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MOMEN IN MANAGEMENT: LEADERSHIP THEORIES,
RESEARCH RESULTS, A4D FUTURE DIRECTIONS

Linda Putmam, PurduelUniversity

The title of this program "The Female as a Unique Component in
Communfcation Research" seems pafti@m?ariy analogous to an ongoing con-

troversy within circles of orqanizational trafners and human resource

;Spéclaiists* This debate, which is quite fervent in the assertiveness-

training arena, centers on the dua1—quiriesi ‘Shau?d we offer -separate

‘”manageria1 training programs for men and wsmen?' and 1f so, 'Why?'

The theme of 'uniquéness of women' in communfcation research and
méﬁagement training seems a partitu1ar1y salient one for several rea-
sons. First, continued emphasis on segmentation between women and men
can lead to thé prdbiemsnwe see with Sﬂmé;ﬁ% the Titerature on sey
ﬁiFfeﬁensés, f.e., a tendency to re?yroﬂ sexsstefeotypé role theories
which aftaﬁ difezt us to insignificant research questions and to self-
evfdent,sevén;tautningica1, aéswers. Thus the issue, 'Are male managers
mareAaséertive and emotfonally stable than female managers are?' is a
quiry w@iéh, although congruent with trait—rdle‘pre&fttiens,aignares the .

ultimate test for conducting research, that is, 1f differences exist,

are they fmportant to us? or how do they contribute to our theoretical

understanding of managerial' systems and the role of communication within

such systems’ R | _ | | o | | »
An additional prob]em with this appraach is 2 iendency to. perpetuaté

dualism between the sexes thraugh Eri@ri assumptians of df fferences.

It seenms that sacia?izatiﬂn experiences, which patentiaily infTuence com-

municativg»behavinrs'are natineat1y>pigeanhpTed into two discrete slots.

Thns,abipg1arity of gender, whether determined by anatomig characteristics

] |



" or by seiFLrepért measures of mascw11n1tyefen%nfnffy, not onty artifi-
cfally dichotomotizes and over-simpli fies a complex varfable but also
~arques tautologically for distinctions between men and women (Johnson
and Leck, 1975; Patton and Patton, 1?76;‘Eanstantinapﬁa, 1973). 4

This critﬁcismirhnneveni {s aimed at research which conceives of
gendar as a dichotomous variable. Investﬁqatgré which focus om androgyni
or on muitiﬁdimensianai approaches to defining gendaf~attempt to emend ”
the epistemc!aéiiaT trappings embedded fn‘assumpticns of dualism (Bem,
19743,

A second problem in focusing on women as a uniquéiégmpgnent stems
from an éthica?vcancern. Wi1l isolation and examination of women mana-
gers apart from men managensfperpefuate the status quo by p?ngjdfng
avidence of stereotypic &iffenences? {Johnson and Leck, 1975) In ;
eFFect; 1f we focus nn the uniéueness of women in a‘supeévis@ry role,
we may inadvertent{y extend.the already expansive power éaps between
men and\wamen in nrganizatians »

Yet, despite these petent1311y inherent difficu?tiesg 1 advocate
the pursuance of research on women executives as a uniqﬂg component. in
the crggnfzatngnai setting, but only with careful, unrenitting attention
to the selectins of theoretical perséecﬁives whfch,Qnderiie our work

-and ta the subsequent 1mp1icatisns of -our findings. To this end, this
paper presents a review and critique of women in management literature
in three conceptua1 and theorvetical domains: trait and raie theory,
manageriai style and Teadership effectiveness, and systems theary.
Thraughaut this review, I will attempt to highlight the implications

of eazh perspective for communication research and the .assumptions about

4



 the uniqueness of women which undergird each of the three areas. Fin-

211y, this paper will conclude with suggestions for future research.

=f

- The Gregt Woman Theory or The Trait Theory Revisited

In sur society the image of a successful leader is a person who
is. agqressive, forceful, campetitivé? achieuement griented,$591fé
- confident, amd independent. These traits Eend to be more often éssn—
ciated with menftﬁéﬁ with women. Women are generally depicted as emo-
. tlonal, passive, depeﬁdent; nurtural, intuitive, and submissive. Thus
'a woman manager often finds herself placed in a double bﬁndi If she
Qisp?ays the cu1t§ra11y defined traits of a woman, she is rejected as an
unaéceptab]e manager. If she acts according to the male definedvrcie
of é leader, she is condemned aéibeing unfeminine. Since the woman
:m§n393f canﬁét 31mu1taneoﬁs]y‘canfaﬂn'td society's exéectationé(@f both
woman and manager, she is faced with a paradox. The either-or nature
of these chaices polarizes those who advise women managers and :gnfuses-
the-wdmeﬁ wi;h'cantradiétcry recommendations,
In'pubiicatiaﬁs for the woman executive, three commn§1y'ment1aned
sets ofipersonaTity traits are‘aggressiveneés and d@minanceg self-
‘confidence and self-esteem,

fand emotional control and sound judgment.
A review of this 15teraturég§11;strate5 that (a) women face a double
bind in the managemEﬂt ro?é, (b) the advfce they recelve 1s often con-
tradictory, and (c) fhg'researsh on these traits does not support the

belief‘thaf they are critical to effective leadership,




Agqressiveness and Dominance versus Depegﬁgn§yragé Submission

The words ‘aggressiveness' and 'dominance’ often appear interchange-
ably iﬁ Jitérature about women in management. Even though these terms
may connote different aspects of the same.concept, authors rarely. di ffer-
entiate between them. Some writers agree that aggr3531véness is an
esseptfial quality ?Qr‘wngﬁ manajers, while étherg‘temper'thig conclu-
sion by;paintiﬁg;ta the neqative effects of too much dominance or sug-
gest that men are repelled by aggression, yet critical when viomen. lack
. '

As an advocate of the fdrmer position, Bremer (1973) contends
that female executives should:

be aggressive when called for--force yourself to be assertive.

subordinates rely on you to settle grievances, get them renumer-

ation that they deserve, and take action on problems they are
not in a position to solve. Fear of making a mistake may seri-
ously impair your ability to function on the job., However,

women should not become defensive about being a woman and over-

compensate by being aggressively high-handed or heavy handed
in dealings with them (men). (p. 16)

On the ither hand, Basil's survey of 316 managers (102 female, 214
“male) supports the,belief that aggressiveness is d neqative quality for
female managers. He found: - =

Negative attitudes on the part of men appear confined to women
executives who show a tendency to demand equality, to try to be
masculine, to insist on asserting ego, to be domineering and ag-
‘gressive. Some of the attributes found necessary for success in
management, such as aqqressiveness. have been found by women 1in
their social role to repel men . . ... If men cannot accept
harshness and agqressiveness in women, can women perform a mdna-
gerial function utilizing more womanly attributes and he accep-
ted? (Basil, 1972, pp. 96, 108) : :

pue to thegparadexiga1 Tink Eetﬁeen these two seemingly contradic-

tory pasiti@ns,_it is not unusual to find both stances advocated within



the same publication. When Lynch énumeratés the att;ibutes for success- .
~ful female leadership, she uEgei women
to be stranq but not aqqressive ﬁ‘. (to) be self-assertive,
(to) make the right-decisions Qu1¢k1y and (to) handle subordin=
ates with humor and firmness. (Lynch, 1973, p. 27)
"Later she points out that fear GF being too aggressive is one of the
'hang-ups' female- supEPV1sors face in executing their managerial dut1es
Discuszions of aggressiveness or dcmi;ance as persona]ity traits
of feﬁaié leaders suffer from ambiguous meanings &ligned wfth these
words. This is evident in the wide variety of terms used to describe
aggressiveness _’ | |
1) assertive heavy handed (?remer, 1973)
2) deman@ing, asserting eqgo, domineering, harshness (Basil, 1972).
" 3) firmneés, strength (Lynch, 1973) » :
4) sé1f—in1tiative; drive, fortitude (Woods, 1975)
5) averraéct;ng, forwardness (Epstein, 1973)
it 1s apﬁéréntvfr@m this semantic sonfgsiaﬁ that the terms ‘ag-
gressiveness' and 'dominance’ do not refer to é similar set of leader-
éhip skills and behaviors; thus, definitions éf these traits are not
interchangeable. ' o _ - o .
The feminine tréits of dependency and submisé%ieness are outgrowths -
of a lack of se1F¥aSSEr;ign_ What our culture dgems'Feminin;=are de-
rivaiians of dependency. Men usually select aggression or detachment
when faced with'anxiety; whereas”women éradi*ianai1y opt for dépenden:y.
which, in turn, 1eads to subnissiveness. se1fséf;acement and fear of

seTf-assertiQn, Yet for some male executives, a woman muqt meet their

expectationé’of a dependent.fema1e or she threatens their mascu1in1ty.

~1



if she 1s not dépendent on them, they may withhold informatie; she needs
or use her as a SEapegaat ' | -
As with recommendations about aqgressiveness, advice on Fema1e sub-~
missiveness is often fnconsistent. Some aqthars feel that dependency
‘1s a negative attribute for successful female,leadership; others tend
to qualify their fejectiaé of this tréit with reservations abput ﬁhen'
and hﬂﬁ women shéuid relinquish it, )

. N Dne question left unanswpred by many of these writers is whether

: tive 1eadar. Research does not lend sirong suppnrt to this assumpuian¥
(Stngdi11 1974}, In fact, the relationship between’ég%inance and
effective 1eadersh1p was QEﬁEFa11y low and hinged upon a range of situ—
ational fastcrs_ No evidence can be faund to 1ink aggressiveness to
such management §k1115 as tack11ng cha11enging ass1gnnents, setting
_achfevable gaa]s; pLanquing;i Drganizing, persuading,»conciiiat1ng, and
conveying entbu;jaSMj‘ Thus the notion that successful managers are
daminanpfpf‘éﬁéressive may depend on the sifuatiaﬁ‘she or he encounters..
It séégé futile to talk about degrées,'taa much-or too 11tt1é-dﬁminanceg

f.Consequent1y when authars admcnish Fema1e executfves to be mere or 1355

7 y . aggressive, they Eantinue to nurture the- doubIe bind women face

Se1f—Cnnf1dence and Self-Esteem

Lack of cnnfidence in her ab11ities to excel is another problem a
i woman manager encounters, In a survey on the relationship of 5g1f—
eon;ept to sex~ro1e:stereét¥pe§, women reported lower opinions of thelir
se1f;wnrth than did men (Rosencrantz, et.al., 1968), - This phenomenan

seems 1{inked %p the high sncia1 desirab11ity of mas:u11ne characteristics.‘

o -;,‘_ - . | ' ] A ) 8 X . . ‘ R
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Hhen se]* esteem is inversely related to femininity, yet pesftively

‘glinked with feelings of competence, women must strugqgle with an {dentity é
double bind. However, einee mest of the research on 5e1f—esteem focuses
on ca11ege eqe or high sehoa1 wemen, we do not know whether male and
_fema]e managers differ on perceptlone of self-esteem.

- Studies on the treits of leaders conducted from 1904 to 1970 re-

. 'veal that self-confidence is one charaeter?stie which has shown a con-
ésietent and positive relationship with leadership (Stogdi11, 1974),
The>Find{ﬁgsieﬁgge§t thai leaders rate higher than fe1iowersiin self-
confidence and self-esteem. However, the development of self-confidence
is higﬁ1y»dependent_ﬁpen the weylune is tFeated; In e'jcb‘eeﬁting '
workers need support and peeitive;feedbaek to fncreeee ceﬁfidence in a
particulas job and this reinforcement iSECDntingEntgpn effective per-
formance, Therefore, eﬁether,ene‘becemes self-confident depends upon
what the eituatfon s and how they hafe Peen’rewardedqur their per-

formance 1n previous similar situations.

Emeﬁipﬁej éqﬂtreiﬁendrannd Jydgmenﬁr

. Emotiena? versus 1egica1 is a popular stereatype for centrasting
‘sex differences in making dec%&éens In SesiT s survey e1mest three-
fertes_ef the 214 male respondents (71%) and a eignfficant percentane
ef the 102 female supervieers:(49%)'egree that women are more emotional

:-iﬂd less rational than men (Basi‘t, 1972); '

Surveys of ma1e managers ceneistent1y repert that men fee1 women
are tempermentel1y unsuited for management; that s, they are too emo-

“tfonal and tense for work that rquiees eb;eetfvity, aﬂaIytieaT skills,




and eereful reasoning. ‘Hereever fn Schein’s eurvey ‘of 300 middle-

11ne supervieers, subjeete identiFied emetiena] stability, eggreseivesf
-ness, se1f—re1iance, desire For respensib11fty, and ebject1v1ty as, the
requisite characteristics for success ful management for both men and -
-women, Thus, the perceived eim11er1ty between the characteristics of
successfu1 managers- -and men in our society intensifies a female mana-

&

ger s re]e etrugg?e (Schein 1973,.1975)+- -~ -
Seme wri;ere who acknow1edge the prevalenca ef this belief ceut1en
. female exeeutives to control their emotieps, avoid beingzwhims1ee1 or -
dieergenieed inereesening, and to remain cool and dignified in a crisis.
This advice, though, tends to foster the double bind, If a woman is
too emetieﬁeT, ehe'sian 1neffee£ue1 executive who behaves 1ike a Femeie;‘
yet 1f she's tee celﬁiand aloof, she becomes a parody of a man, S eégf
| | ,Agein'the research f%ndings do not support the contention that
s v1eeders ere consistently chere:teriiedfby a high degree of seTF-centreii
or by a Teck of: emetione1 e}preesien_ Many etud1es show a slight :
pnsitive link - between these’ féctors and Teederehip; but some reveeT a
zero re1etieneh1p or a sli1ght negative association between the two

(Stogdill, 1974). | o L

Achievement Motivation i
Traits of daminaneesedepeﬁdency, eeificenfidence end emotional
cuntrol may be mederated by achievement motivation, an attribute which
7 demonetretes a poeitive corretation with 1eedersh1p ability 1n twenty-
'“eight studies (Stogdi1l, 1974), Early research.on ‘the drive to excel
revea1s that females, due to their eecielizetien, fear failure and
lcensequent1y set their -aspirations lower then their male ceunterparts

do (Atkinson, 1957; Strickland, 1971).

10
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But Matina Horner (1972).%ﬁéérprets this low drive to excel as a

motive to-avoid success. In this sense, women.who strive for intel-

b

k3

Tectual master} vieTaég apprapﬁ{ate sex role beﬁav{ar and,ﬂqnsequeﬁt1y,x
experiénéeiéhxiety which, in tu;n; inhibits task perfarmgnce<ﬂ Since
Horner's findings are based on a ca11ege samp1e Neads and é}eenfé1d
(1976) replicate the fear of success resea:ch with 18 male and 18
" female corporate executives. Their findings do not support Horner's
_hypothesis. In 1"31:*@;_i both males and FemaTé; demanstrate'apprehensian
. toward success. | | ‘
o Other field studies demonstrate that female executives rank-as
high as }heir male céunterpa%ts in the desire For:prnmnticn and career-
'relatédgéutcamés, and in the drive to attain power and feelings of :\%,x
*sel f~actualization (Herrxck 1973; Brief and OT1VEF,.19?5; Morrison
" and Seba1d 1974), In fact, a gaai'af many top women executives is
to integrate their PD1ES and achievement needs 1ntg fully congruert
selfﬁa:tua1ized peop]e (Hennig aﬁd Jardim 1977). |
Thus, it appears that female magzgers are either a select gfou? of
highly-motivated individuals or §ha§ women, in general, may not be és
1awkin ach}evement motivation as initial research reports. Perhaﬁs
. women ga not lack a driVE'ta excel, but have directed ;his energy in

such socfally acceptable tasks as volunteer work and_faising children.

nPrab1ems with the Trait Approach

Research on the suitability of women for managerial pos1ticns re- .
‘1195 heavi]y on sex- stereotypic traits. Hhen investigatinns depart
fram these assumptigns and examine other aptitudes "associated with

manageria1 perfarmance “women equal {1f nﬂt exce1 their male :aunterparts

a8 .
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The Jahnsanlﬂ‘ﬁonnor Research Foundation, Inc., measured 300 men and
women on 22 basic aptitude:, There were no discernable sex difference§
i ‘for analytice’ reasoning, inductive reasoning, numerical Qnd design
memory, and objective personality. Hﬁwever, men excelled women in
structural visuaiizatian and muscular qrip while femaiés surpassed
males in accounting aptitude, verbal fluency, and abstract visualiza-

_tion of ideas (Johnson, 1975).

¥

In sum, the 1iterature on personal characteristics of effective.’
female leadership.reflects a controversy as to whether women should”
emphasize masculine or feminine traits, These contradictions Tead to

aniiinetical rétcmmendat1ons which confound rather than abviate the
\

\
. diiemmas of women managers. Examples of such advice are:

Female executives should avoid behavior that reinforces
stereotypes about women . . . . They should give up
" their own stereatypes and exert forthrightness (Bremer,
. 1973, p. 22).

* " The qu§1ity of a woman executive which gives her an up-

; per hand on the management level is her feminine respon-
sfveness. It fs not only possihle but preferable that
a woman retain her feminine responsiveness without losing
the power of assertion or even of command. Gentle as-
sertiveness on the part of a woman is not only more be-
;cmjng)but, 1ikewise, more effective (Hackamack, 1972,
p. 102). '

The war1d of work is a man's world. Yomen must efther
play by the rules or suffer the consequences (Dunlap,
1972. p. 21) - _

The: skills and behaviors required of good managers are

those oriented to female stereotypes. They are trained
in-human ralations, in.the maintenance of a socfal unit,
and in serving subordinates' needs (Goodé,. 1973, p';?B)

Male peers must .be able to recggnize the same executive
characteristics in you as they do in fe11nw males (Lynch,
1973, p 1?) .

v’\.\i}




Acceptance of stereotypical male characteristics as 2
"basis for success in management may be a necessity for
the woman seeking to achieve in current grganizatinna1
climates (Schein, 1975, p. 343).

Trait theqries; while a dominant approach ﬁa TEaderghip research |
prior to World War II, are antiquated and ineffectual. Over twenty- .
. five years of extensive studies-an the personal charactérﬁstics of
-sucéessfg1 leadérs produced inconclusive results gﬁsfhe vast majority
of perscna]ity traits (Stogdill, 1974), Should we repeat this ap-
proach in nur study of women mariagers? i e
Mareover, the study of sex—tra1t diFferences is 1ikeiy to in--
crease rather than 1essen a waman manager s rn1e diTemma Thea
presence of caunterpositians in advncating apprapriate fraits for
fema1e 1eaders seems irnnica1 1n that mﬁst investigatars agree that

',"E@t?ﬁfiir’

£ ﬁygef'a1

,otganj:atians shguid—breakfaway‘fru;’

ru1es ) Yet the very. nature of dve111ng on sexsiiﬂked traits seems
- to emﬁﬁasize male versus FEma1e attributes (Putnam and Heinen, 1978)..
- In some sense aur Janggage system cant;1buta§ to this probiem. .
The wnf&é we uéé’ta describe'sex5r61es, ‘maStu1ine‘ and ‘?emihinez‘-
are defined by cu1tural1yiprescribed traits, cansequentTy when we use
_ the;terms, 'male' or ‘female,' we inadvertentTy refer tg the persana1ity-
PRI ‘faﬁéaréltha% define these words. The 1;verse then fb11ows. when we '
!discuss these persnna1ity traits we . connote references to sex: Our
1anguage system'@then; not only depicts men and women as Qppcsiteg,
:u:but a1so defines 'male’ and Fema]e as persnnaiity traits
= “Since language pEttETﬂS foster this double bind if women are

encnuraged to became more assertive, less emntignaT, and ‘more 1ugica1 -

than they current1y are, the 1mp1icatinn 15 that Fema1es must acquire

13
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these stereotyeed masculine traits. Yet, when etiters suqqeet that
female executives ﬁse their soft, gentte feminine styie, they imnly
she shee1dn‘t;exhibit any male-oriented traits, Opportunities for-
the self-ful filling prophecy to take effect may increase with con-
?tinued_emphasie upon the differences in me?e—temeie traits.

géaeice1ly; the trait approach is not_usefu1,eeceUEe it charac-
rtEPizee leadership in terms of pereenei chereeteristiesg 1t %qneres
>the nature of the teet, the etganizetienelreeﬁtext; endteny charac-
Vteristies of the followers. In addition, it neglects the mportant
ﬁfaet thet Teadership 1s net static, but dynamie.- The aeeeﬁeiiShment ,
of the task 1nve1ve5 a eampTex 1nterp1ey of Fercee between‘the leader
'and the, situationeT factors that she or he faces. ' ’

s

H‘Feaver, this perepe:tiveﬂ:est women inte a_sex-stereotype |

feminine re]e which 1s in eenstant struggIe w1th externe1 denends tﬂ
>be§ame naseu1ine. A1theugh the eenf11ct pertrays a feme]e meneger in

“a unique pesitinﬁ 1t misrepresents her ‘complex charecter end her over- :
all impatt»in the erganizatienel m11ieu! | ‘

The tre1t approach efFers little premiee to- communication research-

b

. ers who view meieefema1e reﬂaticnshipe in erganieetiens as more multi-

faceted dynamic, and sftuatiene] then can be predicted from a set oF _
static’ d1epesit1ens Yet, even theugh some investigators ecknow1edge
}:the 11mitetinns of this perspective, sex stereetype traits form the
locus ef much reseatch eﬁ the behevicrs, styles and perfermence eve1u;

| ations of female exeeutivese



' »Theary Y. Cnﬂgruent with sez-stereatyp1c predistions, Rgb1e (1973)

13

Homen E:e:utives as Démacrats, "utccrats, or Icanaclasts

‘Since tne early work of Strgdtpeck and Haﬁﬂ'(1955), females. are
typécé§;~as thezsneiozempi{anai ar maintenance leaders of groups while
ﬁa*es'are seen és the tagkﬁasﬁersi‘ This deﬁareatiaﬁébetween the
funﬁtiuns DF grcup care =taking and those nf task acsanp11shmgnt resem—

ble such 1eader5h1p styles as Emp1DJEE centered versus Jabscentered

o manageria] behavior ur the ph11osaph1531 assumptians uf Theory X and

4

posits that a Feminine 1eadersh1p style or a particfpatary, Theahy Y

%-appruach will produce better resu1ts than a traditional Theary X

ma1e arientatfon.

YEf;_des'the_the_snﬂaLlugmnﬁtbls assumptiun, thefarﬂhtyﬁalw—vﬁ'—n:

’ -fbma1e executive 15 usuaTTy depictéd as an enascu1ating bitch_v In a

more maderate tane. Henning and Jardim (197?), expTain this phennmena

1n a develapmenta1 perspective EarTy career paths of women managers

,fb1]°“ successful peerrmance through attainﬂent of urgan1zatiena1 : w;

gaa1s. In pursuit of these gaa1s, wamen exe;utives often devnte the»

‘ tﬂtaTity Qf their energies. tc task act1v1t1e5 and neg?ezt the peop1e

dimension Thus the behav1ara1 sty1e Hhith came to typify this situ-

3 atfon was that of a calToused 1npersnn31 fprma1 execukive.'

Empirica1 research on fenaTe 1eadersh1p FaiTs to support- either
Theory x or Thegry Y patterns ~ \lhen 327 subje:ts describe hnw fra— :

ternity and sdfarity leaders shnu1d behave, male 1eaders emerge as i

}mnre authnritarian than ﬁemaie Teadars, especially on matters which

perta{n to graup goals, exeréise nf pﬁaer, and Eantru1 of members.



Hawever on Fiva of the nineteen items wamen afe seen as more aata-

cratic than men are;' Thus, it seems tha; women as waI]_as_mgn exhibit.
-spme autocratic characteristics (Denmark and Diggory, 1966).
| In Rasénfaid and.FanIar‘s aiuay:(IB?E) of persgnaiity corralates
gfilaadership}s§y1a; dannafatfa women 1aader§ are charaétarized'as
_aaan!ﬁinﬁéd and nurturing while danaératig'maTE leaders are described
. as forceful and analytical. Both male and %ama1e,autocra£1z leaders,
bthougn a?e depiated as agnnegsiva and revengeful. ‘ |
Since this. study samples college studants only, a fie1d 1nv35a
ﬂtigation of Fana1e managars may yield différent results., Hith a sampia

ﬂf ma1effEma1e banking'suparvisnrs, bnth sexes were judged more efn

fective when managera exhibited a nurturing style aa appaaed ta a -

: 'task—orientad ane. But a fr1and1y~dapandeut sty1e was seen as mnst .

effective whan 2 manager 1ntaracted wfth 2 subgndinate af tha nppaaite-

o ek, |

05 studfes on-1aadérsnip'sty1a,'ft seems , ﬁfgda;é jntanajpsiva;finé—
fngs.” Style, as well as trafts, 'may be a rafiecfian a? iha'way-a-ﬁani | -

‘ ager bahaves in a situatinn or, ‘more pacifica11y, the way he . or sha |
interacts ‘with a particu1ar subnrdinate. ’

N In many Fespacts researah nn 1eadérship behavicrs uF women axf, _

ecutives fa]1cw the models used fnr studyinq ma1e managers. Such tra-‘“

ditionai appraachas emplny the Dhia State- Leadership Behavior Descrip—

s

e . tion Questinnnaira (LEDQ) and Fiedler Least Preferrad Co-Worker .

‘ (LPC) to ascertain emp1nyea satisfactian with canaaderatian and 1nitiai
ting structure. In a study of 165 univarsity staff emp1ayeas, consid- .

rma;atian cayraiatas with ampiayae_satisfaatjan at=r " aST_fbr fama}e

feadersfand’a ra 13 for their male cauntarparts.
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on initiatirg structure, however, there Were Ao significant dif- - —

?Lrences “In satisfaction with male or” “female superviso rs‘fﬁetty Eﬁﬂ’ -

Gordan, 1355)

e e,

similarly, tn | Day and Sta§d111 5 inves*1gation’f 97 f) of 38 male
?qd 38 fgmale\Air:Fnrcé officers, suberdinates described women offi-

g FﬁfsJés‘ﬁiéhér aﬁ éansidéﬁgtion and prudgciian emphasis thaﬁ were

male 1éader5; Eut these ‘di fferences were not statistica11y signifia

3cant. Horeover, when business students evalua;ed siﬂries which cast

ma1es and fEﬂaies in four 1eadersﬁ1p sty1es femaTes were judged

@1gher on ;gnsidEfation than maies were whiie males excelled in struc~

. : .

 turing task.activities,  Sex. o¥ the evaluator also infTueﬁced assesséfx

_ment of. ménagerialﬁstylé‘i%

that females viewed strm:turjng bahavjuv;s,:S__.

~higher than ma1es &id (Bartol and Buttetie?d 1975)

Hhereas studies with the LBDQ Shﬂweﬂ that females were consis-_;
tent1y hﬁgher than ma]es were on cansideratian 1nvestigatians which
used Fiedler! s LPC ?Evea1ed na si§n1f1cant diff‘erenceF between na1e !

Rnd fema1e on interpersana1 aﬂd task*ariented styles_ These find1ngs o

heid even when tagk str?cture, pqsit1an pawer and 1eader-member

reiatiuns WEPE ratated tu fit F1edTEr s model (Chapman and Luthans,
1975; Rice, Righer and Vitters 1977) Perhaps. Fledler! s made]
thaugh sg1tab12 fbr ma1e FESpDnSES ta leadérship Eantingensie;; might

. be inappropriate for fhmale styles nf nanaging pnwer and’ task situa-x
tians. é' | -‘ fo "5:',“ ' ,
A55953ﬂent of managerta] communicatian functians and sty1es re-
presents a deParture Frcm traditiana1 apprcaghes to the study QF )

leader §gh@vigrs. Baird and Bradley (19?3) employed an 18- 1tem varim




i

s w‘emwmre_ﬁetien_efeﬁerteq,s eemmunicater styTe 1nventangf to deecriee eemmuni-

T }‘;"—“““’*:etien*funetiens‘@fLTEQ maneQETs»iﬁ-threeferqanizetiene Their find-

" ings paralleled work on consideration styles of women executives,

thatiie, Femeies eieee&ed nales in_seeres on. giving 1nFermetien; pro-

‘Qmeting happy re1etiens; being feceptivelte ideas, eneeureging-eFfeft,

';}en—the-jeb ceunse}ing (Tayne 197?) o )

sheﬁing conceriy, and befng ettentiver Op the cther hand, males sur-
pessed females-on scores of daminenee, direc tfng cenversat1cns, and
cententieusne 3. Such f1ndinqs may be‘usefuT to meneqement trainers

who desiqgn. peegrems to eid woren in deve1ep1qg skills such as de!egaa _

Ue:tﬁng authority, erganizing HDFR tectfu? asse¥tien of ieeas, aﬁd

Leedefshis‘style {s not only related fo the exeeutien of mene—f

P

geriam Functieee but a1se ‘to the ienguege petterﬁs embedded in these

'!_messages, ¥hereas some euthore adv?se WGmen te eﬁhen:e gred1bi]ity

by developing mere_meseu11ne.speeeh getter*ns5 others argue.that_emUn

'latien'ef male comnunication’ styles may hinder task accomplishment.

-To test these assUmptiens-‘Bete (1973) ceileeted manager1ai rat-

; 1ngs of seven vignettes whieh exemplified ma1e-stereotye1c, female-

_ster‘eetyeici and nen—sextyeed lenguegee' The ratings supperted the

use ef nen—stereetypie Ianguage fer both- ma1es and femeies. More-

aver. there were no sign1f1cant differenees in vignettes which de~

_picted men using male Steeeetypic 1anguage sty1es and these whi ch

' shewed women, exemplifying the same perterns. Iﬁ fect manegers viewed

E

- me?eastereetypie 1anguege as the Teast effeetive of the three sty]es

Threugheut the Jiterature on 1eedereh1p etyle researehers em-

: éiﬂy;subard1nete5: ra;ings of eupervisery effectiveness ae indices

7
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QF manageria1 perfﬁrmance, The assumption is that 1neffectuai ‘behav-

joral styles wil] resu1t‘?n poor performances »ﬂut eadership evalu- S

’ ations, in turn, are CanﬂundEd by other factors which have nn]y

tangentia! re1atinnship to actual behaviors. ’ o N
B “';\L .

More specificaTTy,fsuburdinates attitudes teward wcmen as 1ead§Ts.

\,
e

-,
.,

task situatinn; sex of rater, ‘and camposfiian of vork group affect
assessment of managerial perfarnaﬁce.‘ h

_In a study that cuﬁtrg11ed for campaﬂitinn af thg grnup “and_ task

: structure, groups with an equa1 number of nales and fema1es who had a'

pasitive attitude taward vomen 1eaders showed moré satisfactian with a :

__female leader _than did qroups with nther sex member cnmpasiticns.»ﬁﬁ_: -

=

Eut graups campased of three males and one féma1e even with nqsit1VE

_ attitudes taward women 1eader5 revea1ed considerable dissatisfactian

with their leader (Verby, 1975) It seemaed, then, that sex ratia cf
graups and pusﬂﬁive fee]ings abaur Fema1e ranagers affected perfarmance

EVE1uaticn5 aF female- 1eaders.

Addit{uﬁ31 suppart for this pFemTSE stemmed from resear;h on the

Wamen as Managers Sca1e (HAMS), a questiunnaire designed to assess

“attitudes toward women in manageria1 s{tuatinns (Peters, Terbarg, and

Tay1or. 1§74) In researﬁh with this scaTe, Gar1and~and Price (1977)

'reparted that subjects with positive attitudes ‘toward femaie exe¢ut1ves

jnb as the ba51s fnr har sucaess.

Wy

- attributed a woman's perFormance to her abi1ity and her -hard work,

while subcrdinates with negative attitudes credited 1uck and an easy

Attitudes toward woman managers aTsa—interacted with the nature

of thg QTDUR s task. In an. 1nvestiqatfnn of FemaTe 1eadershﬁp patterns

-
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-

with West Point cadets, grﬁup members with neqative attitudes toward

‘; femaIe ieeders perfermed better on a structured mathemetiee1 tesk
' WhE§gaS those with positive attitudes exee]1ed5en an mnstructured,
aee";ended dfsdvssfon“task (Rice. Richer, and Vittasos, IQT?Qf” Hence,
a wamen's”berfermense evaTHation in a perticuiar'taSk sifuetien hinged,
to some extent, on_her subordinates’ predispesitfen toward a Feﬁe?e
ﬂienager. | ) _ V |
!_Dther stddies'indieated'thet the sex of e”Teader.iregerd1ess of
- , | " 'fellgwers' etiitudes, eFFeeteavgrpue perfeﬁnenee and pereeptiens"ef
Teadgr behévier ijh RiEE,-et al. study (1977{3' greups.with meie

1eaders geﬂere11y perfcrmed better and expressed greater satisfaction

‘2‘”‘%ee¢ with the greup .than d?d members with FemaTe Teeders. But in situes

tinns where the greup fa11ed to e:camp1ish its essigned tesk me]e

1eaders were judged moFe- hersh]y than fema1es, even though the ectua]

: perfarmance of the two were equive1ent (Jeeabsen and EfFerty, 1974)

" Hence, diseriminstien 1n perfarmsnce evaluation besed on’ sex- re1eteeﬁ,_ -

—€f4=rjt—emev~~f5téreatyping eeu1d pntentia11y jeepardize male-as we11 as female -
| ’ eva1ust19ns :
» But 1n regerd o prematibi1ity, males’ csntinue to receive prefa
aerentiaI treatment (Kanter, 1977)i As evidenee of this praetice,
,e1;568 superg}sers ?espeﬂde&'ta eleven hypethetiee] situatiuns on em-
-7ﬁiayee treaement. >Ména§ers expressed greeter urgenisetiona1 effort
“to petain ve1uab1e male than femeie emp1syees end shswed stronger

ECtiens'For discip1in1ng femeTw as opposed to ms]e emp1oyees. In sum,

: arganizetinns fostéred more: cencern for the ‘careers of men than for o

tbssg of women. As Rosen and Jardee (1974) stress:

a




‘w . . in sftuatfons where available information is ambigu-
ous or contradictory, decision makers fall back on precon-
. ! cefved attitudes (sex-role bias) to arrive at their ulti-
- ~ mate decision. Only when there are clear-cut rules and
- qualifications do both men and women stand a chance of
'?reaki?r out of the etereatyped perte written f@r them.'
p. 58 ,

Prob!eme with Research on 1
Leedersh[p Style and‘Performanee :

- Leadership style, as a canteptue1 framework for-the study of
women 1in manegement cencentrates on eetue1 behaviﬁrs of female ex-.
v ecutives rather than on pred1spnsitxons to behave Yet, the bulk eF
studies reviewed for thie s paper center on_. subgtdinete QF—SEJf=FEPQFﬁ S

v?pereeptians of‘style or on assessmEﬁt of 1eeder perfohnance Thus,

inveetigatars seem restricted to a wery ﬂerrew renge W1th1n the VaSt

_domain of 1eedership behaviurs.
This cenfinement to femiTier terein may exp1ein why some re-
seerchers readily. transfer theery and pre:tiee der1ved fram maTen

,:*lftdominated studiesete an- exeminetiun of femeIe 1eedershtp. The probs,‘*'

_lem. theugh s net in the preetice of rep11tet1ng treditienel Yeader-
;ehip theories, rether 1t 1ies with the omiseﬁen cf eomparetive va?ﬁdity:~
_ ‘infarmatien or wfth the ebsente of a viable retinnele for essum1ng ‘
s f; - the su1tabiTity of . this treﬁsferenee | : 7 3
?\xi o " A1thaugh the sty1e eppraeeh seens 1ees entrenched 1in the "double

E

; }}Q% bind phenumene then the treit theury is, this perspective eontinuee

thxsese women 's uniqwenEss on sexisterentype predictiens, e, g.,'fe-

male 1 megegers demonstrate higher scores on eensideratian than du male

.
)

2 o suPervisursﬂ 7 -
A | Omitted from these sex- stereatypie eseumptinns 15 the 1mpaet eF

. N
organizatiane1 envirnnment on the un1quenese of women exetutives
NG _

Elﬁl(; .., o ) | - ff - :“ Fr “-XS\%;Z' ial“

~
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To-scme-eStcnt‘ thelieadership.styié mcdéf;inccrnaratcs such situai.;'

tional faciuts,35-5ubcrdinate—att%tndéghtuwaFdz;;"ﬁ‘,ja_%ask demands
But even with the additicn of these variab1es, 1eadersh1p 5t111 re-

sides primarily in the 1ndiv1du31 racﬁcf than ;hczcontext__(

- . S System and Cont1ngancy Theories:
o Structyral Var1ab1és as Detérm1nants cF Lcadersh1p Behavicr

The contingency-appncacﬁ to wcmen'in’managemcnt advancés the -

position that crganizatfcnal Factnrs de1in1t options, for apprnpriatc

léadETShip behavior. Thus, female manager;ccraihcr than—exist{ngc 1 R—

envircnment Un11ke the trait and style perspectives, the. citaaticn, .

rather ‘than the pcrscn 15 the most sa1ient fcrce in directing grcup

* —

wcrk prccesses

L L Leadershfp,as vicwed by contingency thecrists, s 'a dynamic
7reiatinnship=betweenﬁmanagers and subcrdinatesssone framed within

EEEE :1;:, such structura1 variabies as crgan1zatinna1 climate, tokenism, “power

and status hferarchies, and fnrma] infcrna] pcer re]aticnsh1ps in the_-;

cnrpcrattcn. These’facturs, thenf act en masse tc affect managériai

. ‘behavior as well as percepticns DF 5Uperv1sor ?Erfnrmance.l The coni”‘

tingency apprﬂach then, suppcrts the assumption that leaders adapt
their capabiTities, Sty1es. and behavicrs to Fit the circumstances
they cncuuntcr : : . ”c;':f o --'; S

' One factnr which seems to. 1mp1nge on: thc behaviarai athrnatives!
af women cxecutives is crganizatfcna? c]imate | In particu1ar re~

- o searchers qugsticn ' hcw climatc affccts p]acemEnt of wcmen managers,




i

hnw women superv1sars percaive climate, and how qender af 1eader in- -
~ fluences" subordinates perceptions afvarganjzatianal}c11mateg _

- The first quiry guided the reseirch of Loring and Wells (1972)
who hypothesized that'fama1ayﬁanagers were “seldom found 1in ax§1ditas

tive éTfmatesfandlaarQad only in staFF positions,. éaordfnatanq func-

[+]

f tions and persanna1 traininq within paterna]istic c]imates Eut in.

consu'ltatwg and partlcipatory enviranments. women Functinned more

productiveTy in a number QF decisianﬁﬂaking capac 1 ties. To test—the—

——— -——-second‘q_T‘y, 5ampf€f§¥f_ 5 men and 25 women fram three separata:
nrganizations camp1etﬂd a battery nf tests on autanamy, ascendenca, o
upward cammunlaat19n dis;ort1an, risk- taking prapansity, and perceavad
;iscriminatinﬁ Scoras Dn thase 1nstruments suggasted that maTe man~
agers viewad tha arganizatiana] c1imata as praviding more autanamy,
more npportunity For decision mak1ng, and more authurity than did |
ueman exacufives (Athanassiadas, 1974) ;

Hnreaver, both maTe and female managers felt gevernmenta] and
business arganizatians discrininatad against waman and especfally
against thase wha expressad Faeliﬁgs af 1ow autonomy That 1is, waman?

..... —who felt 1ess fndapendent tended to parceive more ‘distortion of up— t
uard cnmmunicatian which, 1n turn, pre:ipitatad c1oser supervisfan ‘

: gnd perpetuated feelings af 1¢w autgnumy.j % ’ V

Additianal rasearch on the perceptinas of arganiza*iana? climate
rﬂvea1ed that high schuol fatulty departments TEd by a maIa were

_ perceived as highar in esprit da :aras and 1nt1macy than vere divia

~sfons headad by a female, wh11e fama1es were seen as requiring more .

rﬂutina duties and busywnrk ! Hgaever,~thare Hare no signifiaant

L
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:diffarcnces bctwcen tha sexes 1n regard to !g%rcssivcness producticn

‘emphasis, and_prafcssicnal knowledge of the chairperson (Rcuasc1?,

. £ . ) ) - .

1974). , . _ -
Organizaticna1 cu1turc is another aspect of c11mata which no
‘ acubt. affccta the behavior of women managers. Since men build and:
.subsequeﬁtiy'coﬁcrc1.mast organizations, the Eu1as,rncrms and paiicies ;
af ccmaanias reflect a-ma]aaacianted cu;turc Thaa when women aaﬁ; |
_ centrate on their {ndividual capab111t1a5 and daiiy wcrk problems at
the cost cf ovarlccking criticaI factcrs within the male cnvirnnmant
e. g., teamwork and winning, risk-taking, and pc1it1cing. thcy Jecpar-
ze thair chances of advancement in the ccrporatian (chnig and
Jasuim, 1976). ‘ | o
" The. veny entrance of a woman executive into a ma1e culture may
cxaccrbata her pntentiaT tc adapt tc the c11mata That is, since‘har
presenca upaets the ba1ance and stabi1ity DF the systam her male -
nca]Ieagucs and subcrdinates are, in some casas, tastlng and recrient! _
_ ing their pattarns to adjusf t; har This mutuaT-adaptat1cn prccess, :
hawever, is less 1ike1y i1f the woman is viewed as a taken, an 1nterﬁ-
’lcper, cr a sa1n fcma1e in an a11sma1e graup (Harragan 1977 Ha1man
and Frank, 19755 and Kanter, 1977) o - i - |
3 . Hamen takans, . representativas of their sex, are distinctiva
i: o ffrcm the maTE majority and thus high1y visib1e in the organizaticn_
_This visibi1ity of a categcry type, in turn, intcnsifias prassuras
for exce?Iance 1n perfcrmance, For canfcrfity to stareatypic ra1cs,

! and for symbciic 1so1atian frcm tha majarity (Kanter, 1977 Dcaux,‘ |

1978)




Thus, the practice of esking a woman's viewpaint' -or seiectingb.
a wcmen to serve on a committee’ peredexiea]iy Functione to reeagnize
her endeevurs while simuiteneeus1y accentuating her distinctiveness
‘and her identiFication with a category. In cfﬁeumeteneee ﬁhere wo-
o men_are symbeie of their gender, they often feel 'a loss ef individu-
ality and e heightened eeif-ennecieuene;s in jub perfermence (Kanter,
1977). -
This taken etetus aisa aF?eets a menager s perticipaticn in
éeeragraup interec ien and her ettempte te exert power end infiuenee
¢ ; ;'in the organization ‘Since peer groupe constitute the’ nucieue nf
S o infermai communication in. orgaﬂizationey a woman's: intereetiene with
peers saeieiiZes her into the fcrmei and informei work hebite prav1des*;
- her with’ taéit knawiedge ahnut erganizetienei behevinr,gand givee 5
her a sense of group. identity and beiungingnese. | i
- Too often, though, this’ socialization process beeames a verbe1 v
" ‘pieygreund fbr pewer volleys and sexist innuendos; such games, in *
" turn,. isniete rather than: integrate the femeie exeeut1ve§ -As Heiman .
and Frenk (1975) repnrt male groups tend ta eetraeize a femeie member :
_ by biecking her ccntributiene and by reiegatipg her participation to;é“
:? ,; 1ew etatus funeticns ' If she rejects this pesitien, she accentuetee
her devfency and {nadvertently prnmutes her own iseietien from the
' group s - - . Lo T | m;f
J This process of eabntaging a weman 's 1eedérship ettempte is
*,7vividiy iiiustrated in Schrank's case study (1977) nf three men and
- two women on a river trip When a wamen .took the helm to guide the’
;reft. she would eomment on her inexperience and on her eppreheneinne

iebeut maneuyering the beat. The men, with a petriarcha1 air wouid




' drawa] (Barmann. Pratt, «and Putnam 1?78) o

 Jenkins; 1978; Mesker and Weitzei-0'Neill, 1977,

24

-

-fnstruct her on pragedures fbr using the helm and wauld prctect her

during the. hazardous pﬂrtions of the river. 'fhen one of ‘the women

cried, "1 can't do 1¢," the men wou]d pause for a moment then say,

“OF course yuu can da it. It s easy,“ but their manner reflected

thQUghts oﬁ.‘Hﬁen fs she gaing to give, up!;:“’ Thus ,. the men qnder» .

mined the performance of the woman by re1nfarcing her seif-daubts

and cantributing to a se1f-fu1f111fng prophecy cf fai1urei

, This experignce, in Schrank*s opinion, para1121s male response

“to- femaIe leadership fn :arporate settings in that maies, through .

'féars of rel1nquishiﬁg power, un:onscicus11 ignare or even sabutage

a Homan s.ieadership endeavars Fbr some men, 1955 of 1eadereh1p to

2 fema?e competitcr symbolizes sexual iﬁpatency In this case, the

/

-“*;ma1e whﬁ feels canpelied by arganizatienaT pressures ta -support fe-
~ male 1eadership, yet fears psycha?agica1 castratien is entrapped in
an avcidance:avaidance situation. If he supparts the woman supér- |

vigary, he fee1s emascul ated and if he oppcses her he must gﬁntend

{_with his suFervisor and faces charges QF being a chauvinist. Faaed

with such chgices the a1e supervisary ﬂay opt for sabotage or with-

g,a

Status dffferen:es are nct nnTy related to pawer 5trugg?es be-

;tween the sexes- byt n7sa stem frnm sqcieta! nnrms of diffuse status.

’ :LgiThat is, women enter graup situatians with 1awer externaT ‘status

than do men., . If peaple rely on externa1 status as a basis fbr per<

formance expectatians. women are IikETy to assume Tow pawer,

. approval-seeking positinns in grgups while ma1es engage in humnrcus ‘

;repartee combined with diTECt inf1uence attempts:(HcGahey,_,SES;

26
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\_created a e1imate for sanetjening a woman leader.

as wei] as team-member reie definitions. Uomen executives must de—-,

25

Men and women, then, differ in the use of infiuenee strategies
While women employ indireet personal, and submissive tacticsg men
drau from a reperteire of aesertive objective, and Frequentiy Jeeu

ular strategies to eenvinre others (Jehnson, 1976; Lockheed and Ha’i

l 1975), Coercive and deeeptive atyies of infiuence were, deemed in-:

appropriate for both sexes. - R

In Fanter study (1977) of INDSCO, these infiuence sty]es were
prevalent during informai parties and meetings. Hen in mixedﬁsex
groups entertained or attempted to impress ‘women with tales of mas-
culine preweas, with sexual banter and Jest and with talk of ﬁaie—
eriented topics, whiie men in aii-maie groups initiated themes of
campany‘gessip and damestie matters In both situatiena, however,
men employed more wittieism and frivolity than did. women It seemed,g

then, that the presence of a woman in a male greup incréased the

'camaraderie of the men whieh in turn exca]ated her dis:onfart wifh

‘the situatien.

Sexua1 teasing and Fantasies in the Bormann, et, al. study

(1978) aiae syﬂboiized the maje- fEmaie struggie fer 1eadership. In

ifimest instan;es men initiated sexual Jaking to- under:ut the power of

o=

fEma1e ieadera but in one grnupi the pre$enee of [xuai themes -

=

5
Y

Ha!e-femaie reiationships whether eharaeteria@d by taken sta \\

tus of Femaies, differenees in influenea strategiea ar variatians \\
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must avold being pigeonholed as mother, lover, buddy, or emascula-
iing bitch (Bradford, 1975). This flexibility involves the sensi-’
tivity to distinguish playfulness from sexual invitation and to
develop wittyj non-defensive pattern%'?ér handling sexist comments.
T In'sum—'women managerial pattérns;’when viewed from the con-
7£¥5§éncy perspective, entails a ﬁompTex interplay between individuals
. aﬂd stfuetural.Factars, 2.9, arganizatfana1 c'limatei tokenism, power
and‘infiuehce-sfrateg%és, and peer ?e1étionshi§s. The ‘uniqueness
" of women within the systems approach stems from'her participation .
in a;praéeminantiy1ma1eaerieﬁted organization, rather.than her as-
cribed sex-stereotypic traits. Her uniqueness is intertwined to her
acceptance into the male culture, her job performance, and her ac-
cess to ﬁbﬁeri A5_1angvas women continue to occupy a disproportion-
ately small number of middle and upper managerial slots, these
structural factors will continue to. affect therintegratién'énd‘praa
motion of women supervisors. |
Cﬁmmuhicatian‘research from the contingency perspective could
facus nn message patterns which characterize control and 1nf]uen§e
in manageria1 groups and on the 1nteractiun prucesses which serve
”-’Jto sociaTize or to 1so1ate fema1e supervisnrs Such investigations
might=c1uster 1nta-the Fo]?owing areas: _
' RETatianships What cnnmunicatiah patterns characterize
2/ . relational contral definitions of effective and ineffec-
A tive women managers? How do female supervisors make.
- " cholces about the appropriateness of content and style .
. of thefr interactions with peers? With subordinates?
How do women managers handle sexual teasing and male-
oriented verbal games? What messages characterize re-
- Jational patterns of the sola woman as opposed to the:
non-token executive? " How do women managers acquire

¢y tactt knowledqe about norms- and shared meanings abnut
-expectations far behaviors?

28
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Influence and Power: How do women manangers adapt their
“{nfluence strateqgies to fit demands of. the situation?
Which influence strateqies are more successful than
others? How do female executives acquire political
power in organizations? What strategies do they use to
develop power alliances? To. take risks and initiate
changes? To circumvent unnecessary red-tape and cum-
bersome bureaucratic prgaedures? To develop mentor
re1ation5hfps? ’ : '

erature, the thearetical perspe¢t1ve:which seems mast promising
for Eemmunication researchers is the caﬂtingency model., This ap-
ifpruarh ‘unlike the trait and style perspectives, treats leadership
.as a Eampilatian of structura] and d1$p051tionai variables which
affect wark—member re]ationships and JDb perfarmance The com-
municative behaviors whi;h guntribute to these relatianships;
Hhiie subtle and égmp]ex, seem centralitb_the integratign;vacéeﬁ—
tanée; anditha avé}ali effectiveness of a female ﬁénaQEF..
‘Moreover, the uniqueness Qf;wémen in this pérspective caﬁs o
centrates more éﬁ,chaﬁging the envirgnmenttéather than on'ehanging

individuals.
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