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A Study of University of Jos Students on an Age-Long Stereotype
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Abstract: The evaluations of successful male and female managers in terms of likability was examined from
responses to 4 variations of the Schein descriptive index by 200 randomly selected students of University of
Tos, Nigeria. Findings indicated that both the ratings of successful female managers, ratings of successful male
managers, were similar to those of likable managers (r = 0.89, r' = 0.94, r = 0.89, r' = 0.92; p<0.01), implying that
both successful male managers and successful female managers are perceived to have Schein index attributes
commonly ascribed to likable managers. This was same for correlations of ratings of successful male managers
(r=0.92,1' =0.92, p<0.01), successful female managers (r = 0.89, r' = 0.94, p<0.01) and likable managers (r = 0.85,
! = 0.96, p<0.01) with ratings of successful managers {non-gender identified). Similarly, male participants’
ratings were similar to female participants' ratings of all the managerial profiles. Contrary to the think manager-
think male phenomenon, results generally indicate that to think likable manager is to think both successful male
manager and successful female manager. Further research needs to be conducted to assess other possible
ramifications of this phenomenon by assessing directly if to think unlikable manager is to think successful
female manager and/or successful male manager.
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INTRODUCTION

A plethora of research in psychology has examined
the effect of stereotypes on target judgements. Much of
the early research focused on stereotype effects on
attributions for past behaviour; on prediction of future
behaviour and on target evaluation (Deaux and Emswiller,
1974; Nisbett and Borgida, 1975; Locksley ef al., 1980).

In line with the effect of stereotypes on target
eveluation, workplace research has examined the
stereotypes effect on evaluation of individuals; of
particular focus has been a vigorous and extensive study
of the effect (s) of gender stereotypes on the evaluation
of women and men m workplace environment at the entry,
middle and top management levels. Such research has laid
the foundation for the claim that gender stereotypes are
largely responsible for some biased evaluations in
orgamsations; such that gender stereotypes have been
frequently used to explain why women are not hired or
promoted into positions leading to organisational power
and prestige (Demnis and Kunkel, 2004; Powell and
Butterfield, 1989; Schein, 2001).

Indeed, in the past 3 decades or more, US and
international research findings have consistently shown

that societal expectations of the good manager are closely
related to the male stereotype (Denmis and Kunkel, 2004).
Hence, the expectation seems to be that leaders in
most professional and management positions display
characteristics that are associated with the ‘masculine’
stereotype rather than the ‘femimne’ (Deal and
Stevenson, 1998; Denmis and Kunkel, 2004; Dubno, 1985,
Haslett et al., 1992; Heilman ef al., 1989, Schem, 1973,
1975). Such that it seems that masculine characteristics
have come to be viewed as the standard in leadership and
management (Dennis and Kunkel, 2004).

Indeed research-bsased evidence explicitly indicates
that gender r1ole stereotypes produce negative
evaluations of women and preferences for masculine traits
(Ragins and Sundstrom, 1989; Dennis and Kunkel, 2004);
a phenomenon often referred to as think manager-think
male (Schein, 1973, 1975).

More recent research provides further mformation
regarding the perception of male and female managers,
specifically successful male and female managers. In the
first of a series of studies by Heilman ef af. (2004), it was
demonstrated that when it was unclear whether a woman
had been successful, because her performance had not
yet been reviewed, she was seen as less competent than
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an identically presented male manager, but thought to be
likable. However, when it was clear that she had been
highly successful and designated as a top performer, she
was seen as equally competent as her male counterpart
but was thought to be far less likable.

The tendency for women managers, who are clearly
successful to be disliked was studied in a 2nd,
subsequent study to be limited to situations in which the
managerial job was male sex-typed and therefore, the
woman’s success was a violation of stereotype prescribed
behaviour. In the 3rd study, likability was shown to affect
decisions regarding organisational rewards, this latter
study, because it took likability as the independent
variable and systematically varied them, lends strong
support to the argument that in additon to the negative
reactions directed at women who have proven themselves
to be competent, there are unfavourable consequences for
their career prospects.
indicates,
competence and mdeed being successful at managerial
positions may not be all it takes for women to cease to be
plagued by gender stereotypes, as even their success at
managerial position translates into some other form of
barrier.

What this simply probably translates to may include,

So for women as recent research

that based on prescriptive gender stereotypes, success at
management for women 1s counter normative and
disapproved, that
successful women in management would be disliked and
if they are disliked, then it may also mean that this would
affect their work life in terms of the rewards they get, since
research has shown that being liked or likable can affect
organistional rewards like promotions.

This is consistent with the idea that ‘affect’” may
operate to bias performance ratings (Dipboye, 1985;
Feldman, 1981 ; Varma et al., 2005) and with research that
demonstrates that liking can interfere with performance
rating accuracy (Cardy and Dobbins, 1986). Heilman et al.
(2004) research demonstrates the effect of liking not only
on performance ratings but also on the allocation of
potential organisational rewards; a situation that can

consequently it also translates

significantly affect the upward mobility of the female
manager who has proved herself competent by being a
successful manager.

Tt is not surprising that likability should/is important
m the study of gender stereotypes and requisite
management characterisitics. This 1s so because research
has long shown that competence and liking/likability are
2 main dimensions onwhich people tend to be perceived
and judged (Reeder and Brewer, 1979; Rosenberg et al.,
1968; Skowronski and Carlston, 1989). However, most
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research on gender stereotypes and leadership,
specifically management have to a large extent-focused on
the competence dimension of evaluation. The liking
dimension (Heilman’s et «f., 2004) has been largely
neglected.

Tt is therefore necessary, in line with Heilman et al.
(2004) study, to continue to study the ‘liking” dimension.
This 1s mnportant given the findings by Heilman et al.
(2004) that ‘success’ for the female managers was
penalised by dislike and the implication and far-reaching
consequences of low likability for the successful female
manager.

Thus, this study i1s aimed at assessing the present
general perceptionfevaluation of successful female
and male managers on both competence and liking
dimensions. As such the research would go beyond the
common place labels of ideal manager, successful
manager, good manager, effective manager to that of
‘likable’ manager.

The major goal of this study is to assess, in line with
Schein studies and other similar studies that have
established that to think manager is to think male, if to
think likable manager is to think successful male manager
and/or mversely put, if to think unlikable manager is to
think successful female manager.

By and large, it would be expected that successful
female managers would be perceived as having imbibed
masculine managerial behaviour in order to be successful
and consequently perceived to have acted in ways that
are against gender role expectations and incongruent with
their gender roles. Based on the forgone, we tentatively

state the following:

There will be a significant positive relationship
betweeen  respondents of
successful managers (non-gender identified) and

ratings/evaluation

successful male managers

There will be a significant negative relationship
betweeen male respondents ratings/evaluation of
successful managers (non-gender identified) and
successful female managers

There will be a sigmficant positive relationship
betweeen respondents ratings of likable managers
and successful male managers

There will be a significant negative relationship
betweeen respondents ratings/evaluation of likable
managers and successful female managers

There will be a significant negative relationship
betweeen male respondents ratings/evaluation of
likable managers and successful female managers
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MATERIALS AND METHODS

Participants: A sample size of 200 respondents
(male = 96, female = 104) with a mean age of 28.08, was
drawn by simple randomisation from the student
population of University of Jos-final year, pert-time
students of the Faculty of Social Sciences.

Instrument: The Schein descriptive index was utilised in
this study. The Schein descriptive index 1s an instrument,
comprising 93 adjectives, that was 1st used by Schein
(1973) to assess attitudes toward male and female
managers. The SDI has been used several times to define
the characteristics of managers generally, successful
middle managers, good managers, ideal managers,
alcoholic managers (Brenner et af., 1989, Heilman et al.,
1989, Dodge et al., 1995; Booysen and Nkomo, 2006,
Smith et al., 2008).

Four forms of the index were used, respondents were
asked to describe successful managers, likable managers,
successful male managers and successful female
managers. Information like age, gender and department of
participants was also obtained.

Procedure: Permisssion was sought from the course
mstructors at the departments. A packet containing an
equal number of all 4 questionnaires was given in each
class so that the Index could be distributed randomly
within each class. The questionnaires were completed
during class time and returned after completion.
Participation in filling out the questionnaire was voluntary
and anonymous, contingent on potential participant pick
of a yes from a * Yes or No lucky dip’. Students did not
know that 4 variations existed. Instructions were as
follows:

On the following pages vou will find a series
of descriptive commonly used
characterise people in general. Some of these

terms to
terms are positive in comnotation, others are
negative and some are neither very positive nor
very negative.

We would like you to use this list to tell us
what you think (likable managers/successful male
managers/ successful female managers) in general
are like.

In making your judgments, it may be helpful
to imagine that you are about to meet a person
for the 1st time and the only thing you know about
them 15 that they are managers (likable manager,
successful manager, successfull female manager
and successful male manager). Please rate each
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word or phrase in terms of whether or not it 1s
of likable manager/successful
managers/successful female manager/successful
male managers.

characteristic

Design: An independent measure design was employed
wherein subjects were assigned to only 1 of the 4
conditions by simple randomisation (lucky dip).

Statistical analyses: This study employed Pearson’s
Correlation statistics to compute the relationship of
the different managerial profiles. The analyses were
performed separately for the male and female samples.
The underlymng asssumption being that if there 1s a
positive  relationship betweeen any 2 managerial
profiles, those profiles would have been rated
similarly and similarity in ratings implies similarity in
evaluation/perception of the pair of managerial profiles in
focus.

The intra-class correlation coefficients ([r.sup.1])
which are preferable to Pearson’s correlations for such
analyses because 1CCs consider both the relative
correspondence and the absolute agreement between
ratings (Hays, 1963) and which has been consistently
used in all replications of Schein’s research and variations
of the research, were also computed.

Asin past research, ICCs were computed from
2-randomized-groups analyses of variance where the
classes, or groups, were the 93 descriptive items.

The larger the value of [r.sup.1], the more similar
observations in the same class tend to be. Thus, the
smaller the within-item variability, relative to the between-
item variability, the greater the similarity between the
mean item ratings of each pair of managerial profiles. In
other words, a high correlation reflects similar ratings for
a particular set of comparison conditions (e.g., likable
managers and successful male managers).

Note: The use of ICCs as a measure of correspondence is
comparable to a 2 way random effects model/absolute
agreement in reliability analyses where 2 raters rated
93 objects. In the use of the ICCs, the raters are analogous
to the different mangerial profiles, while the objects are
the adjectives (items in Schein index).

RESULTS

Findings generally indicate that to think likable
manager is to think both successful female and male
managers. There was significant similarity in the ratings
of all pairs of managerial profiles assessed in the study,
as shown by both Pearson and intraclass correlation
coefficients (Table 1 and 2). For both male and
participants, the same similarity in ratings of pairs of
managerial profiles was indicated (Table 3 and 4).
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Table 1: Pearson correlation coefficients for each managerial profile

Source Likable managers Successfill managers Successfill male managers Successful female managers
Likable managers

Pearson correlation 1 0.916 (**) 0.867 (**) 0.892 (*+)
Sig. (2-tailed) 0.000 0.000 0.000

N 93 93 93 93
Successful managers

Pearson correlation 0.916 () 1 0.849 (*##) 0.885 (*#)
Sig. (2-tailed) 0.000 0.000 0.000

N 93 93 93 93
Successful male managers

Pearson correlation 0.867 () 0.849 (**+) 1 0.889 (*+)
Sig. (2-tailed) 0.000 0.000 0.000

N 93 93 93 93
Successful female managers

Pearson correlation 0.892 () 0.885 (*#) 0.889 (*##) 1

Sig. (2-tailed) 0.000 0.000 0.000

N 93 93 93 93

Table 2: Analysis of variance of mean item ratings and intraclass correlation coefficients for all respondents

Source (all respondents) df Mean square F r!
Likable managers and successful male managers

Between items 92 0.013 0.127 0.923%
Within items 91 0.106

Likable managers and successful female managers

Between items 92 0.551 6.308* 0.943%
Within items 91 0.087

Successful managers (non-gender identified) and successful male managers

Between items 92 0.445 4.05% 0.918*%
Within items 91 0.110

Successful managers (non-gender identified) and successful female managers

Between items 92 0.002 0.019 0.942%
Within items 91 0.088

Successful managers and likable managers

Between items 92 0.613 8.39* 0.956
Within items 91 0.073

Table 3: Pearson correlation for Pairs of managerial profiles for male and female respondents

Male respondents Female respondents

Pairs of managerial profile r r
Likable managers and successful male managers 0.789% 0.821%*
Likable managers and successtul female managers 0.854* 0.820%
Successtitl managers (non-gender identified) and successtill male managers 0.764* 0.796%
Successfill managers (non-gender identified) and successful fernale managers 0.821% 0.811%*
Successful managers and likable managers 0.830% 0.902*
Table 4: Ten items rated most characteristic of each managerial profile
Successtill managers Sucesstill fernale managers Successfill male managers Likable managers
Attribute Mean rating  Attribute Mean rating Attribute Mean rating Attribute Mean rating
Ambitious 348 Ambitious 344 Ambitious 3.08 Able to separate
Cormpetent 340 Cheerful 316 Competent 2.92 feelings from ideas 348
Creative 3.36 Competent 3.68 Frank 2.92
Tndustrious 324 Cormpetitive 346 Gratefill 2.96 Analytical ability 344
Intelligent 3.34 Creative 3.28 Industrious 3.48 Cheerful 3.28
Teadership ability 3.68 Tndependent 322 Tntelligent 316 Cormpetent 33

Industrious 3.36 Self-confident 2.98 Consistent 342
Neat 3.30 Intelligent 3.26 Shows appreciation 3.00 Industrious 3.18

Strong need Strong need for
Objective 3.62 achievemnent 3.32 achievemnent 3.32 Intelligent 3.50
Selt-confident 338 Leadership ability 3.20

Strong need Strong need for
Steady 3.28 for security 33 security 2.98 Obedient 3.26

Skilled in bussiness
matters 3.32

Cormputed at 1 8.D=X; Tikable managers = 3.0724; Successful managers = 3.0569; Successfill male managers = 2.92¢; Successtill fernale managers =3.0724
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DISCUSSION

Findings from the study mdicate that there 15 a
significant positive relationship between respondents’
ratings of successful managers (non-gender identified)
and successful male managers. This indicates that
respondents’ ratings of successful managers
successful male managers are similar; which means that
successful managers are perceived as Thaving
characteristics commonly ascribed to male successful
managers. Hence, hypothesis 1 was accepted. In the same
veir, there was no sigmificant negative relationship
betweeen male respondents’ ratings of successful
managers (non-gender identified) and successful female
managers. Making for the rejection of hypothesis 2.

Similarly, a sigmficant positive relationship between
respondents’ ratings of likable managers and successful
male managers shown; indicating that
respondents’ ratings of likable managers and successful
male managers are similar, indicating that likable managers
are viewed as having characteristics commonly ascribed
to male successful managers and vice versa. Making for
the acceptance of hypothesis 3. Also, there was no
signmficant negative relationship between respondents
ratings of likable managers and successful female
managers significant negative relationship
betweeen male respondents ratings of likable managers
and successful female managers, indicating that
successful female managers are evaluated as also having
characteristics commonly ascribed to likable managers
and this could translate to same likability for male and
female managers. Thus hypotheses 4-6 were rejected.

The outcomes are dissimilar to findings from other
research that has consistently shown that management 1s
largely perceived as masculine and hence, more congruent
to male gender rtoles (Schem, 1973; Cohen and
Bunker, 1975; Kanter, 1993; Schein and Mueller, 1992;
Kunkel et al., 2003; Patiar and Mia, 2008; Schaap et al.,
2008). For example, the ‘think manager-think male’
phenomenon and sex-typing of management as revealed
by Schein’s early research, wheih also prompted a
series of investigations of sex role perceptions and
requisite management characteristics (Bremner ef al., 1989,
Dodge et al., 1995; Heilman et al., 1989, Massengil and
Dimarco, 1979; Schein, 1973, 1975; Schein and Mueller,
1992; Schein et al., 1996), generally have demonstrated
that men were viewed as mherently more like managers
than were women (Denms and Kunkel, 2004).

These studies, which were largely replications of
Schein’s original studies were conducted in different
countries such as the US, Britain, Germany, China and
Japan and findings seem to provide basis that the think

and

was also

and a
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manager-think male phenomenon is global. However,
findings from this study contrasts this ‘seemingly” global
phenomenon.

In consistent with findings for this research, 1s the
general indication in extant literature, than even when
both male and female managers are depicted as being
successful, males managers are still perceived as having
the characteristics neccesary for successful management
generally.

Also findings are dissimilar to findings from research
by Heilman ef af. (1989) in which participants compared
successful middle managers to successful women
managers and still male participants, did not see
similarities; their gender stereotypes persisted. The study
by Heilman et al. (1989) illustrates that women in general
are viewed somewhat differently from women managers or
successful women managers. However, whether they are
depicted as just women managers, or successful women
managers, they were still perceived compared to males
similarly described, as not possessing characteristics
necessary for management. This was not the case for this
research.

This came as a surprise, as it was expected, based on
role congruity theory and expectation states theory that
when women and men engage in roles that are
incongruent with their gender roles, they would be
perceived and reacted to negatively. As such, since
management generally and top management in particular,
based on research findings, are generally perceived to be
masculine, women may be reacted to negatively, because
they would be engaging in roles mcongruent with their
gender roles.

Congistent with this theory, success at management
may not be congruent with the female gender role and
hence, can be penalised by negative reactions such as
dislike. Simply put, it would be expected that successful
female managers would be perceived as having imbibed
masculine behaviour (s) in order to be successtful and
comsequently, viewed to have acted in ways that are
against gender role expectations and mcongruent with
their gender roles. Also as having violated gender status
order based on gender status beliefs inherent in gender
systems. This was not reflected m the findings of this
research.

Several plausible explanations for the inconsistency
of these research findings with extant literature and
theories on the evaluations of managers can be provided.
The 1st explanation is the possibliuty that gender
stereotypes did not affect the ratings by the sample of
this research. This explanation is however farfetched, as
the evidence for gender stereotypes affecting evaluation
of managers 13 large and consistent.
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Another plausible explanation is the possibility that
participants in this study simply rated all managerial
profiles as managers; the differentiation n labels did not
have any significant difference in their ratings. In other
words, for the participants in this study, a manager is a
manager to a large extent irrespective of the labels
attached to them. Hence, data provided from this research
would translate to sunply ratings of managers. The data
from this study would therefore, be largely relevant to the
ratings of managers-providing that
managers are expected to possess generally.

A general perusal of the ten most-endorsed attributes
endorsed for each managerial profile, consistently
indicate across all profiles, the following characteristics-
mtelligent, competent, mdustrious, as characteristics of all
the managers described in the questiommaires. What this
probabaly translates to, is that these 3 characteristics are
a must for any type of manager-likable, successful,
successful female and successful male managers.

The few variations and similarities in terms of
individual characteristics on the Schein index include the
fact that only likable managers and successful female
managers were rated as being cheerful This again 1s
contrary to research findings that indicate that successful
female managers are bitter and generally lacking in
interpersonal skills. This can again be explained by
genuine differences, in the sense that it 1s possible that
participants assume that female managers who are
successful would be cheerful, as least their success is
something to make them cheerful.

The implication of these findings basically indicate
that gender stereotypes that affect evaluation of members
of both gender groups especially females might not be
largely pervasive, resistant to change and multifaceted in
the work place in this part of the world. For example, it
may seem that for women to eradicate or at least reduce
the effect of gender stereotypes on their evaluations in
the work place, they only need to ‘counter” such
stereoptypes that makes them look incompetent for
management.

But the assumption based on the findings of other
research and its implication, ‘proving themselves
competent” might only work for them to the point of
middle managment. For top mangement positions, they
need not prove competence anymore, but may need to act
in ways that are congruent to their gender roles and that
do not violate gender status beliefs. Succintly put, they
need to be likable and to be likable, they must actas
women again to be able to rise to the upper echeleons of
management. But this study contrasts this assumption (s).
And thus, mmplies that a manager 1s perceived as a
manager irrespective of gender or likabilty. Once a female

characteristics
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can be a manager and a successful one at that she is seen
as any other manager, the bottomline is that she is a
manager. And based on findings of this research she 1s
perceived to possess the same characteristics as any
other manager.

The findings of this study should however, be
treated with some caution as there were some limitations.
The 1st limitation came from the sample used in
this study-students. Students unlike employees in
organisations or managers themselves can not be said to
be truly representative m terms of their evaluations of
managers, since they are not yet as it 1s, m work
environment. Even though the use of part-time students
imply that more that regular full time students, they are
likely to be workers or to have work experience (s).

Also, there was an overhelming strong resistance to
participate in this research. Many of the students were
largely unwillingly to participate in the research;
according to some of them, the questionnaire was too
lengthy and as such would take too much of their time.
Similarly, they did not like the fact that acceptance to
participate in the research was not automatic but
contingent on their picking a yes from a dip contaming
equal number of ‘yes’ and ‘no’ as a method of
randomisation.

CONCLUSION
In conclusion, further research needs to be
conducted to comfirm the findings of this research. Also,
future research may need to assess other possible
ramifications of this phenomenon by assessing directly if

to think unlikable manager is to think successful female
manager and/or successful male manager.

RECOMMENDATION

It is therefore, recommended that future research
shoud take these linitations into consideration, probably
a shorter version of the Schein Descriptive Index should
be used to take care of the time factor and people in real
worl environment should also be the participants. Tt
would also be research-wise to be able to have
comparisons of ratings of both likable and unlikable
managers and compare to ratings of successful female and
male managers to assess directly if to think likable
manager 1s to think successful female manager and/or
successful male manager. And if to think unlikable
manager is to think successful female managers and/or
successful male manager.

Based on the findings of this research, it 1s also
recommended that policies that are made to help eradicate
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unfavourable evaluation of females and their consequent
under-representation n management, may only need to
ensure that more women become managers. The
assumption 1s that once women become managers and are
successful at management, they are perceived as
possessing the same managerial attributes as other
managers; indeed a manager is manager and can be
nothing more, whether 1t 15 a female, a male, a successful
or a likable manager. Being a manager implies being able
to carry out managerial tasks, any one who can not carry
out managerial tasks is just not a manager and does not
necessarily have to be described as a successful or
unsuccesstul manager or any other label for that matter,
30 it seems based on this study findings.

REFERENCES

Booysen, L. and 3. Nkomo, 2006. Think Manager-think
(fe) male: A South African Perspective. The Int. T.
Interdisciplinary Soc. Sei., 1 (2): 23-34. http://files.
unistel.co.zasarchive/2007/OpenSpaceSession3/lize
2.pdf.

Brenner, O.C., . Tomkiewicz and V.E. Schein, 1989. The
relationship between sex role stereotypes and
requisite management characteristics revisited. Acad.
Manage. ., 32: 662-669. http: //www jstor.org/stable/
256439,

Cardy, R.L. and G.H. Dobbins, 1986. Affect and appraisal
accuracy: Liking as an integral dimension in
evaluating  performance. J. Applied Psychol,
71 (4) 672-678. DOIL: 10.1037/0021-9010.71 .4.672.
http://psycnet.apa. org/joumnals/apl/71/4/672/.

Cohen, SL., K.A. Bunker, 1975. Subtle effects of sex
stereotypes on recruiters’ hiring decisions. J. Applied
Psychol., 60 (5): 566-572. http://psycnet.apa.org/
Journals/apl/60/5/566.

Deal, I.J. and M.A. Stevenson, 1998. Perceptions of
Female and male managers in the 1990s: Plus
CA change. Sex Roles, 38 (3-4): 287-300. http://www.
ingentaconnect.com/content/klu/sers/1 998/0000003
8/F0020003/00291796;jsessionid=3drndaonlkqd?2e.
alice.

Deaux, K. and T. Emswiller, 1974. Hxplanations of
successful performance on sex-Linked tasks: What is
skill for the male is Tuck for the female. J. Personality
Soc. Psychol., 29: B0-85. http://psycnet.apa.org/index.
cfm?fa=search.displayRecord&uid=1974-20859-001.

Denmis, M.R. and A D. Kunkel, 2004. Perceptions of men,
women and CEOs: The effects of gender identity.
Soc. Behav. Personal., 32 (2) 155-172. DOI: 10.
2224/5bp.2004.32.2.1 55, http:/Awww.atypon.link. com/
SIP/doi/abs/10.2224/bp.2004.32.2.155?journal Code=
sbp.

246

Dipbove, R.I., 1985. Some neglected variables in research
on discrimmation n appraisals. Acad. Manage. Rev.,
10: 166-127.

Dodge, K.A., F.D. Gilroy and L. Mickey-Fenzel, 1995.
Requisite management characteristics revisited: 2
decades later. J. Scc. Behav. Personal., 10: 253-264.
http://psycnet.apa.org/?fa=main.doilLanding &uid=
1996-33887-001.

Dubno, P., 1985. Attitudes toward women executives: A
longitudinal approach. Acad. Manage. I, 28: 235-239.
http://wasewrz.uni-magdeburg.de/evans/Journal %20
Library/Women%20and%20Management/Attitudes
% 20towards% 20women%20executives. pdf.
http://warw jstor.org/pss/256072.

Feldman, TM., 1981. Beyond attribution theory: Cognitive
processes in performance appraisal. T. Applied
Psychol., 66 (2): 127-148. DOL: 10.1037/0021-
9010.66.2.127. http://psycnet.apa.org/journals/apl/66/
2/1 27/,

Haslett, B.,, FL. Gewis and MR. Carter, 1992. The
organizational woman: Power and paradox. Norwood,
N.J.. Ablex Publishing Corporation, pp: 123-125.
ISBN: 0-89391-845-8.  http:/books.google.com/
books?1d=vIOmyF51 moC&printsec=frontcover#P
PA123,MI1.

Hays, W.L., 1963. Statistics for Psychologists, Holt,
Rinehart and Winston, New York.

Heilman, M.E., A.S. Wallen, D. Fuch and M.M. Tamkins,
2004. Penalties for Success: Reactions to women
who succeed at male gender-typed. Task. T
Applied Psychol., 89 (3): 416-427. DOL: 10.1037/ 0021 -
9010.89.3.416. PMID: 416-427 0021-9010/04.
http://psycnet.apa.org/index.cfm ?fa=main.doiLandi
ng&uid=2004-95165-003.

Heilman, M.E., A.S. Wallen, D. Fuch and M.M. Tamkins,
2004. Penalties for Success: Reactions to Women
Who Succeed at Male Gender-Typed Task. T
Applied Psychol,, 89(3): 416-427. DOIL: 10.1037/0021 -
9010.89.3.416. PMID: 41 6-4270021-9010/04. http: //psy-
cnet.apa.org/index.cfm?fa=main. doil anding &ud=2
004-95165-003.

Heilman, M.E., C. Block, R. Martell and M. Simon, 1989.
Has anything changed? Current characterizations of
mer, women and managers. J. Applied Psychol,
74 (6): 935-942. DOL: 10.1037/0021-9010.74.6.935.
http://psycnet.apa. org/index. cfm ?fa=main.doiLandi
ng&uid=1990-13510-001.

Kanter, R M., 1993. Men and women of the corporation.
New York: Basic Books. ISBN: 0465044549, 9780465
044542, http://books.google.com/books?1d=0jyvZ5
WIWQC&dg=Kanter,+R.M.+(1993.+Mentand+
women-toftthe+corporation +New+York: +Basic+B
ooks&lr=&as brr=0&as pt=ALLTYPES.



The Soc. Sci., 4 (3): 240-247, 2009

Kunkel, AD., MR. Dennis and E. Waters, 2003.
Contemporary university students' ratings of the
characteristics of men, women and CEOs. Psychol.
Reports,93: 1197-1213. DOL: 10.2466/PR0.93.7.1197.
http:/fwww. fdpsa.com/summaryl xbrief/PR-December-
2003-Part-2 0032 s.pdf.

Locksley, A., E. Borgida, N. Brekke and C. Hepburn, 1980.
Sex stereotypes and social judgment. J. Personal.
Soc. Psychol., 39 (5): 821-831. DOT: 10.1037/0022-
3514.39.5.821. http://psycnet.apa.org/journals/psp/
39/5/821/.

Massengil, D. and N. DiMarco, 1979. Sex role stereotypes
and requisite management characteristics: A current
replication. Sex Roles, 5: 561-576. DOI: 10.1007/
BF00287660. http:/www.springerlink.com/content/
45455871 28548/ fulltext. pdf?page=1.

Nisbett, R.E. and E. Borgida, 1975. Attribution and the
psychology of prediction. J. Personal Soc. Psychol.,
32 (5) 932-943. DOIL: 10.1037/0022-3514.32.5.932.
http://psycnet.apa. org/joumnals/psp/32/5/932.

Patiar, A and L. Mia, 2008. The Effect of Subordinates
Gender on the Difference between Self-ratings and
Superior ratings of Subordmates Performance in
Hotels. Int. J. Hospital. Manage., 27: 53-64.
DOT: 10.1016/).1jhm. 2007.07.009. hitp://www.science-
direct.com/science? ob=ArticleURL& udi=B6VBH-
4PKE8MSK-1& user=10& coverDate=03%2F31%
2F2008& rdoc=1& fmt=high& orig=browse& sor
t=d&view=c& acct=C000050221& version=1& url
Version=0& userid=10&md5=9f0531b5824b39b05d
69a43c¢265d5116.

Powell, GN. and A. Butterfield, 1989. The good manager:
Did androgyny fare better in the 1980s? Group and
Organization Stud., 14: 216-233. DO 10.11 77/1 05960
118901400209, http://gom.sagepub.com/cgi/content/
abstract/14/2/216.

Ragins, BR. and E. Sundstrom, 1989. Gender and power
in organizations: Longitudinal perspective. Psychol.
Bull, 105: 51-88. http://psycnet.apa.org/journals/bul/
105/1/51/.

Reeder, G.D. and M.B. Brewer, 1979. A schematic model of
dispositional attribution in interpersonal perception.
Psychol. Rev., 86: 61-79. DOL: 10.1037/0033-295X.
86.1.61. http://psycnet.apa.org/index. cfin?fa=search.
displayRecord&uid=1979-27545-001.

Rosenberg, S., S. Nelson and P.S. Vivekanathan, 1968. A
multi-dimensional approach to the study of
personality impressions. J. Personal Soc. Psychol,
9(4): 283-294. DOI: 10.1037/h0026086. http://psycnet.
apa.org/index.cfm ?fa=search.displayRecord&ud=1
968-17150-001.

247

Schaap, I.I., Y. Stehham and T.H. Yamamura, 2008. Casino
Management: Exploring gender-based differs 1n
perceptions of managerial work. Int. J. Hospit.
Manage., 27: 87-97. DOL: 10.1016/1.43kum.2007.07.004
http://www . sciencedirect.com/science? ob=Article
URL& udi=-B6VBH-4PGHAI3-2& user=10& rdoc=1
& fmt=& ong=search& sort=d&view=c& acct=C
000050221 & version=1& wurlVersion=0& userid=10
&md5=d6ascbebf5634d91 £7a0bd5321 2¢ece52.

Schein, V. A., 2001. A global look at psychological barriers
to women's progress in management. J. Soc. Tssues,
57 (4) 675-688. DOT 10.1111/0022-4537.00235.
http://www3.interscience. wiley.com/journal/11901 5
383/abstract.

Schein, V.E. and R. Mueller, 1992. Sex-role stereotyping
and requite management characteristics: A cross-
cultural look. J. Orgamiz. Behav., 13: 439-447.
PMID:0894-3796/92/050439-09 http: /fwww jstor.org/
stable/2488396,

Schein, V.E., 1973, The relationship between sex role
stereotypes and requisite management charac-
teristics. J. Applied Psychol., 57: 95-100. DOT: 10.1037
/0037128, hitp:/psycnet.apa.org/index.cfm 7fa=sea-
rch.displayRecord&uid=1975-04236-001.

Schein, V.E., 1975. The relationship between sex role
stereotypes and requisite management characteristics
among female managers. J. Applied Psychol,
60: 340-344. DOIL: 10.1037/h0076637. PMID: 1194167,
http://psycnet.apa.org/index.cfm?fa=search.display
Record&uid=1975-24377-001.

Schein, V.E., R. Mueller, T. Lituchy and J. Liu, 1996. Think
manager-think male: A global phenomenon? T
Orgamz. Behav., 17. 33-41. hitp://www jstor.org/
stable/2488533,

Skowronski, J.J. and D.E. Carlston, 1989. Negativity and
extremity biases in impression formation: A
review of explanations. Psychol. Bull., 105: 131-142.
http://psycnet.apa. org/index. cfm ?fa=buy.optionT o
Buy&1d=1989-15444-001.

Smith, J.O., TD. Gribble and J. Tomkiewicz, 2008.
Perceptions of college business students: Gender
and alcoholic managers. College Student Journal,
Busimess Network. http://findarticles.com/p/articles/
mi mOFCR/is 3 42/ai n28008970.

Varma, A., S. Pichler and E.K. Srinivas, 2005. The role of
interpersonal  affect inperformance  appraisal:
Evidence from 2 samples-the TS and India. Int.
I. Hum. Resour. Manage., 16 (11): 2029-2044.
https:/www.msu.edu/~pichlers/ITTHRM. pdf.



