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ABSTRACT 

Theincrease ofwomenin managementhas amplified the need to evaluate their 

performance in leadership roles. Whileresearchers generally agree that there are negligible 

differences between the genders in actual leadership behavior,they have been puzzled over 

the inconsistentfindings on subordinate evaluations offemale leaders'effectiveness; 

compared to male leaders,female leaders have been found to receive lower,higher and 

commensurate ratings ofequivalentleader behavior. 

One explanation for these inconsistentfindings is thatsubordinates may be 

responding to gender differences in leader power. An integrated review and analysis ofthe 

literature on gender differences in power in organizations and subordinate evaluations of 

male andfemale leaders is presented,along with a typology ofpowerand a conceptual 

modelofpower and the leader-subordinate relationship. 

The relative influence ofleader genderand perceived leader poweron subordinate 

evaluations ofleader effectiveness was investigated in afield study of110subordinates(55 

male and55female)ofmatched pairs ofmale andfemale leaders in three organizations. 

To controlfor gender differences in power,leaders were matched on organizational level, 

function,and,where possible,specialization. As predicted,perceived leader power 

accounted for more ofthe variance in leadership evaluations than leader gender. Leader 

gender did notsignificantly influence subordinate ratings ofleader effectiveness. 

Additionally,there was alack ofsupportfor the theory that poweris gender-typed; male 

and female leaders received equivalentratings when perceived as using the sameforms of 

power. 

Theoretical and applied implications ofthese findings for women in management 

are discussed. Future directions for research in this area are suggested. 
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INTRODUCTION 

The increase ofwomen in managerial positions(U.S.DepartmentofLahor,1979, 

1984)has amplified the need to evaluate their performance in leadership roles(Gordon& 

Strober, 1975;Nieva&Gutek,1981;Terborg,1977). Researchers reviewing the literature 

on gender differences in leadership behavior generally concur that while there are negligible 

differences in actual leadership behavior,subordinate's evaluations ofthe leader's behavior 

appears to be influenced by the leader's gender(Bartol, 1978;Brown,1979; Jacklin & 

Macoby,1975;Nieva&Gutek,1981;White,DeSanctis&Crino, 1981). Subordinate 

evaluations and support may be an important determinantofupward mobility and powerin 

organizations(Blackburn,1981; Mechanic,1962;Mintzberg,1983;Mowday,1978; 

Pfeffer, 1981;Weick,1969). An understanding ofthe processes and gender differences 

involved with subordinate evaluation ofleadership behavior may therefore help to explain 

whyfemale managers are not as upwardly mobile as their male counterparts(Roussell, 

1974; Rossi, 1970; Stewart&Gudykunst,1982;Terborg,1977). 

Subordinates have beenfound to evaluate theirfemale leaders inconsistently 

(cf. Brown,1979;Terborg&Shingledecker,1983). In some studies,subordinates gave 

higher evaluations to male as opposed to female leaders(Cohen,Bunker,Burton& 

McManus,1978; Bartol&Butterfield, 1976;Haccoun,Haccoun&Sallay, 1978; Petty& 

Lee,1975); whereas in other studies subordinates either did not differin their evaluations 

(Adams,1978;Bartol&Wortman,1975;Osborn&Vicars, 1976;Petty&Pruning,1980; 

Rice,Instone& Adams,1984;Rosen&Jerdee, 1973; Stitt,Schmidt,Price and Kipnis, 

1983;Terborg&Shingledecker, 1983), or rated femaleleaders higher than their male 

counterparts(Bartol, 1975;Bartol& Butterfield, 1976;Petty&Miles, 1976). 

Nieva and Gutek(1981)suggest that these inconsistent findings may be due to 

subordinates responding to differences between the genders in power, rather than the 



leader's gender. Femalesin organizations generally tend to have less power than their male 

counterparts(cf. Ragins&Sundstrom,1987). Female leaders may receivelower 

evaluations than their male counterparts ifthey are perceived as lacking the powerrequired 

to function effectively and provide for their subordinates needs. To date,no field study has 

been explicitly designed to explore this explanation. 

The purpose in this study was to explore and compare the effects ofperceived 

leader powerand leader gender on subordinate evaluations ofleader effectiveness. It was 

hypothesized that whileleader genderinfluences evaluation ofleader effectiveness, the 

subordinate's perception ofthe leader's power would have a greaterimpacton leadership 

evaluations than the leader's gender. In this study the relationships and interactions 

between leader gender and the type ofpower perceived as being used by the leader were 

investigated. It was hypothesized that specific formsofpower are gender-typed,and that 

leaders perceived as using gendercongruentformsofpower would receive higher 

evaluations than those perceived as using incongruentforms ofpower. Finally,the 

concept offunctional leader power was developed and compared to perceived leader 

power. 

Thefollowing chapter contains three sections:(1)a review ofthe research on 

gender differences in subordinate evaluations offemale leaders;(2)an overview of 

perspectives on power;and(3)an integrated review and analysis ofgender differences in 

power in organizations. A description ofthe present study and a discussion ofthe results 

follows. 



CHAPTERI 

REVIEWOFTHELITERATURE 

1. GENDER ANDLEADERSHIPEVALUATION 

Asafirst step,itis importantto makethe distinction between actualleadership 

behaviors and subordinates'evaluations oftheir leaders'behaviors. This distinction is 

importantsince subordinates'responses to their leaders may be related more to their 

perceptions oftheir leaders'behavior than their leaders'actual behavior(cf. Calder,1977). 

While males and females may not significantly differ in leadership behaviors, there may be 

differences between the gendersin the perception and evaluation ofleadership behaviors. 

Male andfemale leaders do not appear to differ significantly on actual leadership 

behavior. Studies conducted in field settings have failed to find differences between the 

gendersin leader behavior(Bartol&Wortman,1975;Chapman&Luthans,1975;Day& 

Stogdill, 1972;Doll,1966;Lee&Alvares,1977; Martin,1970;Osbom&Vicars,1976; 

Rice,Instone&Adams,1984)or performance(Bowman,Wormey&Greyser,1965;Day 

&Stogdill, 1972). Laboratory studies revealsomewhat more inconsistent findings;some 

researchers report gender effects(Eskilson&Wiley,1976;Lockheed&Hall, 1976; 

Maier,1970; Megaree,1969;Sashkin&Maier,1971); whereas others failed to find 

differences between the gendersin leadership behavior(Jacobson&Effertz, 1974;Wexley 

&Hunt,1974). In arecent meta-analysis ofsix field and twolaboratory studies,Dobbins 

and Platz(1986)reported that male andfemale leadersdo not appear to differin initiating 

structure and consideration leadership behaviors. 

Although male and female leaders may notdifferin leadership behaviors,their 

subordinates may evaluate them differently. Researchersinvestigating subordinate 

evaluations ofmale and female leaders have generally reported inconsistent findings. This 

appears to occur in both laboratory and field settings,using evaluation criterion of 
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subordinate satisfaction with leadership and evaluations ofleadership effectiveness. These 

research findings are presented in thefollowing sections. This is followed by a discussion 

ofpossible explanationsfor these findings. 

Laboratorv Studies 

Laboratory studies investigating differences between the genders in subordinate 

evaluation ofleadership effectiveness have generally produced inconsistent results. Rosen 

and Jerdee(1973)used role playing simulationsin a laboratory study of134 male and 24 

female undergraduate business students,and 83 male and 15female banking supervisors 

attending a managementinstitute. Therole playing scenarios involved male orfemale 

supervisors using four typesofsupervisory styles: threat,reward,friendly-dependent,and 

helping. Subjects were asked to evaluate the simulated leaders by using three bipolar 

semantic differential scales: bad - good,improper-proper,and ineffective-effective. 

Contrary to their hypothesis,the researchersfound that male supervisors were notrated 

higher than theirfemale counterparts. 

The researchers also investigated the interaction between leadership style and 

gender. Sex-role stereotypes were expected to influence subordinate's evaluations;females 

were expected to receive positive evaluations for using gender congruent helping and 

fnendly-dependent styles, whereas males were expected to attain high ratings for using 

reward and threatening styles.These hypotheses were generally not supported. Females 

did notreceive higherevaluations than males for using any ofthe leadership styles. Males 

did receive higher evaluations than femalesfor using reward styles. Differences between 

the genders were notfound on the otherleadership styles; the friendly-dependent style was 

rated as more effective for supervisors ofeither sex when used with subordinates ofthe 

opposite sex. Evaluations ofthe threatand helping styles did not differ for male and female 

supervisors;threat wasrated low and helping wasrated high,regardless ofthe 

supervisor's sex. 
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The hypothesed relationship between leadership evaluation and gender congruency 

ofbehaviors received somewhatmore support by Cohen,Bunker,Burton and McManus 

(1978). In alaboratory study of90male students,a male and afemale graduate student 

portrayed either an autocratic and demanding or democratic and permissive leadership style. 

A 46-item behavioral checklistand a 19-item semantic differential scale were used to 

evaluate the leaders. The checklistincluded categories ofgeneral ability,consideration, 

initiating structure and feedback. Verbalcommentsand participanttask performance were 

also measured. Theresearchersfound thatforfemale supervision only, the more 

traditionally incongruent the leadership style (i.e., autocratic leadership styles forfemales), 

the more unfavorable the reactions ofthe male subordinates to thefemale supervisors. 

However,these findings held true only for the subordinate's verbal comments,notfor their 

task performance or written evaluations oftheir supervisors. 

Bartol and Butterfield's(1976)initial laboratory study of255 male and 57female 

undergraduate students also supported the conceptthat different standards may be used to 

evaluate equivalentleadership behaviors. Case studies were used to manipulate leader sex 

andfourtypesofleadership styles:initiative,consideration,production and tolerance. 

Subordinatesofboth sexesrated male leaders whoshowed initiating behaviors higher than 

female leaders using the same style. Alternately,female leaders exhibiting consideration 

behaviorsreceived higher subordinate evaluations than their male counterparts. However, 

these findings were notreplicated in a subsequentversion ofthis laboratory study 

(Butterfield&Powell,1981). Theresearchers concluded that subordinate evaluation of 

leader behavior wasdetermined more by leader performance than gender. 

In alaboratory study of50 male and50female undergraduates,Bartol(1974)used 

simulated business games with same and mixed-gender groups and leaders to study the 

relationship between leader dominance need and subordinate satisfaction with task 

structure,leader action,group atmosphere,team interaction and task conceptualization. 
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Bartol did notfind supportfor the view that high need for dominance amongfemaleleaders 

has a detrimental effect on subordinate satisfaction. In contrast,male follower groups were 

actually more satisfied with high need for dominancefemale leaders than low need for 

dominancefemale leadersin the areaofsatisfaction with team interaction. In another 

laboratory study of50male and 50female undergraduates using the same methodology, 

Bartol(1975)found that only one dimension ofsatisfaction wasrelated to leader sex. In 

contrast to expectations, male leaders had a negative effect whilefemales had a mildly 

positive effect on satisfaction with task structureforfemale subordinates. 

Expected gender effects were also notfound in Stitt,Schmidt,Price and Kipnis' 

(1983)laboratory study of678 undergraduates. Participants in this study had either a male 

orfemale group leader whoengaged in either democratic or autocratic leadership styles. 

The dependent variablesincluded the satisfaction with supervision subscale ofthe Job 

Description Index(JDI)(Smith,Kendall&Hulin,1969),a 14-item leader behavior 

questionnaire based on influence tactics dimensions developed by the authors,and 

productivity measures ofa simple task. The researchersfound that leader sex did not have 

a significantinfluence on subordinate satisfaction or productivity,either by itselforin 

interaction with leadership style orfollower sex. 

Summarv. In sum,two laboratory studiesfound supportfor the hypothesis that 

leader genderinfluences subordinate evaluations(Bartol&Butterfield, 1976;Cohen et al., 

1978); three studies failed to find gender effects(Bartol,1974; Butterfield&Powell, 

1981;Stitt et al, 1983);and two other studiesfound gender effectsfor only some leader 

behaviors(Bartol, 1975;Rosen&Jerdee, 1973). 

Field Studies 

Inconsistentfindingson subordinate evaluations offemale leaders have also been 

found in field settings. Haccoun,Haccoun and Sallay(1978)found gender effects in their 
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field simulation study of30male and 30female female blue-collar workers. Their study 

was a partial replication ofthe Rosen and Jerdee(1973)laboratory studyreviewed earlier. 

Subjects were presented a booklet describing a situation in which a male orfemale 

supervisor used one ofthree methods to deal with low productivity among subordinates: 

directive/authoritarian,analytical/rational or fnendly/emotional. (Asdiscussed earlier, 

Rosen and Jerdee used four styles:reward,threat,friendly-dependent,and helping,and 

found no main effectforleader gender and a significantinteraction only with the reward 

style.) Five-point Likert scales were used to measure subordinate's perception ofthe 

effectiveness ofeach leadership style and their satisfaction with the leadership style. 

In contrast to Rosen and Jerdee's(1973)laboratory findings,Haccoun,Haccoun 

and Sallay(1978)found that male supervisors were perceived more favorably than then-

female counterparts on both effectiveness and satisfaction. These findings were trae for 

both male andfemale study participants. Significant interactions between leader gender and 

leadership style werefound only with the directive/authoritarian style;femalesreceived 

lower evaluations than their male counterparts on both satisfaction and effectiveness 

measures when portrayed as using a directive/authoritarian leadership style. Males and 

females were evaluated equivalently when portrayed as using the friendly and analytical 

leadership styles. In short, whilefemalesreceived lower evaluations than males when 

portrayed as using gender-incongruent leadership styles,the reverse did not hold trae; 

males were not penalized for using female-typed leadership styles. 

One explanation for this finding is that leadership may be perceived as a 

predominantly male-typed phenomenon. Ifso,even the more stereotypically feminine 

forms ofleadership,such as emotional support and consideration,may be more 

permissible for males than females. This position would hold thatfemale-typed leadership 

styles may either not exist,or may exist to a lesser extentthan male-typed leadership styles. 
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Petty and Lee(1975)found some gender-typing effects in theirfield study of104 

male and61 female university staffemployees. Subordinates used the Supervisory 

Behavior Description(SBD)(Fleishman,1972)and the Job Descriptive Index(JDI) 

(Smith,Kendall&Hulin,1969)to rate their supervisors'consideration and initiating 

structure behaviors,theirjob satisfaction,and their satisfaction with their supervisor. The 

researchersfound thatconsideration displayed byfemaleleaders correlated more highly 

withjob satisfaction than consideration displayed by male leaders.However,similar effects 

were notfound with subordinate satisfaction with leader behavior; both males andfemales 

received high evaluations when perceived as displaying high consideration leadership 

behaviors. Gendereffects for initiating structure werefound only in the case ofmale 

subordinates with female leaders;a significant negative relationship wasfound between 

female leaders perceived as initiating structure andjob and leader satisfaction. Similar 

effects were notfound forfemale subordinates with comparablefemaleleaders or male 

subordinates with comparable male leaders. This study apparently concurs with Haccoun, 

Haccoun and Sallay's(1978)findings in supporting the notion thatfemales mayreceive 

greater sanctions than malesforengaging in genderincongruentleadership styles. 

Petty and Miles(1976)found further supportfor the sex-role congruency 

hypothesisin a similar study ofsocial service employees. Unlike other studies,their 

sample waspredominantlyfemale and consisted of41female and 10 male social service 

supervisors, and their43 male and 183female subordinates. Like the previous studies, 

they found thatfemales perceived as being high in initiating structure received lower 

evaluationson ratings ofsubordinate satisfaction with leader than their male counterparts. 

However,unlike the previous studies,this study revealed that males may get negative 

responsesforengaging in female-typed leader behavior; males perceived as exhibiting high 

consideration behavior received lowerevaluations on satisfaction ratings than theirfemale 

counterparts. 
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One criticism ofthe Petty and Lee(1975)and Petty and Miles(1976)studies is that 

they did notcontrolfor the potential confound ofsubordinates'demographic characteristics 

(i.e.,age,education,tenure with supervisor,tenure with agency)(Petty&Bruning). 

Osbom and Vicars(1976)controlled for these demographic variables in afield study of 

217 male and 74female subordinates and 39 male and 61 femaleline supervisors employed 

in two mental health organizations. Contrary to the preceeding studies,these researchers 

found thatleader gender did notinfluence measures ofsubordinate satisfaction,as 

measured by the satisfaction with supervision subscale ofthe Job Descriptive Index(JDI) 

(Smith,Kendall&Hullin, 1969). 

In another large field study of2,432employeesofalarge social service agency. 

Petty and Bruning(1980)investigated the sex-role congruency hypothesis while 

controlling for subordinate demographics,job type and role stress perceptions. Like the 

Osbom and Vicars'(1976)study,this studyfound no supportfor the sex-role congruency 

hypothesis. Male and female leaders'consideration behaviors were both strongly and 

positively correlated with male and female subordinates'satisfaction with supervision 

across subgroups andjob classifications. (Asin the other studies,the supervision subscale 

ofthe JDI was used to measure satisfaction). Although not as strong or consistent as 

consideration,initiating stmcture was also positively related with subordinate satisfaction 

for both male and female leaders. 

Three otherfield studies also failed to find differences between the genders in 

leadership evaluation when controlling for demographic andjob variables. Adams(1978) 

controlled for organizational unit,job level,job responsibilities and background 

characteristics in a study of406subordinate supervisors in a large retail organization,and 

failed to find a gender effect when using the JDIsubscale ofsubordinate satisfaction with 

supervision. Bartol and Wortman(1975), used the same subscale and also found no 

gender differences in their study of 60male and 124female civil service employees. 
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Terborg and Shingledecker(1983)controlled forjob type,race,and tenure ofsubordinates 

in a field study of296female subordinates and 21 male subordinates offemale leaders and 

111 female subordinates and 21 male subordinates ofmale leaders. Theresearchers 

developed and used six items to assess general leadership effectiveness,and found no 

differences between the genders in subordinate evaluations ofleadership effectiveness. 

Job level wasindirectly controlled forin Rice,Instone and Adam's(1984)two field 

studies of 1,652 male andfemale cadets;freshman and sophomore cadets were 

subordinates,while leaders were generally senior cadets. As with the studies cited above, 

these researchersfound no supportfor the hypotheses that males would receive higher 

evaluations than females. Male andfemale leaders received equivalentevaluations on the 

three global items that measured leader effectiveness and on thefouritems that measured 

satisfaction with leader. 

Summarv. In summary,field studies on differences between the genders on 

subordinate evaluations ofleadership effectiveness and satisfaction with leader behavior 

reveal somewhatinconsistent findings. Males and females were evaluated differently for 

using similar leader behavior in three field studies. Specifically,male leaders received 

higher evaluationson leadership effectiveness and satisfaction than theirfemale 

counterparts in one study(Haccoun,Haccoun&Sallay, 1978),and in two other studies, 

female leaders perceived as using male-typed leadership styles received unfavorable 

evaluations on effectiveness(Haccoun,Haccoun&Sallay, 1978)and satisfaction(Petty& 

Miles,1976). In one case,this effect wasfound only with male subordinates offemale 

leaders(Petty&Lee,1975). Maleleaders perceived as using female-typed leadership 

behaviors did notreceive negative evaluationsin one study(Petty&Lee,1975),butdid 

receive them in another(Petty&Miles,1976). 

However,six studies controlling forjob level,job responsibility,and demographic 

variables generally failed tofind differences between the genders in subordinate satisfaction 
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with leader(Adams,1978;Bartol&Wortman,1975;Osbom&Vicars,1976;Petty& 

Binning, 1980;Rice,Instone&Adams,1984)orevaluation ofleader effectiveness(Rice, 

Instone&Adams,1984;Terborg&Shingledecker,1983). One possible explanation for 

these findings is that by controlling forjob and organizational level,these researchers 

inadvertently controlled for position power and differences between the gendersin power. 

This issue will be discussed at greater length in later sections. 

Explanationsfor Findings 

Osbom and Vicars(1976)hypothesized that the research setting chosen may be 

responsible for the inconsistent findingson subordinate evaluations offemale leaders. 

They maintained thatresearch conducted in laboratory settings was more likely to result in 

significant gender differences than research conducted in field settings. Artificial,short-

term laboratory situations were hypothesized to elicit subjectresponses based on readily 

available sex-role stereotypes; whereas the real-life,long-term field settings were believed 

to lead to moreinterpersonal contactand morerealistic evaluations. 

Thisconclusion was also reached by Dobbins and Platz(1986)in their recent meta-

analysis ofgender differences in leadership. In a meta-analysis of 11 studies of 

subordinate evaluation ofleader effectiveness,the researchersfound that male leaders were 

rated as more effective than female leaders. To determine whatproduced this effect,the 

researchers divided the 11 studies into field and laboratory classifications,and reportedly 

conducted separate meta- analyses on the two groups. They concluded that male leaders 

were evaluated as moreeffective than female leaders in laboratory settings,but thatleader 

gender did notinfluence effectiveness in field settings. Dobbins and Platz (1986)reached 

the same conclusion thatOsbom and Vicars(1976)reached nearly ten years earlier in their 

review; that laboratory settings may be more likely than field settings to elicit sex-role 

stereotypes and prototypes that create differences between the genders in subordinate 

evaluations. 
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However, a review ofthe studies used in their meta-analyses revealed that the 

laboratory subgroup consisted often studies, while the field subgroup consisted ofone 

study(Table 1 pp. 121-123). The validity ofusing meta-analysis with a n=l is open to 

serious question. It is clear that more field studies need to be included in their analyses to 

obtain a clear comparison oflaboratory and field effects with respectto subordinate 

evaluations ofleader effectiveness. Their separate meta-analysis ofseven studies of 

subordinate satisfaction with leaders indicated that satisfaction did not differ as afunction 

ofleader gender. A closer examination ofthese studies reveals thatofthe seven studies 

used in the meta- analysis,four were conducted in the field. This sample represents a more 

balanced ratio oflaboratory and field studies,and yet differences between the genders in 

evaluations were notfound. Dobbins and Platz concluded from their analysis thatleader 

gender,in itself,may notfully explain genderdifferences in leadership evaluations of 

leadership effectiveness. They contend that the perceptual processes associated with 

gender that may be more relevantfor explaining gender differences in leadership behavior 

and call forresearch on processes through which sex stereotypes bias evaluations of 

leaders. 

In lightofthe methodological problems with Dobbinsand Platz's(1986)meta-

analysis,itis difficultto support their view that the inconsistentfindingsin this area are 

purely afunction ofthe research setting. Indeed,the preceding review ofthe literature in 

this study indicates thatfield studies are nearly as likely as laboratory studies to obtain 

inconsistent findings. However,this review also reveals that gender differences in 

leadership evaluations dissipates when researchers control forjob level and type (e.g., 

Adams,1978;Petty&Bruning,1980;Rice,Instone&Adams,1984;Terborg& 

Shingledecker, 1983). Since organizationalrank is linearly related to powerin 

organizations(Halaby,1977;Roberts,1985;Tannenbaum,1968), by controlling forjob 

level,these researchers may be implicitly controlling for leaders'positional power. Since 
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women are generally concentrated in lower levels oforganizations(Miner,1974; U.S. 

DepartmentofLabor,1979; 1984),and in positions with little positional power(Harlan& 

Weiss,1982;HiU,1980;Kanter,1977a;Wolf&Fligstein, 1979), acomparison ofmale 

and female leaders in field settings thatdo notcontrolfor organizational level may" 

essentially boil down to a comparison ofhigh powerleaders and low powerleaders. 

Differences between the genders in leadership evaluations may therefore reflectreal 

differences in organizational power. 

This position does not necessarily disagree with the view that sex-role stereotypes 

and expectationsinfluence subordinate evaluations ofleaders, or that the research setting 

may influence this evaluation process. However,these explanations may be insufficient to 

explain the perceptual processes involved with evaluations offemale leaders. In lightofthe 

fact that perceived power has been found to be positively related to evaluations ofleader 

effectiveness(Pelz,1952;Wager,1965), but generally lacking amongfemales in 

organizations(Harlan&Weiss,1982; Hill, 1980; Kanter,1977a;Wolf&Fligstein, 

1979),it is certainly reasonable to assume that perceived power plays somerolein the 

evaluation offemale leaders. This study attempts to understand the role played by 

perceived powerin subordinate evaluations ofleader effectiveness. 

2. POWERPERSPECTIVES ANDPROCESSES 

A review ofthe literature on gender differences in power initially requires an 

overview ofdefinitions ofpower. Perspectives on power and power processes are 

presented. A typology ofdefinitions ofpowerfollows. 

Perspectives on Power 

Poweris a construct that has evolved and changed over the last forty years. Initial 

conceptualizations ofpower were presented by political scientists and sociologists. More 

recent views ofpower have been offered by social psychologists and organizational 
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behaviorists. Each ofthese disciplines has contributed a different perspective to the 

evolving conceptofpower. These approachescan be combined into three perspectives on 

power:individual,interpersonal and organizational(cf. Ragins&Sundstrom,1987). 

Individual Perspectives on Power. Early conceptualizations ofpower,which were 

based on political science and sociology,viewed power as the ability to influence others 

(Etzioni, 1961),or the ability to directly and forcefully change another's behavior(Dahl, 

1957;Weber,1947). Implicitin these definitions is the view that power is a personality 

trait or an acquired skill. For example,one may speak ofa"powerful person",or a 

"power-breaker". Political figures,in particular,characterize this definitional approach. 

Interpersonal Perspectives on Power. A morerecent definition ofpoweris that an 

individual only has power with respect to other individuals in a specific social relationship. 

Sociologists and social psychologists have viewed power as an aspectofinteractions in 

social relationships(Cartwright,1959;French&Raven,1959). Power has also been 

viewed as a reciprocal influence process between an agent and a target person(Dansereau, 

Graen&Haga,1975;Yukl,1981)thatinvolves a net dependency(Blau,1964;Emerson, 

1962;Kotter, 1978). Thefocusin this perspective is on the dyadic process ofsocial 

influence,rather than on the ability ofone person to influence another. 

Organizational Perspectives on Power. Currentorganizational theorists define 

power as the capacity to affect organizational outcomes and goals(Mintzberg,1983; 

Salancik&Pfeffer,1974; 1977),and as a structural phenomenon created by the 

organization's division oflabor and departmentation(Pfeffer, 1981). Pfeffer(1981) 

suggests that powercharacterizes relationships among social actors, but that a social actor 

can be defined as an individual,a subunit,oran entire organization. 

Theroots ofthe organizational perspective can be traced back to Russell's(1938) 

view ofpower as the production ofintended effects. Mechanic(1962)built upon this view 
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byconceptualizing power as aforce inherent in the normative structure ofthe organization. 

According to Mechanic,powerresults from access to and control over persons, 

information and instrumentalities. This"functional" view ofpower waslater expanded on 

by Kanter(1977a),who described power as"the ability to get things done,to mobilize 

resources,to get and use whatever it is that a person needs for the goals he or she is 

attempting to meet."(p. 166). 

The organizational perspective expands the individual's arena ofinfluence to 

include organizational,as well as interpersonal processes. Moreover,this perspective 

views power as a means to an end;power is viewed asfunctional or instrumental in 

accruing organizational resources needed to meet specified goals. 

Power Processes 

Power can be seen as a sequence involving three processes: the accumulation of 

resourcesfor power,the actual influence process,and the outcomes or ends achieved 

(Roberts, 1984). 

DeterminantsofPower. Power theorists have distinguished between potential 

power,or the capacity to exert influence,and actual power,or the explicit attemptto 

influence another(Katz&Kahn,1978,Provan,1980;Nagel,1975;Wrong,1968). 

Conceivably,powerdoes not have to be enacted for it to exist;it can be a potential or 

unmobilized resource(Gamson,1968). A resource-development perspective on power 

would hold that individuals may accumulate resourcesfor powerfrom a position in an 

organization,a specific interpersonal relationship,or a specific skill or personal quality 

(Ragins&Sundstrom,1987). 

MeansofPower. The target may have certain perceptions and attributions aboutthe 

agent's resourcesfor power,behaviors,and outcomes. These perceptions and attributions 

may be directly linked to the actual influence process(Kaplowitz,1978; Nagel,1975; 
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Provan,1980). An individual may therefore gain influence over a target by either direct 

influence attempts,or by the target's attribution ofpower to the individual. Theindividual 

would therefore not necessarily require even potential powertoinfluence the target; the 

target's perceptions ofpower may be a sufficient condition for influence to occur. This 

perspective would hold that cognitive processes influencing the target's perceptions and 

attributions would also have an impacton the power process. 

Consequences ofPower. Power has frequently been defined by its consequences; 

as the production ofintended effects(Russell,1938),the ability to attain goals(Kanter, 

1977a)or outcomes(Salancik&Pfeffer, 1977). Consequences may provide perceptual 

cuesfor the target and facilitate power attributions. However,from a research perspective, 

inferring powerfrom its consequences may be problematic. Provan(1980)notes that 

researchers may lack the basisfor assuming that power is actually responsible for 

organizational outcomes. Indeed,using a systems perspective(Katz&Kahn,1978),many 

factors may be related to a given outcome. Todetermine whether power is actually 

responsible for a given outcome requires identification and control over extraneousfactors. 

A second problem is thatifan expected outcome does notoccur,researchers may assume 

that an individual may not have power,when in factthe individual may have potential 

power but may choose not to enact it overthe variables studied. 

A Tvpologv ofDefinitions ofPower 

The constructofpoweris complex and multi-faceted. It has almost as many 

definitions as researchers studying it. Each ofthe defmitions offers someinsightinto the 

construct. As discussed above,the definitions ofpowercan be classified as being derived 

from an individual,an interpersonal,or an organizational perspective. Power may also be 

conceptualized as a sequential processinvolving determinants,means and outcomes. Most 
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ofthe definitions ofpowerfocuson one ofthese processes. Asillustrated in Figure 1, 

these three perspectives and three processes can be developed into a3X3typology of 

power. 

The typology provides a method to classify the existing definitions ofpower 

according to their primary perspectives and processes. Based on the typology,it appears 

that mostofthe definitions that are based on an individual perspective ofpower deal 

primarily with the determinants or potential for power,such as the abUity orcapacity ofone 

individual to influence another. Definitions based on an interpersonal perspective tend to 

focus primarily on the meansor the actual implementation ofpower,such as perceptions or 

attributions ofpowerin a dependency relationship. Finally,definitions based on an 

organizational perspective appear torely on outcomes ofpower,such as the attainmentof 

goals and intended effects. 

In this study subordinates'perceptions'ofmale and female leaders'power are 

investigated. The nature ofthis investigation therefore callsfor an interpersonal perspective 

on power. However,organizational and individual perspectives may also be used to 

explain gender differences in leader power. Thefollowing section includes areview ofthe 

research on differences between the genders in powerfrom an organizational,interpersonal 

and individual perspective. 
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Power 

Process 

Determinants 

Means 

Outcomes 

Individual 

Ability to influence 
Etzioni(1961) 
Dahl(1957) 
Weber(1947) 

IndividualResources 
Ragins& 
Sundstrom(1987) 

Foster Dependency 
Emerson(1962) 
Blau(1964) 
Kotter(1978) 

Perspective 

Interpersonal 

Perceived Potential 
Gamson(1968) 

Interpersonal 
Resources 

Ragins& 
Sundstrom(1987) 

Power Attributions 
Kaplowitz(1978) 
Nagel(1975) 

Social Literaction 
French& 

Raven(1959) 
Cartwright(1959) 
Dansereau,Graen 
&Haga(1975) 
Yukl(1981) 

Organizational 

Organizational 
Sources 

Roberts(1984) 

Organizational 
Resources 

Ragins& 
Sundstrom(1987) 

Organizational 
Dependency 

Kotter(1978) 

Organizational 
Means 

Roberts(1984) 

Functional/ 
GoalAttainment 

RusseU(1938) 
Mechanic(1962) 
Salancik& 

Pfeffer(1974;1977) 
Kanter(1977) 
Mintzberg(1983) 
Roberts(1984) 

Figure 1. Typology ofPower 
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3.DIFFERENCES BETWEENTHEGENDERS INPOWERIN 

ORGANIZATIONS 

Gender differences in power in organizations have been fairly well documented 

(cf. review by Ragins& Sundstrom,1987). Compared with men,women are less ̂  

frequently found in positions ofpower(Kanter, 1977a;Hansen,1974; Halaby,1977; Hill, 

1980;Harlan& Weiss,1982;Wolf&Fligstein, 1979)and are generally concentrated in 

lower levels of the organization(Miner,1974; U.S.DepartmentofLabor, 1979; 1984). 

Women are infrequently found in upper-level, powerful managerial positions (e.g.. 

Brown,1979; Dexter, 1985; Finkelstein, 1981;Gordon&Strober, 1975;Terborg,1977; 

Treiman&Hartman,1981; Wallace,1982),and are disproportionately employed in 

female-typed staffsupport departments(Lyle&Ross, 1973;Major&Konar,1984; 

Treiman&Hartman,1981; U.S.DepartmentofLabor,1979)which typically have less 

power than the predominantly male production departments(Davis,1951;Massie,1965; 

Smith & Grenier, 1982; Wright, 1982). 

Research on differences between the genders in power in organizations can 

generally be classified as falling into one ofthree areas: organizational,interpersonal and 

individual. Factors in each ofthese areas may influence the development and use offemale 

leaders'power in the leader-subordinate relationship. The following sections contain a 

briefoverview ofthe more relevant findings on organizational and individual factors. This 

is followed by an in-depth review ofthe research on power,gender,and the leader-

subordinate interpersonal relationship. 

Organizational Factors 

Organizational policies and practices involving hiring,selection,and promotion 

may contribute to differences between the genders in power. Compared to men,equally 

qualified women have been found to receive fewerJob offers,lower salaries,and are seen 

as less desirable for managerial positions(Bowman,Wortney& Greyser, 1965;Cohen& 
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Bunker,1975;Dipboye,Fromkin&Wiback,1975;Rosen&Jerdee, 1974a,b; Terborg, 

1977;Terborg&Ilgen,1975). Interviewers have been found to give lowerevaluations to 

females applying for male-typed positions(Cohen&Bunker,1975;Rosen&Jerdee, 

1974a),or positions thatinvolve supervising men(Rose&Andiappan,1978). Moreover, 

these results appear to hold for both male and female interviewers(Dipboye,Fromkin& 

Wiback,1975;Dipboye,Arvey&Terpstra, 1977). 

Promotion and Power. Women have been found in some studies to be promoted at 

lowerrates than men(Roussell,1974;Rossi,1970),and have reported less satisfaction 

with opportunities for promotion(Herman&Gyllstrom,1977;Hulin&Smith,1964). 

Although women have less tenure in organizations,on average,than men(Smith,1979), 

gender has beenfound to be a better predictor ofrank than tenure(Astin&Bayer,1972; 

Stewart&Gudykunst,1982),and only halfofthe variability in rank associated with 

gendercan be explained by such factors as experience and education(Malkiel&Malkiel, 

1973). 

Promotions may have different implications for poweramong men than among 

women. Flanders and Anderson(1973)found that women needed a greater numberof 

promotions than men did to reach thesame organizationalrank,and concluded that 

promotion may serve as a way to pacify women without giving them real power. Other 

studies havefound that women mayreceive more promotions than their male counterparts, 

but may not advance asfar in the organizational hierarchy(Stewart&Gudykunst,1982; 

Tsui&Gutek, 1984). 

Positional Power. Even if women reach high ranking positionsin organizations, 

they are less likely than their male counterparts to attain the associated positional power. A 

key investigation ofgender differences in authority wasconducted by Wolfand Fligstein 

(1979). Authority wasdefined as the perceived amountofcontrol over otherindividuals in 



21 

the workplace. Theresearchers used questionnaire and interview data from 3,359 male and 

2,254female employees,and looked at whether differences in authority were best predicted 

by womens'qualifications,their attitudes and behaviors,or the behaviors and policies of 

employers. They found that women had less authority than men,and that the employer's 

behaviors and policies were the best predictors ofdifferences between the gendersin 

position power. Moreover,men were more likely than women to obtain the authority 

associated with their positions. Male-labelled positions,and even gender-neutral positions, 

werefound to have more authority than female-labelled positions. Finally,low-power 

positions had less gender differences in authority than high-power positions. 

Otherresearchers havefound similar results. Hill(1980),in a survey of2,723 

male and 2,166female employees,found that men were more likely than women to have 

authority at work;one quarter ofthe men had authority over others'pay and promotions, 

whereasonly one-tenth ofthefemale employees siuveyed were in similar positions of 

authority. 

Kanter(1977a),in an in-depth study ofa single organization,also found 

differences between the genders in positional power. Three sources ofpower werefound 

to be less available to women than men:(1)supplies-having the access to materials, 

money,and resources needed to meetthe department's goals and reward its members;(2) 

information~ having access to and use ofinformation within the organization;and(3) 

support-having the opportunity to make autonomous decisions with the assurance that 

instrumental individuals wUlsupportthem. 

Harlan and Weiss(1982)attempted to replicate Kanter's findingsin a field study of 

100 male andfemale managers from twolarge corporations.Theresearchers generally 

found males to have more positional power than theirfemale counterparts. Strober(1982) 

alsofound differences between the gendersin positional powerin afour-year longitudinal 
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study of150 male and 26female M.B.A.students. Thefemales in this study reported that 

they did not have the same power as their male counterparts to approve high-level 

expenditures. 

In sum,female leaders may be less likely than their male counterparts to gain 

promotions to powerful positions or to obtain the power associated with a position. 

Differences between the genders in promotions and positional power may have implications 

for the leader- subordinate relationship and the ability ofthe leader to provide for the 

subordinate's needs. These implications are discussed in the interpersonal section. 

Individual Factors 

Individual factors,such as need for poweror power styles,may directly impactthe 

leader-subordinate relationship. Differences between the genders in such individual 

characteristics may,in turn,influence gender differencesin the leader-subordinate 

relationship. 

Need forPower. Need for poweris defined as the need to exert influence over the 

actions ofothers(McClelland,1975). Need for power has beenfound to be closely related 

to managerial success(Kotter, 1978; McClelland&Bumham,1976),and has been found 

to differentiate executives from non-executives(Morrison&Sebald, 1974). 

Research findings in both field and laboratory settings generally concur that males 

and females do not differ on their need for power(Armstrong,1979;Crew,1982;Harlan& 

Weiss,1982;Stewart&Winter, 1976). However,one study found male teachersreported 

higher need for power than female teachers(Harris&Smith,1976),and another study 

found thatfemale managersexpressed greater need for powerthan their male counterparts 

(Chusmir, 1981). 

Differences between the genders in types ofneed for power werefound in Chusmir 

and Parker's(1984)field study of124 managers. The researchers found thatfemale 
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managers expressed a higher need for"socialized power"than their male counterparts,but 

no difference for "personalized power". Socialized power was defined as power that was 

beneficial to the organization,whereas personalized power was beneficial to the individual. 

Theresearchers concluded thatfemale managers may be bring more useful power motives 

to theirjobs than male managers. 

While women and men may not differ in their need to express power,they may 

differ in their ability to do so. Sex-role expectations may limitfemale leaders'choicesfor 

power-related behaviors(e.g..Dexter,1985). Moreover,since women have less position 

power than men in organizations(Harlan&Weiss,1982;Hill, 1980;Kanter,1977a;Wolf 

&Fligstein, 1979),they may havefewer outletsfor expressing their power needs. 

Consequentially,they may either suppress their need for power,or may channel their needs 

into behaviors congruent with sex-role stereotypes. Becausefemale sex-role stereotypes 

are antithetical to power(Broverman,Vogel,Broverman,Clarkson&Rosenkrantz,1972; 

Frieze,Parsons,Johnson,Ruble&Zellman,1978),women using power may have to 

resort to covert,indirectand manipulative ways. The problem here is thatindirect and 

manipulative uses ofpower may not be optimally effective for gaining arecognized base of 

powerin organizations. In short,being the"power behind the throne" may preclude ever 

getting on it. 

Power Stvles. Although some researchers contend that males and females differin 

the types ofpower styles used(McClelland,1975),few studies have directly investigated 

gender differences in power-related behaviors or power styles(cf.review by Van Wagner 

&Swanson,1979). 

Laboratory studies on group processes provide somewhat mixed findings on 

differences between the genders in power behaviors.Compared to all-female groups,all-

male groups have been found to be more verbally active(Aries, 1976),have a stronger 

relationship between expertise and social power(Richardson,Dugan,Gray&Mayhaw, 
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1973),and use more dimensionsofpowerin theirinfluence attempts(Gray,Mayhew& 

Campbell,1974). Men have beenfound in laboratory settings to be more likely than 

women to exertinfluence over others and reported feeling more comfortable in exercising 

power over subordinates(Ayers-Nachamkin,Cann,Reed&Home,1982). Differences 

between the genders in power styles were also found in Morgan's(1978)laboratory 

simulation study of 126 undergraduates; malestended to use influence tactics that were 

threatening and coercive,whereasfemalestended to rely upon reward,rational discussion 

and verbal confrontation as their primary methodsofinfluence. However,Michener and 

Swertfeger(1972)found no differences between males and females in their preference for 

the use ofcoercive bases ofpower. 

Field studies also reveal divergentfindings. Differences between male andfemale 

manager's career tactics used for gaining power werefound among 194 male andfemale 

executives in 14corporations;females were more likely than malesto report using role-

models,contacts with otherfemales,and attempts to appearfeminine(Larwood,Radford 

&Berger,1981). In other study of40male and female managers,Maineiro(1984) 

investigated responses to powerlessness and found that males were more likely to use 

coercive strategies,such as threats. Females,on the other hand,were more likely to be 

resigned to their powerlessness and to make concessions. 

Other field studies,however,havefound no differences between the genders. 

Kipnis,Schmidtand Wilkinson(1980),in two studies ofbehaviorsreportedly exhibited by 

male andfemale managers,found no gender differences in the choice ofinfluence tactics. 

Donnell and Hall(1980)alsofound no differences on trait and behavioral variables. This 

study is a keyinvestigation in that it is one ofthefew field studies thatincluded measures 

other than self-report. The study also used a matched sample of950female and966 male 

managers,which may have controlled forsome differences between the gendersin 

positional power. The researchers used the sample in five studies ofgender differences in 
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trait and behavioral variables. In a matched subset ofthe sample,they found no differences 

between the genders in managerial style,as measured by their managementofthe 

organization's technical and human resources. In another subsetof320 subordinates of 

119female managers and 334subordinates of 119 male managers,the researchers also 

found no differences between the gendersin subordinate perceptions ofmanagerial styles. 

Similarly,there were no differences between the gendersin subordinate perceptions of 

manager "interpersonal practices". Male andfemale managers also tended to use 

participatory methods to a similar degree and to obtain similar levels ofmotivation among 

their subordinates. 

These findings agree with research that indicates no differences between male and 

female supervisors in methodsofrewarding and punishing subordinates(Baker,DiMarco 

&Scott, 1975),but disagree with other research indicating thatfemalestend to use more 

participative management methods(Eisenberg&Lennon,1983;Josefowitz,1980)and 

more receptive and encouraging communication styles(Baird&Bradley,1979). 

Summary.In summary,several studies studies suggest thatfemales and males may 

adopt different power styles. However,many ofthese studies were either conducted in 

laboratory settings or used self-report data. Other field studies failed to controlfor 

differences in organizational level and position power. Theone study that used matched 

samples and nonself- report datafound no behavioral differences between male and female 

managers. However,this study addressed managerial styles rather than power styles or 

power-related behaviors. In short,there is a lack offield research investigating differences 

between the genders in power behaviors or styles. 

Interpretation ofresearch on differences between the genders in power styles may 

be problematic for at leasttwo reasons. First,having a power behavior in one's behavioral 
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repertoire does notguarantee effective or appropriate use ofthat behavior. Managerialor 

leadership effectiveness may be determined by a constellation offactors,and power may be 

only partofthat picture. 

Second,behavioral differences between the genders may reflect situational factors 

and role-expectations rather than gender differences in individual characteristics. Deaux 

(1984)observes that while the behavioralrepertoire ofmales and females may be 

equivalent,the choice ofbehaviors may differ for a given situation. Situational demandsin 

the organization have been found to influence individuals'choice ofpower styles and 

tactics(Cheng,1983). Female leaders'choice ofpower styles may represent afunctional 

response to the demands ofthe situation. The choice ofpowerrelated behaviors may be 

influenced by sex-role stereotypes and attributions(Dexter,1985;Polk,1974). Since 

women are expected to use only limited forms ofpower(Johnson,1976;Wiley& 

Eskilson, 1982),power styles that work for males may be counterproductive forfemales 

(Van Wagner&Swanson,1979). In short,female leaders may be in the position of 

having tochoose power styles and behaviors that are mosteffective for their gender,but 

least effective for their situation. 

Profiles ofSuccessful Female Executives. Profiles ofsuccessfulfemale executives 

is a line ofresearch that may lend someinsights into the types ofpower styles used by 

women who have reached powerful positions in organizations. 

Hennig and Jardim(1977)interviewed 25female presidents and vice - presidents of 

medium to large corporations whoentered thejob marketin the 1930's. Thefemale 

executivesreported thatthey developed expertpower early in their careers byfocusing on 

the developmentofskills andjob competency. As their careers progressed,the executives 

reported an increase in their interpersonal skiUs. Thetop-levelfemale executives were 
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compared to a matched group offemale middle managers. Theresearchersfound thatthe 

female executives were morelikely than thefemale middle managersto develop 

interpersonal skills and relationships. 

Keown and Keown(1982)investigated power and leadership styles held by21 

female executives and vice-presidents who entered thejob marketin the 1960's. Among 

the factors reported as being importantfor theirjob success included; being more intelligent 

than their male peers,job competence and the developmentofgood working relationships. 

The executives reported that their subordinatesresponded to their leadership primarily 

because oftheir expert power,and that legitimate and reward power bases were used as 

back-ups to expert power. Thefemale executives also reported that they relied more upon 

participatory,relationship - oriented leadership styles than authoritarian,task-oriented 

styles. 

A third profile study involved 107female corporate vice-presidents of64Fortune 

500companies(Kane,Parsons&Associates). Thefemale executives in this study,as in 

others(Hennig&Jardim,1977;Keown&Keown,1982),reported that interpersonal 

skills were the key ingredientfor success in the corporate world. Interestingly,only 36% 

ofthe executivesin this sample rated skill at playing corporate politics as being essential to 

successin the corporate world;55% rated politics as being useful,but not essential. 

Almosta third ofthe samplereported thatthey were morecompetentthan their male peers. 

The mostcommon advice given by the female executivesfor women starting on a business 

career wasto develop skills,credentials and otherformsofexpert power. 

Atleast three conclusions may be drawnfrom these studies. First,the successful 

female executives studied tended to rely upon personalrather than positionalformsof 

power. This makes sense given thatfemales have equivalent needs for power as their male 

counterparts(Armstrong,1979;Crew,1982;Harlan&Weiss,1982;Stewart&Winter, 

1976), but may be less likely to attain the power associated with their positions(Hill, 
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1980;Kanter,1977a;Wolf&Fligstein,1979). They may therefore compensatefor alack 

ofposition power by building on interpersonal relationships and personalforms ofpower. 

Second,all three studiesfound thatfemale executives relied upon and valued expert 

power bases. Thisis a particularly interesting finding,given thatexpert poweris a key 

power base for organizational effectiveness(Backman,Bowers&Marcus,1968). 

Moreover,ofFrench and Raven's(1959)five formsofpower,expert poweris most under 

the control ofthe individual. Reward,coercive,and legitimate power are all associated 

with a position,and may therefore belimited for women. Female leaders may also lack 

control over referent power,since it relies on the subordinate's identification with the 

leader. Subordinates with same-gender leaders may be morelikely to identify with their 

leaders, and perceive their leaders as having referent power, than subordinates with 

opposite-gender leaders. The scarcity ofprofessionalfemale subordinates at upper-levels 

ofthe organization(U.S.DepartmentofLabor,1984)may therefore restrict the use of 

referent power byfemale executives. 

Female leaders have control over the skills and training necessary to develop expert 

power. Moreover,given the organizational barriers to advancement discussed earlier, 

females may need to be more qualified than their male counterparts to obtain the same 

position in an organization. Ifso,subordinates may accurately perceive theirfemale 

leaders as having greater expertise than their male counterparts,and may be more likely to 

respond to their expert power. This response may in turn increase the probability offemale 

leaders reliance upon expert power. 

The third conclusion that may be drawnfrom these studies is thatfemale executives 

appear to rely upon different power bases at different pointsin their careers. In early career 

stages,the executives relied primarily upon expert power. Asthey advanced within the 

organizations,they reported spending more attention on building interpersonal skills. 
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relationships and power bases. This suggests that successfulfemale executives may 

sequentially rely upon different power bases at different career stages,and that expert 

power may be an attainable,solid foundation for other power bases. 

Interpersonal Perceptions 

This section investigates the relationship between interpersonal perceptions 

involving sex-role stereotypes,leadership prototypes and attributions and perceptions of 

female leaders'power. 

Stereotypes. Power,as a perception,may be influenced by other perceptual 

processes(e.g.,Gamson,1968;Katz&Kahn,1978; Kaplowitz,1978;Provan,1980; 

Wrong,1968). Stereotyping is a perceptual process that may be particularly importantfor 

the perception ofpoweramongfemale leaders. Stereotypes are sets ofcharacteristics 

ascribed to the membersofidentifiable groups(Deaux&Wrightsman,1984). Female 

stereotypes tend to include such traits as dependency,submission,nurturance,and 

gendeness. In contrast,male stereotypes include such traits as forcefulness,dominance, 

independence,ambition,and competitiveness(e.g.,Broverman,Vogel,Broverman, 

Clarkson&Rosenkrantz,1972; Rosenkrantz,Vogel,Bee,Broverman&Broverman, 

1968). Stereotypically masculine traits have beenfound to be more socially desirable than 

stereotypically feminine ones(Broverman,Broverman,Clarkson,Rosenkrantz&Vogel, 

1970;Broverman et al., 1972). 

Sex-role stereotypesimply that poweris a male phenomena~to be male is to be 

powerful,and vice versa(cf. Ragins&Sundstrom,1987). Ifso, the conceptofa 

"powerful woman"is a contradiction in terms. To befeminine according to sex-role 

stereotypesrequires that women possess traits that may be antithetical to the conceptof 

power. 
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Theincompatibilty offemininity and power may result in a double-bind for women 

in male-typed positions ofpower. Women in powerful positions mayface a conflicting set 

ofrole expectations(O'Leary,1974). Successful managers are perceived by managersof 

both sexes as possessing characteristics, attitudes,and temperaments morecommonly 

ascribed to men than women(Schein,1973; 1975). This may resultin a double-bind for 

female leaders. Ifafemale leader"displays the culturally defined traits ofa woman,she is 

rejected as an unacceptable manager. Ifshe acts according to the male defined role ofa 

leader,she is condemned as being unfeminine"(Putnam&Heinen,1976 p.48). 

Stereotypes may have an adverse effect on female leaders'relationships with their 

subordinates. In the study by Bowman,Wortney&Greyser(1965),male executives 

reported that they would feel uncomfortable with afemale boss. Bass,Krussell and 

Alexander(1971)found similar results in their study of 174 businessmen who believed that 

women would not make good supervisors. This beliefdid notreflect the perception of 

women as being less capable than men, butafeeling ofdiscomfort with afemale 

supervisor,and the beliefthatother subordinates would feel the same way. A recent study 

by Harlan and Weiss(1982)revealed that male managers preferred male supervisors,and 

reported that it wasan "insult to their intelligence" to be supervised by a woman. These 

attitudes appear to be be resilient; a longitudinal study of665 male and female MBA 

students over an eight year period revealed that males notonly had more negative attitudes 

towards women in management than females,but that those attitudes did not significantly 

change over time(Dubno,1985). 

Prototypes. Prototypes may be defined as mentalimagesthat are representative of 

"cognitive categories" that define behaviorsexpected ofsomeonein a particular position or 

role(see Rosch,1978). Actual behavioris compared to the prototype to evaluate the 

individual's behavior(Feldman,1981). 
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"Leadership prototypes" and "implicit theories ofleadership" mayinfluence 

leadership expectations and evaluations(Lord,Foti&Phillips, 1982; Phillips&Lord, 

1982; Rush,Thomas&Lord,1977). Given that powerful positions are primarily held by 

men,and tend to be gender-typed as male(Schein,1973,1975),it is reasonable to suspect 

thatleadership prototypes may contain stereotypically masculine characteristics and traits 

(e.g., Ashmore&DelBoca,1979). Ifso,female leaders evaluated on the basis of 

leadership prototypes may receive lowerevaluations than their male counterparts. 

Attributions. Attributions are perceived causesfor behavior or performance 

(cf., Heider,1958; Kelley, 1967; Weiner,Frieze,Kukla,Reed,Rest&Rosenbaum, 

1972). Attributions may beimportantfor expectations aboutperformance. Ifsuccessful 

performance is attributed to internal and stable causes-such as ability - -similar 

performance may be expected in the future. If,however,the successful performance is 

attributed to external and unstable causes —such as luck — similar performance is unlikely 

to be seen as repeatable(Weiner et al., 1972). 

Gender differences in attributions are fairly well documented. Relative to men, 

women use more external attributions for their success,and internal attributions for their 

failures(Bar-Tal&Frieze, 1977;Feather, 1969;Frieze, 1975;Simon&Feather,1973). 

Observers have also been found to make similar gender-based attributions; successful 

performance by women tends to be attributed to effort and luck; whereas success by men is 

attributed to skill and ability (Cash,Gillen&Bums,1977;Deaux&Emswiller,1974; 

Etaugh&Brown,1975;Feather&Simon,1975;Taynor&Deaux,1973). 

The perception ofpower may partially depend upon perceived skill and ability 

(French&Raven,1959). Kanter(1977a)suggests that power dependson "recognized 

competence". Ifso,perceptions ofpower may be aligned and influenced by attributions 

for success and failure. Thisrelationship may be reciprocal;causal attributions may 

influence the perception ofan individual's power,and power attributions may be madein 
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the attempt to understand the basis for an individual's power. For example,ifafemale 

leader is perceived as attaining her position on the basis ofaffirmative action (i.e.,external 

causal attribution),she may not be perceived as having expertorreferent power,and may 

even be perceived aslacking the authority that goes with the position. In another case,a 

subordinate may perceive afemale leader as having powerover him/her. However,when 

asked why he or she is influenced by thefemale leader(e.g.,power attributions), the 

subordinate may make external attributionsfor the leader's success by attributing her power 

to her position. 

In short, attributions may be both an antecedent and consequenceofperceived 

power. Although there is a general lack ofresearch in this area,Wiley and Eskilson(1983) 

found arelationship between causal attributionsfor promotion and perceived powerin their 

laboratory study of76male and female students; attributions ofpromotions to the 

individual's ability were correlated with evaluations ofpowerand responsibility. 

Ifattributions interact with perceived power,then gender differences in perceived 

power may beinfluenced by differencesin causal attributions. In this case,extemal 

attributionsfor afemale leader's success maylimit perceptions ofher power,and her 

power,in turn, may be attributed to extemal causes. These attributions may also be held 

by thefemale leader. Ifso,afemale leader may attribute her success to extemalfactors 

(e.g.,luck), rather thatintemalfactors that are more aligned with personalformsofpower 

(e.g.,ability/expert power). Moreover,she may also be more likely to attribute her power 

toextemal than intemal causes,thuslimiting her perceptions ofherown power. 

Summary. In sum,stereotypes,prototypes and attributions are perceptual 

processes that mayinfluence perceived power. Gender mayinteract with these perceptual 

processes to distort perceptions ofpowerforfemale leaders. Stereotypes,prototypes and 

attributions mayinfluence expectations and evaluations offemale leaders. Because ofthese 

perceptual processes,female leaders in powerful positions may not be perceived or 
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expected to be powerful. Femalesin powerful positions may also receive negative 

evaluations ifthey are perceived as violating sex-role expectations and leadership 

prototypes. 

Powerand the Leader-Subordinate Relationship 

In this section the relationships among leader power,leadereffectiveness and 

subordinate-leader relationships are explored. 

Subordinates'Contributions to LeaderPower. Subordinates mayrepresent an 

important source ofpowerfor leaders in organizationsin at leasttwo ways. First,they 

may provide aloyal and dependable base ofsupportfor the leader. Limited supportfor this 

conceptis provided by Robert's(1985)field study of350 managers atfour organizations. 

Robertsfound a positive correlation between managers'dependence on subordinates and 

their organizational power. Theresearcher reasoned thatby being able to trust and rely 

upon subordinates,managers may be able to direct their attention to power-related 

behaviors. Additionally,subordinates mayincrease their leaders'power by acting as a 

power coalition. 

The second way subordinates may influence leaders'poweris by their acceptance 

ofleaders'attempts to influence. Several theorists maintain that acceptance by subordinates 

is essentially a prerequisite ofleader power (e.g.,Barnard,1938; Blackburn,1981;Blau, 

1959,1964;Dansereau,Graen&Haga,1975;Mechanic,1962;Mowday,1978;Weick, 

1969). Thisline ofreasoning holds that a leader may have the potential for power,and 

may attemptto use it, but will not obtain the desired consequences unless the subordinate 

recognizes and accepts the attempts to influence. 

Leaders'Contribution to Subordinate Power. The leader-subordinate relationship 

may be viewed as reciprocal with respectto the developmentofpower. Leaders may gain 

powerfrom their subordinates by subordinate acceptance,loyalty and support. However, 
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subordinates may also gain powerfrom their leaders. Leaders may grant subordinatesjob 

autonomy and may serve as mentors in the promotion oftheir subordinates'careers(see 

Kram,1985;see also Graddick,1984; Mcllhone,1984; Ragins,1987). Additionally,as 

the leader rises within an organization and accumulates resourcesfor power,his or her 

subordinate may also gain "coat-tad" benefits; they may gain control overresourcesfor 

powerand may attain access to powerful coalitions and networks within the organization. 

These coalitions and networks may,in turn,provide the subordinates with even more 

resources for power(e.g.. Brass, 1985;Cobb,1980). In turn,the subordinate may re 

directsomeofthese resourcesfor power back to the leader,thus increasing the leader's 

powerand completing the cycle. 

Power may therefore be seen as an upwardly spiraUing function(Ragins& 

Sundstrom,1987). The more resourcesfor power the leader has,the more resources he or 

she can pass along to the subordinate. The more power the subordinate gains,the greater 

the opportunity for the subordinate to build on that powerfrom other sources, and provide 

the leader with even moreresourcesfor power. In this sense,power begets powerin the 

leader-subordinate relationship. 

Perceived Power.Functional Power and Leader Effectiveness. Powerfulleaders 

may be perceived by their subordinates as more effective than powerless leaders. Likert 

(1961)observes: "Tofunction effectively,a supervisor musthave sufficient influence with 

his own superior to be able to affect the superior's decisions. Subordinates expect their 

supervisors to be able to exercise an influence upward in dealing with problems on thejob 

and in handling problems which affect them and their well being"(p 157). 

Supervisors'upward influence has been found to be related to subordinate 

satisfaction and morale. Pelz(1952),in an early field study,found that leaders' human 

relations skills were insufficientfor producing high subordinate morale; morale wasfound 

to be positively related with supervisors'upward influence and impacton decision-making 
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processes. Other researchers have alsofound leaders'upward influence to moderate the 

relationship between leader behavior and subordinate satisfaction(Fulk&Wendler,1982; 

House,Filley&Gujarati, 1971;Jablin, 1979;Wager,1965). Jones,James and Bmni 

(1975)found a positive relationship between the subordinate's trust and confidence in the 

supervisor and the supervisor's success in interactions with his or her superiors. House, 

Filley and Gujarati(1971)discovered a curvilinearrelationship between upward influence 

and subordinate's trust and satisfaction with the leaders;leaders who have too much 

upward influence and power may be seen as unapproachable by the subordinate. Other 

researchers havefound thatsupervisors'ability to affect subordinates'career progression 

was positively related to subordinates'trustin their supervisors and desire forinteraction 

with their supervisors(O'Reilly&Roberts,1974;Roberts&O'Reilly, 1974). 

House and Mitchell's(1974)Path-Goal Theory ofLeadership provides a theoretical 

explanation for the relationships between perceived power and subordinate evaluations of 

leader effectiveness. Path-Goaltheory predicts that subordinate evaluations ofleaders are 

based upon the leader's ability to providefor their needs(e.g.,Evans,1970;House,1971; 

House&Dessler,1974;House «& Mitchell,1974). The theory holds thatleaders motivate 

their subordinates by removing roadblocks tothe subordinate's goal attainment,providing 

resource support,and securing contingentrewardsfor effective performance. Powerful 

leaders may be able to provide organizationalrewards and resourcesfor their subordinates. 

Moreover,leaders with upward influence may also be able to gettheir superiors to provide 

rewards and resourcesfor their subordinates. 

Using aPath-Goalframework,itcan be hypothesized thata subordinate's 

evaluation ofa leader's effectiveness is based upon the subordinate's perception that the 

leader hasthe specific typesofpower necessaiy to meetthe subordinate's needs. This 

implies that although theleader may be perceived as having many different types ofpower, 

the leader may be perceived as being effective only ifhe or she is perceived as having the 
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specific types ofpower necessary to providefor the subordinate's needs. A distinction is 

therefore madein this study between perceivedpower and functionalpower. 

Functional powerrequires the subordinate to evaluate the leader's use ofpoweron 

the basis ofwhether it fills his or her needs. In this sense,functional power may be an 

individual phenomenon;the type ofleader power that may befunctional for meeting the 

needsofone subordinate may or may not be functionalfor meeting the needs ofanother 

subordinate. Along those same lines,two subordinates may both perceive aleader as 

having a specific type ofpower,but may disagree on whether the leader uses his or her 

powerfor their benefit. Forexample,although a leader may be generally recognized as 

having a specific kind ofexpertise,a subordinate requiring different typesofexpertise to 

perform his or herjob may perceive the leader as having high expertpower butlow 

functional power. Another subordinate,however,may beinvolved in a projectrequiring 

the leader's specific expertise,and may perceive the leader as having high functional 

power. Altemately,the leader may be a powerful person in the organization,but may not 

have used his or her power to provide raises or promotionsfor the subordinates. In this 

case,the subordinates mayrate theirleader high on perceived power and low on functional 

power. 

Summarv. In sum, power may be characterized as an upwardly-spiralling function 

in the leader-subordinate relationship in that leader power may increase subordinate power, 

and vice versa. Perceptions ofleader power have been found to be related to subordinates' 

morale and satisfaction with leader effectiveness. Leaders who are perceived as having 

upward influence in an organization may be able to providefor their subordinates'needs. 

Theconceptoffunctional power wasdeveloped and distinguished from perceived power. 
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Powerand Gender Differences in Relationships with Subordinates 

In this section,an exploration is madeinto the waysin which gender differencesin 

leader power influences the leader-subordinate relationship. 

Perceived Powerand Subordinate Evaluations ofFemale Leaders. Asreviewed 

earlier,perceived power and upward influence have beenfound to be positively related to 

leadership evaluations(House,Filley&Gujarati,1971;Pelz,1952;Wager,1965). 

Female leaders may have less positional power than their male counterparts(Harlan& 

Weiss,1982;HiU,1980; Kanter,1977a;Wolf&Fligstein, 1979),and may therefore be 

less able to providefor their subordinates'needs and advancement within the organization. 

Along those lines,some researchers have found thatcompared to male supervisors, 

female supervisors have less autonomy(Hansen,1974)and are less able to give 

promotions to their subordinates(Gupta,Jenkins&Beehr,1983). However,in a field 

study of406subordinates,Adams(1978)found that subordinates perceived male and 

female managers as has having equal organizationalinfluence,as defined by control over 

subordinates'pay,promotions and career progress. Ofparticular interest is the finding that 

subordinate satisfaction with female leaders wasequivalentto subordinate satisfaction with 

male leaders. The researcher controlled forjob level and responsibilities, which essentially 

may have controlled for gender differences in positional power. 

The hypothesis that perceived power influences subordinate evaluations ofleaders 

received indirect supportin South,Bonjean,Corder and Markham's(1982)field study of 

152female subordinates,36 male supervisors and 10female supervisors employed in a 

large federal bureaucracy. Theresearchersintended to test Kanter's(1977a)theory that 

gender differences in powerlead to differences in supervisory behavior. However,the 

researchers did not measure leader poweror behavior. Whatthe researchers actually 

studied wastheimpactofsupervisors'self-reports oftheirown power in the organization, 

combined with their organizational level,on subordinates'job satisfaction and group 
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morale. South et al.(1982)therefore inadvertently researched an area thatis central to this 

study. The researchersfound thatcompared to subordinates ofmale supervisors, 

subordinatesoffemale supervisors reported lessjobjob satisfaction,lower group morale, 

and were more likely to describe their supervisors'behaviors as controlling and 

particularistic. However,when differences in leader power were controlled for,there was 

a significantreduction in the differences between genders. 

South et al.'s(1982)study supports the view that gender differences in power may 

relate to differencesin leadership evaluation. However,one majorlimitation ofthe study is 

that the researchers used self-report data to operationalize leader power. Subordinates' 

perceptions oftheir leaders'power may differfrom leaders'perception oftheir own power. 

Additionally,subordinates'evaluations oftheir leaders'effectiveness is a perceptual 

measure. Using a phenomenological perspective,it can be argued that measurementof 

leader power should take similar approach. In short,both measures should be taken 

through the eyesofthe subordinate. Other limitations include thefact the findings were 

unintentional~ the researchersintended to investigate leader behavior,notsubordinate 

evaluations ofleader effectiveness. Additionally,the sample consisted consisted ofonly 10 

female leaders and did notinclude any male subordinates. 

A key recent study by Trempe,Rigny and Haccoun(1985)provides direct support 

for the hypothesis that gender differences in perceived leader power may influence 

subordinate evaluations ofleaders. Theresearchers asked 87 male andfemale blue-collar 

workers to respond to a field simulation in which a male orfemale supervisor,described as 

holding high orlow upward influence,solved a problem faced by his or her subordinates. 

The degree ofupwardinfluence wasfound to be significantly related to the participants' 

reported satisfaction with the imaginary supervisors. The supervisor's and participant's 

gender did not significantly influence participant's evaluation ofthe supervisor. 
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Trempe,Rigny and Haccoun's(1985)study provides support and a basic 

foundation for part ofthis investigation. However,their study was limited by the use ofa 

field simulation study ofblue-collar workers who may not have been supervised by a 

female leader. This study attempts to addressthe generalizability oftheirfindings by 

studying subordinates ofmale and female leaders in a field setting. Another limitation of 

the Trempe,Rigny&Haccoun study is that simulated leader power was constrained to be 

either high orlow upward influence. As discussed earlier,perceived leader power may 

include personalforms ofpower~ such as expert and referent~that may be particularly 

relevantfor subordinates'evaluation ofleaders'effectiveness. This investigation includes 

positional,personal and functionalformsofleader power. This study also investigates the 

relationship between the gendercongruency ofleader power and subordinate evaluation of 

leader effectiveness. 

Gender Congruencv ofPower and Evaluations ofFemale Leaders. Animportant 

issue is how subordinates react to female leaders'use ofpower,and whether the type of 

perceived power used differentially effects evaluations ofleader effectiveness. The theory 

ofgender congruency(Schein,1975)holds that some leadership behaviors are gender-

typed,and thatfemale leaders would receive higher evaluations when engaging in female-

typed,rather than male-typed leadership behaviors. 

This theory may also apply to the types ofpower perceived as being used by male 

andfemale leaders. Three researchers have investigated gender-typing ofleader power. In 

a laboratory study of60 male and female psychology students,Johnson(1976)found that 

females were more likely than males to be perceived as having power based upon their 

sexualinfluence and their ability to give personalrewards-such as liking,affection and 

approval. Males,on the other hand,were more likely than females to be perceived as 
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having legitimate,expert,and coercive power. Gender-typing was notfound for referent 

powerand reward power based upon concrete resources — such as money and material 

possessions. 

Similarly,in another laboratory study of95 managers,Wiley and Eskilson(1982) 

investigated gender-typing ofreward and expert power. Using alaboratory simulation,the 

researchers varied leader gender,subordinate gender,and leader power base,and 

investigated the relationship between these variables and managerial performance and 

perception ofpower. Theyfound thatfemalesreceived higher evaluations for using reward 

power than expertpower,whereas malesreceived higher evaluationsfor using expert 

power than reward power. In contrast to other research findings(cf.,Podsakoff& 

Schreisheim,1985),leaders using expert power were not seen as more effective than those 

using reward power. Finally,although participants perceived male leaders as being more 

effective managers when using expert power,they were not perceived as being more 

powerful when using expert as compared to reward power. Similarily,female leaders were 

not perceived as being more powerful when using reward rather than expertpower. 

These findings were only partially replicated in Rice,Instone and Adam's(1984) 

twofield studies of1,652cadets. The researchers investigated the relationships between 

leader gender,subordinates'reasonsfor complying with their leaders'requests (e.g., 

perceptions ofleader power),subordinates'evaluations oftheir leaders'effectiveness,and 

their satisfaction with their leaders. In contrast to the research discussed earlier, reward 

power was notfound to berelated to gender in either ofthe field sites. Legitimate power, 

however,wasfound to be related to genderin both sites. In one site,compared to male 

leaders,femaleleaders perceived as using legitimate powerreceived lower subordinate 

evaluations on satisfaction measures. In the other site,legitimate power had a negative 

relationship with subordinate ratings ofleader effectivenessforfemale leaders,buta 

positive relationship with leadership satisfaction for male leaders. Subordinates in this site 
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rated female leaders as less effective when perceived as using legitimate power,but 

reported increased satisfaction when their maleleaders were perceived as using the same 

form ofpower. Referent power wasfound to be male-typed in both sites;in one site it 

was more strongly correlated with perceived effectiveness for male than forfemale leaders; 

in the other site it wascorrelated with both perceived effectiveness and satisfaction. 

Consistent with the findings reported by other researchers(e.g.,Johnson,1976;Wiley& 

Esldlson,1982),expert power wasfound to be male-typed in both sites;follower 

compliance on the basis ofexpert power wasfound to be more strongly associated with 

ratings ofsatisfaction and leader effectiveness for male than forfemaleleaders. Finally, 

coercive power wasfound to be male-typed in both sites;in one s\te it was negatively 

correlated with leader satisfaction;in the other site it wasnegatively correlated with both 

satisfaction and effectiveness measures. In short,none ofthe power bases studied were 

found to befemale-typed. 

Summary. In summary,there is someempirical evidence that males are expected to 

use,and receive more positive evaluationsfor using,different types ofpower than females. 

While expert,legitimate and coercive bases ofpower have been found to be male-typed, 

there appears to be conflicting evidence regarding reward power;two laboratory studies 

found reward power to be female-typed(Johnson,1976;Wiley&Eskilson,1982),while 

the field study ofcadetsfound no gender-affiliation(Rice,Instone&Adams,1984). 

Similarily,referent power wasfound to be male-typed in the field study(Rice,Instone& 

Adams,1984),but had no gender affiliation in the laboratory study(Johnson,1976). 

These conflicting findings may be partially afunction ofthe sample and research 

setting;one study used cadetsin a military setting while the other study used 

undergraduatesin alaboratory environment. These samples may have limited 

generalizability to a managementpopulation. This study tests the gendercongruency 

theory ofpower in a field setting using a management sample. 
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Gender-typing ofleader power presents a potential double-bind for the female 

leader. Although powerfulfemale leaders may receive positive evaluations because they 

have the power to providefor their subordinates'needs,they may simultaneously face 

negative evaluations because they are exhibiting behaviors incongruent with sex-role 

prescriptions. Moreover,female leaders mayface a more limited range ofacceptable power 

bases than their male counterparts;ofthe fiveformsofsocial power(French&Raven, 

1959)only reward power has been found to be female-typed (Johnson,1976;Wiley& 

Eskilson, 1982). 

Another problemfaced byfemaleleaders is that the type ofpowerthat is most 

accepted by their subordinates,and may gamerthem the highest evaluations(i.e.,reward 

power),may not be the type ofpower thatis mosteffective for meeting their subordinates' 

needs. Reward power has beenfound to be negatively related or unrelated to satisfaction 

with supervision(Slocum,1970)and subordinate's performance(see review by Podsakoff 

&Schreisheim,1985). Expert power,on the other hand, has been found consistently to 

be male-typed(Johnson,1976;Rice,Instone&Adams,1984;Wiley&Eskilson, 1982). 

Ofthe five formsofsocial power,expertpower has the strongest relationship with 

subordinate satisfaction with supervisor(e.g.,Podsakoff&Schreisheim,1985;Slocum, 

1970)and organizational effectiveness and power(Backman et al., 1968;Dunne,Stahl& 

Melhart,1978;Ivancevich&Donnelly,1970). In short,female leaders mayface a double-

bind;they may receive lowerevaluations than male leadersifthey are perceived as using 

male-typed formsofpower because such forms are incongruent with sex-role stereotypes. 

However,ifthey choose to rely upon female-typed power,they may also receive lower 

evaluations since female-typed power may beless effective than male-typed power. 

Subordinate Gender and Gender Congmencv ofLeaderPower. Someresearchers 

havefound that male and female subordinatesrespond differently to different types of 

power. However,these findings have generally been inconsistent. Rice,Instone and 
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Adams(1984)found thatfemalescomplied more often with referent,expert,legitimate, 

and informational basesofpower,whereas males reported responding more often to 

reward and coercive bases ofpower. Peay(1976),on the other hand,found thatfemales 

were more influenced with reward than referent power,whereas males exhibited the 

opposite response. In a study ofgender differences in response to expertpower.Berry 

(1979)found males showed greater compliance with the use of high expert power,whereas 

females were more comphant with low expert power. However,Son and Schmitt(1983) 

found no differences in between males and females responses to expert power. 

These studies indicate that subordinates'response to leader power may be 

influenced by subordinate gender. However,the results are inconsistent and none ofthese 

studies investigated the relationships among leader gender,subordinate gender and the type 

ofperceived leader power. 

Subordinate gender may be mostlikely to interact with leader genderin the case of 

perceived referent power,which is based upon the subordinate's identification with the 

leader. Asdiscussed earher,referent power has been found inconsistently to be gender-

typed. It wasfound to be male typed in Rice,Instone and Adam's(1984)field study,but 

had no gender affiliation in Johnson's(1976)laboratory study. 

Three possible scenarios may operate in the case ofperceived referent power. The 

first scenario assumes that referent power is based upon leaders'status. Ifso, gender 

differences in societal or organizational status may influence perceptions ofleaders'referent 

power. Subordinates may attribute referent power to those who hold powerand are valued 

by society. Referentpowerin this case would be male-typed; males would be more likely 

to be perceived as having referent power thanfemales. 

The second scenario assumes that referent power is based upon identification. In 

this case,female leaders may be perceived as having referent power byfemale 

subordinates,and male leaders may be perceived as having referent power by male 
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subordinates. In this situation,referent power may be gender-neutral given equal 

subordinate genderratios;femaleleaders would bejust as likely to be perceived as having 

referent power as their male counterparts. 

The third,and most probable scenario,is some combination ofthe above two; 

perceived referent power may be influenced by both the subordinates'perception ofthe 

leaders'status and their ability to identify with the leader. Ifso,referent powerfor male 

leaders may be based upon both their societal status and their subordinates'ability to 

identify with them. However,sincefemaleleaders generally have less societal status than 

maleleaders(e.g..Frieze et al., 1978;Nieva&Gutek,1981),female leaders'referent 

power may be based solely upon their subordinates'identification with them. 

Research on mentoring in organizations indicates that whilefemale subordinates 

perceive their male mentors as having referent power,male subordinates are unlikely to 

have similar perceptions offemale mentors(see review by Ragins,1987). This suggests 

that whUe male leaders may be perceived as having referentpower by both male andfemale 

subordinates,female leaders may only be perceived as having referent power byfemale 

subordinates. In other words,male leaders may be perceived as having referentpoweron 

the basis oftheir high status and their subordinates'ability to identify with them,while 

female leaders'referent power may only be based upon their subordinates'identification 

with them. Therefore,although referent power may not be gender-typed per se,male 

leaders may have a higher probability ofbeing perceived as having referentpower than 

female leaders. 

Conceptual ModelofPowerand Subordinate Evaluations 

A conceptual modelofthe factorsinvolved with power and subordinate evaluations 

ofmale and female leaders is presented in Figure 2. 

Asdiscussed earlier,objective leader power may be defined from a resource-

development perspective(e.g.,Ragins&Sundstrom,1987)and may be distinguished 
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from the subordinate's perceptions ofthe leader's power. An individual may gain 

resourcesfor powerfrom a position,from an interpersonal work relationship,orfrom the 

developmentofskills and expertise. These may be classified as antecedentsfor powerand 

may be more accessible for male than female leadersin organizations. 

Subordinates'pen;eptions ofa leader's power may,in turn, be differentiated from 

subordinate's evaluations ofthe leader's power and the perceived effectiveness ofthe 

leader's behavior. Asdiscussed earlier,leader gender may interact with interpersonal 

perceptionsinvolving stereotypes,prototypes and attributions to influence perceptions of 

power and evaluations ofeffectiveness. Female leaders who have resourcesfor power~ 

such as controlover budgets,information or a specialized expertise~ may not be 

perceived as having power or effectively using it. As discussed earlier,the evaluation ofa 

leader's power and its effectiveness may also be influenced by the gender congruency and 

perceived functionality ofthe leader's power. 

Finally,cognitive theorists have recognized that subordinates'perception ofleader 

effectiveness may differfrom formalized and public evaluations ofleader effectiveness(cf. 

Feldman,1981;Landy&Fair, 1980;DeNisi,Cafferty&Meglino,1984). A host of 

factors may influence subordinates'perception and evaluation ofleader effectiveness. 

Perceived power may be one ofthose factors. Otherfactors that may also be related to 

leadership evaluationsinclude:leader and subordinate characteristics,role expectations,and 

the situation(cf.reviews by House&Baetz,1979;Yukl,1981). 

Thisconceptual model provides a heuristic guide for programmatic research on this 

topic;it is not meantto be tested in a single study. Partofthis modelis investigated in this 

study — which is the first in a series ofstudies on this topic. 

Hvpotheses 

Three parts ofthe conceptual model are investigated in this study. First,the 

relationships among perceived leader power,leader gender,and subordinate evaluations are 
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explored. Second,overall perceived leader power is differentiated from functional power 

in an attemptto understand the relationship between power and leadership evaluations. 

Third,in an attempt to test the gendercongruency hypothesis,the relationships among 

typesofperceived leader power,leader gender,and subordinate evaluations ofleader 

effectiveness are examined. 

Overall Perceived LeaderPower and Leader Gender. Asafoundation for this 

study,the relationship between perceived leader power and subordinate evaluations leader 

effectiveness needs to be established. Asreviewed earlier,researchers have generally 

found a positive relationship between perceived upward influence and leadership 

evaluations(Pelz,1952;Trempe,Rigny&Haccoun,1985;Wager,1965). This study is 

expected to replicate those results. Moreover,this investigation may add to previous 

research since it addresses moreforms ofpower thanjust upward influence. Specifically, 

overall perceived leader powerincludes French and Raven's(1959)five forms ofsocial 

power:reward,coercive,legitimate,referent and expert. Unlike the otherformsofsocial 

power,coercive power has a negative connotation and is notexpected to be positively 

related to leadership evaluations. Non-coercive power is defined in this study as including 

four ofthe five forms ofpower. 

Hypothesis 1: Subordinates'perceptions ofleaders'use ofnon-coercive power 

will be positively related to their ratings ofleader effectiveness. 

Leader gender may also be expected toinfluence subordinates'evaluations ofleader 

effectiveness. Asreviewed earlier, many researchers havefound thatfemale leaders 

receivelower evaluations than their male counterparts(e.g.,Cohen,Bunker,Burton& 

McManus,1978; Bartol&Butterfield, 1976;Haccoun,Haccoun&Sallay, 1978; Petty& 

Lee,1975). It is expected that when power is held constant,subordinates will evaluate 

female leaderslower than their male counterparts. However,it is also expected that when 
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power is notcontrolled for, subordinates'perception ofleader power will have a greater 

influence on leadership evaluations than leader gender. In short,the powereffectis 

expected to overshadow the gender effect. 

Hypothesis2: Holding perceived powerconstant,female leaders will receive 

lower leadership evaluations than male leaders. 

Hypothesis3:Non-coercive leader power will accountfor more ofthe unique 

variancein leader evaluations than leader gender. 

Functional Power. Functional poweris differentiated from perceived powerin the 

attempt to understand why power may be related to evaluations ofleader effectiveness. It 

is hypothesized that subordinate evaluatidns ofleader effectiveness is primarily based upon 

the leader being perceived as having the types ofpower necessary to meetthe subordinate's 

needs. Functional poweris therefore hypothesized as the preeminentform ofpower 

relating to subordinate evaluations ofleader effectiveness. 

Hypothesis4: Non-coercivefunctional power will accountfor more ofthe unique 

variance in leadership evaluations than non-coercive perceived power. 

Gender Congruencv ofPower. As discussed earlier,subordinates'reactions to 

leaders'power may beinfluenced by the congmence ofthe specificform ofpower with 

sex-role stereotypes. Coercive,legitimate and expert power have been found to be male-

typed forms ofpowerin two laboratory studies(Johnson, 1976;Wiley&Eskilson,1982) 

and a field study ofcadets(Rice,Instone&Adams,1984). It is therefore expected that 

maleleaders who are perceived as using legitimate,coercive and expertformsofpower 

willreceive more positive evaluations than female leaders using thoseforms ofpower. 
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Hypothesis5a: Maleleaders perceived as using expert power will receive higher 

evaluations than female leaders perceived as using expert power. 

Hypothesis5b: Maleleaders perceived as using legitimate power wiU receive 

higher evaluations than female leaders perceived as using legitimate power. 

Hypothesis5c: Male leaders perceived as using coercive power will receive higher 

evaluations than female leaders perceived as using coercive power. 

The gender-typing ofreward power is less straightforward. Although some 

laboratory studies havefound thatfemales are more likely to be perceived as using reward 

powerthan males(Johnson,1976),and receive higher evaluations for using reward as 

compared to expert power(Wiley&Eskilson,1982),field studies have notfound reward 

power to be gender-typed(Rice,Instone&Adams,1984). 

One explanation for this is that whilereward power may becongmentwithfemale 

sex-role stereotypes, it may not beincongruent with male sex-role stereotypes. To the 

extentthat power is a stereotypically male phenomenon,male leaders may have more 

latitude than female leaders in using different basesofpower. (This conceptis supported 

by thatfact that ofthe five basesofsocial power,only reward power has beenfound to be 

female-typed). Perceived reward power may therefore be related to higher evaluationsfor 

female leaders,but not necessarily lower evaluations for male leaders;female leaders 

perceived as using reward power may not gain an advantage over their male counterparts~ 

they mayjust avoid being penalized. 

In short,although reward power may be female-typed,its effects may be obscured. 

A significant gender effect may therefore indicate relatively strong supportfor the gender 

congmency theory. 
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Hypothesis6: Femaleleaders perceived as using reward power wUlreceive more 

positive evaluations than male leaders perceived as using reward power. 

Another approach to testing the gender-typing ofreward power is tocompare 

female leaders who are perceived as using female-typed reward power with those who are 

perceived as using non-coercive,male-typed,bases ofpower. Under the gender 

congruency theory,females perceived as using female-typed reward power would receive 

higher evaluations than those perceived as using male-typed formsofpower. 

Hypothesis 7a: Female leaders perceived as using reward power more than expert 

power will receive higher evaluations than females perceived as using expert more than 

reward power. 

Hypothesis7b: Female leaders perceived as using reward power more than 

legitimate power will receive higher evaluations thanfemales perceived as using legitimate 

more than reward power. 

Unfortunately,this relationship may also be obscured by confounding variables. 

Since reward power may be unrelated or negatively related to satisfaction with leaders 

(Podsakoff&Schreisheim,1985; Slocum,1970),subordinates may give high evaluations 

to female leaders perceived as using reward power because it is congruent with sex-role 

stereotypes, but atthe same time,may give those leaderslow evaluationsfor using less 

effectiveforms ofpower. This situation may serve to mask the sex-role congruency effect 

forfemale-typed power. 

Ifreward poweris perceived as less effective than other bases ofpower,butfemale 

leaders perceived as using it still receive higher evaluations,then the gender congruency of 

femaleleaders'power may be more importantthan the perceived effectiveness ofher 
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power. This situation would indicate particularly strong supportfor the gender congruency 

theory ofpower. 

Subordinate Gender. The subordinate's gender may influence his or her 

perception ofthe leader's power. This effect may be particularly salientin the case of 

referent power. 

Asreviewed earlier,referent power wasfound to be male-typed in the field study 

(Rice,Instone&Adams,1984),but unrelated to leader genderin the laboratory study 

(Johnson,1976). Referent power differsfrom otherforms ofpowerin that it is partially 

based upon the subordinates'personal identification with the leader(French&Raven, 

1959). The gender composition ofthe leader-subordinate dyad may therefore be a crucial 

factor. Referentpower may be gender-neutralin same-gender dyads;female leaders may 

beperceived as having referent power byfemale subordinates,and male leaders may be 

perceived as having referent power by male subordinates. 

The situation changesin mixed-gender dyads. Maleleaders may have more status 

than female leaders, and may therefore be morelikely to be perceived as having referent 

power by subordinatesofthe opposite gender. Female leaders'referent power may be 

based solely upon identification, whereas males'referent power may be based on both 

identification and status. In other words,male leaders may be perceived as having referent 

power by both male and female subordinates,whereasfemale leaders may be perceived as 

having referent power only by theirfemale subordinates. 

Hypothesis8: Holding leadership evaluation constant,male leaders will be more 

likely than female leaders to be perceived as using referent power by subordinates ofthe 

opposite gender. 
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CHAPTER n 

METHODOLOGY 

1.PRETESTSAMPLE 

An opportunity sample offifty subordinates was used to develop and refine the 

measures used in this study. The pretest participants camefrom diverse geographic 

backgrounds;they resided in Knoxville,Tennessee, Chicago,Illinois,and New York 

City, New York. The subordinates also reflected a wide range ofoccupations;over25 

occupational categories were reported. Included among those were:laborer,fire captain, 

engineer,teacher,electrician,manager,nurse,personnel officer,secretary,policeman and 

salesman. The majority ofrespondents(74%)were employed in full-time positions. The 

averagelength oftime they were employed at their currentcompany wasseven years,with 

arange ofone month to26 years. 

Mostofthe subordinates in the pretestsample had male supervisors;72%reported 

having a male supervisor,while only26% had afemale supervisor. The average number 

of years the subordinates were supervised by their current supervisor was three years, with 

arange of 1 month to 25 years. 

In termsofdemographics,60%ofthe pretest sample wasfemale and94% was 

Caucasian. The average age ofthe participants was40 years old,with ages rangingfrom 

18 to 73. In termsofeducation,24%ofthe participants had a bachelors degree,14% had a 

masters degree,and8% had a doctorates degree. 

2.MEASURES 

The pretest was used to select perceived and functionalpoweritemsfor the final 

questionnaire,and to develop the dependent variable ofleadership effectiveness. 
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Perceived Power 

The initial item poolfor perceived power wasobtainedfrom combining Podsakoff, 

Todor and Huber's LeaderPowerInventory(LPI)(1980)with an adapted version of 

Holzbach's Attributed PowerIndex(API)(1974). Both instruments provide ratings of 

French and Raven's(1959)five sourcesofsocial power:reward,coercive,legitimate, 

expert and referent. Each ofthe five subscales contained eightitems; threefrom the LPI 

and five from the API. Forty items were therefore used to pretestthe perceived power 

instrument. Allitems used a a 7-point,Likert-type responseformat,ranging from strongly 

agree(1)to strongly disagree(7). The descriptive statistics on the 40items are displayed in 

Table A.l in Appendix A. 

LISRELwas used to assess the distinctiveness ofthe five power dimensions and to 

select the optimalitems. The structural relationships measurement modelofLISREL 

assesses the relationship between the items(i.e., manifest variables)and the fiveformsof 

power(i.e.,latent variables). Since the items were developed to reflect the constructs,a 

confirmatory factor analytic model(i.e.,LISREL)is more appropriate and powerfulthan 

an exploratory model(i.e.. Factor Analysis)(Hughes,Price&Marrs,1986;Joreskog& 

Sorbom, 1981). 

The Maximum Likelihood LISRELV measurementmodel was used to obtain the 

lambdas and r-scores for the specific items. Thelambdasindicate the relationship between 

the items and the constructs,and are equivalentto the regression coefficientsfound in 

factor pattem matrices. Unlike the Unweighted LeastSquares model,the Maximum 

Likelihood model provides r-scores and a meansto test the significance ofthe individual 

items. T-valueslarger than two are normallyjudged to be significant(Joreskog&Sorbom, 

1981). 
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Thef-values and lambdas were us^to select the final items. The top three items 

were selected from each ofthe five power subscales. The final perceived powerinstrument 

was therefore composed of15items. 

A Maximum Likelihood LISREL V analysis was used to assess the final valuesfor 

the 15 selected items. Thefinal LISREL analysis may use either a congeneric or a parallel 

model. The parallel model is more powerful than the congeneric model,since it assigns 

equal means and variances to items within a subscale(cf.,Ladd,1985). To determine 

which modelto use in the final analysis,both parallel and congeneric models were used on 

the initial poolof40items. The parallel modelcan be selected ifit is not significantly 

differentfrom the congeneric model (Ladd,1985). However,the incremental Chi Square 

of53.47(35 d.f.)was significant. Since the models differed,the congeneric model was 

used in the final analysis ofthe 15items. 

Fixed phi models wereemployed in all ofthese analyses. The phis reflect the 

relationships between the latent variables(i.e., typesofpower). Fixing the phis essentially 

orthogonalizes the power dimensions,and allows a purer assessmentofthe relationship 

between a given item and the type ofpower itis designed to measure(cf.Joreskog& 

Sorbom, 1981). 

Thelambda and t-valuesfor the original and finalitems are presented in Table A.2 

in Appendix A. TheLISRELreliability estimates are displayed in Table A.2. These 

reliability estimates are the squared correlation between the true score (i.e.,the latent 

construct or the type ofpower)and the observed variable(i.e.,the specific item)(cf. 

Hughes,Price&Marrs,1986). Asexpected,itemsreceiving the highest t-values and 

lambdas also received the highestLISRELreliability estimates. 

More traditionalformsofitem analyses were also conducted on the40items. The 

coefficient alpha for the forty items was.90, and was .75for the fifteen selectitems. 

Reliability estimatesfor the original and selectitems are displayed in Table A.l and A.5 in 
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Appendix A. Theindividualitem-total correlation coefficients displayed in Table A.l 

paraded and confirmed the LISRELreliability estimates. 

Twoofthe hypotheses(7a&7b)required an estimation offemale leaders'relative 

use ofreward,ascompared to expert and legitimateforms ofpower. Interval paired-

comparison data wasobtained to estimate this relationship. Asdisplayed in Appendix B, 

subordinates were asked compare the extent to which their leader uses these formsof 

power by splitting 99points between:(1)reward and legitimate power,and(2) reward 

and expert power. 86%ofthe pretest participants responded to this question. 

Perceived leader power was operationalized as the summation ofthe five power 

subscales. Non-coercive leader power wasoperationalized as the summation ofall ofthe 

subscales except the coercive scale. 

Functional Power 

The pretest was also used to develop the functional powerinstrument This 

instrument was designed to assess the degree to which the subordinate perceives the leader 

as using his or her power to meet the subordinate's work-related needs. 

Unlike perceived power,the functional powerinstmmentdid not need to 

differentiate among the five power subscales;hypothesized relationshipsfocused only on 

summated measuresoffunctional and perceived power. Although subscales were not to be 

used in the final analysis,they were a useful basefrom which to develop the instrument. 

The purpose here was to promote an equitable comparison by designing the functional 

powerinstrumentto be parallel in scope to the perceived powerinstrument. Therefore,the 

functional and perceived powerinstruments were both composed offive power subscales. 

The perceived power subscales involved the subordinate's perception ofthe specific type of 

power,while the functional power subscales related to the subordinate's perception ofthe 

usefulness ofthe specific type ofpowerfor providing for their work-related needs. 
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In addition to the fivefunctional power subscales,four globalfunctional items were 

also included in the pretest as partofanother research study. Thefunctional poweritems 

used the same 7-point Likert scale as the perceived poweritems. The descriptive statistics 

for the28functional poweritems are presented in Table A.3in Appendix A. 

Thefunctional powerinstrument was analyzed with the sameLISREL models and 

methods that were used to test the perceived power instrument.As displayed in Table A.4 

in Appendix A,the global items generally hadlow LISRELreliabilities and were therefore 

excluded from the finalinstrumenL Thefinalfunctional powerinstrument contained 15 

items,threefrom each ofthe fivefunctional powersubscales. A parallel model was used 

in the final LISRELanalysis ofthe 15items since the incremental Chi Square of30.44(22 

d.f.)revealed thatthe congeneric modeldid not significantly differfrom the parallel model. 

The coefficient alphafor the original set of28items was.95,and was.93for the 15 

selected items. Theitem-total correlations,lambdas and t-values for the original and 

selected items are displayed in Table A.4in Appendix A. 

Functionalleader power wasoperationalized asthe summation ofthe fivefunctional 

power subscales. Non-coercive functional leader power wasoperationalized as the 

summation ofall ofthe subscales exceptthe coercive scale. 

Dependent Variable 

Twoapproaches may be used to measure the dependent variable ofleadership 

effectiveness. The first approach is to measure specific leader behaviors. The problem 

with using this approach is that although onecomponentofeffective leadership may bethe 

leader's ability toinfluence others,specific itemsrelating to this dimension cannot be 

included in the dependent variable instrumentsince they are used in the independent 

variable instrument. Using the specific leader behavior approach would therefore require 

omitting itemsrelating to power,influence,and functionality. The dependent variable may 
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therefore notfully capture the constructof"leadership effectiveness", A more preferable 

approach for this study was to use use globalitemsofleadership effectiveness(e.g.,"my 

supervisor is an effective leader"). 

Both global and specific leadership effectivenessitems were used in the pretest. 

This wasdone to assess the relationship between the global and specific items,and to 

investigate the extent to which the globalitemsrepresentthe specific items. The51 item 

instrumentcontained5 globalitems and 46 specific items. The specific items were based 

on9leadership dimensions:support,motivation,functionality,power,delegation, 

planning,decision making,problem solving and team building. Descriptive statistics on 

theseitems are displayed in Table A.6in Appendix A. The items used the same 7-point 

Likert scale as the perceived and functional items,with 1 representing "strongly agree"and 

7representing "strongly disagree". 

Therelationship between the global and specific items was assessed by correlating 

the mean score ofthe5globalitems(3.28)with each ofthe46specific items. These46 

correlations were transformed to FisherZ scores,and the averageZ score was 

transformed back to a correlation coefficient and tested for significance. The correlation 

coefficient of.655 was significant(p <.001,df=48). This provided strong supportfor 

using the5 global items in lieu ofthe46specific items in the final instrument. An item 

analysis wasconducted for further verification,and revealed strong supportfor this 

conclusion. The total coefficient alphafor the 51 item instrument was.98. The coefficient 

alpha for the five global items was.95. The item-total correlationsfor the globalitems and 

the correlation matrices are displayed in Table A.7 through Table A.19in Appendix A. 

Thedependent variable ofleadership effectiveness wasoperationalized as the 

unweighted summation ofthe five globalitems. 
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3.STUDYSAMPLE 

Participants in this study consisted of110subordinates ofa matched set ofmale 

and female managers. Subordinates were employed atalarge governmentowned, 

privately operated research and development organization. However,many ofthe 

participants were located attwo other neighboring organizations:a weaponsplantand a 

uranium-enrichmentfacility. Although the participants were located at three different 

organizations,they were employed by one operating company. 

4.PROCEDURE 

Matching ofManagers 

Tocontrolfor differences in positional and departmental power,subordinates were 

selected from matched sets ofmale andfemale managers. Seventyfemale managersfrom 

15 ofthe organization's30departments were identified. Thefemale leaders'names were 

obtained fi-om departmentand central management affirmative action officers, 

organizational charts and department administrators. Thefemale leaders were distributed 

amongfour hierarchical organizational positions: division head,section head,coordinator 

and group leader. Division heads and coordinators were equivalentto upper and middle 

level managers. While group leaders were atthelowest supervisory level in the 

organization,they were considered managers since they were usually responsible for 

managing govemmentprojects and supervising teamsofresearchers,often within a matrix 

organizational structure. 

Organizational charts were used to match the70female managers with their male 

counterparts. Managers were matched by department,manageriallevel,and,where 

possible,specialization area. Due to the shortage offemale managers,two male managers 

were matched to a given female manager when possible. In this wayresponsesfrom 

subordinates offemale managers could be used even ifthe subordinates ofone ofthe two 
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matched males did not participate. However,this double-matching was not possible in 

departments that had equivalent numbersofmale and female managers. In sum,the70 

female managers were matched to93 male managers. 

Data Collection 

After receiving approval to conductthe study in the organization,surveys were sent 

to the717subordinates ofthe 163 male and female managersin late Novemberof1986. A 

follow-up letter wassenttwo weekslater. A second follow-up letter and an extra copy of 

the questionnaire were sentthree weekslater. Over253follow-up calls were made both 

before and after these prompts. The letters are displayed in Appendix B. 

Selection ofSubordinates 

The total numberofquestionnaires returned was405,giving aresponse rate of 

56%. Ofthe405 questionnaires,25could not be used due to the matrix organizational 

structure; subordinates chose the wrong leader to evaluate. Ofthe70initial pairs of 

managers,usable data was therefore collectedfrom 55 pairs. 

Eighteen female and 16 male managers had only one subordinate participating in the 

study. Since30% ofthe managers had only one subordinate responding to the 

questionnaire,it was necessary to choose one subordinatefrom each leaderfor the final 

sample toinsure equal representation among leaders. 

The final sample therefore consisted of 110subordinates. This size samplelends 

more than adequate power,a power analysis indicates thatfor a medium effect size 

(r=.30), a powerlevel of.90 would be obtained in a r test of112subordinates(a=.05, 

two-tailed) (Cohen,1977). Using the same parameters,the powerofa significance testof 

r is.86(n= 100)and.92(n = 120). 
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It was necessary to selectamong subordinates in cases where aleader had more 

than one participating subordinate. Subordinates were selected on the basis offour 

hierarchical criteria:(1)genderofsubordinate,(2)tenure with leader,(3)race,and(4)age. 

The testing ofone hypothesis in this study required the use ofsubordinates who 

were the opposite gender oftheir supervisor. Therefore,four equal subordinate sample 

groups were sought: 

(1) male subordinates with femaleleaders 

(2) female subordinates with maleleaders 

(3) male subordinates with male leaders 

(4) female subordinates with female leaders. 

Selection on the basis ofsubordinate gender was used to equalize the numberof 

subordinates in each ofthesefour groups. 

An initial tabulation ofthe sample indicated that26femaleleaders had onlyfemale 

subordinates and 10female leaders had only male subordinates. For male leaders,21 had 

only male subordinates responding,and 13 had onlyfemale subordinates. Fortunately,19 

female leaders and 21 male leaders had both male andfemale subordinates whoresponded 

to this study. The selection among these subordinates was based on their gender and the 

relative shortage in each ofthefour groups.Thefinalfour groups consisted of: 

(1) n=28:male subordinates with female leaders 

(2) n=28:female subordinates with male leaders 

(3) n=27:male subordinates with male leaders 

(4) n=27:female subordinates with female leaders 

n=110:total sample 

In cases where there was morethan one subordinate ofa given gender, 

subordinates were selected on the basis ofthe amountoftime thatthey had been supervised 

by their leader. Subordinates were excludedfrom the final sample ifthey were supervised 
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by their leaderfor less than two months. Given equivalent leader tenure(±6months),race 

wasemployed as the third selection criterion. Ifthere were no differences between the 

subordinates in race,age was used as the final criterion. 

5.SUBORDINATEDEMOGRAPHICS 

Biographical data ofthe 110respondents are summarized below. 

1. Age:Mean= 42,with ages rangingfrom 25to 67. 

2.Race:94.4% White,2.8% Black,.9% American Indian or Alaskan 

Native, 1.9% Asian or Pacific Islander,0% Hispanic. 

3. Marital status: 13.6% single,80.0% married,4.5% divorced,1.8% 

widowed,0%cohabitating,0% separated. 

4.Gender ofrespondent:50%female,50% male. 

5.Gender ofrespondent's supervisor:50%female,50% male. 

6.Highestlevel ofeducation:6.4% had a high school degree,3.7% completed 

technical school,23.9% had some college,22.9% completed college, 

16.5% had some graduate work,17.4% had a MA,MS,MBA orJD 

degree,and 9.2% had a Ph.D degree. 

7.Employmentstatus:96.3% full-time,3.7% part-time. 

8. Years supervised by current supervisor: Mean=3.41, with a range of 

3 months to 15 years. 

9.Yearsemployed at currentcompany:Mean= 11.96,with arange of3 

months to42 years 
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10.Job title:27differentjob classifications were reported. The 13 

job titles that were held by more than2%ofthe sample 

included: 12.4% research associate, 11.4% clerk,10.5% 

information editor/analyst,8.6% computing systems analyst, 

7.6% supervisor,7.6% technician,4.8% illustrator/drafting, 

3.8% research staff member,2.9% secretary,2.9% department 

head,2.9% development staff,2.9% assistant librarian,2.9% 

engineer. 
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CHAPTERm 

RESULTS 

In this chapter the descriptive statistics,intercorrelations and reliability estimatesof 

the finalinstruments are presented. Thisisfollowed by a description ofthe analyses used 

in investigating the hypothesized relationships and the results ofthe study. All statistical 

analysesreported in this section were performed using the SPSSX statistical software 

package. 

1.DESCRIPTIVESTATISTICS 

Descriptive statistics relating to the specific items used in the perceived power 

instrument,perceived functional powerinstrumentand leadership effectivenessinstrament 

are displayed in Tables 1,2 and 3. Allitems were based on a7-point Likert scale ranging 

from 1(strongly agree)to7(strongly disagree). High scores therefore indicate low ratings 

for the independentand dependent variables. 

Asindicated in the tables,missing data was nota particular problem in this study; 

ofthe 110respondents,the lowestresponseon any given poweritem was 107. The 

dependent variable did not have missing data. Since pairwise treatment ofmissing data is 

generally acceptable with small numbers ofmissing data(Cohen&Cohen,1975,pg.289), 

thefollowing analyses used pairwise treatmentfor missing data. 

2.CORRELATIONALRESULTS 

Pearson product-momentcorrelations were performed to discover the relationships 

among the perceived power subscales and subordinate ratings ofleadership effectiveness. 
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Table 3 
Descriptive StatisticsforLeadersfupEvaluationItems 

a b 
Item Variable Name n M SD Item-total correlation 

Mysupervisor is an efTective leader. G1 110 2.96 1.82 .94 

Mysup^sor displays effective leader 
behaviors. 

G2 110 3.05 1.82 .93 

My supervisor displays strong leadership 
abilities. 

G3 110 3.44 1.98 .94 

My supervisor is one ofthe bestleaders G4 110 3.85 2.10 .92 
Ihaveever had. 

My supervisor is one ofthe bestleaders G5 110 3.78 2.10 .91 
in my organization. 

Meansare based ona7-pointLikertrating scale,rangingfrom 1(strongly agree) 
to7(strongly disagree). 

Item-total correlations represent the correlation between the item'sscore and the 
scale score computed from the other itemsin theset 
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Since specific perceived power subscales were used in hypothesized relationships,it was 

particularly important to assess the degree ofinterdependence among the perceived power 

subscales. 

Theintercorrelations among the perceived power subscales and leadership 

evaluations are displayed in Table4. Asindicated in the table, all ofthe non-coercive 

perceived power subscales werefound to have a significant positive relationship with 

leadership evaluations. Asexpected,perceived coercive power was notfound to be 

significantly correlated with leadership evaluations. In terms ofrelationships among the 

perceived power subscales, particularly high intercorrelations werefound among the 

expert and referent(r =.85,p< .001),reward and referent (r =.74,p <.001), and 

reward and expert(r =.67,p <.001)perceived power subscales. As expected,perceived 

coercive power was not highly intercorrelated with the other perceived power subscales. 

As discussed earher,only summated values ofthe perceived functional power 

instrument were used in hypothesized relationships. The specific perceived functional 

power subscales were used to develop the instrument and promote an equitable comparison 

between the summated valuesofthe perceived power and perceived functional power 

instruments. The correlations between the perceived functional power subscales,perceived 

power subscales and the dependent variable ofsubordinate ratings of leader effectiveness 

can befound in Table 4. 

Subordinates'ratings ofleader effectiveness werefound to be significantly 

correlated with both the composite perceived powerinstrument(r =.77,p <.001)and the 

composite perceived functional powerinstrument(r = .63,p <.001). The perceived 

power and perceived functional powerinstruments were also significantly correlated(r = 

.68,p <.001). 
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3.RELIABILITY OFINSTRUMENTS 

Thecoefficient alpha estimatesfor the perceived power,perceived functional power 

and leader evaluation composite instruments and subscales are displayed in Table 5. As 

indicated in the table,the finalcompositeinstruments had acceptableinternal consistency; 

the coefficient alphasfor the perceived power,perceived functionalpower and leader 

evaluation variables were.86, .91 and .97 respectively. 

4.TESTS OFHYPOTHESES 

Hvpothesis 1 

Subordinates'perception ofleaders'use ofperceived non-coercive power was 

hypothesized to be positively related to ratings ofleader effectiveness. This hypothesis 

was strongly supported;perceived non-coercive perceived leader power had a significant 

positive correlation with perceived leader effectiveness(r =.81,p< .001). An 

examination ofresiduals and scatterplots revealed that this relationship appears to be linear. 

Hvpothesis2 

Holding perceived power constant,it was hypothesized thatfemale leaders would 

receive lower leader evaluations than maleleaders. To hold perceived power constant,it 

wasentered firstin a hierarchical regression analysis. Leader gender(dummycoded with 1 

representing males and0representing females)wasentered as the second step. This 

hypothesis was not supported,leader gender did not accountfor a significant increase in 

theR 2.(The results ofthe analyses are presented in Table 6.) Asafollow-up 

investigation ofleader gender as a main effect,leader gender was entered first in a 

hierarchical analysis. This analysis revealed that the R^ associated with leader gender 

was nonsignificant(/?^= 003). 
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Table 5 

Co^cientAlphasforFinalInstruments 

Instrument NumberofItems Coefficient Alpha 

Perceived LeaderPower 15 .86 

Reward Subscale 3 .92 

Coercive Subscale 3 .77 

ExpertSubscale 3 .94 

ReferentSubscale 3 .88 

Legitimate Subscale 3 .73 

FunctionalLeaderPower 15 .91 

Reward Subscale 3 .77 

Coercive Subscale 3 .64 

ExpertSubscale 3 .93 

Referent Subscale 3 .83 

Legitimate Subscale 3 .70 

Leadership Effectiveness 5 .97 
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Table6 

HierarchicalRegression Analysesofthe Relationship Between Leader Genderand 
EvaluationsofLeaderEffectiveness 

Variable Step R2change beta b t (for beta) 
(per step) 

59*** aPerceived Power 1 .59 .77 .52 12.22*** 
Leader Gender 2 .59 .(XX)/is -.02 -.37 -.3lns 

Leader Gender 1 .003 .Olrt^ .11 2.04 l.Uns 

***p <.001 

® F test performed on 2increment. 

Hypothesis3 

The hypothesis that perceived non-coercive power would accountfor more ofthe 

unique variance in leader evaluations than leader gender was supported. A significant 

partial correlation wasfound between perceived non-coercive power and leader evaluations 

when the effects ofleader gender were partialled outofboth variables(r =.81, p < 

.001). The partial correlation ofleader gender with leader evaluations when controlling for 

perceived non-coercive power was not significant(r =-.01). 

Hierarchicalregression analyses confirmed the abovefindings. When entered after 

non-coercive perceived power,leader genderaccounted for a ^ change ofonly.00004. 

However,when leader gender was entered first in the equation,non-coercive perceived 

power accounted for a significantR^change of.65 (F(2,105)= 198.40,p <.001). 
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Hypothesis4 

The perceived functional powerconstruct was assessed in this hypothesis. 

Specifically,it was hypothesized that perceived non-coercive functional power would 

accountfor moreofthe unique variancein leader evaluations than perceived non-coercive 

power. The data did notsupport this hypothesis. The partial correlation between perceived 

non-coercive functional power and leader evaluations when the effects ofperceived non-

coercive power were partialled out ofboth variables was.15(ns). The partial correlation 

between non-coercive perceived power and leader evaluations when controlling for non-

coercive perceived functional power was,on the other hand,highly significant(r =.66,p 

<.001). 

Hierarchicalregression analyses were used to furtherinvestigate these effects. 

When entered after non-coercive perceived power,non-coercive perceived functional 

power accounted for a ^change of.01(/z.s). However,non-coercive perceived power 

accounted for a significantR ^change when entered after non-coercive perceived functional 

power (R ^change=.25,F(2,104)=78.93,p <.001). 

Theintercorrelations among these variables helped toilluminate the relationships. 

Specifically, while significant correlations werefound between leader evaluations and non-

coercive perceived power(r =.81,p <.001),and leader evaluations and non-coercive 

perceived functional power(r =.64,p <.001),non-coercive perceived functionalpower 

was also highly correlated with non-coercive perceived power(r =.72,p <.001). It 

therefore appears that perceived functional power was not differentiated from perceived 

power, and that perceived power was more ofa critical ingredientin ratings ofleadership 

effectiveness than perceived functional power. 

Hypotheses 5a.5b.5c and 6 

These hypotheses were used to test the interactions between gender and specific 

types ofleader power. Specifically,it was hypothesized that male leaders perceived as 
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using expert(hypothesis5a),legitimate(hypothesis 5b),orcoercive(hypothesis 5c) 

power would receive higher evaluations than females perceived as using thoseformsof 

power. While expert,legitimate and coercive power were hypothesized to be male-typed 

forms ofpower,reward power was hypothesized to be a female-typed form ofpcJwer; 

hypothesis6held thatfemale leaders perceived as using reward power would receive 

higher evaluations than male leaders perceived as using reward power. Although referent 

power was not hypothesized to be genderrelated,a post hoc analysis ofthat interaction 

term was also conducted. 

To controlfor differences between the genders in power and the interactions among 

the subscales ofpower,leader gender and four ofthe power subscales were entered 

hierarchically in the first step. The power subscale that wasincluded in the interaction term 

wasentered in the second step. The final step consisted ofthe gender-powerinteraction 

term. Differences between the genders in evaluations were expected to increase at higher 

levels ofperceived power. Gender differences in evaluations were notexpected atlow 

levels ofperceived power, it was expected that both genders would receivelow evaluations 

when perceived as lacking expert,reward and legitimate perceived power. 

Correspondingly,both genders were expected to receive high evaluations when perceived 

as usinglow levels ofcoercive power,and males wereexpected to receive higher 

evaluations than females at higher levels ofperceived coercive power. In short,it was 

anticipated that the differences between the slopesfor males and females would increase at 

higherlevels ofperceived power. 

The results ofthese fourregression analyses are presented in Table 7. Asindicated 

in the table,none ofthe interactions were significant. There is apparently no supportfor 

the hypothesis that different types ofpower are gender-typed,i.e., thatleader gender 
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Table7 

HierarchicalRegression AnalysesoftheInteractions betweenLeaderGenderand 
PerceivedPowerSubscales 

Hypothesis Variable Step R2change 
(per step) 

beta b t (for beta) 

5a Set: 1 

Leader Gender 

Reward 

Coercive 

Legitimate 
Referent 

Expert 2 
ExpertX Gender 3 

.69 

.72 

.72 

.05*** 

.0002ns 

-.001 

.03 

.05 

.02 

.81 

.45 

.04 

-.02 

.06 

.09 

.06 

1.69 

.93 

.07 

-.02ns 

.324ns 

.11ns 

.3\ns 
928*** 
438*** 

.30ns 

5b Set: 1 

Leader Gender 

Reward 

Coercive 

Expert 
Referent 

Legitimate 2 
Leg.X Gender 3 

.74 

.74 

.74 

'74*** 

.002ns 

.0005ns 

-.04 

-.002 
.02 

.43 

.48 

-.05 

.06 

-.74 

-.004 

.05 

.87 

.99 

-.16 
.14 

-.19ns 

-.02ns 
.48^5' 
431*** 

4.37*** 

-.90ns 

.45ns 

5c Set: 1 

Leader Gender 

Reward 

Expert 
Referent 

Legitimate 
Coercive 2 

CoerciveX Gender3 

.74 

.74 

.74 

"74*** 

.001n5 

.003ns 

-.05 

.003 

.46 

.47 

-.05 

.03 

.23 

-.89 
.01 

.93 

.98 

-.16 

.05 

.26 

-.SSns 

.04ns 
4.45*** 
436*** 

-.88^5 

.49ns 

l.llns 

6 Set: 1 

Leader Gender 
Coercive 

Expert 
Referent 

Legitimate 
Reward 2 

Reward X Gender 3 

.74 

.74 

.74 

"74*** 

.00002n5 

.(X)4n.s 

-.05 
.03 

.45 

.48 

-.05 

.01 

.17 

-.94 

.05 

.93 

1.01 

-.16 

.02 

.30 

-.94ns 
.49ns 

4.42*** 

4.90*** 

-.90ns 

.09ns 

1.20ns 
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Table7(Continued) 

Hypothesis Variable Step R2change beta b t (for beta) 
(per step) 

_^9***aPost- Set: 1 .69 
Hoc Leader Gender -.08 -1.42 -\29ns 

Reward .15 .36 2.01** 
Coercive -.01 -.01 -.lln^ 

929***Expert .76 1.56 
Legitimate -.05 -.16 -.%2ns 

05*** 437***Referent 2 .72 .48 1.00 
ReferentX Gender 3 .72 .0004/1^ .05 .09 39ns 

**p <.01 
***p <.001 

^ F test performed on ^increment. 

would interact with typeofpower toinfluence leader evaluation. Thisresultis consistent 

with the finding thatleader gender does not accountfor a significantamountofthe variance 

in leadership effectivenes in this sample. 

Hvpotheses7a and 7b 

These hypotheses were designed to further test the hypothesized female-typing of 

reward power. Hypothesis7a held thatfemale leaders perceived as using reward power 

more than expertpower would receive higher evaluations thanfemales perceived as using 

expert more than reward power. In hypothesis7b it wasproposed thatfemale leaders 

perceived as using reward power more than legitimate power would receive higher 

evaluations than females perceived as using legitimate morethan reward power. As 

discussed earlier,to estimate the leaders'relative use ofreward power, subordinates were 

first asked to split99 points between reward and expert power. They were then asked to 

do the samecomparison forreward and legitimate power. Female leaders who were 
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perceived as using reward more than expert power were operationalized as those in the 

upper third ofthe reward distribution (i.e.,those receiving 66 points or moreforreward 

power). Similarly,the upper third ofthe distribution was also used to selectfemale leaders 

who were perceived as using primarily expertpower and legitimate power. 

To test hypothesis 7a,independentsamplet tests were used tocomparefemales 

who were rated as primarily using reward power with females who were rated as primarily 

using expert power. As displayed in Table 8,this hypothesis was not supported;there 

were no significant differences between the groups. The data revealed from independent t 

tests also failed to support hypothesis7b;females who were rated as primarily using 

reward power did notreceive significantly differentleadership evaluations than females 

who were were rated as using primarily legitimate power. 

These results are consistent with the results ofhypothesis 6;the results ofthese 

analyses indicates a lack ofsupportfor the gendercongruency theory ofpower. 

Table8 

IndependenttTestComparisonsofFemaleLeaders Using PrimarilyReward,Expert,and 
LegitimateFormsofPower 

Group n M SD ̂  

Primarily Reward 6 19.50 10.03 
.95 ns 

Primarily Expert 25 15.24 8.91 

Primarily Reward 9 15.11 9.75 
-.97 ns 

Primarily Legitimate 29 18.69 9.28 

^ Means are based on a7-point scale ranging from strongly agree (1) to strongly 
disagipe(7). High scores thereforeindicate low evaluations ofleader 
effectiveness. 

^Based on separate variance estimates. 
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Hypothesis8 

This hypothesis was used to investigate the impactofthe gendercombination in the 

leader-subordinate dyad on subordinates'perceptions ofleaders'referent power. It was 

hypothesized that when holding leadership evaluation constant,male leaders were more 

likely than female leaders to be perceived as using referent power by subordinates ofthe 

opposite gender. The opposite genderdyad variable wasdummycoded with 1 

representing male leaders with female subordinates and0representing female leaders with 

male subordinates. Leadership evaluation washeld constant by entering the variable first in 

a hierarchical regression equation. The opposite genderdyad variable wasentered 

hierarchically as the second step. Asindicated in Table9,this hypothesis was not 

supported;the opposite genderdyad variable did not accountfor a significant amountofthe 

variance in perceived referent power. 

Table9 

HierarchicalRegression Analysesofthe Relationship Between Genderofthe Leader-
SubordinateDyadandPerceptionsofLeaders'R^erentPower 

Variable Step R2 R2change beta b t (for beta) 
(per step) 

Leader Evaluation 1 . ,68 ,68*** ^ ,83 ,40 10,81*** 

Opposite GenderDyad 2 ,68 ,000/15 ,01 ,08 .12ns 

^ F test performed on/? ̂ increment, 
***p <,001 
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Summary 

In summary,only hypotheses 1 and3were supported;perceived leader power was 

significantly related to evaluations ofleader effectiveness,and perceived leader power 

accounted for more ofthe unique variancein leader evaluations than leader gender. Leader 

gender was notsignificantly related to evaluations ofleader effectiveness,and leader 

gender did not significantly interact with the perceived power subscales. Counter to 

expectations,male leaders were not more likely than female leaders to be perceived as 

having referent power by subordinates ofthe opposite gender. Finally,hypothesized 

relations regarding perceived functional power were not supported; 
>

functional leader power 

accounted forless ofthe variance in leader evaluation than perceived leader power. 

5.POSTHOCANALYSES 

Post hoc analyses were conducted to further explore and explain the relationships 

among the variables. Among the post hoc topics investigated included:the impactof 

demographicson leadership evaluation,the relationships among the perceived power 

subscales and leadership effectiveness,the relationships between perceived power and 

leader gender,and theimpactofsubordinate gender on obtained relationships. 

Post Hoc Analyses ofRespondent Demographics 

Data wascollected on respondents'age,educational level,ethnicity,marital status, 

employmentstatus,length oftime supervised by currentleader and length oftime 

employed in the organization. To assess the need to controlfor these variables in analyses 

ofhypothesized relationships,they were entered in a stepwise regression equation. None 

ofthe variables were significantly related to evaluations ofleader effectiveness. However, 

since the demographic variables oftenure with leader,race and age were used as matching 

criteria in the selection ofstudy participants,extraneous variance due to these demographic 

variables may have already been partially controlled for by the design ofthe study. 
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PostHoc AnalysesofLeader Effectiveness and Specific TypesofPerceived Power 

The relationship between the specific type ofperceived leader powerand 

subordinate evaluations ofleadership effectiveness proved to be an interesting post hoc 

topic. In five post hoc hypotheses,it wasproposed that perceived expert power would 

have the strongest relationship with perceived leader effectiveness,and would befollowed 

in turn by referent,legitimate,reward and coercive power. These hypotheses were aligned 

with other researcher's findings(e.g.,Podsakoff&Schreisheim, 1985;Slocum,1970). 

Since many ofthe specific types ofperceived power were highly correlated, 

hierarchical regression analyses were used to ascertain the amountofvariance in leader 

effectiveness accounted for by each ofthe five perceived power subscales. Four ofthe five 

typesofperceived power were fu-st entered hierarchically as a set. The specific type of 

perceived power to be tested was then entered hierarchically in the second step. As 

displayed in Table 10,evaluations ofleader effectiveness were primarily related to 

perceived referent and expert power. Perceived legitimate,coercive and reward powerdid 

not accountfor a significant amountofthe variance in evaluations ofleader effectiveness. 

Table 10 

Exploratory HierarchicalRegression Analysesofthe RelationshipBetween Perceived 
PowerSubscalesandRatingsofLeadership Effectiveness 

Variable R 2change^ beta t (for beta) 

Referent Q^Jk^Jlcb .49 4.49*** 
Expert .05*** .43 429*** 

Legitimate .001rt5 -.04 -.14ns 
Coercive .0003n5 .02 .38/15 
Reward .OOOOn^ -.002 -.03/15 

^IndicatesR ^ incrementofpower subscale when added hierarchically after other 
subscales. 

^ F test performed on/? 2increment. 
***p <.001 
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Given the significant correlation between perceived reward power and leader 

evaluations(r =.62),and thelow correlation between perceived coercive power and leader 

evaluations (r =-.14), itcame initially as somewhatofa surprise to find that when 

holding other perceived power subscales constant,perceived coercive power accounted for 

more ofthe variance in leader evaluation than perceived reward power. However,a closer 

examination ofthe intercorrelations among the subscales revealed that perceived reward 

power was significantly correlated with both perceived referent(r =.74)and perceived 

expert(r=.67)power,which in tum accounted for significant amounts ofthe variance in 

leader evaluations. This problem ofmulticolinearity was addressed in the hierarchical 

analysis; when controlling for perceived referent and perceived expertforms ofpower, 

perceived reward power was not significantly related to leader evaluations. 

PostHoc Analvses ofGender Differences in Perceived Power 

The relationship between leader gender and perceptions ofleader power wasa 

particularly interesting posthoc question given that leader gender did not accountfora 

significant amountofthe variance in leader evaluations,and that perceived leader power 

was significantly related to ratings ofleader effectiveness. As a post hoc hypothesis,it was 

proposed that males would be more likely than females to be perceived as having power. 

This hypothesis was based on the previous discussion and literature suggesting that 

perceptions ofpower may be aligned more with male than female sex-role stereotypes. 

Asdisplayed in Table 11,a hierarchical analysis was used to assess the relationship 

between leader gender and perceived leader power. Although the leader gender effect did 

not approach conventionallevels ofsignificance,leader gender wasfound to be marginally 

related to perceived leader power,(/?2=.02, p <.10). The positive beta weightreveals 
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that male leaders (who weredummycoded as 1)received higher ratings than female 

leaders(who weredummycoded as 0). Since the 7-point Likert scale had7representing 

"strongly disagree", high ratings actually represented low power.Females were therefore 

somewhat more likely to be perceived as having powerthan males. However,when 

evaluation ofleadereffectiveness wascontrolled for by entering it firstin a hierarchical 

equation,the marginal leader gender effect dissipated(R 2change=.01,Fchange(2, 

103)= 1.80). 

Table 11 

Exploratory Hierarchical Recession Analysesofthe Effects ofLeader Genderon the 
Composite Measure ofPerceived Power 

Variable Step f2 R2change beta b t (for beta) 
(per step) 

Leader Gender 1 .03 .03* a .17 4.62 1.73* 

Leadership Effectiveness 1 .59 .59** .77 1.14 12.22** 
Leader Gender 2 .60 .007ns .08 2.33 1.34nj 

*p <.10 
**p <.001 

® F test performed onF2increment. 

A more fine-grained analysis wasconducted to explore possible relationships 

between leader gender and power subscales. Five separate regression analyses were 

conducted,with the five subscales ofperceived power as the dependent variables. As 

displayed in Table 12, females were significantly more likely than males to be perceived as 

having expert power(p <.05). Differences between the genders were notfound for the 

otherformsofpower,although marginal differences werefound for perceived reward 

power(p <.10). When controlling for perceived leader effectiveness,the leader gender 
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effects dissipated in the case ofreward power,but maintained significance in the case of 

expertpower(p <.05). It appears,therefore,thatfemale leaders may be more likely than 

male leaders to be perceived as having expert power,even when controlling for differences 

in perceived leadership effectiveness. 

Table 12 
Exploratory HierarchicalRegression Analysesofthe Effects ofLeader Genderon 
PerceivedPowerSubscales 

Dependent Independent Step R 2change beta b t (for beta) 
Variable Variable (per step) 

Reward Leader Gender 1 .03 .03* a .17 1.35 1.77* 

■ao***Effectiveness 1 .39 .62 .27 8.26*** 
Leader Gender .40 .10 .82 1.35ns 

Coercive Leader Gender 1 .01 .01/25 .10 .91 1.02ns 

Effectiveness 1 .02 .02ns -.14 -.07 -1.45/15 
Leader Gender .03 .01ns .12 1.07 1.20/15 

Referent Leader Gender 1 .02 .02ns .13 1.13 1.32/15 

Effectiveness 1 .68 .68*** .83 .40 15.28*** 
Leader Gender .69 .001/w .04 .32 .67ns 

Expert Leader Gender 1 .04 .04** .21 1.89 2.21** 

Effectiveness 1 .67 .82 .40 14.76*** 
Leader Gender .68 !oi** .12 1.09 2.19** 

Legitimate Leader Gender 1 .001 .001 -.04 -.23 -.37/15 

Effectiveness 1 .17 .14 .41 4.65*** 
Leader Gender 2 .18 .01ns -.09 -.53 -.92ns 

*p < .10 
**p <.05 

***p <.001 
^ F test performed on ^ increment. 
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Post Hoc Analyses ofthe Relationship Between Subordinate Gender.Ratings ofLeader 

Effectiveness and PerceptionsofLeaderPower 

Subordinate gender effects were analyzed through a series ofhierarchical regression 

analyses. Asdisplayed in Table 13, when entered as the sole term in a hierarchical 

equation,subordinate gender was notfound to be significantly related to ratings ofleader 

effectiveness, perceptions ofoverall perceived leader power,or to perceptions ofthe five 

subscales ofleader power. 

Table 13 

ExploratoryRegression Analysesofthe Effects ofSubordinate GenderonPerceived 
PowerandLea^rship Effectiveness 

Independent Dependent R 2change beta b t (for beta) 
Variable Variable (per step) 

Main Effects: 

Subordinate Gender Effectiveness .01 .01/15^ -.09 -1.67 -.94/15 
Sub. Gender Perceived Power .01 .01/w -.08 -2.21 -.82/15 
Sub Gender Reward .02 .02ns -.14 -1.15 -1.50/15 
Sub.Gender Coercive .004 .004ns .06 .57 .63/15 
Sub.Gender Expert .005 .005ns -.07 -.65 -.15ns 
Sub. Gender Referent .004 .004ns -.06 -.54 -.64/15 
Sub. Gender Legitimate .005 .005ns -.07 -.45 -.13ns 

GenderInteractions: 
Sub.X Leader Effectiveness .03 .01 -.21 -4.58 -1.29/15 
Sub.X Leader Perceived Power .08 .05** -.37 -11.80 -2.25** 
Sub.X Leader Reward .07 .02ns -.23 -2.14 -1.43/15 
Sub.X Leader Coercive .01 .000ns -.005 -.06 -.03/15 
Sub.X Leader Expert .10 05*** -.40 -4.19 -2.50*** 
Sub.X Leader Referent .05 .03* -.28 -2.91 -1.72* 
Sub.X Leader Legitimate .03 .02ns -.27 -2.01 -1.63/15 

Sub.Gender-PowerInteractions: 
Sub.X Reward Effectiveness .39 .000ns .03 .07 .19/15 
Sub.X Coercive Effectiveness .04 .02ns .48 .55 1.37/15 
Sub.X Expert Effectiveness .68 .01* .20 .41 1.77* 
Sub.X Referent Effectiveness .68 .001/15 .05 .09 .41/15 
Sub.X Legitimate Effectiveness .17 .001/15 -.07 -.18 -.33/15 

*p <.10 **p <.05 ***p <.01 
^ F test performed on^2increment. 
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In tests ofsubordinate gender and leader gender interactions,subordinate gender 

did not significantly interact with leader genderin predicting perceived leadership 

effectiveness. However,a significant genderinteraction wasfound in predicting perceived 

leader power(p <.05). Asillustrated in Figure 3,male subordinates were more likely to 

perceive male leaders as having power,whilefemale subordinates were more likely to 

perceive female leaders as having power. In short,same-genderdyads were more likely to 

be related to perceptions ofleader power than mixed-genderdyads. 

Asafollow-up investigation,tests ofleader and subordinate gender interactions 

were conducted for each ofthe five perceived power subscales. As displayed in Table 13, 

significant gender interactions werefound for perceived expert power(p <.01),and a 

marginal effect wasfound for perceived referent power(p <.10). Asillustrated in Figure 

4,same-gender leader-subordinate dyads were more likely to be related to perceptions of 

expert power than mixed-gender dyads. Forthe reader's information,the marginal effects 

foundfor perceived referent power are displayed in Figure 5. 

Finally,tests were made ofthe interactions between subordinate genderand the 

perceived power subscales in predicting evaluationsofleader effectiveness. A marginal 

effect wasfound for perceived expert power(p <.10),and is displayed for informative 

purposes only in Figure 6. Although the relationship does not attain conventionallevels of 

significance,there is someindication that for high levels ofperceived expertpower, male 

subordinates may be more likely than female subordinates to give their leader high 

evaluations. 
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Summary 

In summary,post hoc analyses revealed that subordinate demographic variables did 

not have a significantrelationship with subordinate ratings ofleader effectiveness. Other 

analysesindicated that ofthe five perceived power subscales,only referent and expert 

power werefound to be significantly related to ratings ofleader effectiveness. 

Analyses ofthe relationship between leader gender and perceived leader power 

indicated thatfemale leaders were somewhat more likely to be perceived as having power 

than male leaders. This effect did notreach conventionallevels ofsignificance and 

disspated when controlling for perceived leader effectiveness. Significant gendereffects 

were,however,found for perceived expert power. Female leaders were significantly more 

likely to be be perceived as having expertpower than male leaders,even when controlling 

for perceived leader effectiveness. 

Subordinate gender did not have a significantrelationship with either perceived 

leader power orratings ofleader effectiveness. However,subordinate gender did 

significantly interact with leader gender,subordinates with leaders ofthe same gender were 

more likely to perceive their leaders as having power than subordinates with leaders ofthe 

opposite gender. Follow-up analyses revealed that these effects primarily occurred with 

expertpower,subordinates with leaders ofthe same gender were morelikely to perceive 

theirleaders as having expertpower than subordinates with leaders ofthe opposite gender. 

Theramifications and implications ofthese findings are discussed in thefollowing 

chapter. 
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CHAPTERIV 

DISCUSSION 

1. SUMMARY 

Therelationship between gender,perceived leader powerand evaluations ofleader 

effectiveness were investigated in afield survey study of110subordinates(55 male and55 

female)of55 matched pairs ofmale and female supervisors in three organizations. To 

controlfor gender differences in leaders'positional power,leaders were matched by 

organizational level,department and,where possible,specialization. 

Multiple regression analyses revealed supportfor the hypothesis that perceived 

leader power is moreimportantthan leader genderin subordinate evaluations ofleader 

effectiveness. Counterto expectations,leader genderdid not have a significant relationship 

with subordinate evaluations ofleader effectiveness when holding perceived leader power 

constant. Support was notfound for hypothesesregarding the gender-typing ofperceived 

power,females using specific types ofpower did notreceive significantly different 

evaluations than their male counterparts. In essence,leader gender was notfound to be a 

significantfactorin subordinate evaluations ofleadereffectiveness. 

Post hoc analyses revealed thatfemale leaders were more likely to be perceived as 

having expert power than male leaders,even when controlling for perceived leader 

effectiveness. Although subordinate gender did not have a significant main effecton either 

perceived power or ratings ofleader effectiveness,subordinate gender did interact with 

leader gender;subordinates with leaders ofthe samegender were more likely to perceive 

theirleaders as having powerthan subordinates with leaders ofthe opposite gender. 
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Follow-up analysesindicated that these effects primarily occurred with perceived expert 

power. 

2. IMPLICATIONSFROMTHEDATA 

TheoreticalImplications 

Thetwo primary findingsin this study are that perceived leader poweris a 

significantfactor in subordinate evaluations ofleader effectiveness and that ratings of 

female leaders may beinfluenced more by perceptions ofpower than by gender. Leader 

gender did not significantly influence subordinate ratings ofleader effectiveness,even 

when holding perceived leader power constant Moreover,there wasa lack ofsupportfor 

the theory that poweris gender-typed;male andfemale leaders received equivalentratings 

for using the same types ofpower. 

There are atleastfour theoretical implications that may be derivedfrom these 

findings. The first is that subordinates'perception ofa leader's power may be a more 

importantfactorin ratings ofleader effectiveness than the sex-role stereotypes held by 

subordinates. Sex-role stereotypes have been found to berelated to biased evaluations of 

females(e.g.,Dipboye,Arvey&Terpstra,1977;Dipboye,Fromkin&Wiback,1975; 

Dipboye&Wiley,1977;Cohen&Bunker,1975)and have been implicitly used to explain 

gender differences in evaluations ofleader effectiveness. The results ofthis study provide 

no supportfor this assumption. When power was held constant,female leaders did not 

receive significantly different evaluationsfrom their male counterparts. One would not 

expectthisfinding ifsex-role stereotypes were a primaryfactorin the evaluation ofleader 

effectiveness. Although it is possible that the male andfemale subordinates participating in 

this study did not hold sex-role stereotypes,a more probable explanation for these findings 

is thatthe sex-role stereotypes were diluted with prolonged contact with powerfulfemale 

leaders. 
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One topic forfuture investigation would be a direct comparison ofthe effects of 

subordinate's sex-role stereotypes and perceived leader power on ratings ofleader 

effectiveness in a field setting. 

The second implication ofthese findings relates to the gendercongruency'theory of 

leader power. This theory is based on the idea that subordinates use sex-role stereotypes to 

evaluate their leaders. According to the theory, leaders who are perceived as using types 

ofpower that areincongruent with sex-role stereotypes will receive lowerevaluations than 

leaders who are perceived as using congruentformsofpower. This study found no 

supportfor this theory;leaders who were perceived as using powerreceived high 

evaluations,irrespective ofthe gendercongruency ofthe type ofpower. 

The third implication ofthese findingsis that they may help to explain why the 

research on subordinate evaluations offemale leaders has yielded such inconsistent 

findings over thatlast ten years. A re-examination ofthe research in this area reveals that 

gender differences in leadership evaluations were notfound in studies that controlled for 

job level(e.g., Adams,1978;Osbom& Vicars,1976;Petty&Bruning,1980;Rice, 

Instone&Adams,1984;Terborg&Shingledecker, 1983). By controlling forjob level, 

these researchers may have inadvertently controlled forsome aspects ofpositional power. 

Along those same lines,the apparent discrepancy in findingsfrom field and laboratory 

studies(cf.reviews by Dobbins&Platz, 1986;Osbom&Vicars, 1976)may be afunction 

ofdifferential controlfor leader power, field studies may be more likely to tap perceived 

leader power than laboratory studies. While leader power may beexcluded in laboratory 

studies studies,it is implicitly embedded in field studies. In this sense,the findings ofthis 

study concur with Dobbins and Platz(1986)and Osbom and Vicars'(1976)conclusion 

that the research setting may be responsible for the inconsistentfindings in this area. 

However,the research setting may be responsible only to the extent that it engenders 

different conditions ofperceived leader power. 
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Researchers who fail to controlfor differences between the genders in power when 

comparing male and female leaders may essentially be comparing high-power with low-

power groups. Sincefemales tend to have less positional power than malesin 

organizations,and are more likely to be clustered in low ranks and low-power departments 

(Kanter,1977a;Halaby,1977;Hill, 1980;Harlan&Weiss,1982;Wolf&Fligstein, 

1979), differences between the gender in leadership evaluations may reflectreal 

differences in organizational power. Given that perceived power wasfound in this study to 

be strongly related to evaluations ofleader effectiveness,there is a clear need to controlfor 

differential perceived leader powerin future genderresearch in this area. 

Thefinal theoreticalimplication ofthis study concerns the effects ofperceived 

poweron evaluations ofleader effectiveness. In this study,perceived leader power 

accounted for59%ofthe variance in perceived leadership effectiveness. Thisfinding 

indicates a need forfurther theory development and research on the function ofperceived 

powerin the leader-subordinate relationship. Forexample,it would be interesting to 

assess the relationship between leadership prototypes(e.g..Rush,Thomas&Lord,1977) 

and "power prototypes". Power prototypes may be defined assomeidealized cognitive 

image ofa powerfulindividual. An area worth investigating here may be the relationship 

between leadership and power prototypes,and such demographic characteristics as age, 

gender,race,and physical characteristics. 

Another related areaforfuture research is the relationship between "power 

attributions",perceived power,and leadership evaluations. Oneresearch question that may 

be addressed is whether subordinates use the antecedents ofpower or the consequencesof 

power when making power attributions abouttheir leader's power. Forexample,does the 

leader have to exercise power to be perceived as having it,oris the potential to exercise 

power sufficient? Further,using Weiner's(1972)taxonomy as a template,power 

attributions may be internal or external. Given the research on gender differences in 
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attribution,(e.g.,Cash,Gillen&Bums,1977;Deaux&Emswiller,1974;Etaugh& 

Brown,1975;Feather&Simon,1975;Taynor&Deaux,1975),females may be expected 

to receive external power attributions(i.e.,affirmative action),while males mayreceive 

internal power attributions(i.e., skill and ability). 

Finally,it would be interesting to compare the congruency between power 

attributions made by a given leader and his or her subordinate. Along similar lines,it may 

be enlightening to assess the relationship between the subordinate's perception ofa leader's 

power,the leader's perception ofhis or herown power,and objective measures ofthe 

leader's power. The effects ofleaderand subordinate gender on the congruency ofthese 

power attributions and perceptions may also be assessed. 

These topicsforfuture investigation illuminate a major limitation ofthis study: the 

findingsofthis study have limited generalizability to subordinates'and leaders'behavior. 

A phenomenological approach wastaken in this study in that both power and leadership 

effectiveness were investigated as perceptual constructs. Although perceptions ofpower 

werefound to be related to perceptionsofleadership effectiveness,no conclusion can be 

reached about behavioral manifestations. In other words,it remainsfor subsequent 

research to establish the link,ifany,between subordinates'perception ofleaders' 

effectiveness and power,and the leader's actual effectiveness and power. Although both 

power(Kaplowitz,1978; Nagle,1975;Provan,1980)and leader theorists(Calder,1977; 

Pfeffer,1977)have taken the position that leadership and power are perceptual 

phenomenon that should be studied through the eyesofthe subordinate,it would still be 

worthwhile to study the relationship between perception and behavior in this area,and to 

delineate the conditions under which perceptions become congruent with behaviors. The 

research conducted in the attitude theory area is an example ofthis research approach(cf., 

Deaux&Wrightsman,1984). 
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Theorganizations used in this study also limit its generalizability. Theresearch and 

development,weapons,and uranium enrichmentorganizations participating in this 

investigation were primarily male;only 15ofthe 30departmentseven hadfemale 

supervisors,and there were only70salaried female supervisors and managersin the three 

facilities. The generalizability ofthe findings ofthis study tofemale leadersin gender-

balanced orfemale-typed organizations is open to question. Thefemale leadersin this 

sample may havefaced certain barriers in attaining supervisory positions in a primarily 

male organization. Because oftheir scarcity,they represent a visible and salient minority 

that mayface performance pressures associated with being in the "limelight"(cf.Kanter, 

1977a,1977b). Their ability to survive these barriers and pressures may representa case 

ofnatural selection in the workplace;these women may be atypical ofthefemale population 

as a whole and offemale leadersin gender-balanced organizations. However,this sample 

may be generalizable tofemale managers,who are typically in the numerical minority in 

upperlevels oforganizations(Blau&Berber,1985). 

Finally,the generalizability ofthis study may also be limited by thefact thatfemale 

leaders in this study were,for the mostpart,college educated,and many had advanced 

degrees. The subordinates were also highly educated; nearly a third ofthe sample held 

advanced degrees. This highly educated sample may be atypical ofother populations.To 

the extent thateducation may berelated to increased acceptance offemale leaders and an 

increased incidence ofperceived expert power,the findings ofthis study may have limited 

applicability to a blue-collar workforce. 

Applied Implications 

In an applied sense,the findingsofthis study have both positive and negative 

implications. On the positive side,it is encouraging thatfemale leadersin this study 

received equivalentratings ofleadership effectiveness as their male counterparts. Leader 
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gender accounted for only.3%ofthe variancein ratings ofleader effectiveness; gender 

didn'tjust take a backseat to power,it wasn'teven in the car. The message here may be 

that sex-role stereotypes and discriminatory attitudes may be overshadowed by a relatively 

long-term work relationship with acompetentand powerful supervisor. 

Thereis still another potentially positive ramification ofthese findings. Ifone 

makes the assumption that positive evaluations ofleaders'effectiveness relates to 

subordinates'loyalty and support, given comparable leaders, female leaders mayreceive 

equivalent supportfrom their subordinates as male leaders. By providing a loyal base of 

support,subordinates mayincrease their leader's powerin the organization(Blackburn, 

1981;Mechanic,1962;Mowday,1978;Weick,1969). It has been theorized that power 

has the potential to be an upwardly spiralling function in the leader-subordinate 

relationship;increased leader power may lead to greaterrewards and powerfor the 

subordinate,which may in turn increase subordinate's loyalty and their leader's power 

(Ragins&Sundstrom,1987). Ifthis"power begets power" hypothesis is true,the 

findingsin this study may indicate that males and females with equivalentpower may be 

equally likely to experience this upwardly spiralling powerfunction. Female leaders 

having power may therefore be able to gain even more powerin the organization. 

However,on the negative side,females and males do nothave equivalent powerin 

organizations. Females are significantly less likely than males to hold powerful positions at 

upper levels in organizations(Kanter,1977a;Halaby,1977;Harlan&Weiss,1982; Hill, 

1980;Wolf&Fligstein, 1979). Females maytherefore be more likely than males to 

experience adownward spiral ofpower, lack ofleader power may erode the leader-

subordinate relationship which may,in turn,decreasefemale leaders'power(Ragins& 

Sundstrom,1987). Female leaderslacking powerin organizations may therefore face a 

constant erosion oftheir resourcesfor power. 
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In sum,while leader gender may not have a directimpacton evaluations ofleader 

effectiveness, it may indirectly influence leader evaluations via gender differences in power 

in organizations. Organizational and interpersonalforces that limitfemale leaders'powerin 

organizations may potentially have negative implicationsfor the leader-subordinate 

relationship. 

3. IMPLICATIONSFROMBEYONDTHEDATA 

The post hoc analysesrevealed thatfemaleleaders were more likely to be perceived 

as having expertpower than male leaders. Since the male andfemale leadersin this study 

were matched on variables assumed to berelated to positional power (organizational level, 

departmentand specialization)it could be expected thatfemale leaders,in the absence of 

distorted perceptions due to sex-role stereotypes,would be perceived as having equivalent 

positional power as male leaders. However,the male andfemale leadersin this study were 

not matched on personalformsofpower~referent power and expert power. Gender 

differences were notfound with perceived referent power. One potentialreason for this is 

thatthe perception ofreferent power may be based on characteristics ofthe subordinate that 

facilitate identification and role-modeling processes. 

Thefinding thatfemales were more likely to be perceived as having expertpower 

than malesis aligned with thefinding that successfulfemale executives tend to rely heavily 

upon expert power(Hennig&Jardim,1977;Kane,Parsons and Associates,1982; 

Keown&Keown,1982). Compared to the otherformsofpower,expert power may be 

more likely to be under the direct controlofthe individual. Reward,coercive and legitimate 

powerare associated with a position,and maylimited forfemale leaders(Harlan&Weiss, 

1982;Hill,1980;Kanter,1977a;Wolf&Fligstein, 1979). Referentpower may depend on 

the needsofthe subordinate. Female leaders may rely upon expertpower as a 

compensatory measurefor the lack ofaccess to otherformsofpower. This may have a 

positive impactfor thefemale supervisor since expert power has been found to be 



97 

positively related to organizational effectiveness(Backman,Bowers&Marcus,1968),and 

leadership evaluations(Podsakoff&Schreisheim, 1985). 

Post hoc analyses also revealed that subordinate genderinteracted with leader 
V 

gender in perceptions ofoverall powerand expert power,compared to subordinates with 

leaders ofthe opposite gender,subordinates with leaders ofthe same gender were more 

likely to perceive their leaders as having overall power and expert power. One implication 

ofthese findings is that since females tend to be clustered atlowerlevels in organizations 

(U.S.DepartmentofLabor,1979;1984),female managers may be less likely than male 

managers to have same-gender subordinates at upper levels oforganizations,and may 

therefore be less likely to be perceived as having power. Although gender differences in 

perceived power did not approach conventional levels ofsignificance in this study,it 

should be noted here that the balanced groupsofmale and female subordinates ofmale and 

female leaders used in this investigation may not be an accurate numericalrepresentation of 

organizational realities. 

4. CONCLUSIONS 

In conclusion, perceived leader poweris a critical factorin subordinate evaluations 

ofleader effectiveness. Leaders who are perceived as powerful tend to also be perceived as 

being effective leaders. Moreover,given equivalent rank and position in organizations, 

leader gender may not,in itself,have a significantimpact on subordinate evaluations of 

leader effectiveness. One potential implication ofthese findings is that gender equality in 

powerin organizations may have a positiveimpacton leader-subordinate relationships. 
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TableM. 

PretestLisrelResults:PerceivedPower. 

Item LambdaInitial/Final tvalue Initial/Final Reliability Initial/Final 

REWl 

REW2 

REW3 

b 
REW4* 

REW5* 

REW6 

REW7* 

REW8 

COERl 

C0ER2 

C0ER3 

C0ER4 

C0ER5* 

C0ER6 

C0ER7 » 

C0ER8* 

EXPERl 

EXPER2 

EXPER3 

EXPER4 * 

EXPER5♦ 

EXPER6 

EXPER7 

EXPER8* 

.71 

.77 

.78 

.85/.80 

.84/.86 

.58 

.81/.90 

.66 

2Q 

.40 

.25 

.71 

.89/.97 

.78 

.83/.79 

.80/.74 

.71 

.75 

.66 

.78/.78 

.80/.83 

.72 

.78 

.88/.84 

5.55 

6.22 

6.42 

7.25/6.41 

7.15/7.12 

4.31 

6.80/7.51 

5.03 

1.33 

2.77 

1.70 

5.55 

7.70/8.36 

6.27 

6.89/6.24 

6.57/5.80 

5.61 

6.00 

5.07 

6.31/6.02 

6J6/6.51 

5.63 

6.38 

7.68/6.66 

.50 

.59 

.61 

.72/.63 

.71/ .74 

.34 

.66/.80 

.43 

.04 

.16 

.06 

.51 

.79/.95 

.60 

.68/.62 

.64/.55 

.51 

56 

.44 

.60/.60 

.63/.68 

J1 

.61 

.77/.71 

https://7.68/6.66
https://6J6/6.51
https://6.31/6.02
https://7.70/8.36
https://7.15/7.12
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Table A.2(continued) 

Item LambdaInitial/Final tvalue Initial/Final Reliability Initial/Final 

REFl .65 4.04 .42 

REF2 » .85/.84 7.19/6.95 .71 /.70 

REF3 .71 5J6 .50 

REF4 .60 4.46 .36 

REF5 ♦ .88/.91 7.63/7.79 .77/.82 

REF6 * .84/.84 7.06/7.02 .70/.71 

REF7 .66 5.10 .44 

REF8 .73 5.82 .54 

LEGl * .80/.83 6.51/6.26 .65/.70 

LEG2 » .85/.81 7.12/6.09 .73/.66 

LEG3 4.17 .33 

LEG4 .60 4.40 .36 

LEG5 .59 428 .34 

LEG6 .62 4.56 .38 

LEG7 ♦ .69/.69 525/5.10 .48/.48 

LEG8 .44 3.04 .19 

Imtialestimates basd on Congeneric MeasurementModelusing all40items. 
Finalestimates based on Congeneric Modelofselect 15items. 

Represents items selected from the pretestfor use in the final instrument 
I 



 

T
a
b
l
e
 A
.
3
.
 

Pr
et
es
tD

es
cr

ip
ti

ve
St

at
is

ti
cs
fo
rF

un
ct

io
na

lP
ow

er
It

em
s 

D
i
m
e
n
s
i
o
n
 

V
a
r
i
a
b
l
e

I
t
e
m
 

M
 

S
O
 

It
em
-t
ot
al
 

N
a
m
e
 

c
o
n
e
l
a
t
i
o
n
 

Fu
nc
ti

on
al

 
M
y
su

pe
rv

is
or

us
es

hi
so

r
he

ri
nf

lu
en

ce
in

th
eo

rg
an
iz
at
io
nt

o 
F
G
L
O
B
l
 

5
0
 

3
J
8
 

1
.
5
9
 

.
5
7
 

G
l
o
b
a
l
 

pr
ov
id
e
fo

r
m
y
wo

rk
re
la
te
d
ir
ee
ds
. 

M
y
su
pe
rv
is
or

me
et

s
m
y

wo
rk

-r
el

at
ed

ne
ed
s.
 

F
G
L
0
B
2
 

5
0
 

3
.
6
6
 

\
S
l
 

S
i
 

M
y
su
pe
rv
is
e
us
es
 h
is
or

he
rp

er
so

na
li

nf
lu

en
ce

ov
er

ot
he
rs

in
 

F
G
L
0
B
3
 

4
9
 

4
.
1
0
 

1
.
6
6
 

.
5
8
 

th
e
or
ga
ni
za
ti
on
to

pr
ov
id
ef

or
m
y

wo
rk

-r
el

at
ed

ne
ed
s.
 

M
y
su
pe
rv
is
or

us
es

hi
so

r
he

rp
os
it
io
ni

n
th
eo

rg
ru
ii
za
tl
on
to

pr
ov
id
e 

F
G
L
O
B
4
 

5
0
 

4
.
0
0
 

1
.
6
2
 

.
6
0
 

fo
r
m
y

wo
rk
-r
el
at
ed

ne
ed
s.
 

Fu
nc

ti
on

al
 

M
y
su
pe
rv
is
or

pr
ov
id
es

fo
rm
y

wo
rk
-r
el
at
ed

ne
ed
s
by

co
mp

li
me

nt
in

g 
F
R
E
W
l
 

5
0
 

3
.
4
0
 

1
.
4
8
 

.
2
7
 

R
e
w
a
r
d
 

m
e
o
n
a
jo
b 
we
ll

do
ne
. 

My
su

pe
rv

is
or

pr
ov

id
es

fo
rm

y
wo

rk
-r

el
at

ed
rr

ee
ds
by

he
lp
in
g
m
e
 

F
R
E
W
2
*
 

50
 

4.
12
 

1
.
8
5
 

.
6
5
 

^v
an

ce
in

th
ec

ag
an
iz
at
io
a 

My
su

pe
rv

is
or

pt
ov

id
es

fo
rm

y
wo
rk
-r
el
at
ed

ne
ed
s
by

as
si
gn
in
g 
m
e
 

F
R
E
W
3
*
 

5
0
 

3.
50

 
1
.
5
7
 

S
I
 

de
si
ra
bl
e
ta
sl
s.
 

M
y
su
pe
rv
is
or

pr
ov
id
es
fo
rm
y

wo
ri
c-
rc
la
te
dn

ee
ds
by

re
wa

rd
in

g 
m
e
 

F
R
E
W
4

♦ 
49

 
4.

06
 

1
.
6
8
 

.
7
1
 

fo
re

ff
ec

ti
ve

pe
rf
or
ma
nc
e.
 

M
y
su
pe
rv
is
or

pr
ov

id
es

fo
rm
y
wo

rk
-r

da
te

d
ne
ed
s
by

re
co

mm
en

di
ng

 
F
R
E
W
5
 

5
0
 

3.
98

 
1
.
9
2
 

.
4
7
 

pa
y
ra

is
es
fo

re
ff

ec
ti

ve
 p
er
fo
rm
an
ce
. 

Fu
nc
ti
on
al
 

My
su

pe
rv

is
or

pt
ov

id
es

fo
rm

y
wo

rk
-r

el
at

ed
ne

ed
sb

y
se
tt
in
gs

tr
ic
t 

F(
X>
ER
1 

49
 

3.
90

 
1.
81
 

.5
8 

Co
er

ci
ve

 
st

an
da

rd
so
f
pe

rf
or

ma
nc

e.
 

My
su
pe
rv
is
or
pt
ov
id

es
fo

rm
y
wo

rk
-r

el
at

ed
ne
ed
sb

y
re
pr

im
ma

nd
in

g 
F
C
0
E
R
2
 

4
9
 

4.
61
 

1.
82

 
.7

1 
m
y
co
-w
or
ke
rs

fo
ri

na
de
qu
at
e
pr
ef
or
ma
nc
e.
 

M
y
su
pe
rv
is
or

pr
ov

id
es

fo
rm
y

wo
rk
-r
el
at
ed

ne
ed
sb

y
le
tt
in
gm
e
kn
ow
 
F
C
O
E
R
3
 ♦

 
47

 
3.

64
 

1
.
7
1
 

.
7
9
 

wh
en
m
y
pe

rf
or

ma
nc

e
is
no

t
up

to
 p
ar
. 

I
V
)
 



Ta
bl
e 
A.

3.
(C
on
ti
nu
ed
) 

D
i
m
e
n
s
i
o
n
 

I
t
e
m
 

M
y
su
pe
rv
is
or

pr
ov
id
es

fo
rm
y

wo
ik

-i
el

at
ed

ne
ed
s
by

le
pr
im
ma
nd
in
g 

m
e
fo

ri
na

de
qu

at
e 
pe
rf
or
ma
nc
e.
 

M
y
su

pe
rv

is
or

pr
ov
id
es

fo
rm
y

wo
rk
-r
el
at
ed

ne
ed
s
by

le
tt
in
g m
y
 

co
-w

(r
tk

er
sk
no

w 
wh
en

th
ei

rp
er
fo
rm
an
ce

is
no

t
up

to
pa

r.
 

F
u
n
c
t
i
o
n
a
l
 

M
y

su
pe

rv
is

or
's

sk
il

ls
 p
ro
vi
de
sf

or
m
y

wo
rk

-r
el

at
ed

ne
ed
s.
 

Ex
pe
rt
 

M
y

su
pe

rv
is

or
's

ex
pe
ri
en
ce
 p
ro

vi
de

sf
or
m
y

wo
rk

-r
el

at
ed

 n
ee
ds
. 

M
y

su
pe

rv
is

or
pr

ov
id

es
fo

rm
y

wo
rk
-r
el
at
ed

ne
ed
s
by

be
in
g 

a
n
ex
pe
rt

in
I
w
o
r
he

r
fi

el
d.

 

M
y

su
pe

rv
is

or
pr

ov
id

es
fo

rm
y

wo
rk
-r
el
at
ed

ne
ed
s
by

be
in
g 

re
co

gn
iz

ed
as

kn
ow

le
dg

ab
le

an
d
qu

al
if

ie
d b

y
m
e
m
b
i
m
of

 
•
 

th
e
or
ga
ni
za
ti
on
. 

F
u
n
c
t
i
o
n
a
l
 

M
y

ad
mi
ra
ti
on

fo
rm
y
su

pe
rv

is
or

pr
ov
id
es

fo
r
m
y

wo
rk

-r
el

at
ed

ne
ed

s.
 

R
e
f
e
r
e
n
t
 

M
y

re
sp
ec
tf

or
m
y
su

pe
rv

is
or

pr
ov
id
es

fo
r
m
y

wo
rk
-r
el
at
ed

ne
ed
s.
 

M
y

in
te

rp
er

sp
na

lr
el
at
io
ns
hi
p 
wi
th
 m
y
su
pe
rv
is
or

pr
ov

id
es

fo
rm
y
 

wo
rk
-^
at
cd

ne
ed
s.
 

M
y

pe
rs

on
al

li
ld
ng
of
m
y
su
pe
rv
is
or

pr
ov
id
es

fo
r
m
y

wo
rk

-r
el

at
ed

 
n
e
e
d
s
.
 

M
y

id
en
ti
fi
ca
ti
on
 w
it
h
m
y
su
pe
rv
is
or

pr
ov

id
es

fo
r
m
y

wo
ik
-r
el
at
ed
 

n
e
e
d
s
.
 

V
a
r
i
a
b
l
e
 

n
 

N
a
m
e
 

F
C
O
E
R
4
•
 
4
9
 

F
C
0
E
R
5
•
 
4
9
 

F
E
X
P
l
 ♦

 
S
O
 

F
E
X
P
2

♦
 

4
9
 

F
E
X
P
3
 »
 

5
0
 

F
E
X
P
4
 

5
0
 

F
R
E
F
l
 
♦

 
5
0
 

F
R
E
F
2

♦
 

5
0
 

F
R
E
F
3
 

4
9
 

F
R
E
F
4
 

5
0
 

F
R
E
F
5
 ♦

 
5
0
 

M
"
 
S
D
 

4
.
4
5
 

1
.
6
5
 

4
.
2
9
 

1
.
8
7
 

3
.
8
0
 

1
.
4
4
 

3
.6

5
 

1
.3

8
 

3
.
4
2
 

1
.
6
7
 

3
.
2
6
 

1
.
7
0
 

4
.4

6
 

1.
75

 

4
.1

2
 

1
.8

0
 

3
.
9
8
 

1
.
5
5
 

3
J
8
 

1
.
6
8
 

4
.2

0
 

1
.7

6
 

It
em

-t
ot

al
 

co
rr

el
at

io
n 

.
6
9
 

.
7
7
 

.
7
3
 

.7
2

 

.
7
3
 

.
6
4
 

.8
4
 

.7
8

 

.
6
3
 

.
7
0
 

.7
9
 

r
o
 

I
V
)
 



 

Ta
bl

e 
A
.
3(

co
nt
in
ue
d)
 

»
b

D
i
m
e
n
s
i
o
n
 

I
t
e
m
 

Va
ri

ab
le
N
a
m
e
 

N
 

M
 

S
D
 

It
em
-t
ot
al
 

co
ir

el
at

io
n 

I^
nc

ti
on

al
 

M
y
su
pe
rv
is
or

pr
ov
id
es

fo
rm
y

wo
ik

-i
el

at
ed

ne
ed

sb
y
ii
Ki
ea
si
ng
 

FL
EG
I
•
 

S
O
 

4
.
2
4
 

1
.
6
7
 

.
5
6
 

Le
gi

ti
ma

te
 

m
y

st
at

us
in

th
eo

rg
an
iz
at
io
n.
 

M
y
su

pe
rv

is
or

pr
ov

id
es

fo
rm
y

wo
ri
c-
re
la
te
dn

ee
ds
by

be
in

g 
F
L
E
G
2
 

5
0
 

3
.
9
8
 

1.
71

 
.
5
1
 

a
u
t
h
o
r
i
z
e
d
t
o
c
o
m
m
a
n
d
.
 

M
y

su
pe

rv
is

or
pr

ov
id

es
fo
r
m
y

wo
rl

c-
re

la
te

dn
ee
ds
by

pr
ov

id
in

g 
F
L
E
G
3
•
 

4
9
 

3
.
6
9
 

1
.
6
7
 

.
6
4
 

m
e
wi
th

vi
si
bi
li
ty
in

th
e
or
ga
ni
za
ti
on
. 

M
y
su

pe
rv

is
or

pr
ov

id
es

fo
r
m
y

wo
rk

-r
el

at
ed

ne
ed
s
by

be
in

g
in
a 

F
L
E
G
4
 *
 

4
4
 

3
.
3
9
 

1
.
7
0
 

.
5
3
 

po
si
ti
on
of

au
th

or
it

yi
n
th

e
or
ga
ni
za
ti
on
. 

M
y
su

po
vi

so
r
pr

ov
id

es
fo
rm
y

wo
rk
-r
el
at
ed
iM

ed
s
by

st
an

di
ng
up

 
F
L
E
G
5
 

5
0
 

3
.
7
2
 

1
.
6
6
 

.
3
4
 

f
o
r
m
e
in

fr
on
t
o
f
ot

he
rs

 

Me
an

s
ar

eb
as
ed
on

a
7-
po
in
tL

ik
er
tr

at
in
gs

ca
le

,r
an

gi
ng
fr
om
 1
(s

to
ng

ly
ag

re
e)
to
7
(s

tr
on

gl
yd

is
ag
re
e)
 

b 
It

em
-t

ot
al

co
rr

el
at

io
ns

re
pr

es
en

tc
or

re
la

ti
on

 b
et
we
en

th
ei

te
m'
ss

co
re
an

dt
he

sc
al

es
co

re
sc

om
pu
te
df

ro
m
th

eo
th
er

it
em

si
nt

he
se

t 
c 

As
te
ri
ck
sr

ep
re
se
nt
it
em
ss

el
ec
te
df

ro
m
LI
SR
EL

an
al
ys
is

fo
rf

in
al

in
st

ru
me

nt
. 

f
O
 

C
O
 



124 

Table A.4. 

PretestLisrelResults:FunctionalPower 

a 
Item LambdaInitial/ Final tvalue Initial/Final Reliability Initial/Final 

FGLOBl .66 4.52 .44 

FGL0B2 .61 4.08 .37 

FGL0B3 .70 4.80 .48 

FGL0B4 .71 5.01 .53 

FREWl .32 2.10 .10 
b 

FREW2* .797.76 5.93/7.85 .637.62 

FREW3« .697.76 4.97/7.85 .47/^3 

FREW4 ♦ .797.76 5.88/7.85 .62/36 

FREW5 35 3.84 .31 

FCOERl .64 4.74 .40 

FC0ER2 .76 6.073 38 

FC0ER3* .857.83 7.07/8.53 .727.75 

FC0ER4* .777.83 6.12/8.53 397.66 

FC0ER5* .847.83 6.91/8.53 .707.61 

FEXPl ♦ .877.85 7J2778.71 .767.74 

FEXP2 ♦ .877.85 7247 8.71 .767.79 

FEXP3 ♦ .727.85 537/8.71 327.47 

FEXP4 .63 4.70 .40 

FREFl ♦ ' .967.92 8.9179.32 .927.91 

FREF2 ♦ .917.92 8.097 9.32 .827.84 

FREF3 .58 4.32 .33 

FREF4 .70 5.48 .48 

FREF5 ♦ .79 7.92 6.49 7 9.32 .62/38 
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Table A.4(continued) 

Item LambdaInitial/ Final 
a 

lvalue Initial/Final Reliability Initial/Final 

FLEGl » .72/.73 5.18/7.50 .52/.52 

FLEG2 .49 3.28 .24 

FLEG3 » .85/.73 6.19/7JO .71/.65 

FLEG4 ♦ J6/.73 3.84/7.50 J1/.29 

FLEG5 .44 2.94 .19 

a Initialestimates based on Congeneric MeasuiementModel using all28items. 
Finalestimates based on Parallel MeasurementModelofselect15items, 

b „ 
Representsitemsselected from pretestforuse in Unalinstrument 

https://3.84/7.50
https://5.18/7.50
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Table A^. CoefficientAlphasforPerceivedPowerand FunctionalPowerPretestItems 

PerceivedPower FunctionalPower 
Power 

Dimension 

AUItems SelectItems AUItems SelectItems 

Reward .90 .88 .76 .80 

Coercive .86 .87 .88 .86 

Expert .91 .85 .86 .84 

Referent .91 .89 .90 .91 

T ii£ifimat^ .83 .81 .75 .72 

b 
Total .90 (40) .75 (15) .95 (28) .93(15) 

Selectitems are the three pretest items selected by USRELanalyses 

Represents the entire instrument.Numbersin parantheses are the numberofitems. 
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Table A.7. 

CoefficientAlphasforLeadership EvaluationPretestItems 

Leadership Dimension Alpha NumberofItems 

Global .95 5 

Consideration .88 5 

Motivation .85 6 

Functional .88 5 

Power .87 5 

Delegation .88 5 

Planning .85 5 

Decision Making .89 5 

Problem Solving .88 5 

Team Building .93 5 

Total .98 51 
(Globaland Specific Dimensions) 



 

Table A.8. 132 
InUrcorrelaiions Among PretestPerceivedPowerand FunctionalPowerlums: VariablesREWl through COER3 

Item 1 2 3 4 8 9 10 11 

1. REWl 1.00 
2. REW2 .61»» 1.00 
3. REW3 .63*» .65** 1.00 
4. REW4 .62»» .61** 1.00 
5. REW5 .52** .68** .60** .68** 1.00 
6. REW6 .47** .50** .58** .47** .47** 1.00 
7. REW7 .51*» .63** .61** .71** .77** .36 1.00 
8. REW8 .44* .35 oo.45* 

• 
.65** .64** .37* .51** 1.00 

9. COERl .23 .20 .12• .14 .40* .14 .35 .26 1.00 
10.COER2 .07 -.06 -.07 -.10 .12 .01 -.05 .11 .58** 1.00 
11.C0ER3 -.10 -.02 -.03 -.07 .22 -.06 .28 .19 .68** .49** 1.00 
12.C0ER4 -.16 -.26 -.18 -.30 -.40* -.01 -.47** -.23 .12 .18 .05 
13.C0ER5 -.29 
14.C0ER6 -.05 

-.46** 

-.29 
-.19 
.05 

-.39* 
-.16 

-.52** 
-.07 

-.03 
.05 

-.46** 

-.12 
-.09 
.13 

-.01 
.35 

.25 

.42* 
.10 

.42* 
15.C0ER7 -.07 -.27 -.06 -.24 -.33 .08 -.30 .02 .06 .34 .10 
16.COER8 -.23 -.39* -.15 -.35 -.27 -.08 -.29 -.06 .29 .36 .30 
17. EXPERl .24 .37* .27 .37* .54** .33 .41* .26 .30 .19 .14 
18. EXPER2 .24 .30 .35 .38* .37* .43* .27 .38* .25 .12 .21 
19. EXPER3 .13 .22 .15 .26 .45* .12 .38* .12 .38* .03 .36* 
20. EXPER4 .17 .48** .35 .43* .55** .46** .53** .43* .36 .14 .38* 
21. EXPER5 .19 .40* .35 .41* .55** .17 .58** .27 .38* .15 .30 
22. EXPER6 .30 .59** .40* .38* .47** .25 .41* .17 .15 -.02 .07 
23. EXPER7 .09 .22 .19 .23 .41* .32 .41* .30 .46** .27 .39* 
24. EXPER8 .40* .44* .50** .45* .50** .47** .45* .37* .33 .14 .25 
25. REFl .23 .35 .38* .33 .49** .38* .43* .42* .21 .12 .24 
26. REF2 .37* .48** .37* .43* .60** .34 .54** .55** .28 .24 .23 
27. REF3 .16 .47** .35 .27 .57** .28 .41** .43* .34 .18 .41* 
28. REF4 .27 .57** .41* .42* .54** .20 .44* .21 -.06 -.10 .01 
29. REF5 .39* .50** .34 .47** .65** .34 .62** .41* .26 .14 .17 
30. REF6 .30 .55** .33 .28 .66** .26 .54** .31 .34 .27 .25 
31. REF7 .32 .63** .36 .38 .59** .26 .43* .25 -.04 -.08 -.07 
32. REF8 .26 .42* .17 .28 .47** .31 .42* .31 .24 .21 .21 
33. LEGl .02 .16 .07 -.02 .18 .10 .12 .07 .05 .15 .03 
34. LEG2 -.04 .07 .10 -.10 .04 .11 -.10 -.15 -.06 -.01 -.02 
35. LEG3 -.11 .13 .10 .06 .08 .15 .21 .19 -.10 -.10 .18 
36.LEG4 -.11 .11 -.01 -.06 -.06 .08 -.16 -.17 -.01 .11 .05 
37.LEG5 -.10 .08 .17 .04 .30 .29 .16 .29 .09 .18 .17 
38.LEG6 -.05 .17 .07 -.04 .05 .25 -.03 -.04 .03 .14 .14 
39.LEG7 -.11 .02 -.12 -.19 -.01 -.01 -.01 -.20 .07 .13 .15 
40.LEG8 -.11 -.13 .04 -.27 -.23 .14 -.28 -.25 -.01 .03 .01 
41.FGLOBl .26 .02 .38* .16 .22 .38* .32 .33 .15 .03 .19 
42.FGL0B2 .41* .25 .53** .39* .44* .29 .45* .48** .15 .16 .07 
43.FGL0B3 .24 .31 .30 .03 .09 .22 .03 .24 .15 .15 .07 
44.FGL0B4 .38* .14 .23 .27 .28 .23 .28 .41* .29 .09 .12 
45.FREWl .51** .58** .58** .51** .58** .45* .48** .51** .24 .18 -.07 
46.FREW2 .30 .15 .33 .23 .37* .13 .27 .56** .26 .13 .29 
47.FREW3 .39* .23 .38* .28 .25 .15 .29 .25 .15 .06 -.03 
48.FREW4 .40* .39* .50** .33 .37* .31 .35 .47** .11 -.08 -.02 
49.FREWS .27 .29 .23 .24 .26 .33 .25 .48** .11 -.06 .09 
SO.FCOERl .15 -.01 .19 .05 .17 .14 .23 .22 .46** .37* .30 
51.FC0ER2 .20 .15 .23 .08 .16 .17 .14 .22 .27 .31 .25 
S2.FCOER3 .51** .27 .49** .33 .46* .42* .41* .52** .53** .44* .40* 
S3.FC0ER4 .35 .25 .42* .16 .24 .32 .05 .30 .36 .35 .34 
54.FC0ER5 .24 .11 .21 .08 .20 .19 .21 .30 .31 .30 .27 
55.FEXPl .40* .46** .47** .34 .36 .41* .31 .38* .16 .05 .14 
56. FEXP2 .44* .42* .47** .32 .31 .49** .22 .33 .20 .09 .08 
57.FEXP3 .31 .37* .37* .34 .50** .37* .52** .43* .20 -.04 .20 
58. FEXP4 .16 .25 .22 .28 .48** .26 .44* .44* .22 .09 .31 
59. FREFl .45** .44* .47** .44* .56** .46** .39* .56** .23 .21 .11 
60. FREF2 .31 .35 .35 .37* .57** .37* .39* .59** .32 .23 .17 
61. FREF3 .47** .52** .50** .32 .45* .26 .47* .23 .37* .14 .11 
62. FREF4 .44* .43* .44* .40* .58** .46** .45* .40* ,40* .21 .19 
63. FREES .62** .52** .49** .38* .54** .52** .40* .50** .21 .14 -.02 
64. FLEGl .32 .24 .42* .23 .45* .33 .37* .42* .23 .12 .11 
65.FLEG2 .04 .02 .13 -.03 .04 .18 -.01 .19 -.04 .11 .17 
66.FLEG3 .21 
67.FLEG4 -.11 

.21 
-.01 

.40* 

.12 
.31 
.02 

.31 
-.02 

.22 

.25 
.38* 
.04 

.41* 

.15 
.13 

-.12 

-.06 
-.01 

.15 

.05 
68. FLEG5 .48** .24 .27 .37* .26 .29 .36 .37* .06 .25 .14 

Note:/I = SO »♦ p < .001 * p < .01 



TaWe A.9. '133 
InUrcorrelationsAmong PretestPerceivedPowerandFunctionalPowerItems: Variables C0ER4through EXPER6 

Item 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 

1. REWl 
2. REW2 
3. REW3 
4. REW4 

5. REW5 
6. REW6 
7. REW7 

8. REW8 

9. COERl 
10.C0ER2 

11.C0ER3 
12.CX)ER4 1.00 
13.C0ER5 .69*• 1.00 
14.C0ER6 .45** .65** 1.00 
15.COER7 .67** .77** .62** 1.00 
16.COER8 .50** .72** .72** 1.00 
17. EXPERl -.07 -.23 .08 -.13 -.15 1.00 
18.EXPER2 -.10 -.08 .07 -.16 .09 .49** 1.00 
19. EXPER3 -.11 -.26 .10 -.26 -.03 .69** .46** 1.00 
20. EXPER4 -.15 -.18 .08 -.06 -.03 .53** .56** .52** 1.00 
21. EXPER5 -.40* -.39* -.01 -.33 -.19 .60** .45* .55** .64** 1.00 
21 EXPER6 -.24 -.28 -.05 -.33 -.21 .53** .50** .49** .52** .59** 1.00 
23.EXPER7 -.21 -.12 .15 -.23 -.03 .50** .60** .48** .69** .68** .51** 
24.EXPER8 -.21 -.23 .09 -.14 -.12 .60** .78** .51** .65** .70** .66** 
25. REFl -.28 -.22 -.02 -.09 -.05 .36* .61** .33 .48** .45** .36 

• 
26. REF2 -.41* -.27 .09 •-.0900 -.15 .48** .51** .29 .47** .54** .52** 
27. REF3 -.31 -.28 .05 -.22 -.27 .34 .34 .37* .45* .53** .44* 
28. REF4 -.50** -.54** -.35 -.44* -.49** .19 .27 .22 .29 .48** .47** 

29. REF5 -.41* -.39* -.10 -.27 -.26 .49** .46** .43* .48** .68** .56** 
30.REF6 -.32 -.43* -.07 -.28 -.25 .52** .34 .29 .47** .68** .46** 
31.REH -.50** -.63** -.45* -.53** -.53** .22 .24 .17 .24 .35 .44* 

31 REF8 -.37* -.28 .02 -.24 -.19 .64** .51** .51** .47** .53** .57** 
33. LEGl -.11 -.01 .03 .01 .18 .18 .19 .15 .26 .20 .34 
34.LEG2 .06 .06 .10 .02 .16 .13 .30 .21 .20 .13 .46** 

35.LEG3 -.25 .02 .15 .04 .10 .08 .29 .18 .50** .25 .31 
36.LEG4 .21 .10 .03 -.01 .01 .20 .30 .28 .34 .26 .47** 
37.LEG5 -.12 .08 .15 .00 .19 .24 .31 .10 .41* .24 .21 
38.LEG6 .07 .02 -.03 -.01 -.03 .23 .38* .21 .36 .30 .48** 
39. LEG7 -.02 -.06 .12 .08 .13 .29 .22 .46** .30 .27 .32 
40.LEG8 .19 .32 .47** .32 .306 -.06 -.02 .08 -.14 -.19 .08 
41.FGLOBl .03 .28 .42* .20 .21 .15 .20 .13 .26 .12 .20 
41 FGL0B2 -.16 -.02 .29 .07 .03 .37* .32 .13 .11 .31 .17 
43.FGL0B3 .18 .30 .26 .22 .21 .06 .32 -.01 .07 .07 .24 
44.FGL0B4 -.20 .05 .21 .07 .22 .23 .43* .32 .19 .29 .20 
45.FREWl -.14 -.13 -.05 -.04 -.18 .27 .14 .11 .24 .23 .23 
46.FREW2 -.12 -.04 .25 .06 .05 .20 .29 .16 .14 .31 .17 
47.FREW3 -.16 -.14 .07 -.03 -.16 .01 .08 -.09 -.10 .23 .18 
48.FREW4 .02 -.02 .09 .02 -.03 .20 .39* .19 .25 .29 .14 

49.FREW5 -.09 -.11 -.01 -.08 -.11 .11 .21 -.14 .23 .11 -.03 
50.FCOERl .29 .37* .53** .34 .58** .16 .12 .11 .21 .16 .10 
51.FCOER2 .19 .27 .38* .32 .30 .24 .20 .12 .06 .18 .19 
51FCOER3 .13 .21 .49** .28 .37 .30 .37 .27 .40* .27 .23 
53.FC0ER4 .32 .25 .46** .30 .31 .25 .28 .24 .25 .13 .23 
54.FC0ER5 .06 .24 .41* .25 .42* .18 .24 .09 .07 .11 .04 

55. FEXPl -.14 -.05 .14 .01 -.01 .38* .55** .30 .38* .30 .44* 

56. FEXP2 -.01 -.03 .19 -.01 .01 .31 .48** .27 .38* .25 .47** 

57.FEXP3 -.22 -.10 .20 -.16 -.02 .55** .39* .45* .48** .41* .46** 

58. FEXP4 -.34 -.14 .16 -.12 .10 .37* .44* .48** .60** .43* .37* 

59. FREFl -.20 -.21 .08 -.10 -.11 .47** .66** .25 .34 .41* .38* 
60.FREF2 -.19 -.16 .14 -.09 -.12 .51** .53** .26 .34 .38* .28 
61. FREF3 -.14 -.31 -.04 -.08 -.18 .41* .34 .29 .29 .43* .27 
61 FREF4 -.31 -.42* -.06 -.21 -.22 .27 .42* .15 .22 .27 .17 
63.FREF5 -.14 -.17 .03 -.04 -.10 .48** .50** .27 .39* .31 .33 
64. FLEGl -.11 -.06 .09 .06 -.02 .29 .26 .11 .11 .26 .12 
65. FLEG2 -.01 .21 .42* .21 .27 .21 .30 .18 .16 .09 .13 
66.FLEG3 -.13 -.02 .15 .03 -.06 .24 .35 .30 .25 .38* .07 
67.FLEG4 -.05 .22 .24 .10 .24 .23 .52** .21 .31 .12 .20 
68. FLEG5 -.15 -.09 -.01 .14 .05 .24 .40* .19 .25 .29 .09 

Note:n=50 **p <.001 *p <.01 



Table A.IO 134 
IniercorrelaiionsAmong PretestPerceivedPower andFunctionalPowerItems: Variables EXPER7through LEGI 

'tem 23 24 25 26 27 28 29 30 31 32 33 

1. REWl 
2. REW2 
3. REW3 
4. REW4 

5. REW5 
6. REW6 
7. REW7 

8. REW8 

9. COERl 
10.C0ER2 

11.C0ER3 
11C0ER4 

13.COER5 
14.C0ER6 

15.COER7 
16.COER8 

17.EXPERl 
18. EXPER2 

19.EXPER3 
20.EXPER4 
21. EXPER5 
22.EXPER6 
23. EXPER7 1.00 
24.EXPER8 .66** 1.00 
25. REFl .39* .60** 1.00 
26. REF2 .45* .66** .59** 1.00 
27. REF3 .47** .51** .56** .62** 1.00 
28. REF4 .23 .36* .45* .41* .59** 1.00 
29. REF5 .50** .63** .60** .76** .57** .46** 1.00 
30. REF6 .43* .53** .43* .71** .55** .46** .76** 1.00 
31. REF7 .17 .31 .43* .42* .52** .86** .55** .58** 1.00 
32. REF8 .47** .60** .41* .68** .47** .31 .65** .66** .44* 1.00 
33. LEGl .17 .27 .38* .34 .13 .11 .33 .23 .11 .26 1.00 
34. LEG2 .20 .40* .21 .21 .06 .11 .13 .04 .08 .16 .68** 
35.LEG3 .24 .36* .20 .39* .26 .15 .26 .17 .07 .34 .56** 
36.LEG4 .32 .38* .34 .10 .20 .06 .20 .06 -.01 .16 .39* 
37. LEGS .36* .30 .47** .41* .32 .11 .28 .29 .13 .29 .65** 
38.LEG6 .37* .48** .48** .22 .31 .19 .24 .14 .10 .21 .41* 
39.LEG7 .22 .34 .38* .31 .07 -.02 .34 .26 .00 .37* .58** 
40.LEG8 -.05 .09 -.04 -.01 .11 -.12 -.16 -.21 -.22 -.05 .23 
41.FGLOBl .23 .32 .18 .29 .20 -.09 .13 .07 -.18 .04 .11 
42.FGL0B2 .16 .42* .32 .54** .30 .19 .31 .34 .16 .36 .07 
43.FGL0B3 .06 .31 .18 .29 .25 .09 .08 .18 .04 .15 .07 
44.FGL0B4 .25 .43* .35 .33 .08 -.01 .25 .08 -.11 .27 .12 
45.FREWl .17 .19 .37* .27 .33 .30 .30 .27 .30 .26 .14 
46.FREW2 .20 .39* .22 .51** .35 .13 .27 .36* .07 .22 -.09 
47.FREW3 -.01 .29 .03 .36 .19 .04 .33 .32 .08 .17 -.11 
48.FREW4 .17 .42* .37* .36 .36 .28 .33 .31 .25 .19 -.15 
49.FREWS .18 .16 .06 .25 .19 .03 .20 .30 .14 .10 -.20 
50.FCOERl .25 .22 .03 .19 .04 -.20 .02 .09 -.20 .09 .26 
51.FCOER2 .06 .35 .28 .37* .29 .06 .12 .20 -.04 .18 .15 
5ZFCOER3 .36 .46* .27 .25 .20 .01 .23 .21 -.03 .22 .22 
53.FC0ER4 .15 .33 .13 .09 .25 .14 -.10 .07 .02 .06 .04 
54.FCOER5 .11 .19 .19 .23 .07 -.09 .04 .13 -.11 .11 .08 
55. FEXPl .34 .61** .37* .55** .44* .25 .29 .22 .19 .35 .01 
56. FEXP2 .39* .55** .19 .36 .31 .15 .19 .17 .11 .26 -.01 
57.FEXP3 .51** .43* .31 .45** .33 .07 34 .34 .06 .46** .09 
58. FEXP4 .49** .481** .45* .46** .45** .10 .39* .23 .07 .47** .18 
59.FREFl .42* .64** .49** .70* .43* .25 .58** .52** .30 .49** .10 
60.FREF2 .48** .53** .40* .64** .42* .12 .53** .52** .20 .53** .10 
61.FREF3 .25 .49** .48** .42* .37* .31 .42* .46** .35 .37* .05 
62. FREF4 .31 .51** .35 .52** .40* .33 .47** .48** .50** .39* -.02 
63. FREES .38* .55** .36 .55** .31 .24 .46** .44* .33 .48** .24 
64. FLEGl .19 .38* .32 .47** .30 .08 .39* .39* .13 .18 -.09 
65. FLEG2 .16 .30 .26 .39* .26 .05 .13 .11 -.06 .13 .19 
66. FLEG3 .27 .37* .33 .31 .31 .19 .26 .22 .06 .25 -.29 
67.FLEG4 .36 .31 .38 .16 .12 -.03 .03 -.13 -.15 .12 .10 
68. FLEG5 .08 .44* .35 .34 .04 .06 32 .17 .03 .33 .01 

Note:n=5Q **p <.00] •p <.01 



Table A.ll 135 
InUrcorreltUions Among PretestPerceivedPowerand FunctionalPowerItems: Variables LEG2through FGLOB4 

Item 34 35 36 37 38 39 40 41 42 43 44 

1. REWl 

2. REW2 
3. REW3 
4. REW4 

5. REW5 
6. REW6 
7. REW7 

8. REW8 

9. COERl 
10.C0ER2 
11.C0ER3 
11C0ER4 
13.COER5 
14.C0ER6 
15.COER7 

16.C0ER8 
17.EXPERl 
18.EXPER2 

19.EXPER3 
20.EXPER4 
21.EXPER5 
22.EXPER6 
23.EXPER7 

24.EXPER8 

25. REFl 
26. REF2 
27. REF3 
28. REF4 

29. REF5 
30. REF6 
31.REn 
31 REF8 
33.LEGl 
34. LEG2 1.00 
35.LEG3 .48»» 1.00 

36.LEG4 .53** .18 1.00 

37. LEG5 .45* .42* .25 1.00 

38.LEG6 .52»* .24 .75** .31 1.00 

39.LEG7 .57*» .39* .48** .32 .46** 1.00 

40.LEG8 .55»* .27 .13 .16 .18 .30 1.00 

41.FGLOBl .17 .26 -.04 .22 -.02 -.01 .29 1.00 

41 FGL0B2 -.01 .08 -.24 .25 -.13 -.04 .10 .45* 1.00 

43.FGL0B3 .14 .11 .07 .10 .03 .01 .27 .48** .36 1.00 

44. FGL0B4 .01 .13 -.05 .03 .01 .12 .11 .44* .46** .53** 1.00 

45.FREWl -.13 -.15 .07 .11 .14 -.14 -.16 .19 .37* .28 .32 

46.FREW2 -.04 .04 -.17 .11 -.06 -.06 .06 .47** .56** .54** .51** 

47.FREW3 -.16 -.08 -.21 -.07 -.16 -.11 .01 .37* .56** .45* .36* 

48.FREW4 -.17 -.03 -.05 -.01 -.02 -.13 -.09 .39* .56** .58** .47** 

49.FREW5 -.31 .04 -.35 -.04 -.32 -.34 -.19 .26 .35 .27 .18 

50.FCOERl .14 .16 -.02 .28 -.06 .02 .12 .51** .40* .31 .32 

51.FCOER2 .06 .08 .11 .12 .14 .19 .16 .41* .53** .54** .41* 

51FCOER3 .02 .16 -.05 .21 .04 .02 .09 .51** .49** .44* .56»* 

53.FC0ER4 .13 .04 .07 .12 .15 -.01 .26 .42* .30 .59** .36 

54.FCOER5 -.12 .04 -.21 .13 -.09, .05 .07 .48** .56** .57** .63** 

55.FEXPl .26 .25 .16 .15 .23 .04 .27 .40* .55** .52** .51** 

56.FEXP2 .23 .21 .14 .02 .30 .01 .34 .48** .40* .47** .48** 

57.FEXP3 -.02 .22 .01 .26 .05 .08 -.01 .59** .48*• .36 .53** 

58. FEXP4 .09 .36 .14 .34 .19 .16 .05 .38* .33 .18 .47** 

59. FREFl .05 .08 .04 .24 .15 .06 -.02 .33 .67** .46** .53** 

60. FREF2 -.05 .05 -.02 .24 .05 .07 -.08 .29 .60** .36 .44* 

61. FREF3 -.13 -.10 .06 .03 .05 .06 -.15 .15 .35 .41* .35 

62,FREF4 -.015 .03 -.17 .06 .02 -.13 -.03 .15 .40* .21 .29 

63. FREF5 .04 .17 .03 .22 .02 .01 -.08 .36 .54** .49** .55** 

64. FLEGl -.12 -.12 -.17 .11 -.09 -.08 -.03 .52** .68** .44* .45* 

65. FLEG2 .28 .34 .09 .26 .16 .30 .49** .52** .42* .52** .39* 

66. FLEG3 -.27 -.04 -.10 -.02 -.12 -.11 -.15 .36 .58** .45* .50** 

67. FLEG4 .13 .29 .12 .24 .23 .15 .24 .47* .29 .43* .47* 

68. FLEG5 -.14 .16 -.08 -.10 -.01 -.01 -.25 .19 .31 .27 .64** 

Note: n= 50 **p <.001 <.01 
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Table A.IZ 

InUrcorrelationsAmong PretestPerceivedPowerand FunctionalPowerlums: VariablesFREWI through FEXPl 

hem 45 46 47 48 49 50 51 52 53 54 55 

1. REWl — 
2. REW2 
3. REW3 
4. REW4 
5. REW5 

6. REW6 
7. REW7 

8. REW8 

9. COERl 
10.C0ER2 

11.C0ER3 
11C0ER4 

13.C»ER5 

14.COER6 

15.C0ER7 
16.C0ER8 
17.EXPERl 

18.EXPER2 

19.EXPER3 
20. EXPER4 

21.EXPER5 
22.EXPER6 
23. EXPER7 
24.EXPER8 

25. REFl 
26. REF2 
27. REF3 

28. REF4 

29. REF5 
30. REF6 
31. REF7 
32. REF8 
33. LEGl 
34.LEG2 

35.LEG3 
36.LEG4 
37.LEG5 
38.LEG6 
39.LEG7 

40.LEG8 
41.FGLOBl 

42.FGL0B2 
43.FGL0B3 
44.FGL0B4 

45.FREWl 1.00 
46.FREW2 .16 1.00 

47.FREW3 .17 .58** 1.00 
48.FREW4 .40* .60** .52** 1.00 
49.FREW5 .12 Al** .35 .44* 1.00 
50.FCOERl .12 .25 .16 .20 .05 1.00 
51.FC0ER2 .23 .44* .36 .35 .07 .49** 1.00 
52.FCOER3 .46* .48** .29 .41* .27 .61** .59** 1.00 
53.FC0ER4 .29 .45* .19 .37* .14 .41* .57** .71** 1.00 
54.FC0ER5 .26 .49** .40* .38* .30 .50** .72** .68** .61** 1.00 
55.FEXPl .21 .48** .26 .49** .32 .25 .351 .32 .39* .31 1.00 
56.FEXP2 .27 .47** .35 .47** .36 .26 .22 .46* .53** .35 .79** 
57.FEXP3 .35 .47** .27 .46** .42* .29 .24 .43* .33 .46** .57** 
58.FEXP4 .28 .30 .14 .35 .23 .24 .15 .34 .19 .28 .55** 
59.FREFl .38* .61** .57** .64** .50** .13 .33 .42* .28 .438* .63** 
60.FREF2 .44* .55** .46** .54** .51** .13 .27 .43* .18 .38* .48** 
61.FREF3 .48** .31 .41* .55** .22 .20 .29 .40* .36 .30 .325 
62.FREF4 .31 .37* .42* .40* .36* .12 .04 .33 .19 .21 .44* 
63. FREF5 .48** .44* .36* .62** .48** .31 .30 .58** .42* .44* .56** 
64. FLEGl .31 .74** .65** .67** .48** .25 .49** .43* .25 .51** .47** 
65.FLEG2 -.01 .48** .19 .31 .30 .21 .51** .33 .47** .57** .56** 
66.FLEG3 .37* .61** .46** .76** .43* .09 .29 .33 .27 .40* .44* 
67.FLEG4 .10 .23 .07 .38 .25 .13 .16 .23 .28 .46* .46* 
68. FLEG5 .29 .33 .28 .32 .27 .18 .34 .45* .25 .45* .35 

Note:n=50 **p <.001 'P <.01 
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TabieA.13. 

InUrcorrelalionsAmong PrtuaPtrctivtdPowtrandFunctionalPowerturns: VariabUs FEXP2through FLEGS 

Item S6 57 58 59 60 61 62 63 64 65 66 67 68 

1. REWl 

2. REW2 
3. REW3 
4. REW4 

5. REW5 
6. REW6 
7. REW7 
8. REW8 

9. COERl 
10.C0ER2 
11.C0ER3 
IZ C0ER4 
13.C0ER5 
14.C0ER6 
15.C0ER7 
16.CX)ER8 
17. EXPERl 
18. EXPER2 
19. EXPER3 
20. EXPER4 
21.EXPER5 
22. EXPER6 
23. EXPER7 
24. EXPER8 
25. REFl 

26. REF2 
27. REF3 
28. REF4 

29. REF5 
30. REF6 
31. REF7 

31 REF8 
33. LEGl 
34. LEG2 
35. LEG3 
36. LEG4 
37.LEG5 
38.LEG6 

39. LEG7 

40.LEG8 
41.FGLOBl 
41 FGL0B2 
43.FGLOB3 
44. FGL0B4 

45. FREWl 

46.FREW2 
47.FREW3 
48.FREW4 

49.FREW5 
50.FCOERl 
51.FC0ER2 
51FCX>ER3 
53.FC0ER4 
54.FC0ER5 
55. FEXPl 
56.FEXP2 1.00 
57. FEXP3 .62*• 1.00 

58. FEXP4 .47*• .67** 1.00 
59.FREFl .61»* .55** .47»» 1.00 
60. FREF2 .48«* .59»» .48»* .88** 1.00 
61. FREF3 .28 .33 .28 .52** AT* 1.00 
61 FREF4 .48*» .26 .26 .66** .60** .56** 1.00 
63. FREF5 .58»« .59" .43* .74** .68** .67** .60** 1.00 
64.FLEGl .38* .48»» .35 .71** .67** .43* .46** .52** 1.00 
65.FLEG2 .51*» .45* .38* .43* .36* .15 .12 .35 .37* 1.00 
66.FLEG3 .31 .54»* .47** .53** .53** .46** .29 .45* .64** .31 1.00 
67. FLEG4 .53** .61*» .58** .45* .38 .15 .10 .32 .28 .64** .47* 1.00 
68. FLEGS .24 .23 .29 .40* .30 .52** .40* .53** .32 .16 .41* .13 1.00 

Note: n = 50 *•/> < ,001 'P <.01 

https://TabieA.13
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TaUeA.14 
InurcomlationsAmongPreUstGlobtU andSptcifkUaderjhip EffeetiveneuItenu:VariablesGJ Through M0T4. 

Item 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 

1. G1 1.00 
2. G2 .80** 1.00 
3. G3 .88** .83** 1.00 
4. G4 .80** .61** .11** 1.00 
5. G5 .78** .68** .15** .92** 1.00 
6. CONl .S8*« .51** .50** .55** .49** 1.00 
7. C0N2 .S9*» .55** .55** .54** .49** .48** 1.00 
8. C0N3 .S4*» .49** .46** .47** .41* .46** .84** 1.00 
9. C0N4 .62** .57** .61** .56** .58** .37* .71** .66** 1.00 
10.CONS .49*» .52** .45** .36* .38* .40* .66** .72** .74** 1.00 
ll.MOTl .7S** .76** .78** .74** .65** .58** .68** .64** .72** .57** 1.00 
12.MOT2 .4S» .69** .48** .39* .35 .41* .47** .36* .374* .43* .48** 1.00 
13.MOT3 .44* .38* .40* .38* .39* .46** .53** .51** .43* .44* .41* .48** 1.00 
14.M0T4 .S2** .44* .45* .57** .56** .43* .67** .66** .71** .66** .57** .23 .47** 1.00 
15.MOTS .11** .67** .64** .63** .60** .45** .69** .59** .66** .58** .71** .52** .53** .52** 
16.M0T6 .47** .53** .44* .48** .44* .24 .61** .58** .61** .65** .51** .49** .32 .65** 
17. FUNCl .71" .66** .68** .58** .59** .39* .60** .65** .80** .10** .72** .30 .47** .69** 
18. FUNC2 .61" .57** .49** .45** .44* .47** .59** .64** .54** .63** .59** .39* .64** .63** 
19. FUNC3 .65" .57** .63** .56** .58** .43* .59** .56** .61** .54** .54** .43* .50** .50** 
20. FUNC4 .66»* .76** .67** .61** .62** .54** .63** .58** .63** .65** .16** .72** .56** .47** 
21. FUNCS .69** .54** .65** .58** .63** .41* .48** .52** .55** .49** .50** .43* .44* .45* 
2ZP0W1 .S3*« .53** .51** .45** .42* .33 .63** .54** .67** .59** .50** .29 .33 .64** 
23.POW2 .62»* .53** .59** .55** .57** .34 .62** .63** .70** .55** .63** .21 .45* .51** 
24.P0W3 .61" .50** .60** .46** .52** .14 .54** .52** .60** .47** .51** .19 .42* .53** 
2S.P0W4 .11** .66** .73** .62** .66** .49** .54** .50** .57** .45** .61** .41* .51** .55** 
26.POWS .61»« .61** .61** .54** .57** .17 .37* .36* .50** .32 .55** .30 .22 .29 
27.DELI .10** .56** .62** .58** .69** .47** .59** .48** .53** .46** .50** .39* .54** .40* 
28.DEL2 .40* .30 .30 .36 .41* .26 .56** .60** .49** .56** .35 .18 .40* .49** 
29.DEL3 .56** .60** .57** .51** .55** .52** .55** .53** .68** .53** .65** .51** .40** .39* 
30.DEL4 .15** .69** .66** .52** .56** ..39* .55** .50** .52** .52** .56** .63** .62** .32 
31.DELS .12** .73** .68** .50** .55** .41* .59** .47** .57** .57** .60** .61** .41** .40* 
3Z PLANl .12** .80** .66** .63** .63** .37* .58** .55** .67** .49** .73** .56** .42* .41* 
33.PLAN2 .48»* .53** .44* .41* .35 .17 .17 .24 .24 .12 .48** .41* .12 .14 
34.PLAN3 .38* .41* .35 .18 .26 -.11 .09 .10 .18 -.01 .21 .20 .10 -.03 
35.PLAN4 .65** .72** .67** .50** .55** .23 .39* .29 .58** .53** .61** .47** .20 .39* 
36.PLANS .13** .74** .63** .59** .61** .28 .56** .52** .63** .47** .69** .52** .42* .34 
37.DECl .86** .78** .79** .79** .77** .50** .59** .53** .66** .51** .81** .54** .47** .50** 
38.DEC2 .81" .69** .76** .64** .69** .43* .53** .51** .59** .46** .67** .37* .57** .51** 
39. DEC3 .12** .64** .71** .62** .64** .47** .57** .55** .63** .66** .67** .40* .55** .60** 
40.DEC4 .64** .58** .61** .59** .58** .20 .23 .25 .24 .11 .51** .18 .11 .26 
41.DECS .71** .66** .69** .59** .60** .47** .55** .46** .47** .50** .65** .54** .39* .37* 
4ZPROBl .64** .54** .64** .70** .63** .35 .50** .47** .45* .46** .67** .36* .37* .46** 
43.PROB2 .36 .51** .40* .43* .40* .48** .42* .37* .36 .34 .43* .57** .44* .36* 
44.PR0B3 .57** .51** .48** .64** .58** .53** .53** .47** .40* .44* .54** .56** .54** .43* 
45.PR0B4 .13** .73** .70** .69** .67** .48** .50** .47** .53** .48** .66** .49** .41* .48** 
46.PROBS .69** .59** .61** .52** .54** .50** .57** .51** .46** .55** .59** .50** .52** .43* 
47.TEAMl .74** .70** .13** .68** .76** .49** .49** .38* .56** .48** .59** .42* .38* .43* 
48.TEAM2 .65** .58** .69** .50** .63** .48** .40* .30 .42* .44* .43* .50** .47** .28 
49.TEAM3 .85** .71** . .83** .70** .78** .46** .46** .43* .56** .43* .67** .46** .39* .37* 
SO.TEAM4 .72** .64** .70** .52** .61** .37* .48** .43* .58** .49** .55** .42* .45* .40* 
51.TEAMS .68** .53** .65** .51** .61•• .36* .45** .34 .44* .42* .48** .45* .49** .32 

Note:n =50 *p <.0\ <.001 
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Table A.1S 
InUreorrtlatioiu AmongPretestGlobalandSpecificLeadership EffectivenessItems:Variables HOI'S ThroughDEL2. 

Item IS 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 2S 26 27 28 

1. G1 
2. G2 
3. G3 
4. G4 

5. G5 
6. CONl 
7. C0N2 
8. C0N3 
9. C0N4 
10.CONS 
11.MOTl 
12.MOT2 
13.M0T3 
14.MOT4 
15.MOTS 1.00 
16.MOT6 .52** 1.00 
17. FUNGI .64»» .58** 1.00 
18. FUNC2 .63** .46** .65** 1.00 
19. FUNC3 .56** .73** .65** .49** 1.00 
20. FUNC4 .72** .46** .63** .59** .52** 1.00 
21. FUNGS .56** .54** .59** .41* .80** .53** 1.00 
22.POWl .55** .48** .61** .58** .50** .50** .33 1.00 
23.P0W2 .5\** .54** .69** .53** .82** .49** .70** .53** 1.00 
24.P0W3 .54«» .53** .73** .57** .72** .44* .68** .55** .73** 1.00 
25.P0W4 .61** .47** .64** .59** .62** .57** .60** .49** .53** .58** 1.00 
26.rows .44* .49** .62** .40* .65** .48** .59** .37* .64** .66** .61** 1.00 
27.DELI .50** .40* .56** .49** .68** .54** .69** .32 .71** .55** .52** .54** 1.00 
28.DEL2 .51** .55** .54** .50** .58** .44* .54** .39* .57** .46** .37* .37* .51** 1.00 
29. DEL3 .58** .36* .58** .54** .53** .70** .50** .38* .66** .43* .45** .37* .60** .46** 
30.DEL4 .62** .48** .60** .55** .64** .69** .74** .39* .60** .58** .64** .51** .75** .48** 
31. DELS .65** .50** .68** .50** .64** .67** .71** .42* .59** .55** .61** .46** .71** .42* 
32.PLANl .72** .52** .74** .59** .61** .68** .51** .65** .64** .59** .65** .72** .57** .41* 
33.PLAN2 .20 .36 .34 .31 .33 .27 .39* .11 .28 .30 .44* .57** .28 .07 
34.PLAN3 .20 .09 .23 .25 .27 .17 .27 .04 .34 .33 .30 .52** .35 .14 
35.PLAN4 .48** .67** .62** .31 .58** .54** .50** .39* .44* .45* .58** .68** .47** .34 
36.PLANS .79** .54** .68** .56** .64** .66** .57** .51** .65** .60** .60** .68** .57** .49** 
37. DEGl .73** .47** .67** .61** .59** .74** .65** .50** .61** .59** .76** .66** .60** .38* 
38.DEG2 .65** .45* .69** .60** .66** .60** .63** .45** .67** .62** .74** .49** .66** .40* 
39.DEG3 .62** .57** .65** .57** .66** .61** .65** .60** .65** .54** .66** .54** .59** .40* 
40.DEG4 .26 .26 .39* .30 .35 .26 .38* .14 .40* .39* .47** .53** .48** .15 
41.DECS .59** .48** .48** .48** .48** .62** .60** .34 .49** .33 .68** .44* .59** .39* 
42.PROBl .61** .49** .52** .42* .52** .58** .57** .38* .45* .44* .57** .51** .42* .351 
43.PR0B2 .48** .31 .27 .41* .33 .58** .32 .40* .26 .21 .31 .07 .21 .13 
44.PR0B3 .65** .41* .43* .46** .47** .70** .40* .41* .31 .21 .43* .18 .41* .41* 
45.PROB4 .62** .48** .59** .50** .55** .63** .61** .46** .51** .51** .63** .50** .48** .27 
46.PR0B5 .57** .39* .48** .54** .50** .66** .63** .43* .49** .42* .57** .32 .59**- .37* 
47.TEAMl .56* .31 .62** .44* .58** .68** .66** .53** .61** .48** .62** .57** .76** .401* 
48.TEAM2 .38* .32 .50** .32 .60** .61** .69** .30 .48** .48** .65** .45* .74** .28 
49.TEAM3 .60** .42* .61** .51** .69** .67** .77** .42* .63** .65** .77** .68** .73** .37* 
50.TEAM4 .58** .54** .62** .47** .80** .55** .79** .45** .68** .78** .70** .67** .61** .31 
51.TEAMS .58** .40* .49** .44* .62** .53** .79** .30 .55** .60** .59** .45* .72** .34 

Note: n =50 *p <.0\ "p <.001 
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Table A.I6 
ImercorrelaUoHSAmong PretestGlobalandSpecificLeadership EffectivenesslUms:Variables DEU Through PEOBI 

^ 29 30 31 32 33 34 35 36 37 38 39 40 41 42 

1. G1 
2. G2 
3. G3 
4. G4 
5. G5 
6. CONl 
7. C0N2 
8. C0N3 
9. C0N4 
10.CONS 
11.MOTl 
12.MOT2 
13.M0T3 
14.MOT4 

15.MOTS 
16.M0T6 
17.FUNGI 
18.FUNC2 
19.FUNa 
20.FUNC4 
21.FUNGS 
21POWl 
23.P0W2 
24.P0W3 

25.P0W4 
26.rows 
27.DELI 
28.DEL2 
29.DEL3 1.00 
30.DEL4 .66** 1.00 
31.DELS .S7»* .85** 1.00 
32.PLANl .62** .67** .65** 1.00 
33.PLAN2 .33 .51" .43* .48** 1.00 
34.PLAN3 .36* .40* .28 .47" .50** 1.00 
35.PLAN4 .41* .57** .58** .60** .56** .36 1.00 
36.PLANS .61•• .74** .69** .92** .47** .52** .61** 1.00 
37.DEGl .S8»* .73** .66** .79** .57** .38* .64** .77** 1.00 
38.DEG2 .63" .71** .70** .66** .40* .47** .57** .68** .77** 1.00 
39.DEG3 .55** .63** .59** .59** .37* .20 .64** .57** .68** .71** 1.00 
40.DEG4 .2S .39* .40* .45* .62** .52** .50** .42* .63** .66** .38* 1.00 
41.DECS 
42.PROBl 
43.PROB2 
44.PR0B3 

.57** 

.40* 

.SS** 

.S7** 

.71** 

SS**.SS** 
.39* 
.56**.S6** 

.75** 

.48** 

.381* 

.52**.S2** 

.58** 

.56**.S6** 

.40* 

.51** 

.46** 

.43*.43* 

.18.18 

.25.25 

.26 

.16.16 

.01.01 

.12.12 

.55** 

.53**.S3** 

.21.21 

.36.36 

.59** 

.60**.60** 

.38*.38* 

.55**.55** 

.65** 

.68**.68** 

.40*.40* 

.56**.56** 

.67** 

.57**.S7** 

.44*.44* 

.S8**.58** 

.71** 

.7S**.75**

.32.32

.S2**.52** 

.44* 

.38*.38*
!l3.13
.21.21 

1.00
63** 
^33 
!s3** 

1 00 
32 
^64** 

4S.PR0B4 
46.PROB5 

.60»* 

.62** 
.67** 
.76**.76** 

.59** 

.67** 
.64** 
.48**.48** 

.52** 

.34.34 
.39* 
.31.31 

.58** 

.47**.47** 
.64** 
.52**.52** 

.77** 

.59**.59** 
.82**
.71**.71** 

.70**

.77*.77* 
.59**.34.34 

.64**
isO** 

.65**
^66** 

47.TEAM1 .SI** 
48.TEAM2 .50** 
49.TEAM3 .58** 
50.TEAM4 .49** 
51.TEAMS .54** 

.67** 

.71** 

.75** 

.69**.69** 

.78** 

.69** 

.72** 

.72** 

.70**.70** 

.78** 

.67** 

.44*.44* 

.64** 

.56**.56** 

.44*.44* 

.24 

.27.27 

.50**.50** 

.41*.41* 

.36.36 

.31 

.23.23 

.39*.39* 

.35.35 

.280.280 

.50** 

.52**.52** 

.65**.65** 

.60**.60** 

.46**.46** 

.60** 

.39*.39* 

.67**.67** 

.63**.63** 

.54**.54** 

.71** 

.57**.57** 

.78**.78** 

.M**.68** 

.54**.54** 

.65**

.65**.65** 

.75**.75** 

.69**.69**

.64**.64** 

.62**

.59**.59**

.68**.68**

.64**.64**

.61**.61** 

.46**
!38*.38*
!S6**.56**
.42*.42*
.34.34 

.S9**^63** 
^72** 
^52** 
.72** 

.S4**42* 
59** 
iso** 
.50** 

Now.n =50 *p <.01 **p <.001 



TtbleA.17 141 
InurcorrtlationsAmongPreUstGlobaland Specific Uaderthip EffectivenesslUms:Variables PR0B2Through TEAMS. 

Item 43 44 45 46 47 48 49 50 51 

1. G1 
2. G2 
3. G3 
4. G4 

5. G5 
6. CONl 
7. C0N2 
8. C0N3 
9. C0N4 
10.C0N5 
11.MOTl 
11M0T2 
13. M0T3 
14. M0T4 

15.M0T5 
16. M0T6 
17.FUNCl 
18.FUNC2 
19. FUNC3 
20.FUNC4 
21.FUNC5 
2ZP0W1 
23.P0W2 
24.P0W3 

25.P0W4 

26.P0W5 
27. DELI 

28. DEL2 

29. DEL3 
30.DEL4 
31.DELS 
32.PLANl 

33.PLAN2 
34.PLAN3 
35.PUN4 
36.PUNS 
37. DECl 

38. DEC2 

39. DEC3 
40.DEC4 
41. DECS 

42.PROBl 
43.PR0B2 1.00 
44. PR0B3 .68*«1.00 
45.PR0B4 .59** .64»* 1.00 
46.PROBS .51" .63** .74** 1.00 
47.TEAMl .34 .49** .62** .61** 1.00 
48.TEAM2 .35 .42* .58** .69** .76** 1.00 
49.TEAM3 .35 .46** .65** .69** .73** .79** 1.00 
50.TEAM4 .37* .36 .61** .54** .57** .70** .83** 1.00 
51.TEAMS .38* .46** .55** .73** .61•• .77** .82** .79** 1.00 

Note-, n =50 */> <.01 *•p <.001 

https://TtbleA.17


 

Table A.18. 142 
IntercorrelationsAmongPretestPerceivedPowerandLeader EffectivenessItems 

Item G1 G2 G3 G4 G5 

REWl 

REW2 

REW3 
REW4 

REW5 

REW6 

REW7 

REW8 

.21 

.34 

.28 

.42* 

.63** 

.29 

.59** 

.53** 

.20 

.32 

.36 

.37* 

.55** 

.19 

.63** 

.49** 

.14 

.25 

.26 

.30 

.48** 

.23 

.50** 

.47** 

.37* 

.40* 

.23 

.33 

.58** 

.39* 
^49** 

.49** 

.33 

.38* 

.17 

.36 

.58** 

.36 

.48** 
49** 

COERl 

C0ER2 

C0ER3 
C0ER4 

C0ER5 
C0ER6 
C0ER7 

C0ER8 

.39* 

.25 

.40* 
-.34 
-.25 
.20 

-.12 

-.06 

.43* 

.16 

.51** 

-.30 

-.15 
.19p 
t-.07 

-.01 

.34 

.24 

.41* 

-.28 
-.11 

.24 

.01 

-.06 

.38* 

.34 

.33 
-.31 

-.27 
.09 

-.08 

-.18 

.40* 

.31 

.33 
-.32 

-.27 
.11 

-.11 

-.11 

EXPERl 

EXPER2 

EXPER3 
EXPER4 

EXPER5 
EXPER6 

EXPER7 

EXPER8 

.41* 

.46** 

.38* 

.58** 

.67** 

.41* 

.65** 

.60** 

.35 

.41* 

.41* 

.55** 

.63** 

.45* 

.60** 

.61** 

.48** 

.44* 

.40* 

.53** 

.64** 

.35 

.60** 

.62** 

_49** 

!41* 
.30 

.51** 

.55** 

.43* 

.57** 

.58** 

• 
49** 

!39* 
.34 

.46** 

.43* 

.38* 

.50** 

.51** 

REFl 

REF2 

REF3 
REF4 

REF5 

REF6 
REF7 

REF8 

.55** 

.73** 

.67** 

.46** 

.70** 

.57** 

.40* 

.56** 

.59** 

.70** 

.65** 

.42* 

.60** 

.51** 

.32 

.52** 

.58** 

.75** 

.67** 

.33 

.69** 

.58** 

.26 

.61** 

.50** 

.82** 

.61** 

.39* 

.75** 

.70** 

.43* 

.65** 

.44* 

.81** 

.55** 

.32 

.66** 

.60** 

.41* 

.65** 

LEGl 

LEG2 

LEG3 
LEG4 

LEGS 

LEG6 

LEG7 

LEG8 

.18 

.01 

.31 

.10 

.38* 

.15 

.13 

-.16 

.28 

.17 

.35 

.16 

.41* 

.36* 

.24 

.24 

.04 

.37* 

.16 

.41* 

.24 

.28 

-.06 

.26 

.10 

.29 

.06 

.33 

.18 

.19 
-.08 

.28 

.09 

.30 

.01 

.38* 

.12 

.18 
-.04 

*p <.01 **p <.001 



Table A.19. -143 
IntercorrelationsAmongPretest FunctionalPowerandLeader EffectivenessItems 

Item G1 G2 G3 G4 GS 

FGLOBl .2S .2S .23 .31 .23 
FGL0B2 ,47** .41* .4S* .37* .41* 
FGL0B3 .13 .0S42 .13 .17 .09 
FGL0B4 .29 .2174 .23 .21 .21 

FREWl .31 .28 .26 .28 .2S 
FREW2 .40* .40* .41* .43* .37* 
FREW3 .28 .17 .23 .27 .23 
FREW4 .40* .31 .33 .29 .18 
FREWS .26 .03 .18 .36* .32 

FCOERl .29 .31 .16 .18 .24 
FC0ER2 .33 .27 .38* .22 .27 
FC0ER3 39* .33 .33 .32 .32 
FC0ER4 .14 .13 .09 .14 .14 
FC0ER5 .30 .IS .23 .21 .30 

FEXPl .36* .3S .32 .36* .36* 
FEXP2 .2S .26 .16 .3S .33 
FEXP3 .46** .41* .43* ,46** .4S* 
FEXP4 .60** S3** .SO** .47** .48** 

FREFl .S7** .39* ,49** .62** .S8** 
FREF2 .S7** .42* .55** .62** .60** 
FREF3 .40* .3S .40* .42* .37* 
FREF4 .48** .38* .34 .55** .S7** 
FREES 45** .30 .39* .S8** .S7** 

FLEGl .40.* .30 .38* .44* .37* 
FLEG2 .26 .19 .33 .30 .3S 
FLEG3 .S2** .40* .SI** .30 .21 
FLEG4 .2S .20 .24 .18 .16 
FLEGS .33 .26 .34 .34 .36 

**p<.001 

*p <.01 
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November20,1986 -145 
Belle Rose Ragins 
Industrial-OrganizationalPsychology Program 
413Stokely ManagementCenter 
University ofTennessee. 
Knoxville,TN. 37996-0545 

Dear Dr./MrVMs.: 

I would greatly appreciate your assistance. Iam agraduate studentin the Industrial-
OrganizationalProgram atthe University ofTennessee. Formydissertation,Iam 
conducting astudy ofmale andfemale managersand their subOTdinates at 

Thesmdyis designed to gain a better understanding ofthe relationshipstetween 
supervisors and their subordinatesin organizations. Iam also interested in understanding
the mentoring relationship - how itisformed,the functions it serves,and its'importance 
to professionaland personal growth in organizations. Hopefully,with your assistance, 
this study could provide insights into how to meetthe individual needsofemployeesin 
yourorganization. 

Yoursupervisor andsomeofyourco-workers have also been asked to participate in this 
study and willreceive theirown copy ofthe survey. Since your group represents halfof 
a matched setofmale andfemale managers and theirsubordinates,yourresponse to this 
survey is veryimportant 

The enclosed survey goes very quickly. Thequestions are interesting^d it should take 
no more than 15-20 minutes to complete. It may take even less time since you may not 
be asked to answer all ofthe questions. I think you willfind the survey very thought 
provoking. 

Although has been very supportive in approving myresearch project, please rest 
assured thatthe results ofthe study are entirely confidential. Yourresponses will rerr^n 
anonymous. I will be the only person to have access to the questionnaires. There will 
be no analysis ofindividual responses since Iam only using group-level data. 

I need yourinputand greatly appreciate yourcooperation. Please call meifyou have any 
questions (school:974-3161 ). Thank you again for your assistance. 

Sinperely, ^ 

Belle Rose Ragins 

To avoid the holiday delay,please return your surveys as soon as possible to: 
Belle Ragins 
c/o Marty Schweitzer 

I.D #: 
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December8,1986 

Belle Rose Ragins 
Industrial-Organizational Psychology Program 
413Stokely Management Center 
University ofTennessee 
Knoxville,TN 37996-0545 

DearParticipant: 

Thank you so much for participating in my dissertation study. If you cannot locate or did 
notreceive acopy ofthe survey,please leave mea message at ,and I will send one 
to you as soon as possible. Ifyou would like to participate in this study but have not had 
the chance to complete your survey,please try to send it to me before the holidays. Iam 
taking ajob in Milwaukee the firstofthe year and would like to receive your survey before 
that time. Please rest assured that yoursurvey will be held in strictest confidence,and in 
an out-of-state location! 

Thank you again for yourtime and help. Ireally do appreciate it. 

Sincerely, 

Belle Rose Ragins 



December20, 1986 ^ 

Belle Rose Ragins 
Industrial-OrganizationalPsychologyProgram 
413Stokely ManagementCenter 
University ofTennessee 
Knoxville,TN. 37996-0545 

Dear 

Ineed your help. Yourresponse to this questionnaire is criticalforthe completion ofmy 
dissertation. You have been matched to anotheremployee atthe samelevelin the 
organization,but with a different gender supervisor. Although your match hasreturned 
his/her survey,Icannot use it unlessI have yourcompleted survey. Iknow your 
schedule mustbe pretty hectic,butI would greatly appreciate yourresponse to this 
questionnaire. 

Yourresponses will be entirely confidential. Thecode numberson the survey are for 
matching and research design purposes. Since Iam using matched sets ofmieand 
female supervisors and their subordinates,Ineed to be able to identify the level and 
genderofyour work group. Thecode numbers arefor that purpose. Iam the only 
person who will have access to the questionnaires,and Iam taking them outofstate 
when Imove to mynewjob in Milwaukee. Surveysreceived after thefet weekin 
January will beforwarded to mein Milwaukee. Although the surveys will not be opened 
before they are forwarded,if you prefer to send yoursurvey to me directly please use the 
following address: 

Belle Rose Ragins 
DepartmentofManagement 
Marquette University 
Milwaukee,WI 53233 
(414)224-7146 

Ifyou would like to participate in the study,even if you won't be able to complete your 
survey for another month,please send it to me — either at orin Milwaukee. 
Please feelfree to call me at before January5,or at Marquette after that 
time. 

Thank you so much for your help. 

Sincerely, 

Belle Rose Ragin 



FINAL INSTRUMENT 
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(V'rsion B: To be completed by subordinates only) 

AStudyofSupervisors and Mentors 

Thisstudyisdeagn^toincreaseour understanding oftherelationshipsamong
supervisors,inenton andemployeesin organizations. 

Pleaseletum thissuivwto: 
BelleRoseRagus 
^ManySdiweitier 

Thank youftryourhdp. Yourcooperation is greatly appreciated. 
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Geoeral Instructions 

Pl^.^ questions in this survey tslc you to rate a statement using a 7pointscale.Please write your answerm the q>ace provided at the left ofthe statement. 

Example: 

neither agree slighUy moderately strongly«pce a^ apee nordegree disagree disa^ diupZ 

^ importantformeto advance in myorganization. 

survey. Plc-c-o.^U«.he'„Ksiat^LlTrSS^ 

.11 of »answer 

itmtercstingBfothoughtpmvtidng. Plc«keepinnJthat^^^ll^^ 
Thankyou againforyourpanicipatioQ in thisstudy. 

(Dt-OO Code# 
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Section 1: Supervisory Description 

Thefollowing statements are aboutqualities your supervisor might possess,aaionss/hc might take, and 
your personalfeelings toward him or her. Pleaseindicatehow accurate these phrases are in de^ibine your 
supervisor using thefollowingscale: 

stron^y moderately slightly neither agree slightly moderately strongly 
agree agree agree nor disagree disagree disagree disaisce 

1 2 3 4 3 6 7 

(P7) 1. Mysupervisor is very proficienL 

(pl) 2. Mysupervisoris qualified to hold his or her position. 

(09) 3. Mysupervisorlewaidsgood work. 

00) -4. Mysi^ervisorgivescreditwherecreditisdue. 

(11) 5. Iadmiremysupervisor. 

(12) 6. Mysupervisor hasthe authority to teii mewhattodo. 

(13) 7. Irespeamystqwrviaorasaperson. 

(14) 8. MysupervisorrulesbymigbL 

(13) : 9. Mysupervisorhastheright to tellmewhatto do. 

(16) 10. Mysiqiervisorrecognises achievemeat. 

(12) 11. Mysupervisorismyideaofaperfectmanager. 

(15) 12. Mysupervisorisentitled to directmyactions. 

(19) 13. Mysupervisorisretaliaiive. 

(M) 14. MysupervisorisstrkL ' 

(21) 15. Iconsidermysupervisor to bevery ddlled. 
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moderately slightly neithu agree slightly moderately strongly 
agree agree nor disagree disagree disagree disagree 
2 3 4 5 6 7 

I comply with my supervisor's requests because: 

23. s/he can deciab<itm to recommend my promotion. 

(47) 24. our organizau'on fivwits^jMn uncooperative attitudes and behaviors. 

(4«) 25. complying with the requestsi^il^he bestinterestoftheoverall task. 

(4') 26. Ican achievepersonalgoaU ifIcoinpl>^th mysupervisor's requests. 
(^ 27. Irespectmysupervisorasapesion. 

(31) 2S. Idon't wantthings to bedifficultformysupervisor. 

(32) 29. Iwantmysupervisortolook goodinfiontofhis/herpeen. 

(33) 30. Iwarn to carry outmysupervisor's directives. 

Section 3: Work-Related Needs 

foUwringstttementsdeal with the extentto which yoursupervisor meetsyoury*erk^dated needs 

indicatetheextentto whichyou agreeor disagree with thestatonents listed below usingthefollowing 

strongly moderately sU^y neither agree digbtly moderately strongly 
agw apee a|^ nordisagree disa^ disagree disagree 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

formy worte-relaied needsbyreprimmm/jing mefor 

(33) 2. Mynqtemm providesfbrmywodc-rdaied needsbyincteasing my statusinihe 
OCJUUZStlOO* 

(33) 3. My admirationfornqrwpervisorprovidesSirmywork-related needs. 

(^ Myrespectformystqwvisor providesfbrmywork-related needs, 

(3«) wk-related needsbyletting meknow when my 

(39) 6. Mysupervisor's skillsprovideformy work-related needs. 
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suongly modcraicly slighily neither agree slightly moderately stronclv agree apee apee nor disagree disa|rec disa|rce disagree 

providesfor my work-related nods by helping meadvanee in the 
orginizAiion. 

«2) 8. My supervisor providesfor my work-related needs by assigning medesirable tasks. 

Mysupervisor's experienee providesfor ray work-related needs. 

providesformy work-related needs by being in a position of 
authontyin theorganization. ' « i-~ 

^'^yj^^^iro'Provideaformy work-relatedneeds by being an cxpenin his orher 

(«« 12. Myw^wr^videsformy work-related needs by-rewardingmeforeffective 

^3. Myidemifieation with mysupervisorprovidesformy work-related needs. 
(«) 14. Mywpffviso^itoformy work-related iieeds by providingrnew^ 

Section 4: Supervisor Power 

^^j^J^supervisormayuse thefollowing three typesofpower to ensure youreompliance with hisorher• 

may rely upon theuseof reward*.raises,
praraotioas, praiKor f'vorable work assignments-to gain yourcompliance with 

foUow yoursupervisor's directives because youknow you will 

YoursupervisormayusehisAerlegiiimateBj^ 

Y<w*opervisornuyumhia/herknowledge orfiZfiCOislo gain 
^nVoWsdhcco-vesbecause tbey know what 
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Plcajccotnpifc the extern lo which your supcfvisof us^ i\/rv»e P/\* /*f.u l 

Example: reward: 
cipcn. 
Total m 99 

(07-08) 1. legitimate 
(09-10) cinert: 

ToUl - 99 

(11-12) reward: 
(13-14) levilimatK• 

Total - 99 

(13-16) reward: 
(17-11) exnert: 

Total 99 

ection 5: Mentors 

piwSinltmwaid n»biliiy andst^qwrttothefollowinggroupoftpiestioiis'aikyou to tdieek either a"yes"ora"no"lor your 

A. Current Me^rs 
09) 1.^3«)ucairrentl>>^vea mentor7(Check one) 

(l)___yes \(20) (0) no — 2.K^e you ever had a mentor? 

(1) N(« Of you checked "yes" please skip to 
M #7 on the next page)w__ no o^ou checked "no" please skip to page 9 - Part D) 

(22) 3.Isyourcnncntmentoryooruninedi^supervisor? 
0) yes ^ 
(0) DO 

(23-2414.HowlongIim thi«"»l«'fffndlip 7 
iofyears fofmonths 

/ 

(27) 5.Is yourcurrent mentormaleorfemale7 
(1) male 
((0___female 

(28) 6.DM you initiate yourcummtmentoringrelaUoQship7 

(0)ZZ^
(3) notsure 
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Section £: Evaluation of Supervisor. 

Thefollowing jtatcmcnti ask your opinion ofyour supervisor's effcetivencss as a leader. Please indicaie ihe 
extent to whi^ you agreeor disagree with the statements listed below using the following stale: 
svongly moderately slightly neither agree slightly mtxierately strongly
affee nor disagree disagree disagree disagree 
' * 3 4 3 6 7 

My supervisor: 

(07) 1. is an effective leader. 

C0>) 2. displays effectiveleader behaviors. 

(P9} 3. displaysstrongleadetshipabilities. 

(10) 4. isoneofthebestleadersIhaveeverhad. 

(11) — 5. isoneofthe bestleadersin my organisation. 

Demographic Information 
(Thisinformationisforclasrification purposes only. Ple^drdethenumberofyouranswer) 

(12) 1.Yoursupervisor'ssex: 
1 male 
0 female 

(i>ifl 2. Length oftimeymhavebeensupervised bycunemsupervisor 
#ofyean j #ofmonths 

(I'D 3. Youremployment "■mr 
1 ftiU-iime employee
2 pan-time empltjyee 

(lt-19) 4. Length ofyour employment at current company:
*ofye^ ofmonths 

(22) 5. Your Job Title: 

(23-24) 6. Your age: yean 

(23) 7. Your hichest level ofeducation:
1 ^i^Ughschool 5 Somegnduate work

2 'Techiucalsidiord 6 MA/MS/MBA/JD
3 S^ct^^e,, 7 PhJ>
4 Qnpleted college g Other 

(26) 8. Your sex: 
1 male 
0 female 
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(27) 9.Your race;(responding lo(his question is optional) 
1 White 4 Asian or Paciflclslander 
2 Black 5 American Indian or Alaskan Native 
3 Hispartic 6 Other 

(28) 10. Marital Status: 
1 Single,never married 4 Seoarated 
2 Married 5Di"oreed 
3 (3ohabiuting^ving with someone 6Widowed 

Ar^anyquestioi>sor««miciUsabouithesutveyyouM Ifso.pleaseuse thisspacefor that 

Thank you. Yourcontribution to thisstudyis gieatly appreciated. 



PRETEST INSTRUMENT 
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CcncraJ Inftraclions 

of ihe quciion. in ihi. n,«cy yoo lo r..,..u.cmen.uiin,.7point .e»le PIcc >«ilc vou, 
««w«r « iho ,p-te f...»iJ,J-the len o^ the.uionaiL 

' nei-^.irec tlithUy modctueJy osontlr 
1 j "*"'"MJoe iiuinc diu{n* diuftec 

5 .. ' « 7.CS-ll i» imporuni for meto >dv*ncc in my oriutiutjon. 

>n(»(T "" «t!v«n^Ihc bejinnint ofc*eh MCtjon. PIce«: 

beiioored. leAm-im..rcforeodin*ptrpo«u Mtde«i 

ofl}« yL*^I «*»»« «k«"« —weritll«»»«.h..p«,voku,. Plc«c keep in 0-x your « 

T>unk you e{un for your pMlicipMion in Ihii «udy. 
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ScclloD I: Supcrvlior; DcicrlpUoa 

T>»cfoll^inc <iuc<lion< >n abouc pouible(piaJkic* of your aipervuor actiora i/hc ni.M ..i,
p«r»ot»J reelinci or PicMc icalicMc how wxuraiei>km pht>lcx we in «ki«ribinr vo!"̂ 
npervuor u(in(the rdlowint toUe: your 

-^Ily a.^-ely ..i.hdy „eid^ ^ 
Vee H'cc norauepoc di.Hree 

* 5 6 7 

(03) !•My niporvuor ii vciry proTtcioK 

^"'■y'^*"'**»'P"Of>*»)r««perri«orwouldpot«itoutioBe. 
C") 3. My atpcrviier U qualified to hold hif or her pocition. 

(0*) ■<• My rupcrviior rcwmrdi jood work. 

ff") 5. My npervUor if a ftiendiy pcrwo. 

(10) 6. My tupcrviHK i. hi,Hy .falkd in all aapceu of the Lukf hi, or hex fuborduwlea porfcr«. 
(") ''Myaiperviioriiveaaoditwhoreaodltiidoc. 

*• My "povifor would repritoand me if my wait waf below oandaH. 

'• My "pcrviior pcrionafly payi me a eomplimcot whea 1 do outoaiidint w«*k. 
('^) 10. My npervifor ii ovcriy oilkal. 

(13) __ 11.1 admiic my luperviaor. 

('*J 12. My mperviaor haf Urn auchoocy to leU me wha» to da 

(IT) 13. My Mperrifor if voy Imowicdteabia 

M My«ponrifor6oimimmdfmcwhonIdoabeiWxlhw,.v«4cjob. 
(!') 13.1 leapea my tupervitor af a penoa 

(20) 16. My wpervifor nilea by mijhl. 

ai) "•N««»«xlylmow.UmjobbcUfriamyd.p.,m.«»fUmnmympm,|f«r. 
(22) __ K. My Riporvifoi'f enihiifiafm if eoMafieuf. 

®) 19. Myiupcrviforhaf dmrithlioiellmewhafiode. 

(M) __ 20.1 am bound by duty to obey my fupmviior. 



� 
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0 

aronjl^ moderiicly ili^Uly neither *{rcc ilithtiy oioderjUeiy ilron{ly 
kpree urec tptc nor diu^roc diu(/oc duAjrcc diu(roc 

I 2 3 •< 3 6 7 

15) __ 21.My »upcrv|«or ii e-likcib(_e individueL 

M) ___ 22. My nipcrviior h*« Milhorlly. 

17) 23.My niperviior olTett inducemorui Tor{ood pcrfo 

U) __ 24.I heve*n ublltiojon U> wrcept my rtapcrvuor'i orderx. 

t?) 23.My(upCTvifur reeotnizex achievement. 

D) __ 26b My BipervtMir u my idea a(a perfect manja(cr. 

II) 27.My aipcrviwK it willin{ lo utc promotion at a reward for exceptionai pofermance. 

Q) 2t.Conriiknivi hit/lter ptitilion, ray boaa hat the rithi le rtpnct that I will carry out the 
aatitmenu.he/tiie raalcet. 

3) __ 29.Mytupervitor attraeu a dndicalrrl foUewin{. 

4) 30.My tupervitor it a ditcipliitarian. 

5) __ 31.My tupervitor it entitled to directmy acticcu. 

i) 3ZMy tupervitor it retaliativc. 

7) __ 33.My tupoviior it authorized to command 

I) ___ M.Bomuteofray tupervitor't eompeteoee,t umaily to aJett{ with hit/her advice on how I ihould 
do myjob. 

>) ___ 33.1 identify with my tupervitor. 

I) 36b My aiperviuir it experienced 

I) 37.My mpcrvoor it lariet. 

3t.My ttiperviior would let meknew ifI perforated peoriy. 

t) 39.My tupoviaor tivet me tpecial raeotnkien when my work perfotmanee it eapeeially toed. 

I) ___ 40.1eeniider my tupervitor lo be ve^ tkilled. 
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N/ec -*« .tree nor d,».,rec di«i«< dj.^treo di„,,« 
' ^ ^ ^ 3 6- 7 

I comply wllh mj <up«rvUor'f rcquciU becaiu<: 

—r "y wperriior to look {ood in front oT hiotvcr peon. 

i/he CMi reeommond procncxjcni. 

66. I w*n|to CMiy(Ml my nipervuor't direaivcc. 

Seciloa 3: Work-RcUlcd Nttds 

"Weh your-pcn-imr..eu your 

^ 

^ ,n,hdy neiteHroc .li^y kodcr-dy m„„y 
2 5*" diucme ditacree diMpreI ' -• 5 6 7 

M) 1. My~P«=w»*providMr<rmyw<rk.|dMedneedi.bymuin,eri6lmfldar<Uof perfcmsoec. 
JT) Z Mympommr,....hi,orh«innuo^t«th,orimi«ion lo proride for>y ivorfc-iducd nocdi. 
J») "y for«y,^.ml^i«a.hy«-pli-auintnoon.job wdldone. 

nood. byrcpommdM,oiyco.woA«feeio^uMi 

Wy ■'porvimr meeu ay weriCTcUicd needf. 

"pctViior proddc for ay wotk-idaod necdU by inereaint ay aaui in ihceixa«iaioo. 
J) 7. My odairaion for ay mpcrrimr prorida fa ay 

'•"y'®**fo'»y~P«»«»<>'p(»v{d«faraywotfc-(daodiieodi.
■•) >. " f" -y work-alMod nool. by kuin, -« know when ay pafonnmec i. 
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(erectly BOder*icly tlifMiy neither a^ree ili(hJy noderately nron(ly 
'tfroc Mf/ve rnpec nordiiafree diufroe dita^oe diu^ree 

1 2 3 < 5 6 7 

(dj) __ 10. My lupcrrHor'i ckQIi providefor my wort-related needi. 

(46) 11.My ■rperriaor providei rcraay wort-relMed Doedt by helpinc me advance in the orxmzation. 

(47) ___ 12. My inierpcraontl lelatioruhip with ay auperviaor proviriea (or By worb-relaied needa. 
* 

(46) 13. My peracnal Utir^ of my wpctviaor provtdca for my wort-related iroedi. 

(49) __ Id. My mperriaorprovide! foray wort-rclaied oeedi by ixpriaandtnt me for irwde^arto pcrforBanoe. 

(50) __ 15. My wpcrviaorprovide* foray wort-icUied Doedc by auipiinc ae deairableuatx. 

(51) ___ 16. My nperriier'r expcrierae provide* for ay wort-related need*. 

(52) 17. My Mpoviaor provide* for ay wort-related need* by bein( avdMrized to coaaand. 

(53) __ 11. My wpcrviioruae*hi*orherpaionaliiifluet>eeevcrotheniaprovideforay wort-relaledDeed*. 

(54) ___ 19. MyMpetTiserptovide*foraywcrt-relatedneed*bybeifi(anetpeninha(orherfield. 

(55) ___ 20. My wperviMr provides foray wart-triated needs bymrardinf ae for efTective pecfcraitwe. 

(56) 21. My ideniilicatian with ay wperviicr provides for ay wort-related needs. 

(57) 22. My aperriser provides for ay wort-related needs by providui( ae with vinbilicy in ifaa orxaosution. 

(53) 23. My npervisor provides far my wort-related needs by reeoaaeaendinc reaaex for effcetive perfermam. 

(59) 24. My anperrtaor provides foray wort-related meds by bein( an spot in his or ho-fald. 

(44) 25. My aepcrviter provides for ay wort^elaied tMods by beiii( reeotnised a bwwledgeable artd 
^■aliTad by aeabets of the ortatdsetion. 

(41) 26.Myaperriaorpraridetferay wort-rdstedraeds by betni ins potiiaon of authority in the orxantzatiorv 

(619 f 27. My seperrtsor provides foray wort-related rteeds by kaini ay oo-worters know when their 
perfotaaeee It rw4 up to par. 

<0) 2S. My npcrviter provides for ay wert-ielaaBd needs by aiandinc up ferae in from of ecfaen. 

(64) 29.My wpcrviterutea hit or her petition ia the orianixetien to provide for ay wort-reload needs. 
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SccUon Sup<rT|jor Tawcr 

• TUfolJowi,, .yo« to theot« to wtud.ycu,.up«rrito,uto.lirec lype.ofpowor: 
f vJlu'm —yrely -poo ihc «eof axuli miic,. prcoiotioo..»!u«orhver^k̂ ujittaoonu •to(e< you to eompiy with h«/bor requcMi. You follow your upoviWt 
dmeura beeaiK you know you will{ct rawvded ifyou <la "V"^tiUotoU poww:W wporviior m.y„« hi./h<r le,iiiaiuo notltion or wie kiihe tr,«i«uoo to 

thlL^nr" "Pcrvitor't aSrooiya boauw:.Ae hto the lotiumiuo rijl* to toll you 
r»it-^" . «p<n-iK)r m.y u>e.hu,herwtwskoowMtetoey>et«ikiixor eiivniw.about.to run your lioapiiwiee. YouBWHiacuicy snowfollow youriupa>iK»-idi«euve.boauucthey know whufceyVri.ik^^^Jt S""f®"""'P""*®-

Ptexeconipwcihe I 
'ST'"'r?,'^ ipiii 

to{un yotar oomplunec utd rvely utci <
99poinu between the m^bererfc^Jipur., Porcx-ople.tfy^upcrvluirreBxp®*"- pr»«^upooiew,ol pTwa 

eeuWrwdyufce^^gett power,youraorwer-iihtbe ^ 
Etwnplc: reward: 

Total w 99 

(«J-«) 1. Ie{itiroate 
(t7-«l) eiocn • 

Total 99 

(t»-70) Z reward: 

ai-72) lerifiiBHp ; 
Total m 99 

(73-7-t) 3. reward : __ 
03-7*) exoen ; 

Total - 99 
(SO-2) 

Seelloo 5: Mcnlerj 

nflo .̂«.bee^or,.oaeK« whohas arfvaneod esperiotoe nd tatowlod(e..d whoif oetxekied to 
pnmdtn(upwwdaobaiiy andMppotttoyoweam. ®(Plena,notethu thefolltawihc poup ofqueeitnf aak you tocheck cithera-yw'ora -no*for yourleipense). 
A. Current Mcnieri 

(Of) 1.Do you currcnUy have a aenter 7(Oaek one) 
(!)__ >« 

(OC) .. (0).____ iM-ZlUveyeuevwhadatocnier? 

.(•> X"("X«"cheeked -y«- pleaae skip u questionI7)
W "® (5'you cheeked "no"pleaae Aip to p«(e^ 

(07) 3.If your cutrou iwerwer your ieuuodiaie eipoviior 7 
(1) ye. 
(0)__ no 

https://about.to
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17 

Sectiea <; Eralualloo of Supervisor. 
Tbc rotWinc^ueMsam ask your opiruon of your wporvitor'i efreoivo^ at a leader, Ptesac iodfcule lha 
cxioM lo wUeti you apocor dixacrec with ihc MaieaonQ listed bcJovvsint dK roUowin|1scale: 

'■^'y ■odcralely ilithUy neitiMa(rce sJithCiy aoderaSely stiosi(ly
•V ajroe nor diaa(ree disafree 

1
dixai^rBc diaacroe 

' 2 3 4 5 6 7O 

1 

My suporrisor: 

B) 1. handles problem 1 in a calm and rational mamcr. (I&-1) 

W) 2. sets achievable {oalt.
— 

rn 3. dieplayt efTcoive leader behavicrt. 
— 

a) 4. elfcctively anaiyxea problemi. 

») 5. aaea his or her influence in the orxWxaiion for my bermflL 

») 6. eireciivcly influences his or her mbcrdinaics. 

11) 7. wil mand up for ate in from of oOmrs. 

2) !• deean\ asic mere of me than 1 can {ive. 

3) 9. fawws when to ade for inpad in decision malcin( and when lo 
— 

■«) 10. efleeaivdy eenauks with others what sotvinf preblmi. 

3) 11, schedules wort activiiies. 

4) 12. is asi eireetive probkm solver. 

7) 13. can {ot people to work together as a leva. 

») . 14. cmei'Snies to my e/Tective job perfcrmasmc 

■•) 15. planasdtead. 

>> 16. dclesatea udu e/r«elfvcjy. 

') __ n. can cfldedvoly focaa worie troaps. 

1) II. cnmribaiaa lo cfleeiiveneii of my vrcde posy. 

I) 19. it an efliaoivo leader. 

30. saalcea nn that I hsrvu (he skills as«d abilities neecaaary lo do a lade before assipiir^ It to ac 
I) 21. uses hit or influenee in the er(antxa(ion lo Up my work tnuf, 
I) __ 22. BOtivatct mc 

0 __ 23. helps ra e {el Ihe job done. 

I) U. efTceuvely implcmcnu decisiocu. 
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aronfly modo-ucly ili'thUy nciiSa- tfroe <li{hil)r mivlawcly u/ivi(ly 
k{rec *(roe i(roc nor diujrcc diugrrc dick^ree dtu^roc 

1 2 3 < 5 6 7 

My juptfTlior: 

(29) 25. iB«y c)un(e•luk lo Til the ikilli and >6ililici oC the iralividuaj. 

(30) 2& u ccrtcemed about toy well bein(. 

(31) 27. ii an effoctivc planner. 

(32) 2t. will jO out of hii or her way to help me. 

(33) 29. dceidea what thould be tione and hnw it ihould be done. 

(M) 30. helpr mc achieve my{Oalt. 

(35) __ 31. encoura{ef Bcio exprcii my idejti and opintoru. 

(36) 32. btewi arhen to dele(ale and when in do the job him/henelf. 

(37) ___ 33.uaet hit or hv influence in the or(aniu(aon to(Ci needed reaourcei r<r iwr work {foup. 

(31) __ 34. et^{lin oeouniBaent from raonberi of a wort {roup. 

(39) 35. diiplayt ilron{ leaderihip abilitiet. 

(40) 36. cneoura{ct me lo do my beiL 

(41) __ 37. c/Teoively yict inputfrom (ubordirwtet in Bailing dceitionc. 

(42) __ 31. anticiparrt pioblaai before they occur. 

(43) _ 39. cfTeoively leaJee eenflieu amonteowortn. 

(64) 40. ir ocB of the beat leadert in my or(antulioa 

(45) ___ 41. {oieraily Baket(oed deeitioni. 

(46) __ 42. can {ctevery moaba of•wort intup to cnnoibuw. 

(47) 43. it(licndly and approachable. 
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aronjly 
•C* 

1 

mo6cr,ufy 
till* 
2 

Jijhily 
tirec 
3 

ncuhwa^ree 
nor diu^rBC 

4 

.JijWy 
dU*(roe
3 

aMkyuely 
diuwroe 

6 

rtron«)y 
diutfM 

7 

") 

') 

^ 

I) __ 

y 

44. fivo feodbMlc onay perroraiMiee. 

43. help*ay wort(joup achieve iu|Oah. 

46. leu ae laoiir what it expected ol'ae. 

'47. rewaediae when 1 do a|Ood job. 

41. effaciivcly eaei hit or her inllooiee over01^10ga da job done. 

49. ii.one ofthe bcA leaden I have ever lad. 

9 ___ 

S) __ 

30. aatigni the right people to the right taxk. 

31. can aaketough decitioni whenlaceuary. 
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0.»otr.phk Iaror».aoa CThix WonnMioo i. for cUrufiouoo porpcc cnl,) 

(J<) I. Your niperviior'i Kz: 
1 

0 fe 

(37-M) 2. LcR(th ofliac wpcrriicd by currca aipcrriwr: 
ye«ri mawiK. 

((>} 3. EaployaoK SiaAii; 
1 full-tiae eaployee 
2 p«t-4koe aaployec 

162-4S) 4. Lenglk ofonployBenc u current coapMiy; 
ye*' ibocuIm 

(66) S. Job r*Jc: 

(67.6t) 6. Your »(ct___ yewi 

(») 7.Your hJ,he« ferd ofcdutution(Orele the ounrtur ofwu,«wwcr) 
' 5 So»cjridu-owofk2 TechiaieU wtinol 
a ^ MA/MS/MBA/ro3^ 7 PKO 
f Coapteted ooUcfc j 

(70) t. Your lex: (GrelcDMuber) 
I aaic 

0 fcmtle 

(71) 9.Yoir cihnic h^kpouod: (CkcJenumbo)
1 Cacaiai 4. Aiiu,or JHcifie Iti^far 

,u. . >ndi«o or Alukm Nuive3 Hupatic 6. (JOicr^ 

(72) 10.)dWital Suaue: (Qreleanbcr) 
I Siotlc.never Married 4 Smwiued 
I 3Oirereed
3 Cohaheatai/Livim with loaeone 6 Widowed 
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Belle Rose Ragins was bom and raised in Chicago,Illinois. She attended Solomon 

Elementary School and graduated from MatherHigh Schoolin May of1973. During high 

school,and for the subsequent year,she wasemployed as the coordinator ofa citywide 
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Belle entered Southern Illinois University at Carbondale in September of 1974,and 

graduated summacum laude with a B.A.in Psychology in May of 1977. During that time, 

she wasemployed as a part-time program developer and training coordinatorfor the 

university. Following graduation,she served as a program director and trainer for various 

social service programsin Austin,Texas and Downers Grove,Illinois. 

In the fall of1979,she pntered the Mastersin Social Work Administration,Policy 

and Organization Program atthe University ofIllinois at Chicago. While pursuing her 

Masters,she held a public policy analystinternship with the Illinois State Legislature. 

Belle graduated summacum laude in May of1981,and entered the DoctoralProgram in 

Industrial-Organizational Psychology atthe University ofTennessee in the fall ofthat year. 

During her graduate studies,she held adjunct teaching positions at Northeastem Illinois 

University,Triton College and Maryville College. She also served as aresearch consultant 

for Oak Ridge National Laboratory. She received the Ph.D in Industrial and Organizational 

Psychology in Augustof 1987. 

Belle is a memberofPhiKappa Phi,the Academy ofManagement,and Division 14 

ofthe American Psychological Association. Sheis currently employed as an Assistant 

Professor ofManagementat Marquette University. She and her pets(Sam,Mazel and 

Sophie)reside in Milwaukee,Wisconsin. 


