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Recently, attention has been drawn to\the lack of research on female

leadershlp (Lathryn M. Bartol & D. Anthony Butterfield, 1976; Arlene. <

Eskilson & hary Glen Ulley, l°76 Lawrence B. Rosenfeld & Gene D. Fowler,

3

1976; Lee Jenkins & Cheris Krameér, '1978; Janet Yerby, 1975). In the past,

. il 4
M ’ 5
task or problem solvinQ'groups in the laboratory and in naturalistic

studies of leadership have focused predominantly. on how men lead in small

settings, such as business and military service. The criteria used to v

. r

define and evaluate leadership, thus have been determined by studying men?,‘

.

although these criteria are absumed to'be equally applicable’to women. /

’

£ ' .
Substantial evidence indicates, however, that differential norms of behavior

exist for men and women which affect actual leadership, as well as how

-~ ) A

. i 4 . .
leadership is perceived and evaluated. The assumption of slmllarlty.ls .
-t ,/ ¥
akln to an ethnocentrlc b1as where the terms of one culture are used to. i
. N,

exPlain another without lnvestigating the grounds for assuming similarity

and understanding difference. : . ~f

- (

- 4

\
I would llke to briefly 'review the literature on sex related,dsf-*"" X ~
]

g

ferencef in leadershlp behavior in order to explore the factors underlying

».these differences. Ue currently have several nodels or/male leagership

-

in small'grouns, bﬁt we don't have any models of hunan leadorshlp which
K . - . u.

accommodate the eyperiences of women in same and mlxed sex groups. I

would like to 149nt1fy the key consxderatlons for constructlng sugh a

L4

model. In re-exan,nlng our theoretical focus and. extendlng thﬂ scope of ' -

°

our research, we will be etnandlng our knowledge of how leadexship

functions. . ) s
" '-" s 3 - N L4 0’ o - - - .
In reviewing the research on sex differences in'leadership in small
’ -

< N N s

groups, it is- important to make a distinction between research whose primary

d N . . N )
. . ) . - .
» P
t - b \
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.
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focus is: the 1nvestlgatlon of .these differences and fbsearch that merely
(_ .

reports such rlndlngs as fall out rrom statlgtlcal analyses of the data.

-

In the lafer, hypothetical reasons for thase di ffeYencés based Sn common

1} . .
gender stereotypes are often put foxth with no attempt at ‘validating
' ) .

such conclusions.. In tH: former, a variety of explanatiohs have been
offered. The most frequent has beeh an-adaptation of Bales‘.task/social

4 .
or iﬂstrumental/zgsrefsive-differentiation hypothesis. This hypothe51s

L]

¢ b

.states .that-léadership behavior tends: t® be d1v1ded along this dlmen51on

so that.one peréon in a group is the social,leader'(taklng care -of group
>O%

UL

maintenance) and another person is the task leader {making sure the job

/ gets done). : In small grcups, women ‘are pore likely to be vsocial ieaders’

and men are more likely. to be task leaders due to gender socialization
. .\ ¢ .

{B.F. Meeker ahd P.A. G%itzeb -0'Reill, 1977). -Houever, rather than
considering the 1antt of gender socializationson the psy*hology of the

individual, we might look at the 1mpact of genaer based dlfferential norms

of behavior on the sociology of the small group. Thls can be done by

L]
.

examlnlng the p0551b1e effects of these dlfferentlal horms on an essent1a1
. . a ,

and widely agreed upon dimension of leadershlp, that of rh‘luegce
. T .

Marvin E. Shaw (1971).defines the leader ap the gzoup member who

-

~

* -

1nf1uences the grouo in the direction he *desires to go more—than/he is

a. ‘
-

influenced by others, regarcless ‘of the group goal. Influence“oan clearly
3 - .0 * , . . .
be seen to be related to group norms and values and the bercefved‘étatus
. . I‘I

« '
'

of members baéed on these criteria. George C.’ Homans charactériZed the

~ 1leader of a group as "the man who comes closest to reallzlng the porns

[

. the group values highest; thls conform;ty g1ves-ﬁ1m hlS high rank,,

which attracts people and implies-‘the right to asspme cqntrol of the group

»°
-

(Harold H. Frank and Aaron Henor Katcher, 1977, ?04). Whatever‘one,s

theorqﬁical focus, it seems clear that to lead is to influence athers

4‘: A - ," N - o

vi .
A hil .t
. UD“‘G
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. \ . .
whether by coerﬁibn, legitimized status or position, personal appeal, /)

This is the key factor in
. <

\ 4

or validating comsensus (Ftank & Katcher, 1977).

12

conétructing a pqradigm‘o} human leadership. - Women by virtue of.gender

.

and status do not have egual access to'ieadershiﬁ in;
L) : .

related expectations

small groups because the& do not have equal sfatus with meh in the larger

o & ’ -

society. N

Our current paradigms of small group leadership fail to account er
- 3 N

the impact of external status as defined by .gender Qp'the emergence of

what has been called leadership behavior. For example, when labgfato:y ’
y 4 .

. . . * .. . . )
studies are done using college students, it is assumed that they all enter
the test situation with equal external status because’ they are all students.

1 . ..

There is ample evidence which will be discusseq to demonstrate that thi
assumétion is false. ,Aé\Yerby ;1975) points out in her §%udy of‘variables
affecting female leadership in small problem sélviné éroups, "gender |
itself is a potent enough 'message’ té'significantly influence the out-

comes of a leadership situation”™ (163).

-

. Sex As A Diffuse Status Characteristic

1

nd tiley .

< T,mhe work of HMeeker and Yeitzel-OTNeill (1977), Eskilson a

(1976) and Marlaine E. Lockheed agd Katherine Patterson)Hall (1976) l/

4

proviaes'substantial support fox the theory that sex i§ a diffuse status
charactéristic which in the absence of mitigating factors will result in

.a higher.incidence of hale teadership ir miXed sex.éqoups anécwiil dictate
R . . ' %
 differept strategies. for the assumption of female leadexrship in mixed
. ) ’ . .
and same sex groups. I will review this research very brie¥ly in order "
LN . ~ ‘, .
n and then discuss th

, . . (/:
to outline the key points leading to-this conclusio
implicatiqps. . \\\\‘ )
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-, . N

. Much pfevious research supports the hypothesis that external status is
- ¢ . * .

-a majo; determlnant of the powver and prestige order, of a taskroriented .
4 \)
qroup (Nally J. Jacobson, 1972; J Berger, B.P. Cohen & M. Zelditch, 1972 b

.
4

J. Berger, T. L Conner and M.H. Fisek, 1974) External ‘status’ affects

1nterna1 statygyby means of oerformance expectations. A person ‘who is

perceived as hav1ng higher external status is assuged by self and others

1 .
A

tg be more compctent unless 1n£orm7t;oh to the contrary is presented

The hlgher status person’s contrlbutlons, thus, are more - likely to be .,

,- . N

well received and reinforced. 1In. con%rast, the "burden of proof" is on
A

\

the lower status person to demoristrate competence. The contributions

»

of the lower status verson is likely to be perceived as motivated by

competltlve and selfish desires to enhance stﬁéus and, therefore, as

1nappropr1ate or 111ea1t}mate (Meeker & Weitzel- O Nelll, 1977) Eskllson'

and Wiley (1976) cite the research of Broym (196?1, Mgssen.(l969) and
Broverman et al. (1970)*toisupport the conmon sense assumption that |
nalesness is associated with—higher status tﬁan-femaleness. " Marsha B.

. . o - .
hacohson_and_Halterfxoch;21957)ureview of the literature suggests that _

"women are evaluated differentlyyfrom, and very often more negativély than,

*

.

en\even’though thelr respectlve performances are identical" (149).

" These evaluatlons were of, general task performance and ablllty, a% well

IS} N . .

as® other indices 'of leadership. . T .

’

Thus, women - enter any potential leadershlp situation with a few

.
. +

strikes against -them. £ a .wonman attempts leadershlp in a group, she must '

Ly - .
.

°den;onstra'te her competehce while at the same time showing that her behavior

'1 . ‘ .
e

N\ : .o .
. 1s motlvated by a co-operative desire t'.promoté the success of the group. .

~ 4

. rather than by a- selflsh de51re for personal gain , (Meeker & Weitzel-Q'Neill[:

)

R 1977). Given these demands it 1s not surprzslng that women are obseryved

[ s

s . Ly, ) (; A' . -
’ -~
“ " .« ) e e ! L.
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' to make mbre eypreseive or social contributions to the géiup.than meﬁ.t' \\
. ‘ \ . N )

It may also exp#aln why in’ the"ew studles of women who S ccessfully

*
.

:attalned leadershlp in natural settxngs or the laboratory, they are rated

htghly ap‘poth task and social leadsrs by those they lead (John E. Baird,

1976; Kathryn Cirincione~Coles, 1975); Thus, we might hypothesize tﬁat
it is not that women are incapable of task leadership, but that social ) -
! /

leadership must come first if they are td acgemplish the former. - :

L
Y

Interpersonal Powar . N Y ..
. C T

.

<

. . Many other studies support and elaborate this perspective on the -~ >

. ;‘ .",

197

impact of gender as a diffuse status characteristic on 1eadérship. Paul@j“ﬁ
[} A v

A ]
‘&-

Johnson s (1976) flndlngs on 1nterpersona1 power havergartiCular significance “

-

. v R .
‘ because they indicate that dlfferen:es in dlffuse status basedren gend c ‘jll ’
.- limits wdat is en as appropriate behavior for women but not for men. 52 :\‘.' .
- Johnson d that when subjects'wgrevasked to evaiuate hypothqtical . Qﬁ‘ T e
eltuatlons in whlch one person attempted to influence another females = L_ﬁS\:~‘(
e e were seefi_as restrlcted to using-certa;a types ot power-er 1efluehce & ‘ -

[y .

'strategles, wblch were classified as 1n01rect, personal and helpless

)

Meh could utilize these sirategies as well as those more closely 1dentffied_ .
with the mascullne gendexr roler i.e.: d!%ect, concrete and competent.
Thus, certalnly it is not 1mp0551b1e for women thassume leadersblp in a-

. .

task or problen solving group as long as they can prove themselves superior

1nrcompetence without. straylng outside the boundarles of gender appYppriate

' - _béhav1or which is in some ways antlthetlcal to 1eadersh1p behavxor as it has

A ] L]

been traditionally defined (LocPheed & Hall, 1976). Johnson also notes . : -
. ‘ s,
- that "femlnlne" strategles for utilizing powe¥ carry negathe connotatlons,

- 1

such as manlpulat've and deceptlve which have detrimental personal and’

-
.

\

social consequences. ; . ® .




- Gommunicative Style

The’ verbal and nonverbal styles assoc1ated w1th fem1n1n1ty and N

. ~¢ e . ) . . . Y . PO .
. ,mascullnlty serve to reinforce the relatlonsh‘p of status and gender.
_.Ia-r R

. .
[N . —

. # In terms of intonation patterns, women exhlbit greqter pitch var1ab111ty

N e .

and more up 1nflectlons at thelend of scntences. P1tch variability is

rd
)ﬁ associated w1th.greater emotlonallty Up thmlnal 1nflect10ns are asso-
p .

ciated Wlth uncertalnty, lack of self-dbﬁffdence and deggrence (SalIﬁ(

’ - .

- < McConnell. G1net, 1974) Thus, a woman in a posltlon of authority is likely

. to be evaluated negatively if she.uses the speecb/;atterns she has learned

. as a woran., If she adopts m51e speeoh‘patternii_pogever, she is likely
’ : .

to be seen as overly pushy, aggressive and unfeminine. ,This is clearly A

“a double bind sithation. (It should be noted that the feminine speech

‘patterns could 'alternately be interpreted as indicating'not emotionality

but expressiveness and hot deference but a desire to encourage responseé.)

- T - Fendnine-nonverbal style.also places woméh . ins the sane @ilemma.
Irene Hanson Frieze and-Shiela J. Ramsey;(l9?6) point out that nonverbal

behayior which cornmunicates low status and submission also signifies.

.

. femininity (lowering of the eves, stmiling, etc.). When women exhibit .
: : . 2
: @ such behavior in groups, are they being followers oY just' being feminine?

If(theﬁ\were to imitate nonverbal behavior associated with nasculinity
. ‘\ .

~and leadership, it is unlikely that they would'receivei the same responses

-

Lasme‘hdé,’ -

( b4 ’ o .

¢ 1eadership Effectiveness

‘ The 1mportance of percelved power or status on leag r effectiveness
Y .
isg demonstrated by Rosabeth Kantor's study of the corporate n1erarchy

.

" o (1978) . She found that a person percelved as powerful in the organization
~ . . . . ,..‘l_,‘_ 2

‘ ' ' t. - ’ CoaT 8 PR R . 5 .

o~ . . . e
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.’ * . d

only had to expresz an interest in somethind being done and it was apto-°

matically executed by‘bne of his staff. Those perceived as lowér in power *
h \/ . -

and status had to resort to more coercive means to accomplish.less

as ‘a gonsequence were seen as lass effective leaders. There are few wome

>

-

in the corporate ‘hierarchy, so that they stand 6ut as females and, thus,

. : . . . .y
are seen a% lower in statud and competence than men until proven, othér-

wise.

’

’

position than the former.

’ -

Obviously, they are more likely 'to find themselves in the later

~ -

-

A vicious cycle is perpetuated* women aren't

expected to lead efrectlvelv, so their changes of dolng so are limited
.

and the stereotypes concernlng female leadership are perpetuated N

[y - + . e
-

s
Task Performance " . \

-

The. data on, level of perforrance and’"leader like a®tivity" for men

\

and women \in same and rured sex groggs vary

‘'widely from test situation to

test situation.' Lockheed and Hall (1976) conducted two separate stud&es ofr

%

student teachers and thﬂ school students in small problem solving ¢ uos.

at

They found that men and woren in same sex groups:

were equally active verbally

S

.

vA

! .

and task or1ented but in mixed sex groups, women were less active.. rIf,.however,

a female subject had prewvious experlence in a same sgx group, the nuﬂber of

(1
’

tasL-grlented acts she iritiated in the mixed Sex group was 51gn1f1cantly \

+ .
/

1ncreasedf/’f; this context, females were rost likely to’ occupy the numh\r;\\\\\
two p051tlon in the 1eadersh1p h1erarchy. The 1mportance of these findings,
along with those of Eckrlson a"‘xhley (1976) on achieved vs. ascribed female

»

leadership, ingicate that the effects of gender status can be,mlnlmlzed if

information 1s~prov1ded that indicates women are competent to lead and that
QN . .

leadership behavior is leg{fimate for them in this context.

1
) . . s; . %
L3

- . ~_ ¢ .

. . .
ol . S, A
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T Sex (:onpos:.t:.on of Groups .o : .
' . ' . \

Substant1al ev1dence 1nd;cates that varjlng the numbers of men and . .

. [}

o~

(’——-
- women in a group (1ndép‘pdent of verbal interaction) canwfffect sex role o

- * \
awareness and behav:.or tov.ard xQore or 1es{s gendﬁ tereotyplfal responses“

L

. Dlane N. Rnble and E. Troy ngglns ‘(1976) er1pwed e llterature on self

reports,of 1dent;f1catlon with masculine and feminine\traits. They conclude

ithat being in the'minority'in;atgroup is likely to heig\ten sex:role awareness.
- . , , P i - . ‘ o

» S

. . L . o . .
This awareness may increase the nunker of opp051te sex stereotypic traits
. v ,
P ,

’s

’reported if the 1nd1v1dual regards androgyny as a de51rab e goal but may

-

° - . {-
1ncrease sage sex stereotyplc 1dent1f1catlon 1f polaga ed fem;&(ty or mas~ >

-,

cullnlty is regarded as more deslrable.“]hlle research by Sandra Bem (1978)
2

indicates that the majority of’peoble surveyed 1dent1fv themselves as prlmarlly

g androgynous, the sxtuatlon of the lone fenaie or the ler male in an oppos;te Lo
. . . iy )
< ' J -
- sex group nay brlng out gender role stereotyplc behav1or 'carol Wolman & Hal .

Iy . .

! Frank; 1975; Ruble & ngglns, 1976) .~ . .

14 —— a
Yerby 1nvestlgated the influence of sex-role att1tudes, group comp051tlon, )
. t

and task on female leadership. She found a sighificant interaction between&

group members’ att1tudes tovard fenale leadersmlp and sex conp051tlon of the

.
-

. Lo . . 3
gtoup in determining group member satlsfactlon itn female leaders. She
. T . "ﬂr]// A
! found that women were ratod as nost highly effective in, balanced sex groups =

£ . .

~ whose members hadrpositive attitudes toward female leaders:\\Thus} att1tudes. s, ’
. . : vy . LA -
concerning gender stereotypes, as well-as the mere presence of various numbers

o

-

- ~

of males and femnales may 51gn1f1cantly alter the 1mpact ‘of gender as a dlffuse

status characterlstlc on the responses of groun members to female leadership, ‘

- . .o~ s N "

In summarlzlng my posmklon, it is’ clear that what we call IEadershlp
is comprlsed of a complex of behav1ors dependent on the 1nteractlon of group’ i

e

members, varying ovet, cine and likely to be distributed anong members as well

.. - .
" -

ERIC | - 10 oo ' ¢
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. ’ . . »
- as to .he1d eiclusively ﬁggone member. Since current models of leadér- - .
. } » N . ; - W

beén based on greater exDerience‘With nale sub)ects, there is a .
to favor those leadership behaViors which are more characteristic

b - - : [ s

of the masculine gender role (Zellman.~ 1976). THe Fignifrcance of this

LRy

L4

tendancy is that it reflects underlying cultural values and'diffe;ential .

x

- ' -

hehavior norms for rmen and women which affect our fundamental'concepts con=

*
- v et

ncerning léadership ;pcluding vho~can ‘lead, who should be studied, what is
+ ;

( -~

studied anddthe’interpretation of what is found. ° The: domains of research
on\task or proplem solving groups havé been the .male military,~business nanage- .

. ' : 7.
ment and the laboratory. . . D

3
. .

. .
. * . -

.To neglect the eéxperience of women in Groups.is to limit our knowledge

.
“

of how groups’operate and hot leadership migh°t function. . In studyi-ng H

\ -

.

[
leadership in task oriented o&,problen sol¥inyg groups, it might be parti-

e H . -

cularly valuable to look at radical zeminist groups because they are con- !
%

sciously experinen*ing with alternatives to a hierarchical leadership structure

.
>

in small gro! ps. They rotate leadership in an erfort to develop the

.

capabilities and’skills of all nembers and to ,draw fully from their experiences. .,

o .

They are cormmtted to achieving equality by equitable means. A hierarchical
- \

.
4

-\<
> group structure would be antithetical to this principle. They also believe
)

that, by maXinizing the competency of a11 nehbers, the group ‘will be more

effectivb,\productive and less vulnerable to dissolution by the loss of

v, a N

* ..14 .

* any .one -member (Paula Costs Eastman, 1973y, | . ’ : .
% R | ~e . o ' ’ “
There is some eVidence to indicate that rotating 1eadership may be

1
>

characteristic of female groups.. ElizabetﬁrAries (1976>» found that groups-

’

of all‘women'tended t ft leadership over time ‘rather than estabiish a’

fixed dominance hierarchy \S men did in &f&“male g;oups. There is additionai'
e X . ) . . - ) B ¢
evidénce from the literature.on sex differences in coalition formation,

- ' AR
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[ ¢ A * . \ . :
10 " . ,
, - v . . -
. 4 - } hd <
. Ce . R SRR . -~
N o support this notion (Shaw, 1971) but much moNg research on female groups -
- v ) Py
néeds’ to be done before any conc1u51ons can be dra&ih. The ev:Ldence preéented
t /4 ' ~9 <

_ : . . , .
[-_‘ Ihchael S. Olmsted and’ A. Paul Hare (l978) discuss l.eadershlp :Ln terms

\ -

1]

1nd1cates that observed d:.fFerences in behav1or ma.y reflect dlfferences in

v : -

. diffuse status rﬁ{:he:/ than any pr""fer‘ence for types of leadershlp activity.

N

Since women and men do npt appear to have an equal numben and klnd of cholces
- \i’

Y

\ ' .
.available to them, we tan not now draw any. o nclus:.ons(abqut preferences for .

> .
what have been 1dent1f1ed as leadershlp act1v1t1es. ' We do not: know :uf .

~
. wWomen are more, co-ooeratlve :Ln .groups And appear moxre 1nterested in a fa:Lr

.

*

'vutcome than, xunnlng out of nece551ty or cholce (Shmaw, 1971) ..

!

ps

A
of a variety of roles w:L‘x:h:Ln i paradigm of group dimensions wh:Lch takes 1nto

" . . ’ .

aé‘count external cultural and soc:Lal‘factors as ..he{ i'mpact on small groups. - b
. . LYo .

»

This model 1nd1cates a ﬁrultful approach to fu:rther Study. Rather -than

iSolat:Lng leadersh:Lp As fan :Lhdepengent phenomen&, we mJ.ght work on construct-

»

n .:anlus:we of .as many factprs as pQSSlble that afrect -

c' 3

/ ™~
indlvidua.l and gr0\1p per/"'ormahce. e should als\o be aware thal—mhéa factors
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themselves and how much does thls reDorted preference affect human behav1or

\in small groups. These are-some of the questlons that need to be

\\poving toward truly\numan ﬁaradlgms of snall group behavior. k The
goal. of feminist scholarship is not to remain isolated as women's

but to redefine the mainstream to be inclusive of the ‘experiences

.

Every theory and paradlgm of human behav1or should re—examlned

range of convenlence. That’ is what does it explain and what does
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not interested 1n Just epplylng traditional c°mmun1c£trpn theory
: .

‘ techniques to women, but in including the experlences of women in
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formilation of communication theory and research practices.
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