢.g., Petty & Wegener, 1993)
or even internalized personal attitudes or traits (e.g.,
Ely, 1995).

Iz conclusion, the present research showed that
gender stereotypes still influence the perception of
leadership, albeit to a lesser degree than in pre-
vious research, as expected. Neveriheless, in an
actual professional enviromment the think-manager—
think-male stereotype must still be considered as
one possible source for gender-stereotype-driven bi-
ases in judgment and decision-making regarding
leadership.
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