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Interest in understanding the dynamics of gender and leadership has blossomed in recent years as 

occupations and organizations have become less sex-segregated. Much of the work in this area has failed 

to draw on the wealth of theoretical work that addresses the dynamics of gender in social interaction. The 

aim of this article is to review several theoretical traditions within the gender literature that have social 

psychological implications for emergent status structures for groups of varying sex compositions over 

time. Six models are developed with competing predictions for leadership emergence and status 

structures, and existing evidence is compared with model predictions. The article concludes by noting that 

greater understanding can be reached by performing competitive tests of a variety of models, such as the 

ones presented in this article, and doing so by studying groups over time. 

INTRODUCTION 

A man’s chances of emerging as a leader in a group are greater than a woman’s, both in 

research studies (Eagly & Karau, 1991) and in everyday political, organizational, and 

social life. Concern for understanding the political, economic, social, and psychological 

forces that contribute to this inequality has increased as occupations and organizations 

have become less sex-segregated. 
The study of gender and leadership in work groups from a social-psychological 

perspective has both theoretical and practical significance. It can contribute to theories of 

intragroup dynamics by taking into account effects that gender may have on intermember 

influence, and it can contribute to theories of gender by testing their predictions for these 
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effects in a social context. This article examines theories that address the social 
psychological contributions to gender differences in leadership emergence. 

We begin with a brief review of the concepts of gender and leadership and then review 
various theoretical traditions within the gender literature that have different implications 
for emergent influence structures in groups of varying sex compositions over time. 
Following this review, we examine research on leadership emergence in initially leaderless 

mixed-sex and same-sex groups, comparing existing evidence with the models’ 
predictions. We conclude by noting that comparative tests of the models on groups that 
interact over time would greatly enhance our understanding of gender and leadership 

emergence. 

GENDER AND LEADERSHIP 

Leadership has been conceptualized in a number of different ways within past theory and 
research in social and organizational psychology. In a large segment of that work, 
leadership is conceptualized as the behavior of those individuals who are formally 
appointed to direct, manage, or supervise groups of people engaged in some collective 
activity-as in the first-line supervisor of an industrial work group (Shartle, 19.50; 
Hemphill & Coons, 1957; Bowers & Seashore, 1966; Stogdill, 1974; Ritchie & Moses, 
1983). In other work, however, leadership is conceptualized more broadly, as those 
behaviors by which members of groups influence one another (e.g., Shaw, 1981). This 
latter treatment allows for influence by any and all members of a group on one another. 

Within that latter conceptualization, much attention has been given to what is called 
“emergent leadership”-when one or more members of a group composed initially of 
equal status peers (i.e., no appointed leaders) exhibits notably high levels of leadership 
behavior and thereby attains higher status in the eyes of fellow group members. In such 
“leadership as influence” conceptualizations, however, it is important to hold open the 
possibility that, while some groups show emergence of a single member who becomes 
recognized as the group’s leader, other groups may show less centralized patterns of 
participation and influence and less hierarchical patterns of status. 

In this discussion of the interplay of leadership and gender, the interest is not in the 
behavior of an individual group member who has been formally designated as “the leader” 
but rather in the interaction processes by which group members influence one another as 
they carry out their collective tasks, and the group structure that results from such 
interaction. Such a group structure can be characterized as an influence structure, a 
leadership structure, and/or a status structure. Furthermore, because influence patterns in 
groups play out over time, it is useful to examine the case of newly formed groups of peers 
whose individual members are initially strangers to one another and to track the 
development of those patterns and structures over time. Therefore, the theories of gender 
presented in this article are examined in temrs of their applicability to patterns of influence 
and status in such newly formed but continuing groups. 

The study of gender and emergent leadership has frequently failed to draw on or 
explicitly test formal theories of gender that may speak to such group dynamics (for 
exceptions, see Ridgeway & Berger, 1986; Eagly & Johnson, 1990; Carli, 1991). A 
common excuse given for this neglect is that there is a dearth of such theoretical work, but 
that claim is simply not true. This article is dedicated to reviewing several theoretical 
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traditions in the gender literature that would be useful in studying leadership, influence, 

and a host of other social behaviors. 

Parallels in the Concepts of Gender and leadership 

Gender is culturally constructed, whereas sex is biologically defined. Throughout this 

article, gender will be used to refer to the social-psychological categories of masculinity 
and femininity, and sex will be used to refer to the biological categories of male and 

female. Both scholarly and popular conceptions of masculinity and femininity (Bern, 198 1; 
Gilligan, 1982; Spence & Helmreich, 1974; Williams & Best, 1990) treat the constructs as 

distinct and complementary. The two classes of attributes associated with masculinity and 
femininity are agenticism and communalism, respectively. Agenticism includes being 

assertive, controlling, aggressive, ambitious, dominant, forceful, independent, self- 
confident, and competitive. Communalism includes being concerned with the welfare of 

others, caring, nurturing, emotional, empathetic, supportive, and selfless. 
This distinction is surprisingly parallel to the main distinction made by several relatively 

independent research teams that has guided research in the leadership area for half a 
century-namely, task-oriented and agentic behavior versus social-oriented and communal 

behavior. Bales’ (1950) work on interaction in small, initially leaderless, all-male 
laboratory task groups identified two distinct clusters of activities: task activity, defined as 

direct contributions to a group’s task, and socio-emotional activity, defined as direct 

contributions to the maintenance of satisfactory morale and interpersonal relations among 
group members. Stogdill and the “Ohio State” group (e.g., Stogdill, 1974) developed a 
two-factor model of leadership that involved “initiation of structure” (task-oriented 
behavior) and “consideration” (people-oriented behavior). The “Michigan” group 
developed a four-factor theory of leadership in which two of the factors (“goal emphasis” 

and “work facilitation”) were task-oriented behaviors and the other two (“support” and 
“interaction facilitation”) were people-oriented behaviors (Bowers & Seashore, 1966). 

Finally, Fiedler’s contingency theory of leadership carried the key distinction of “task- 
oriented’ versus “relationship-oriented” behavior (corresponding to low LPC and high 

LPC scores, respectively; Fiedler, 1978). 
Bales and colleagues observed that groups often produced separate task and social 

leaders and predicted that men would emerge as task leaders and that women would 

emerge as social leaders in mixed-sex groups. This echoes cultural norms for Western 

families, headed by an assertive male who manages the family’s task activities and a 
supportive female “assistant leader” who manages the family’s socio-emotional activities. 
Early studies of leadership emergence in mixed-sex groups apparently supported this 
inferential leap: in a very large proportion of mixed-sex groups-whether leadership was 
assigned or emergent-males rather than females “took charge” of the group’s task 

activities. Subsequent laboratory research has revealed robust tendencies for men to 
engage in more task activity than women, and for women to engage in more social activity 
than men, in both mixed- and same-sex groups (Eagly & Johnson, 1990; Eagly & Karau, 
1991), although this has not typically been replicated in “real” or extant organizational 
groups (Eagly & Johnson, 1990; Hawkins, 1995). 

One would expect that in task groups, members who engage in the most task behavior 
would also enjoy the most general status and influence, and that the task leader would 
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also be considered the general leader of the group. In fact, Eagly and Karau’s (1991) 

meta-analysis of leadership emergence by sex in mixed-sex task groups found a strong 

tendency for men to emerge as task leaders and as general leaders (a majority of studies 

only measured general leadership) and a weak tendency for women to emerge as social 

leaders. 
The way in which various theories associate the agentic/communal distinction with sex 

influences their predictions about intragroup leadership behavior by member sex 

depending on the sex composition of the group. Generally, the earlier distinction from 

group research between task activity and socio-emotional activity has been rendered in 

terms of “agentic” versus “communal” in relation to issues of sex and gender. There is 

considerable agreement as to how that distinction is expressed in group interaction: 

Agentidtusk behavior is expressed in task groups by the development of relatively 

hierarchical intermember relations, by centralized authority and influence structures, and 

by relatively high levels of task activity and relatively low levels of social activity. 
Communul/socio-emotional behavior is expressed in task groups by the development of 

patterns of inter-member relations that are relatively nonhierarchical, by equal distribution 

of participation in group activity among members, and by relatively high levels of social 

activity and relatively low levels of task activity. 

These definitions will be used in discussing predictions from the various models of sex 

and gender in this article. In cases where a model does not identify a predominance of 

either agentic or communal tendencies in a task group of a certain composition, we will 

assume (as a “default” position) that such a group will tend to reflect the centralized 

pattern expressed by agenticism-because, other things being equal, the task-oriented 

nature of such groups, as well as the patriarchal nature of the cultural context within which 

such groups are embedded, will favor the male-oriented, agentic “pole” of the dichotomy 

(e.g., Wood, 1987). Predictions will be discussed with regard to small, newly formed, and 

ongoing task-oriented groups (or “teams;” McGrath, Berdahl, & Arrow, 199.5) with no 

appointed leader(s). 

SIX MODELS OF SEX AND GENDER 

Psychological theories of sex and gender have typically emphasized the role of individual 

traits in explaining behavior but recently have been giving more consideration to the role 

of context. It is possible to classify various theories into three different approaches: (1) a 

trait approach, (2) an expectations approach, and (3) a multicultural approach (e.g., 
McGrath, Berdahl & Arrow, 1995) (see Table 1). The trait approach assumes that internal 
traits determine and guide behavior. The expectations approach assumes that salient 

demographic cues shape behavioral expectations, and that these expectations guide 

intragroup behavior. The multicultural approach combines elements of the trait and 
expectations approaches, assuming that individuals from different cultural backgrounds 

and/or of different social status have been exposed to systematically different expectations 
and experiences throughout their lifetimes and, therefore, have different learned traits, 

different levels of social status in a group context, and behave according to the interaction 

of these traits and status with a given cultural context. Theories based on these different 
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Table 1 
Classification of Models According to Their Approaches 

Stereotypical Sex Differences 

Gender Schema Theory 

Status Roles 

Social Roles 
Gender-as-Culture Thcq 

approaches have different predictions about leadership, influence, and group behavior over 

time. 
Throughout the discussion of the models, predictions are made with reference to an 

index of bias toward males emerging as task leaders and an index of bias toward females 

emerging as social leaders. An index of bias toward having a male emerge as a leader can 

be obtained by noting that the probability of a given male emerging as a task leader can 

range from l/M to l/N according to the models, where M is the number of males in the 

group and N is the group size. The following equation is a convex combination that can be 

used to represent the probability of a given male emerging as a task leader in the group, 

where y is a number between zero and one that represents the “degree of bias” the model 

assigns toward men emerging as task leaders: (y/M) + ((l-y)/N). We will refer to this 

equation as p(mtask). 
Thus, the degree of bias toward men increases withy: when y equals zero there is no bias 

[p(mtask) = l/N] and when y equals one there is complete bias [p(mtask) = l/M]. To obtain 

the probability that a group will have a male task leader, simply multiply p(mtask) by M. 

The probability that a given female will emerge as a task leader is expressed by: (1-y) /N. 

We will refer to this equation as p(ftask). To obtain the probability that a group will have a 

female task leader, simply multiply the above equation by F. 
Similarly, the model predictions for a given female emerging as a social leader range 

from l/F to l/N, where F is the number of females in the group. The following equation can 

be used to represent the probability of a given female emerging as a social leader in the 

group, where x is a number between zero and one that represents the “degree of bias” the 

model assigns toward women emerging as social leaders: (x/F) + [(I-x)/N]. We will refer 

to this equation as p(fsocial). The degree of bias toward women increases with X: when x 

equals zero, there is no bias [p(fsocial) = l/N] and when x equals one there is complete bias 

[p(fsociaZ) = l/fl. To obtain the probability that a group will have a female social leader, 

simply multiply the p(fsocial) by F. The probability that a given male will emerge as a 

social leader is expressed by: (l-x)/N. We will refer to this equation as p(msocial). To 

obtain the probability that a group will have a male social leader, simply multiply the above 

equation by M. 
Furthermore, throughout the discussion of the models, centralization is conceptualized 

as the degree to which one or a few individuals dominate group discussion and decision 

making. Groups are completely centralized when one individual dominates virtually all 

discussion and decision making, and groups are completely decentralized (or egalitarian) 

when all members contribute equally to group discussion and decision making. For 

purposes of this article, we have stated predictions made by the models regarding 

centralization as high, medium, or low rather than a specific value on a quantitative index.’ 
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Trait Models 

Model 1: No Sex Differences 

We can create a baseline model for predicting emergence of influence structures in task 
groups over time by assuming that there are no systematic sex differences in abilities or 

behavior, which is what a vast majority of laboratory studies of individual abilities have 

found (cf. Maccoby & Jacklin, 1974; Deaux, 1984) and by further assuming that a group’s 
sex composition does not affect intragroup dynamics. 

This model would predict that emerging as a leader is determined by individual 
differences-such as ability, task contributions, and motivation to lead-traits that are 

assumed by this model to be independent of sex. Therefore, both v and x equal zero in 

equations p(mtask), p(ftask), pcf: racial), and p(msociaZ); in other words, the probability of 
having a given individual lead the task or social activities of a group is l/N, regardless of 

sex (see Table 2). Furthermore, if individual traits are stable over time and across contexts, 
influence structures should be constant over time and across group sex compositions. Since 

this model does not specify a particular level of centralization and is acting as a baseline 

model, we will assume that centralization levels will resemble the default pattern discussed 

earlier (see Table 3). 

Model 2: Stereotypical Sex Differences 
Theories that emphasize sex differences in behavior (inherent or learned) have been 

prevalent throughout the history of psychology, and typically postulate differences 

congruent with cultural beliefs. For example, sociobiological theories (e.g., Buss et al., 
1990; for reviews and critiques, see Shields, 1975; Bleier, 1984; Gailey, 1987) hold that 

sex differences in behavior are the result of biological sex differences that stem from 

mating behavior that has optimized the survival of the species throughout evolution. On the 
other hand, Freud’s psychoanalytic theory postulates that psychological sex differences 

derive from experiences in infancy that are determined by biological sex and result in 

different individual traits for the sexes. 
Modem psychoanalytic theory is a popular framework within which to study sex 

differences (e.g., Gilligan, 1982). In particular, Chodorow (1974, summarized in Tong, 

1989) draws on object relations theory and asserts that boys and girls develop different 
concepts of self since their first love object is their mother (due to sole or primary maternal 
care). Boys define the self through difference and separation from their mothers, but cannot 

define the self through similarity and attachment to their fathers, since their fathers are 
unavailable. Boys, therefore, grow up unable to relate deeply to others, with a self-concept 

defined through independence and separation and with a single-minded competitiveness 
that prepares them for work outside the home. Girls define the self through similarity to 
their mothers, experiencing a relatively continuous bond with her. They thereby develop a 
high capacity for relatedness and a self-concept defined through interdependence and 
connectedness that prepares them for motherhood. Psychoanalytic theory treats sex 
differences as learned but relatively immutable personality differences that correspond 
closely to the agentic and communal constructs described earlier. 

This model would predict that most men and women fit these stereotyped personalities 
(assuming their mothers were their primary or sole caretakers) and display their resulting 
behavioral tendencies across contexts. In this view, regardless of group sex composition, 
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Table 2 
Predictions Made By the Models For the Probabilities That a Given Male 

Or a Given Female Will Emerge As a Leader 

Task Leader Social Leader 

A Given Male A Given Female A Given Mule A Given Female 

Model Initial Eventuar Initial EVtXtUUl Initial Eventuul Initicd Eve&u. 

No Sex Differences I/N Ini I/N I/N l/N l/N I/N I/N 

Stereotypical Sex I/M l/M 0 0 0 0 I/F IIF 

Differences 

Gender Schema I/(m+a) I /(m+a) 0 0 0 0 I/(f+a) I /(f+a) 

Theory” 

Status Rolesb l/M I if if M>O: 0 I if if F>O: 0 I if I/F I if 

initial if M=O: initial if F=O: initial initial 

leader I/N leader I/N leader leader 

Social RoIesb I/M I/N ifM>O:O I/N ifFzO:O I/N IiF I/N 

if M=O: I/ if F=O: 

N I/N 

Gender-as-Culture (.25/M) (.25/M) .75/N .75/N 0 0 I/F I/F 

Theory +(.75/N) +(.75/N) 

N*~tr.s: M = the number of male, in the group; F = the number of females in the group; N = M+F. 

a Gender Schema theory predictions are for the probability of a given masculine or feminine individual, rather than a 

given male or female individual, emerging a\ a leader. m = the number of “mascuhne” mdividuala.f= the number of 

“feminine” individuals: and u = the number of “androgenous” individuals. 

h As sex becomes less salient. these predictions converge to those of the No Sex Differences model. 

Table 3 
Predictions Made By the Models for Levels of Centralization By Sex Composition 

Model 
All- Mujorit;v- Equally Mule Mujjorby- All- 

Mule Male and Fern&e Female Female 

No Sex Difference Medium Medium Medium Medium Medium 

Stereotypical Sex Medium Medium Medium High Low 

Differences high 

Gender Schema Theory” Medium Medium Medium High Low 

high 

Status Roles Low then Medium then Medium then High Low then 
high high high high 

Social Roles Low then Medium Medium High then Low then 

medium Medium medium 

Gender-as-Culture Theory High Medium Medium Medium Medium 

high then low Low then 
low 

Note: a Gender schema theory predictions are for all-maaculinc, majority-masculine, equally maxuline, and feminine, 

majority- feminine, and all-feminine groups, rather than all-male. majority-male. equally male and female, majority- 

female. and all-female groups, respectively. 
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men will display competitive task behavior and women will rarely compete or engage in 
task activity and will instead emphasize social behavior. Therefore, )I will equal one in 
equationsp(mtusk) andp(ftask), making the probability that a given male emerges as a task 
leader I/M, and x will equal one in equations p(fsocial) and p(msociaZ), making the 
probability that a female emerges as a social leader l/F (a position that is either shared by 

all females in a group or is rotated between them) (see Table 2). 
Since men are expected to display high levels of competitive task behavior and women 

are expected to display social and democratic behavior, this model would predict that 
majority-female groups will be the most centralized since the lone male will be the sole or 
primary task contributor and competitor for leadership. Groups that are equally male and 
female should be slightly less centralized since there are two or more males actively 
engaging in task and competitive behavior. Majority-male groups will be less centralized 
than equally male and female groups, since there is a majority of group members 
participating in competitive task behavior, and all-male groups will be as or slightly less 
centralized than majority-male groups since all members will display this behavior. All- 
female groups will be the least centralized of the lot, since no member will display 
competitive task behavior; instead, all members will emphasize equality and social 

relations (see Table 3). 

Model 3: Gender Schema 

Bern’s gender schema theory (Bern, 1987) stems from her theory of androgyny, which 
led her to develop the most popular sex role inventory to date, the Bern Sex Role Inventory 
(BSRI; Bern, 1974). Bern constructed the BSRI by asking subjects to rate the degree to 
which traits are desirable for a woman (or a man) to have in American society (Bern, 19X 1). 
The clusters of masculine and feminine traits on the BSRI (and on the similar Personal 
Attributes Questionnaire [PAQ], created in the same year by Spence and Helmreich, 1974) 
parallel the clusters of agentic and communal traits described earlier (Spence & Helmreich, 
1979). 

This model focuses on psychological sex (or gender role identity), rather than biological 
sex (being male or female) and treats femininity and masculinity as theoretically 
orthogonal.’ Individuals who rate themselves high on feminine traits and low on masculine 
traits are considered feminine; those who rate themselves high on masculine traits and low 
on feminine traits are considered masculine; those who rate themselves high on both are 
considered androgynous; and those who rate themselves low on both are considered 
“undifferentiated.” Bern proposed that the androgynous personality is most healthy, since 
it is most flexible to respond in appropriate ways across a variety of contexts.? 

According to gender schema theory, an individual is highly gender schematic if his or 
her self-descriptions adhere closely to societal norms regarding appropriate behavior for 
his or her sex (Bern, 1987). Self-ratings on the BSRI are treated as stable personality traits 
that are predictive of behavior across contexts. With respect to leadership in task groups, 
this theory would predict that, regardless of group sex composition or the sex of the 
individual, “masculine” group members will display competitive and task-oriented 
behavior and emerge as task leaders ]v equals one in equations p(“tusk) and p(fttrsk)]. 

“Feminine” group members will not compete or engage in much task behavior in a group, 
but will instead engage in high levels of social behavior, emerging as social “leaders” 
[although this leadership will be shared among the feminine individuals of the group; x 
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equals one in equations p(fsocial) and p(msociaZ)]. Since androgynous individuals are 

capable of both competitive task behavior and social behavior, they will contend for both 
task and social leadership positions4 These results should remain stable over time since 
they are based on behavior that stems from stable individual traits (see Table 2). 

With regard to centralization of task participation and decision making, majority- 

feminine groups should be the most highly centralized because the lone masculine (or 
androgynous) individual will conduct virtually all the competitive task behavior. Equally 

masculine and feminine groups should be slightly less centralized, with half of the 
members engaging in competitive task behavior, and majority-masculine groups should be 

slightly less centralized than these, with a majority of members engaging in competitive 

task behavior. All-masculine groups should be as or slightly less centralized than majority- 
masculine groups, and all-feminine groups should be the least centralized since they will 
rarely engage in competitive task behavior and will instead emphasize equality of 
participation and social activity (see Table 3). 

Note that the predictions made by the gender schema model resemble those made by the 
stereotypical sex differences model, only now it is gender composition of the group rather 

than sex composition, and the gender of the member rather than the member’s sex, that 

influences behavior and interaction. 

Expectation Models 

Model 4: Status Roles 
Marxist and socialist feminist theories of male dominance, and sociological expectation- 

states explanations of status differences in social systems, make similar predictions and can 
be combined in the status roles model. Belonging in the former camp, Frederick Engels 

(I 978 [ 18841) traced the development of male domination to men’s and women’s relatively 
separate and complementary work spheres, which gave men the first access to private 

property and separated men and women into the very first ruling and oppressed classes, 
respectively. Engels’ theory and modern variations of it (for reviews, see Tong, 1989; 

Donovan, 1990) suggest that after the onset of private property, power-therefore social 
prestige and value-became associated with access to and ownership of material resources. 

Men had greater access to these resources and used them to enhance their power. Women’s 

direct access to and ownership of material resources became increasingly limited in their 
labor roles in the home, and women’s social and productive roles and women themselves 

became devalued: “Within the family [the husband] is the bourgeois, and the wife 
represents the proletariat” (Engels, 1978 [ 18841). 

Modem Marxist and socialist feminists point out that the work women have 
traditionally obtained outside the home has mirrored their domestic roles: for example, 

secretaries, nurses, stewardesses, and elementary school teachers all take care of and 

support children and/or male superiors (e.g., Women, staff of, 1978 [ 19711). This 

phenomenon has also been identified by Gutek and colleagues (e.g., Gutek & Morasch, 
1982), who called it “sex-role spillover.” Consequently, within every realm of 
production, public and private, women are placed in less valued support roles and men 
assume more influential and valued production and managerial (i.e., agentic) roles. 
Materialist theories that locate the division of labor as the root and reinforcement of male 
dominance seem to assume a universal baseline of human potenital, but that behavior is 
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structured by material and economic forces that impose different roles and status levels 
upon the sexes, resulting in sex differences in behavior. 

Expectation-states theory (reviewed by Ridgeway & Berger, 1986; Carli, 1991) 

emphasizes the role of social status cues and their implications for expectations concerning 

member competence in group interaction. Sex, as a general status characteristic, is used to 

infer competence when sex is salient and when little or no information is known about 

members’ relative competence or abilities. Member status is enhanced by making 

contributions to group endeavors, and members who are initially accorded high status have 

the most opportunity to make such contributions. Therefore, members who initially enjoy 

high status in a group can further enhance their status over time since they have more 

opportunities than low status members to contribute to group endeavors, gain status by 

doing so, gain more opportunities to contribute through enhanced status, and so on. 
These theories hold that inequalities based on social categories (e.g., sex) in society at 

large are carried into the expectations made for member roles in group interaction. They 

predict that, in any given mixed-sex task group made up of strangers, men will initially be 

accorded higher status than women and, therefore, will be assumed to be more competent 

at the task at hand, resulting in a male task leader [v equals one in equations p(mf&) and 

~(ftLE.rk)]. Women will be expected to fill supportive social roles, resulting in a female 

social leader [who is subordinate to the male task leader; x equals one in equations 

pC$wcial) and p(msocial)]. In same-sex groups and in groups in which sex is not salient, 

however, individuals will emerge as task and social leaders due to other status cues besides 

sex (see Table 2). 
The initial level of centralization should be highest in majority-female groups since only 

one (male) member is assumed to be highly competent. In equally male and female groups, 

initial centralization should also be relatively high since half the members (the males) are 

assumed to be highly competent and the other half are assumed to be low in competence. 

In majority-male groups, the initial level of centralization should be slightly lower than in 

equally male and female groups because a majority of members will be assumed to be 

highly competent and will compete for status. In all-male and all-female groups, however, 

initial levels of centralization should retlect a “default” level since sex is not salient and 

other characteristics will be used to infer competence. Furthermore, this model, unlike the 

ones discussed so far, predicts that levels of centralization will not remain stable over time 

but will instead increase: regardless of initial status differentiations, no matter how small, 

eventually groups will reach a highly centralized influence structure (see Table 3). 

Model 5: Social Roles 
Eagly’s (1987) social-role theory and Deaux & Major’s ( 1987) interactive model of 

gender-related behavior also emphasize the role of people’s behavioral expectations in 

contemporaneously influencing self and others’ behavior. These theories also assume that 

sex does not inherently determine which behaviors an individual is capable of or will 
display, and that sex of a target person determines the expectations that both that person 

and others in the group will have for the target person’s behavior. These expectations, 
however, are not shaped by inferences regarding competence based on status but rather are 

shaped by differing societal sex roles that require agentic behavior from men and 
communal behavior from women. Thus, sex will influence behavior in stereotypical ways 
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to the degree that the target and observer’s expectations are congruent and gender- 

schematic, 
Such expectations are especially gender schematic when gender is central in the target 

and observer’s schema hierarchies and when a target person’s sex is salient in a group. The 

salience of an individual’s sex in a group is high when (1) the number of other group 

members of his or her sex is small, (2) roles that structure behavior are absent, and (3) 

members of the group are strangers. 
These theories would generally expect sex to influence status and leadership emergence 

along sex-stereotypic lines at the onset of mixed-sex task groups of strangers (e.g., Eagly 

& Karau, 1991), leading to male task leaders and female social leaders b and x equal one 

in equations p(mtusk), p(ftusk), p(f social), and p(msocial)]. Women in majority-male 

groups and men in majority-female groups should be especially susceptible to having 

stereotypical assumptions made about their behavior, since their sex is particularly salient. 

Over time, however, as people come to know each other as individuals, individual 

differences in members’ personalities and abilities, which are assumed to be independent 

of sex, will determine their positions and roles within the group [making y and x equal zero 

in equations p(mtu.sk), p(ftusk), p(fsociul), and p(msociuZ), regressing toward the no sex 

differences model; see Table 21. 
As in the status roles model and the stereotypical sex differences model, because male 

group members will typically behave agentically at the onset of group interaction (i.e., 

compete for status, engage in high levels of task activity), and female group members will 

typically behave communally at the onset of group interaction (i.e., relinquish status, focus 

on social activity), when sex is salient in a group there should be an initial hierarchy among 

the males with the females equally occupying the lowest status positions. Therefore, 

majority-female groups should initially be most highly centralized, then equally male and 

female groups, then majority-male groups. If sex is not salient in all-male and all-female 

groups as predicted by this model, then these groups should follow a “default” pattern of 

centralization. Unlike the status roles model, however, the social roles model predicts that 

over time, all status structures should regress to the default pattern as group members get 

to know each other as individuals rather than as representatives of their sex (see Table 3). 

Multicultural Model 

Model 6: Gender-as-Culture 

Instead of viewing sex differences as individual personality differences, gender-as- 

culture theory (Berdahl, 1993) suggests they be viewed as “cultural” differences. This 

theory holds that there are some stable sex differences in personality and social behavior. 

These differences result from systematically different access to behavioral roles based on 

sex, due to economic and social power sex differences in society at large. Status and role 

differences between the sexes in society translate into influence and personality differences 

between the sexes in groups. This approach allows for more variation in behavior and 

personality within gender than does a trait approach, sidestepping typecasts for men and 

women and making room for other status and cultural effects on experience and behavior 

such as race and class. This theory maintains, however, that systematic power, and hence 

experiential, differences cut through all social boundaries for men and women: any one 
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woman is more likely to experience sex oppression and female “subculture’* than is any 
one man (Berdahl, 1993). 

Men and women may participate in a common “objective” culture, but they can also be 
considered to experience systematically different “subjective” cultures. Triandis (1980) 
defined objective culture as including a culture’s subsistence system, its sociocultural 
system of institutions, norms, roles, and values as they exist outside the individual, and the 
inter-individual system, or patterns of social behavior, including the raising of children. He 
defined subjective culture as including an individual’s system of perception, learning, 
motivati~~n, and subjective experience of the objective culture outside the individual. 
Because men typically have higher social and economic status than women and because 
“maleness” denotes higher symbolic status and prestige than does “femaleness” in 
patriarchal society, men as a social category have more power rhan women as a social 
category to define and shape the “objective” culture experienced by both sexes, Women’s 
conilnon experiences and resulting self-concepts, values, social behavior, and so forth can 

be considered to form a subcultural pattern within this male-defined culture.s 
The content of male and female cultures may be the cultural-level counterparts to the 

personality-level dimensions of agenticism-communalism: individualism and collectivism 
(Triandis, 1990), respectively (Berdahl, 1992). These gendered cultures are byproducts of 
being dominant or oppressed groups (Miller, 1986) with high or low social status (Carli, 
1991), rather than byproducts of “natural” biological condition or of systematic 
experiences during infancy. The content of women’s subculture is in large part defined by 
men’s dominant culture and its values and role expectations for women. Furthermore, by 
virtue of their membership in an oppressed “class” whose experiences are not considered 
normative in the dominant culture (which assumes male experiences and perspectives), 
women must necessarily operate in, and to some degree understand, male experience and 
perspective in addition to their own,’ Men, on the other hand, are not required to 
understand women’s standpoints or operate in women’s subculture. Thus, women must be 
bicultural (at least; possibly more depending on race, class, etc.), participating in the male 
dominant culture as well as having their own “subcultural” experiences. When placed in a 
traditionally male-defined context such as the workplace (especially male-dominated 

occupations), women may take one of several routes to acculturate to the male culture, 
including ~)versh~)oting or exaggerating traits that are associated with male power, 
affirr~~i~l~ their own gender identity by going the opposite route and exaggerating their 
feminine traits, or simply assimilating to the culture by trying to “blend in to the 
woodwork.” 

This model suggests that male culture is more individualistic than female subculture, 
which is more collectivistic. Women must operate in both, however, so women are able to 
behave in both agentic as well as communal ways. Men, on the other hand, only or 
primarily have to operate in an individualistic culture and are limited in their ability to 
operate in a collectivistic culture with communal norms. Therefore, in any given mixed-sex 
group, women will behave both agentically as well as communally. Men, on the other 
hand, will typically be restricted to agentic-or competitive, task-oriented-behavior. 
Therefore, in mixed-sex groups women will take on social leadership roles, whereas men 
will tend not to take on social leadership roles in any group [x equals I in equations 
~~~sl”socrCrl) and p(~zsaticrl); see Table 21. Given the status difference between men and 
women and resulting inferences made about male and female task abilities, men will have 
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Table 4 
Summary of Theoretical Distinctions Between the Models 

Model 

No Sex 
Differences 

Stereotypical 

Sex 

Differences 

Gender 

Schema 

Theory 

statu!, 
Roles 

Social 

Roles 

Gender-as- 

Culture Theory 

Gender differences in 

behavior (often 

mapped to sex) 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

No underlying trait 

differences between the sexes 

Underlying trait 

differences devclopcd in 

childhood and/or 

due to biology 

Underlying trait differences 

bared on adherence to cul- 

tural stereotypes of masculin- 

ity and/or femininity 

No or minimal underlying 

trait differences: status differ- 

enccs between men and 

women at large shape 

assumptions about compc- 

tence when sex is salient 

No or minimal underlying 

trait differences: cultural ste- 

reotypes contempora- neou4y 

shape expectations of behav- 

ior based on sex when sex is 

salient 

Some underlying trait differ- 

ences due to systematically 

differing experiences of the 

sexes baed on status in 

society 

33 

Men are agentic; 

women are communal 

Masculine people are agentic; 

feminine people are commu- 

nal: androgynous people are 

both 

Men are dominant; 

women are subordinate; in- 

equalities increase over time 

Men are agentic; 

women are communal: 

differences disappear over 

time 

Men are agentic; 

women are communal and 

agentic, depending on context 

an advantage over women in emerging as task leaders, even though women are also 

capable of engaging in competitive task-oriented behavior. We will arbitrarily set .v equal 

to one-fourth in equations p(mtusk) and p(ftask) for this model to indicate this male bias, 

since it is expected to be neither overwhelming (V equals one-half or above) nor absent (y 

equals 0). So, for example, there will be a 62.5% chance of having a male task leader, and 

a 37.5% chance of having a female task leader, in a four-person equally male and female 

group (see Table 2). 
This gender-as-culture model would predict that in all-male groups, individualism (or 

agentic behavioral norms) will predominate in the form of medium to high levels of 

centralization. In all-female groups, dominant individualist culture will influence initial 

interaction, leading to an initial “default” level of centralization, but collectivism (or 

communal behavioral norms) will predominate over time, leading to a low level of 

centralization. In majority-male or equal-sex distribution groups, male individualist culture 

will predominate and women will assimilate to it since they are “bicultural” and 

accustomed to such interaction, and these groups will have medium or “default” levels of 
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centralization. In majo~ty-female groups, however, the initial interaction will be 

individualistic, but over time a collectivist norm will predominate, which is more difficult 

for the solo (or few) male(s) to acculturate to.7 

Summary 

We have just reviewed six models that make different predictions for the effects of sex 

and gender on the emergence of task and social leaders, and for the effects of sex and 

gender composition of a group on the centralization of group participation and decision 

making regarding the task. Each mode1 makes a unique set of predictions, summarized in 

Tables 2 and 3. The predictions appearing in these tables can be treated as hypotheses made 

by each of the models. It is easy to confuse some of the models, however, as some of their 

differences are rather subtle. Table 4 provides a summary of the reasons for the predictions 

made by each of the models, or of the theoretical underpinnings of the models. Table 4 

summarizes whether each model predicts observed sex differences in behavior, the reason 

for this prediction, and the manifestation of the differences, if any. 

RESEARCHING THE MODELS 

Many studies of leadership emergence have assumed that there are no sex differences and 

have ignored the sex composition of groups or have only included same-sex groups 

(thereby assuming sex differences but not addressing them). Bales and many subsequent 

researchers have implicitly taken a stereotypical sex differences approach, an approach that 

is increasing in popularity. Recent studies have discussed and interpreted their results 

according to social role theory (Eagly & Johnson, 1990; Eagly & Karau, 1991) and 

expectations states theory (Carli, 1991; Ridgeway & Berger, 1986). Competitive tests of 

these models are needed that involve studying a variety of types of groups over time. 
Research to date on leadership emergence in groups contains mixed support for the 

social role, the status role, and the gender-as-culture models. The no-sex-differences model 

has received some support, often due to small sample sizes (e.g., Hawkins, 1995). The 

gender schema model has not been tested with regard to its predictions for leadership and 

influence structures in groups to this author’s knowledge. 
Research on leadership emergence and influence structures in same-sex groups generally 

supports the prediction (made by all but the no-sex-differences model for initial 

interactions that all-male groups tend to show more agentic behavior than all-female 

groups, and that all-female groups tend to show more communal behavior than all-male 

groups. Men in all-male groups have been observed to express a greater desire for 
leadership than do women in all-female groups (Wood, 1987), and women in ail-female 

groups tend to engage in higher levels of socio-emotional behavior than either men or 

women in mixed-sex groups (Eagly & Karau, 1991). All-male groups are more likely than 

all-female groups to have one leader who contributes most to all facets of group 

performance, to have a centralized participation pattern, and to have a stable dominance 

order. All-female groups are more likely than all-male groups to show equal participation 

and to not develop stable status hierarchies (Aries, 1976; Wood, 1987; Eagly & Karau, 

1991). 
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Few studies have compared mixed- and same-sex groups. Findings from those that have 
suggest that individual characteristics alone do not account for the phenomenon of more 
frequent male than female leadership emergence, supporting the expectations and 
multicultural approaches over the trait approach. For example, Hegstrom & Griffith (1992) 
found that dominance scores on a personality test predicted leader emergence in same-sex 

dyads, but that being male, rather than having a high dominance score, predicted leader 
emergence in mixed-sex dyads. Unfortunately, this was a short-term study, and it did not 
examine the effects of dominant personalities over time. 

Eagly & Karau’s (1991) meta-analysis of leadership emergence by sex in mixed-sex 
groups showed that the tendency for men to emerge as leaders decreased when leadership 
was assessed after a longer period of interaction, especially for groups that met more than 
once. (Only a small fraction of the studies were longitudinal, however, and those that were 
failed to track leadership emergence over time; instead, they typically measured leadership 
only once, at the end of the study.) This result supports the social role model, which 
predicts that men will have a greater chance to emerge as leaders at the outset of group 
interaction due to sex-stereotypic expectations, but that over time, leadership emergence 

will be based on individual abilities (which are presumed to be independent of sex). This 
result refutes the status roles model, which makes the same initial prediction but the 
opposite one over time. One result from Eagly and Karau’s meta-analysis that is not 
predicted by any of the models is that the tendency for men to emerge as leaders was higher 
in groups with equal numbers of men and women than in groups with a majority of either 
sex. 

Other studies have shown that individual interaction styles, activities, and even self 
personality descriptions are affected by sex of actor and the sex composition of a group. 
These findings tend to support the gender-as-culture model. Aries (1976) observed that, 
when individuals participated in mixed-sex groups, members of both sexes gravitated from 
interaction styles characteristic of their same-sex groups toward interaction styles 
characteristic of the other sex. Gilles (1990) observed that individuals displayed different 
amounts of task activity by sex and by sex composition of a group. Men in all-male groups 
engaged in the greatest amount of task activity; men in majority-male groups showed less 
task activity; women in majority-male groups showed even less task activity; men in 
majority-female groups showed still less task activity; and women in all-female groups 
engaged in the least amount of task activity. The reverse ordering occurred for amounts of 
social activity. Swan (1993) reported that individuals’ self-descriptions on the Bern Sex 
Role Inventory (BSRI: Bern, 1974) were influenced by sex and by group mixed-sex 
composition. Men rated themselves as more masculine than women did in both majority- 
male and majority-female groups. Both males and females rated themselves as more 
masculine as solo representatives of their sex than as part of a two-person minority, and 
minority-sex members rated themselves as more masculine than majority-sex members 
did, regardless of sex. Again, this was a one-shot study and did not trace self-descriptions 
of gender over time. 

A recent study of 56 same- and mixed-sex groups that met over seven weekly meetings 
competitively examined predictions from all of the models presented in this paper except 
the gender schema model (Berdahl, 1996). Half of the groups in the study met via a 
computer-conferencing system, whereas the other half of the groups met face-to-face. This 
communication medium manipulation controlled the salience of sex in the groups, since 
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sex was less salient in computer groups. This allowed closer examination of the 

expectation models, which predict that group sex composition will affect emergent status 

structures only when sex is salinet. Results were mixed, but most often supported the 

gender-as-culture model. The social roles model received the least support. Interestingly, 

despite popular conceptions of leadership, leadership was often shared in these groups, 

particularly social leadership. Another project stemming from this same study 

competitively tested the social roles and the status roles models, but neither received must 

support (Berdahl & Craig, In press). 

CONCLUSION 

Despite growing interest in the dynamics of sex, gender, and leadership, few studies of 

leadership emergence and behavior in task groups have compared both mixed- and same- 

sex groups, and even fewer have studied groups for more than one meeting. Research is 

needed that does just this. This research should also draw on the wealth of theories of sex 

and gender that consider the unique history of the relations between the sexes and resulting 

constructions of gender. The models described in this article represent a range of such 

theories and offer different explanations and competing predictions for the dynamics of 

gender and the emergence of leadership influence structures in groups. From this endeavor, 

not only have we gotten a taste for the multitude of models that can aid our understanding 

of gender and leadership, but we have den~onstrated how integrating theories of gender 

with a subs~nti~re context of study-such as work groups--can give context to gendered 

interactions and supplement research conducted on gender in largely context-free 

environments (Eagly, 1987; Bohan, 1993). 
Crucial voids could be filled in research on small groups and on sex and gender to date 

by future work that takes the approach suggested by this article, Such work should address 

the need to study real groups and the need to study groups over time, practices that are 

surprisingly uncommon but eminently relevant to the study of social interaction (McGrath, 

1993). Several of the models presented in this article have overlaping predictions for the 

initial stages of group interaction, but all the models have different predictions over time, 

further pointing to the need to study groups over time. Competitively testing existing 

theories can expand and strengthen what can be learned from any one study. It is 

pa~icularly il~~po~~nt to study gender in a variety of real contexts and among men and 

women in a variety of roles that are meaningful to them-in such a context, “influence” 

and “leadership” may carry much more weight than in a one-shot laboratory study that 

engages participants in a task of no consequence to them (e.g., Eagly, 1987; Bohan, 1993). 
Finally, it could be extremely useful to renew our conception and measurement oi 

leadership when studying leadership emergence. When groups of initial strangers form 

without role or leadership assignments, what is essentially being studied is the emergence 

of an influence or status structure. There is no reason this structure must have one clear 

leader-or one clear task leader and one clear social leader. Our measurements of influence 

must allow for the possibility of there being shared leadership, for example, by using 

Likert-type scales that do not force rankings or singular leaderships, or by tracing the 

representation of individual contributions into the group product (e.g.. Davis, 1973). 
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1. The following is a straightforward measure of centralization in a group: 

N 

CENTRAL = 
c 

(I, -I,)l[(N- l)*(MAX-MZN)] 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5 _ 

6. 

7. 

where I, is the highest observed influence or leadership rating received by a member of the 

group, and I2 through 1, are the other observed influence or leadership ratings received by other 

group members; MAX is the maximum value on the influence or leadership scale; MZN is the 
minimum value on the influence or leadership scale; and N is the group size. Thus, CENTRAL 
can range from zero to one: zero indicates the absence of centralization (all members have the 
same rating) and one indicates complete centralization (the highest ranked member has the 
maximum possible rating and the rest of the members have the minimum possible rating). This 
index controls for group size. 
This was a radical shift from the previously popular approach to measuring feminine and 
masculine personalities, typified by Terman and Miles’ Attitude-Interest Analysis Test (1936). 
This test was derived empirically from sex differences in responses to numerous items and 
treated masculinity-femininity as a unidimensional bipolar construct (Constantinople, 1973). 
The theory of androgyny has since been criticized as failing to abandon treatment of masculinity 
and femininity as dichotomous complementary social constructs (Pedhazur & Tetenbaum, 
1979). 
Masculinity and femininity were previously assumed to be the ideals for mental health in men 
and women, respectively (e.g., Terman & Miles, 1936). Bern’s assertion that androgyny is ideal 
for both men and women challenged this but has been subsequently criticized (e.g., Locksley & 
Colton, 1979). 
The role of androgynous members in the group is not clear: in a majority-feminine group, for 
example, they may assimilate to communal norms for interaction and emphasize the more 
expressive aspects of their personality, or they may stress task-oriented behavior and emphasize 
the agentic aspects of their personality since the group may be in need of someone to take charge 
of task activities. Undifferentiated members will display low levels of task and social behavior 
and will not contend for either task or social leadership roles. 
As defined by Goodenough (198 1): subcultural systems are “variants of the larger \‘culture’ 
often associated with some ethnic or minority subpopulation” (Rohner, 1984, p. 125). 
This does not require women to be conscious of the power structure and how it acts to shape 
social interaction. Hartsock (1983) suggests that only through struggle and enlightenment is an 
individual (male or female) able to see the gendered power structure and the “true” nature of 
gender interactions. Like Marx’s proletarian class, however, women do not have to go through 
this process to have their behavior systematically shaped by the gendered power structure, and 
they are similarly prone to false consciousness-the internalization of justifications given for 
their oppression and the desire to emulate the ruling class’ (men’s) values and behaviors. 
Therefore, majority-female groups may display the most conflict of the sex compositions. 

NOTES 
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