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'INTRODUCTION ’ L‘ . . o

rd

The'situation: it is the tenth frame, dhuck is the anchor on the

(4

bowling team the ‘opponents have already flnlshed and he needs a mark,
-strike or spare, in order to win the‘game and first pPlace. Slowly,
Fmethodlcaliy Chuck procedes to in his five step dellvery He releases

the ball in a wide sweeplng arc whlch carries two boards from the gutter.
As the team awaits the familiar hook toward the poeket the unforglvable
takes place. The ball falls into the gutter' Chuck s team 1°§FS!' The
follow1ng discussion takes place Chuck I knew that there was’ too much -
wax on the lanes. I fleed a rubber ball not the plastlc one, and anather
'i'ing I knew that the wall on lane one Would.give=le£t-hand5d bowlers like
p@ more trouble. Chuck's teammates smile rsilently, but theiradnner thoughts
‘are more like:‘ Gee he really ruined our chances for'first place. As the
teamzs‘anfhor'all he needed was a mark, instead he choked under preseure.

- y
- 4 - /

jﬁé next situation involves leadership perfofmance couneeling

t A cadet female leader who is doing poorly in mllltary development
dlscusses her performance with-a _gctlcal offlcer Qulte often there is
‘a bﬂSLF difference between the oplnlons of the two ’ The cadet; in

attemptlng to uﬁderstaqd and explaln the inadequate performance is‘;
usually able to point to situational barriers such as too little tlme ‘
too many work tasks regulred simultaneously, or inadequate support from x
followefs under the leader s control. The ﬁactical'officer may in a
ddsplay of empathy nod, and may wish. to'believe, ‘But Seepqdqwn in one's
heart*gf hearts usuall disagrees.° The factical Officer is convinced

. 3 ) v . . . * (-
that poor performance is not due to situational factodrs. Rather, the

> . . ‘l' [}
. N .
-
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Tactical Officer believes instead that the failure is due to. enduring

N ¢

attribufes of the cadet,ﬁhef sex, ,to lack of ability, personal ineptitude,

-

’ . — N ¢ . ’ i
1ack'o§.prope; personal motivation. In both of#these instapces’ the actors'

perceptions of the "causeé Of their behavior are at variance w@th those held
¢ * . D ’ ¢ ’

by outside obsérvers. The actors' view' of Behavior underscore the impor- .

tance of situational Wactors which influence behavior. The observers view

<

) I's .
emphasize ‘the role of stable personal dispositions within the actors.
There have been several studies which have examined specific cognitiwe

forces impelling actors to attribute their behavior to situations in the

)

environment and observers to attribute the same behavior to personal
characteristics of the actors (Jones & Davis 1965; .Jones & Nesbitt 1972; b

Kelley, 1973). Although these studies show that attributions are sensitive

¥

€

to interaction effects between the attributes of e person and hi% or her

environment, the 'sex-role context of attributions regarding females and
r'4

.

méleg pérfbrming the same fask has not been adéquately explored {Rose,‘
1978). For example, in masculine sex-typed tasks, siﬁilar performances by /

females and males is perceived to be caused by different factors. Success-

\ ’:
" ful male pe:formanc;\is more often attributed to dispositional factors

such as skill and ability, and successful female performance is more often

. ) * L L - . . ! 5 N
attributed to situational factors such as luck & simplicity of task (Dgdux

& Emswiller 1974, Terborg & Ilgen’1975, Rice, Bender & Vitters, 1980) .
Other research)'(Feidman-Summers & Kiesler 1974; Feather & .Simon, 1975),
reports that the Sethype.of,thé task affects %ttributions but not in a
consistent manner. For example the cause of female success is not always
éttr?buted to external attributions such as luck. They fognd giét internal
motiva%}on and to # lesser extent luck were attributed for favd;éble out}'

\
>

-

4 - .
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comes for'wodEn Thus, the notion nif you are number two, you try harder‘”

>, ~

Thére is also theoretlcal background from sex role stereotynlng to suggest
»
that emales will do poorly 1n masculine sex-typed tasks (8chein, 1973

0 Leary 1974 Bender 1979). . Thus fémales in non-tradltlonal roles, would -
be expected to do poorly in leading male subordinates. According to Rose

(1978) such situations in%olve‘a masculine sex-typed occupation with crobs-
- !
sex behaviors. In contrast, a male managlng predomlnantly male followers

-

would be expected to perform well because the role is masculine and requires

- v

no cross-sex behaviors. .If in these two ekamples both -male and female

»

leaders demonstrate comparable performance many people would be more
surprlsed at the unexpected outcome for females than for males. Thls

reasonlng is supported by the findings of Bass Krusell & Alexander (19 ).

t
] ‘ .

By ¢lassifying data in terms of leader's interactiod with women (none,
- '

[

subdrdinateL peer, superior), they found that men who did not work fot
‘ [} -

women had more positivehregard for women than men who did work for women |
and the least favorable’ stergotypic attitudes toward working women were

expressed by male leaders in superior posﬁtions to women. The relationship

)
between sex-stereotyping in mascullne sex-type tasks with cross sex inter-

actions for leaders and followers is not well understood.. How salient
are those factors in determining leader n‘rformance,4and if present how

duran}e or "lasting do these effects remain?
THE PRESENT STUDY .
The purpese'of this study is to asseds the generality of an interest-
. 3 * '

ing attitudinal” phenomena described in a previous laboratory study of West

Point cadets. Rice, Bender and Vitters (1980) found that male followers"

P

‘ ..




attltudes toward the role of. women‘ln soc1ety lnfluenced the way these”
followers responded to male and female leaders

| ‘The Rice et al (1980) study showed that thale followers holdlng
traditionafbviewsxtoward women's roles in soc1ety made less favorable
4gudgments aboutJthe causes of group and leader peréormance in groups led
by females than in groups led by males These followers indicated that
the leader S hard work and the cooperatlon of followers played a less -
pwerful role in groups with female leaders than in groups w1th male )
leaders. Also, these tradltlonal followers attrlbuted luck as. being a.
stronger determinant of performance in groups with:female leaders than in
groups with male'leaders. ' - s

.
LY. )

. Male followers with egalitarian attitudes toward the role of women
showed just the oppoeite pattern of bias in thelr attrlbutlonal Judgments
These followers made more favorable attrlbutlons for female leaders-: than
for male leaders (e.g.,_regardlng the extent to which group.or leader K
performanoe was determimned by .the leader's hard work or follower coopera~
tion). Regarding the less flattering factor °f1£u°k' egalitarian followers
said that this was a stronger factor in male-led groups than in female-led
groups. | ) - :' ‘

This leadership etudy provided the data necessary to test the generality
of fhe previously reported bias related to”the sex role attitudes of fol-
lowers. ﬂSeveral important gimilarities and difﬁerences between the_previous”
and present study give spec1al meaning to such a test.

[

Both the studies were conducted w1th cadets at the U S. Mllltary

-

Academy."




Both studies {ised the same format for assessing ‘attributional
"\ ’ - . . . -
judgments regarding the gauses. of unit performance. : '

The previous study uas conducted in the artificial céntext of a -
two- hour labotatory simulation whlle,the present Hata was_ eollected
. in the real life ‘context of a seven-week military tnar(ang env1ronf
ment (Cadet Basic Training, CBT, and Cadet Field Tralnlng; C?T)
The previous study had only male fpllowers whlle the present study
, had both male and female cadets in foilower roles.
"The previous study used the Spence and Helmrelch (1972) Attltudes

~

toward Women Scale, AWS, to assess beliefs regardlng.the role that
women should play in society at Large. The'present study used the
Army iesearch Institute Attitudes toward Women in the Military -
Scale (ARTAWS) . The ARIAWS is more limited and specific ih con-
tent than the AWS in that the ARIAWS considers the role of women
in only one of society''s institutions: the.milltarzi "Priest
“(1979) reports a correlatlon of .59 between ARIAWS apd AWS. .

<" The previous study reported the bias of sex rple attitudes only
\ ' for attributional judgments.: The present study‘explored for such
bias in both'attributional judgients.and-follower evaluations of
leader success in terms of five criteria: leader.effeet;veness, s
uéit effectiveness, follower satisfaction with leader,‘follower>
- satisfaction with peers, and follower's satisfaction with assign-

’

ment . , /7

v N 4

In llght of both the results reported by Rlce, Bender and Vitters

(1980) and the construct proposed to be measured by .the ARIAWS, we' offered

the following hypothesis concernlng the reactions of persons with tradlalonal
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1Y

‘attitudes foward the role of women in the military. - -

2 L /s ,‘ - - . - ’ . -
' Hypothesis 1 Followers with traditional attitudes toward the role f
Ty ‘ f \ A . . _
- of women in thé military respond, to male leaders more favorably than
v~ - - !

/’\> to-female leaders (both in terms of !ttributidnal judgments and direct -
- assessments of leader success). a

~ . o, >
- ¢ p

It is - less clear what to expect frgm followers holding egelitarian

attitudes toward the role of women and:men in the militaryﬁg As these *

-

. . ’ ' ~ .
individuals feel men and womerf; should play an equally strohg role in the
'military, wé might expect them to show no difference in the.we& they .-
respond to male and female leaders.- However, in the laboratorﬁ study} i [

blas was found faVOrlng female 1eaders in the: responses of folIOWers with

B
egalltarlan‘attltudes fThus, we haVe some Justlflcat;on'for each of the

following alternative hypotheses. _ ' ’ . .
E " ' -

3

-

Hypothesls 2 Followers with egalltarlan attitudes toward the rolé\

of women 1n the mllltary show one of two patterns
i Za)' They respond to female leaders more favorablx/than to male
%

leadersy(both in terms of attrlbutlonal Judgments and dlrect
v

® » *

, assessment of leader success), o }’k*‘ oL,
. .

" 2b) -They respond no differently to male and female legders (both

\

[
" in terms of attributional judgments and dlrect.assessment of

leader success). o ' -




_ oy '~ ° METHOD - :
\Sub]ects SR _ e
,'\7 Cadets at, the U. S Milltary Academy ln leader and tralnee roles at

-
Cadet FleldSTraining (CFT) and CBT are the subjects of concern for this

part:cular report of the 1979 Summer Leadership Study At, CBT, we have
usable ARIA@S and past-tralnlng responses from 692 males and 86 females
741 cadets desoribed ‘a male'squad leader and 67 descrlbed a female squad’
leader. At CFT, 766 males and 75 females prov1ded usable responxes to the

questlonnaire, 726 described 2’ male administrative tralnlng detall platoon

lieu€Enant and 115 described'a female. ) ‘ s

b ; L .

Measures / a&, : - | | , S o ~ | JP//r
ARIAWS 'ifdg the new cadet (prientation period in June 1979, fresh-

man cadets.in the'graduating'ClassfSé°l983 completed the Army Research -

Institute Attitudeg‘toward Women in the Military Scale (ARIAWS)Z Scores

used for Sophomore dadets in the graduating Clags of 1982 were those taking l
;this scale.in‘kugust‘IQZé. This seven item scale was developedeby Woelfef,
Sauell Collins & Bentler (1976). The scale assesses reactions to the

role of females 4n the \ ,» with high.scores reflecting egalitarian

-’

-gttitudes (i.e.,-equal 'fles for male and female Army. personnel) and low ;

. scores as reflecting traditional attitudes (i.e., .dangerous and'cpmbat

o

~ . :
roles reserved for"males)\ : : Co .
<

\
Because the seven items have different numbers of response alternatives

)

and different standard deviagions we standardized each item on a z score “

scale before combining them into a composite scale score. This procedure' ,

. . \ ,
adjusts_ for the problem of thogk items with the lafer standard deviations

- . : . -
-
Y \' ’.
i ! 4
\ »
.
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receiving‘greater weight. in a-simple'sum of’raw scores.
To assgss the reliability of’the scale created by the sum‘of ®he sé/en
—
standardized item scores, the alpha coefficient of internal conSistency was.
L U ] &. ’
calculated (Cronbaah 1951) The alpha values were Zg‘for*respondents at 5
CBT (Class of 1983), and 74 for respondents at CE$ (Class of 1982) For’ |

purposes of the present research this level of rellability was adequate

Y
Post -training questionnaire. During re-organization week in Aui/St

_1979 cadets in the Class of 1982 completed a questionnaire in .which’ they

described their admxnistrative platoon leades during cFt. In October l979

£ -

cadets from the Class 6f 1983 com%leted the same questionnaire (with few
additional items), these cadets described the leader- follower rebationship

‘)
that ex1sted.between'theumelves and their CBT squad leader.’
& 'd -
This study is concerned with those parts of the post-training ques-

“tionnaire reflecting the success of the unit leader and attributional

-
=

. N 4

Judgments about the cduse pf unit performance Following,the;suggestion
iiz;;af* .
of Korman (1971), we used two, ma j6r classes of criterion variables reflect-

»

ing leadership success: subordinate satisfaction and performance effectave-

ness. In all, we ‘had the five follow1ng measures as criteria of leader

_Success. subordinates perceptions of leader effectiveness unitreffective-

ness, satisfaction with own igb, satisfaction with peers, and satisfaction'
with unit. : .o . ' :

\ - ’ -~

»

Six items were used to assess attrlbutlonal judgments‘fr The respondents

\

indicated the extent to which each facter contributedy)o, he performance of

the unit. The factors were selegted to include factors .internal to the q ]
leader (leadership skill and the leader s‘har% work), factor’s internal to ,,
the followers (unit members' skill and unit members’ hard work),

X

: . S
. 4 ' ; 4

' |
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factors external tozboth‘(éood'luck and haﬁ luck). .-

. RESULTS ", ‘ .

’

.Analyses,of Variance |,

. L
" ’
—

' &
- . Eight separate 2.x 2 multivariate analyses of variance were conducted

with the SPSS MANOVA program (Cohen & Buens, 1978). For each of these

-

analyses, the 1ndependent variahles were Leader Gender (male female) and
Follower ARIAWS (traditional egalitarian) _For one-half’of these analyses,
‘the six attribution items were the dependent varaables and for the other
half the five leader success scores were the dependent variables Sepa-
rate analyses were conducted for male and female followers. The responses.”
“'from ‘cadets at CBT and from cadets at CFT were- alsw analyZed separately

' The results of these eight MANOVK; are summarized in Table 1° The results~

“of the unlvariate analyses of wvariance cbrresponding to the MANOVAs are

presented in Tables 2 and 3. . Y - Coy
- ) * s . P) Ve \ s Vs
s . > ":.0 : . v - . . ¥
" . L "LNSERT_TABLE 1 ABOUT HERE VI
oL Ay T

/ -
. .
9

Interactions.., As shown in Table 1, none of the predicted multivariate

.nLeader Gender x Follower ARIAWS 1nteractions were significant " Thys, the
gender-based attributional bias reported by Rice, Bender and Vitters (1980)
cannot be generalized to thp—measures and data collection sites ‘of the pre-
sent research Also we fourrd no such interactions in the multivariate

analyses of the five measures of leader success. Thus,. with the ARIAWS ’
measure of sex role attitudes and cadet leaders in training environmen s,.

egalitarian followers and traditional followers do not make different

A ’ ‘




) - - . ' [

s .
attributionaI or evaluatrve Judgments regarding male and female leaders

These findings failed to support eather HypotheSLs 1 or Hypoté§31s42a
4 = / LX)
There are some'scattered interaction effects ln the univariate analyses

:’,n

that are significant or marginally si%nificant Iﬁllight of the faiiurtho

find any - significant multivariate interactions, it is not w1se to try ta

interpret sugh results. However for further refereag .. the appropriate

4
F ratios- orresponding to tbese univariate analyses are presented in

TablesZand3 ' e . R o T

« . - M .
.. ..‘ ' . . N 4 . -
e oo . . . .
.

s

N Insert Table 2 & 3 About Here .
. .Nk'f P J S I-‘\

.
3

Leader Gendet main effects. ~ The- significant multivariate effect for

~

Leader Gender among male followers at CET is reflected in three univariate -
- )
effeqts that are significant or approach conventional lévels of signifi-

cﬁnce The followers were more satisfied w1th their peers and their summer

» Lt

assignment (and rated their unit as being mere effective) when led by a '
twle ‘han when Led by~a female gpr femé?e folldwers the gender of the .

leader had no statistically significant impaet en their post training

-

questionnaire responses reflecfing the success of the 1eader These data

) v

are enlightening concexping how male and female followers react to male
and female leaders. These data %uggest that only t/e,males at CFT are. i
sufficiently affected U?’Leader Gendexr to yield 51gn1ficant effects. -

‘Follower ARIAWS main effects. As- shown in Table 2 the multivariate

main effect for Fol_wS§r ARTAWS was significant for the attribution
responses of males at CBT. .The univariate ANOVAS yielded significant or

~marginally significant main effects of this type for three items:, leader

s
-

¢

T 13 .
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Traditi nal male followers, relatLve to

work good 1uck and bad.luck

terpar s, made stronger attrlbut;onal Judgments on .
NG
'onal cadets rated each of these three factors

mﬁh%lt egalitarian ¢o

all three itéms, 9

.as contrlbut!hg more strongly.to unit performance than did egalitarian

cadets.

. : ! ‘ : - . <. o

Discussion .’ L . oLy
s . o .
. “Based on the results presented above it aopears that attltudes

towards the, role of women in the Army as measured by the ARIAWS does not

&

’1ntroduce a consisggnt and strong blas lnto .the ‘way’ male and female 1lead-

ers are Judged by their subordlnates The multivariate analyses, which
Q
control for the inflated alpht lewel resultlng from conductlng many -

'Statlstlcal tests, did not yield slgnlflcant effect of -the type predloted
However, in the evaluatlons of 1eader success we did find patterns sug-

‘gestlng gender -based bias The attributlonal judgments showed no such
: %

-effects on any of these multlvarlate analyses

These results suggest two maJor conclus1ons Either the ARIAWS scores

are 1rre1evant to the type of Judgments\asseésed in this\ study, or the
o < : e
" cadets were gene‘%lly able to repr ir attitudes in their effort to’>

Judge the1r unit leaders 'in an ?bjectlve fashlon The former interpreta-
tion reflects negatlvely on the construct validlty of the ARIAWS scale

while the latter lnterpretatlon reflects posltlvery on the gntegratlon of

-

women to West Point. . ) -

£

Assuming that the ARIAWS is a‘valld measure the ahsence of consistent
gender-based bias suggests that the eiements of the West Polnt environment

%we have studied are qulte healthy with regard to the issue of sexism.

=

4+
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Apparently those cadets with reservatlons about the approprlateness and/or

value of women 'in thewArmy can overcome. these attltudes when Judglng a

K

partleulér female in a supervisory role Perhaps it is only those cadets .
[ 4

’Wlth extremely hlgh or, extremely low ARIAWS scores that shaow any tendency )y

‘toward b1as f Most llkely the general absence of strong Bias 1n‘fhese data -
reglects both the institutional encouragement of gender falrness and.the;

Preparatlon of the female leaders. The Academy has been sensltlzed to .~
;he issue of gender”blas through numerous reports workshops and speclfic

1nc1dents More 1mportantly, lt ‘has taken many afflrmatlve steps ‘to

'handle such problems (see ‘the annual Project Athena reports for rev1ews“'///

|
'of such actlons) As reflected—ln the present data, these actzons have

\had a positive effect insofar as follovger judgments of ?e and female-

:leaders are concerned. Regardlng the preparedness of t gemale leadeyrs,

ithe policy of equallty of tralnlng for male and female cadets may be

~ P 4

;crucfal. Males and females haye gone through similar tralnlng experléﬁces‘
»&-%

it is not. surprlslng that they should be judged quite comparable by their

?

|

)followers glven this equallty of background.
r . ~( ) ¢

| As ndted in the 1ntroductlon there are many poteﬁtlally lmportant
- '

poznts of dlfference betwéen the Present study and these earlier studles

}Wlth the avallable ev1dence lt is impossible to determlne which of these

points of difference is respons1ble for the different pattern of results

l

‘regarding gender- -based blaS in attributions reported in the various

L 3

‘studies However, there is- at least_ some speculation to suggest that the
’research setting (field vs. laboratory) may, at least in part, be responsi~

;ble for such dlfferencesf In discussrng results of field and laboratory

studies of gender and leadership, Osborn and Vickers (l976) concluded

&

|
|
\
‘r
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artificial short term laboratory sltuatlons tend ‘to elicit

1

AsubJect responses "based on readily avallable stereotypes, whlle long-

term, real-llfe, field sett%ngs 1nc1ude extensive lnterpersonal }'\7'
-~ Q
contact that provides subJects wmth a~more’rea11st1c basls for their

behaVLor Thus, lab -studies may yleld deceptlve data in overstatlng
- v ’ .-

"; the total influence, of sex stereotyplng“ (p 447) . o
Both ;he laboratory study by Race‘et al. (1980) and t\e Garland and Price

0

.

(1977) study 1nvolv1ng subJect responses‘to wrltten descriptions of female

1eaders, ‘are characterlzed by short term and posslbly artificial interaction

4

.And both af these studies ylelded the gender -based ‘bias in attributional »

Judgments The present study may have failed to demonstrate such bias

[y

because the lnteractlon patterns were more 1ong term and reallstlc thereby
prov1d1ng respondents with lnformatlon allow1ng them to move beyond sex
rble stereotypes in their responsesﬂ' Such factors mﬁy influence both

judgments of leader success and attrlbutlonal Judgments Thls more

temporal bias could disappear ovet time as stroné institutiqnal,supports -
- A\ = .

are developed to'enhanc€” the success,of women and as the pioneering women

pro?l themselves dlspelllng stereotyplc blases regardlng their performance
in masculine sex~-task robes. Two Other studles reported elsewhere (Adams
1980, ‘and Adams, Priest Rice & Prlnce 1980) add ev1dence to this position.

It may be valuable to direct greater'attention to the hypothesls offered

by Osborn & .Vickers (1976) Clearly ‘more research is needed.
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Table 1 . .
I s \ . N ' (3
- v : Summary -of MANOVA Results’ (F and df)
- ™~ . ' - ' ° . . i: Al . - . ~
ﬂ ' | k
Class Year, and - Gender of Dep‘endent' " Leader : Follower C,
Training Site Followers Variables * Gender (A) . +ARTAWS" (B) AxB
1983 CBT . Male  ‘Attributions 1,00 (6,387) - 3.52""(6,387) .41 (6,387)
' 1983 CBT ' Female <,:,m::mmc;mus g -3 - =2 ,
~— ‘ : . N ‘ -~ * “ . .? !
, 1982 CFT T Male Attributfons .78 (6,473) . .96 (6,473) 1,64 (6,473)
1982 CFT ' Female . Attributions 1.14 (6,41) .76 (6,41). - .31 (6,41)
o - 4 ! K ) ' , A *
1983 CBT . fale Success .67 (5,626) - .61 (5,626) 4,83 (5,626)
1983 CBT  + Female  Success L1015 (5;68) . 1,48 (5,68). . '.26.(5,68)
11982 CFT Mdle .  Success 3.947%(5,635). .97 (5,635)°  1.22 (5,635)
1982 CFT - Female _ Suceéss’ 1.05 (5,%2) 1.51 (5,62) ' .80 (5,62),

&
- >
~ ‘ . A v

an

" the attributitn items, therefore this analysis cduld not be conducted.

* C e < T :
'p£.05 pL.01. - < ..
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"y : " "Table 2. '

. F Ratios of Univariate ANOVAs for Male Followers.

ce e y
. , *" Leader ' Follower .

\ Effect! Gender (A) ARIAWS (B) AxB
Dependent Variable Training site: CBIC crr® Bt crr® BT crr?
Attributiogsr ‘\‘ };’4? . - -

Leader skill, L . W01 Jo4 .29 | .52 ..07 .00
_Unirskill . . o, 2,17 1,00 1.93 ‘117 .82 1,3
A Leader work' . Cy L2 em .83 a7f .22 L3

Unit work & 252 3 .e0c Lor .01 .53
¢ Good' luck : ' 2,06 2,957, 3.98% .53 '.2‘3 .70

/ Bad juck . 9 .69 9.43% 03 .31 s.72*
s o - cerd  cprd. crd  crd  cprd _ cFrb
Sticcess: g\\ . .
\ - & . .

Assignment satisfaction - .12 '8.9%* 41 - Lo05 .01 .54

Peer satisfaction . .00 L7912 2.56 .06 2440

Leader satisfaction T I .41:‘ 47 1,00 .60 ..59

Leader\effeccivén;s:s- ST .69 .0k 1.6k 3228 1.8
. Uhit effectiveness 7 61 244, 115 .18 .01 .30

_Note:.'AttributiSn items. are reverse scored. i ': . :
 tazao *pg.05  MpL0l *pco0Ly g

Saf w 1,478 Ddf = 1,639  Cdf = 1,397 , Yas = ;,6.30 _ .

— . )
. v . ¢




il ' : Table' 3

1

Ct ‘ » o
F Ratios of Univariate ANOVAs. for Female Followers..

~ Leader . E;ollowe;' ( i
L ] Effect: Gender -(A) °  ARIAWS (B)' © Ax B ,
Dependent Vartable . Training Site: o S S S - i o
Attributions: . - - ) T
Leader skill - = N 124~ "= .00
Une skill C = ase — 6 = Lo
Leader work z « — . . - .09 - 92
ﬁnl! work - 00 00— 7F1 — .80
Good luck -° | ' - .01 - T 118 - 2 -
Bad lick ; -: T L w07 - o3 2T s
. N : - i e = R
St‘xccess: ' . o= \‘ , . ) : ' \
‘ Assignment saéisfécciop | ) 1.63 . .10  6.56 . 1.21 .02 .06
) Peer sa'tisfaction» ', .33 _1.1‘8 . .10 .71 .05, .12
"Leader satisfaction ‘ a3.96% .33 5. ~.4£. £ 1,27 . .92 .00
. Leader effectivene.s : A l:66 T3 I A .15 .58 .
" Unit effectiveness : Ol .40 .00 .02 .37 2,74

1 -

2

Note: Attribution items are reverse scored,

J
* 0 £.05 SN S

-

23f = 1,66 ,Paf = 1,46 Sgf = 1,72

| .
| . .F | _
s- d’l’here were no egalitarian female followers with female leaders responding to all
| C \ )

I

|

<

the attribution items, therefore this analysis could not be conducted.as part of\

the MANOVA , program, : ) . \
e — 1 (1 »
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