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The main purpose of this study is to investigate gender differences in leadership
styles and in organizational outcome variables, together with the influence of
organizational/contextual variables on leadership styles in female and male partici-
pants in Spain. The sample comprised 226 participants (35 leaders and 191 subor-
dinates) belonging to 35 work teams. The general findings show that only 2 of the 10
tested leadership styles are different for female and male leaders. Specifically, sub-
ordinates rate female leaders as more autocratic and negotiating than men, and this
evaluation varies according to the subordinates’ sex. We also found that some
differences in the rating of female and male leaders depend on whether the organi-
zation is stereotypically feminine or masculine.

In spite of the progress in the last few years, statistics clearly show that the
presence of women in managerial positions is still far from equaling that of
men. This increases progressively the highest when going up in the hierarchy
of the organizational pyramid. In 2009, women accounted for an average of
just 3% of the presidents of the largest companies in each of the European
Union States members and less than 11% of board members (European
Commission, 2010). The term “glass ceiling” was coined at the end of the
1980s to describe the existence of a set of invisible barriers that impede many
qualified women from reaching positions of responsibility in organizations
(Morrison, White, & Van Velsor, 1987).
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This phenomenon, which is observable all over the world, cannot be
properly explained (at least in developed countries) by the existence of dis-
criminatory labor legislation, or the lack of women’s training, or by women’s
possible inferior professional experience (Morrison & Von Glinow, 1990;
Powell & Butterfield, 1994). However, some arguments that try to attribute
women’s barriers to managerial positions to psychological factors, such as
women’s lack of skills, interest, or ambition, have not been empirically con-
firmed (Heilman, 1983; Heilman, Block, Martell, & Simon, 1989; Lefkowitz,
1994; Morrison & Von Glinow, 1990; Schein & Mueller, 1992).

Studies performed in recent years to find out what factors explain this
phenomenon have shown that women face more obstacles than men when
they try to occupy positions of responsibility in organizations (Bass, 1990).
However, psychosocial explanations must be provided for the glass ceiling by
performing studies that include persons of both sexes who already hold these
positions. These explanations are important because of the need to consider
the joint influence of psychological and sociocultural factors on the behavior
of women and men.

One approach to the explanation of women’s underrepresentation in
managerial positions is to find out whether male and female leaders use
different leadership styles. There is a great debate in the literature about the
value of this research line (e.g., see the debate between Eagly and Carli vs.
Vecchio: Eagly & Carli, 2003a, 2003b; Vecchio, 2002, 2003). However, Eagly
and Carli (2003a) rightly point out that “job candidates’ leadership styles are
surely among the attributes given special scrutiny in interviews of candidates
for managerial positions, and managers fired from their positions are often
critiqued for their leadership styles” (p. 813). These authors make clear that,
in some cases, these studies have been carried out to investigate whether the
scarcity of women in high positions can be explained by women’s use of less
effective leadership styles. Regardless of their original hypothesis, the impor-
tance of studying this issue is beyond discussion, although reaching firm
conclusions may be more complicated (see Eagly & Johnson, 1990, where
they deal with the divergence of opinions voiced in popular and social scien-
tific writings).

We agree with Eagly, Johannesen-Schmidt, and van Engen (2003) that
“the possibility that women and men differ in their typical leadership behav-
ior is important because leaders’ own behavior is a major determinant of
their effectiveness and chances for advancement” (p. 569). In fact, in recent
decades, many researchers have recognized its importance and have com-
pared the leadership styles of men and women (Cuadrado, Morales, & Recio,
2008; Eagly & Carli, 2003a, 2003b; Eagly & Johannesen-Schmidt, 2001;
Wood & Eagly, 2010). In the following section, we describe the main styles
analyzed by these researchers.
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Leadership Styles

Leadership style is defined as “relatively stable patterns of behavior that
are manifested by leaders” (Eagly & Johannesen-Schmidt, 2001, p. 781), or
“the alternative ways that leaders pattern their interactive behavior to fulfill
their role as leaders” (Bass, 1990, p. 27).

The main styles of classic research on leadership are autocratic versus
democratic and task- and relationship-oriented (Bass, 1990; Eagly &
Johannesen-Schmidt, 2001; Eagly & Johnson, 1990; Eagly & Karau, 2002).
Autocratic leadership is characterized by the leader’s making decisions uni-
laterally, not allowing the group members to participate (see De Cremer,
2007, for a review). On the other hand, Democratic leadership is participative,
consultative, and involves the group, and the leader allows and encourages
group members’ participation in the decisions (Bass, 1990; Gastil, 1994). The
well-known studies conducted by Lewin, Lippitt, and White (1939) showed
that the same group could behave differently depending on the type of
leadership exerted. These results in turn led the authors to strongly support
the democratic style because it enhanced autonomy, satisfaction, and
group effectiveness. However, more recent meta-analyses (Foels, Driskell,
Mullen, & Salas, 2000; Gastil, 1994) have revealed the influence of certain
variables that could moderate these initial results.

Leaders who use a task-oriented style are mainly concerned with achieving
the group goals—emphasis on achieving the task—whereas relationship-
oriented leaders are basically concerned with their followers’ well-being and
satisfaction—emphasizing the quality of relations with others—(Blake &
Mouton, 1964; Fiedler, 1967; Halpin, 1957; Hemphill & Coons, 1957;
Hersey & Blanchard, 1982; Likert, 1961).

Some of the most important models developed under this focus are those of
the Ohio State Leadership Studies (consideration and initiating structure; e.g.,
Halpin, 1957; Hemphill & Coons, 1957), the University of Michigan Leader-
ship Studies (task-oriented behavior, relationship-oriented behavior, and par-
ticipative leadership; e.g., Likert, 1961), and the Blake and Mouton (1964)
Managerial Grid, which contains two axes: concern for people and concern for
production. In general, sufficient theoretical and empirical evidence has been
gathered from these approaches to show that leadership effectiveness is greater
when leaders adopt both leadership styles at the same time (Judge, Piccolo, &
Ilies, 2004; Powell & Butterfield, 1984). Nevertheless, situational models
emphasize the fundamental role that contextual variables play in the effective-
ness of leadership (Fiedler, 1967; Hersey & Blanchard, 1982).

Until the 1980s, the notion of leadership based on exchange was predomi-
nant within social psychology. From this viewpoint, it was assumed that
when leaders or supervisors were able to provide their subordinates with
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adequate rewards, the subordinates would give them their support and work
in return. However, for Bass (1985), the theories and studies based on
exchange cannot explain “high-level leadership” (capable of achieving really
important changes, both in the followers and in the organization). Thus,
based on the distinction proposed by Burns (1978) between transformational
and transactional political leaders, Bass (1985) developed a model in which
he distinguished transformational leadership—leaders who, through their
personal influence, produce changes in the scale of their followers’ values,
attitudes, and beliefs—from transactional leadership—characterized by
establishing some sort of transaction between the leader and the group
members. Bass also developed the Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire
(MLQ), the first (and the most widely used) instrument designed to measure
these two styles and the laissez-faire style (Hogg, 2010).

The many studies carried out with the MLQ (see the meta-analysis per-
formed by Dumdum, Lowe, & Avolio, 2002; Judge & Piccolo, 2004; Lowe,
Kroeck, & Sivasubramaniam, 1996) have consistently shown that transfor-
mational leadership leads to higher subordinate performance and satisfaction
levels than transactional leadership. Transactional leaders also produce posi-
tive effects on these variables, but such effects are always lower than those
achieved by transformational leaders (e.g., Molero, Cuadrado, Navas, &
Morales, 2007). Lastly, laissez-faire is negatively correlated to effectiveness
and satisfaction.

Differences Between Women and Men in Leadership Styles

Autocratic vs. Democratic and Relationship- and Task-Oriented Styles

As indicated by Eagly and Johnson (1990) in regard to these styles,
“leadership research provides an excellent opportunity to determine whether
the behavior of leaders is gender stereotypic” (p. 236). Men are generally
considered more autocratic and task oriented because of their relationship
with the components of the “instrumental” dimension of gender stereotypes
(e.g., aggressive, enterprising, independent, self-sufficient, dominant, compe-
tent, or rational). In contrast, women tend to be considered more democratic
and relationship oriented because of their relationship with the components
of the “communal” dimension (e.g., being concerned about others, generous,
sensitive, understanding, affectionate, or compassionate). Two studies per-
formed by Cann and Siegfried (1990) offer empirical support for this rela-
tionship between gender stereotypes and leadership styles. In the first study,
respondents rated sex-typed traits on a scale ranging from “more like con-
sideration” to “more like structuring.” Masculine traits were perceived to be
consistent with structuring, whereas feminine characteristics were perceived
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to be consistent with consideration. In the second study, subjects rated leader
behaviors on a scale ranging from masculine to feminine. Consideration
behaviors were perceived to be feminine, whereas structuring behaviors were
perceived to be masculine.

Thus, consideration, leading democratically, and being interpersonally
oriented are often referred to as feminine leadership styles, whereas being
instrumental, task oriented, and autocratic are considered masculine leader-
ship styles (Eagly & Johannesen-Schmidt, 2001; Eagly & Johnson, 1990;
Gardiner & Tiggemann, 1999; Klenke, 1996).

The meta-analysis carried out by Eagly and Johnson (1990) on gender
differences in these styles revealed that women led with more democratic and
participative styles than men. However, men were more autocratic or direc-
tive than women. It was also found that women were slightly more relation-
ship oriented than men and that there were no differences in task-oriented
styles. Yet, these last findings were moderated by the type of study performed
(laboratory, assessment, and organizational studies). Thus, in the organiza-
tional studies—with real leaders—there were no differences between men and
women. In the other two types of studies, where the participants did not have
leadership roles, the differences were greater and gender stereotyped. In the
autocratic and democratic styles, the differences remained consistent in all
three types of studies.

Transformational, Transactional, and Laissez-Faire Styles

In recent decades, research has drawn attention to gender differences in
transformational and transactional leadership. As Eagly and Johannesen-
Schmidt (2001, p. 787) indicate, transformational leadership contains “com-
munal” aspects, especially the individualized consideration factor, which
makes it a style more related to women. Van Engen, van der Leeden, and
Willemsen (2001) also point out that transformational leadership can be
considered a “feminine” style due to the emphasis that this type of leadership
places on intellectual stimulation of the leader and the individualized consid-
eration given to subordinates (characteristics related to the stereotypical
attributes of women). They add that “many authors refer explicitly to this
style as a feminine leadership style” (p. 583).

Until the publication of Eagly et al.’s (2003) meta-analysis, there were
inconsistent and contradictory findings about these styles. Their results
showed that women are more transformational and are more committed to
contingent reward behavior (a transactional leadership component) than
men. Male leaders display a behavior representing passive leadership styles
more often than women: management by exception (active and passive) and
laissez-faire. These differences were small, but Eagly et al. point out that they
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prevailed in the overall meta-analysis as well as in auxiliary analyses. They
also argue that small effects in methodological terms can have practical
importance in natural settings. Examination of the study characteristics as
moderators of the female advantage in transformational leadership yielded
relatively few significant models. It is important to mention the relatively
large sex difference in female management in educational and miscellaneous
other organizations (health care, sports). According to Eagly et al., this result
may reflect differences in organizational culture with some types of organi-
zations providing a more congenial context for women’s display of trans-
formational leadership.

Subsequently, van Engen and Willemsen (2004) carried out another meta-
analysis—with the studies published between 1987 and 2000—concerning
gender differences in all leadership styles. Their findings confirm that women
tend to use democratic and transformational leadership styles to a greater
extent than men. They did not find any gender differences in the rest of the
styles. The meta-analysis also reveals that context (both the type of organiza-
tion and the work setting) is a moderator of sexual leadership style differences.

Summarizing, the meta-analytical results (Eagly et al., 2003; Eagly &
Johnson, 1990; van Engen & Willemsen, 2004) show that women adopt
democratic and transformational leadership styles to a greater extent than
men. Men adopt autocratic and passive leadership styles (management by
exception and laissez-faire) more frequently than women. These and other
meta-analyses (Eagly, Karau, & Makhijani, 1995; Eagly, Makhijani, &
Klonsky, 1992) also reveal the existence of variables that moderate these
results.

The Present Research

The general purpose of this study is to clarify the debate on leadership
styles, gender, and organizational outcome variables related to the scarce
female presence in managerial positions. The study explores the differences
between men and women’s leadership styles, the effects of these styles on
organizational outcome variables (effectiveness, satisfaction, and extra
effort), as well as the influence of some organizational/contextual variables
on the results (e.g., size and type of organization, sex typification of the
main activity of the organization, numerically male- or female-dominated
organizations).

Thus, we attempt to overcome some of the limitations detected in previ-
ous studies and to accomplish four goals:

1. To investigate gender differences in the main leadership styles
studied from psychosocial and organizational approaches (auto-
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cratic vs. democratic, task- and relationship-oriented, transforma-
tional, transactional, and laissez-faire) to avoid misunderstanding
from conclusions based on partial studies with different styles (see
comments about this in Eagly & Johnson, 1990).

2. To consider the influence of important organizational/contextual
variables on these results (e.g., type of activity, numerical predomi-
nance of persons of one or the other sex), because the review of the
literature clearly reveals their influence (see, e.g., the meta-analyses
of Eagly et al., 2003, and van Engen & Willemsen, 2004).

3. To verify the existence of gender bias, based upon the meta-analysis
carried out by Eagly et al. (1992, 1995), and the role congruity
theory (Eagly & Karau, 2002), which showed that male evaluators
rated female leaders less favorably than the counterpart male
leaders, whereas female evaluators did not display gender bias.

4. To measure both self-rating and subordinate rating of leadership
style. It is important because of the tendency to self-rate favorably
pointed out by Bass (1990). Furthermore, as many authors have
indicated (Carless, 1998; Eagly & Johnson, 1990; Korabik, Baril, &
Watson, 1993; Lewis & Fagenson-Eland, 1998), self-report mea-
surements tend to be more stereotyped than assessments made by
others. In addition, a few studies have included both leader and
subordinate gender as variables (Ayman, Korabik, & Morris, 2009;
Bass, Avolio, & Atwater, 1996; Druskat, 1994; Komives, 1991a,
1991b; Maher, 1997).

According to the reviewed literature, our major prediction is that female
leaders would be evaluated as more democratic, relationship oriented, and
transformational than male leaders. In turn, male leaders would be evaluated
as adopting more autocratic, task-oriented, transactional, and passive leader-
ship styles than female leaders. More specifically, we predict that the gender
of the subordinates and other contextual and organizational variables will
moderate these results. Beyond these general predictions, our purposes are
primarily descriptive and exploratory. Rather than set forth a series of specu-
lative hypotheses, we prefer to present our study and to discuss and interpret
our findings.

Method

Participants

Description of the Organizations. To avoid the results being due to a
leadership style specific to the type of organization, we selected the work
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teams according to the following criteria: activities developed by the organi-
zations and whether these organizations were “numerically male-dominated,
female-dominated, or gender-balanced.” We also tried to use approximately
the same number of male and female leaders and to have the teams comprise
at least four persons in addition to the leader.

The sample comprises a total of 226 participants belonging to 35 work
teams (9 educational organizations, 4 health care organizations, 5 private
bureaucratic organizations, 11 public bureaucratic organizations, 5 produc-
tion organizations, and 1 citizen protection firm2). Of the work teams, 23
(65.7%) correspond to public organizations and 12 (34.3%) to private ones.
The organizations were small—fewer than 20 persons (8; 22.9%), medium—
from 21 to 300 persons (14; 40%), and large—over 300 persons (13; 37.1%).

Description of the Leaders. The sample included 16 men (45.7%), with
an average age of 42.69 (SD = 6.6), and 19 women (54.3%), with an average
age of 41.67 (SD = 10.32). About 62% of the leaders considered to develop
mid-level management (40% men vs. 78% women) and 38% high-level
management (60% men vs. 21.1% women). The average time in their respec-
tive organizations was 15.75 years (SD = 7.62) for men and 13.76 years
(SD = 9.04) for women. The men had also held management positions for a
longer time than the women (M = 10.56, SD = 5.95 and M = 8.19, SD = 5.58
for men and women, respectively). The average number of subordinates was
16.73 in the case of men and 48.12 for women, although there is great
variability in this regard (SD = 12.79 and SD = 17.64, respectively). The
majority of the participants had a university degree (40% diplomas and 31%
bachelor’s degrees) and 20% of the leaders had completed secondary educa-
tion (high school or vocational training).

Description of the Subordinates. A total of 191 people in subordinate
positions participated, 69 were men (36.1%) and 118 were women (61.8%),3

with an average age of 35 years in both cases (SD = 6.65 and SD = 7.89,
respectively). The average time they had been working under the person to be
evaluated was 4 years in both cases (SD = 4.14 and SD = 3.89 for men and
women, respectively).

Procedure

Before the final study was carried out, we administered the instrument to
four work teams with characteristics similar to those of the people who would

2This type of organization was selected because it was exclusively male dominated, although
it does not meet the criterion for including it in any of the above classifications.

3Four participants did not indicate their sex (2.1%).
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subsequently respond to the questionnaire. We asked the participants to
indicate any doubts or problems that arose during its completion. The final
version of the instrument was based on these suggestions and comments.

Once the conditions for selecting the sample had been established, we
contacted directly several persons in different organizations. In some cases
we had to request official permits in order to perform the study. We con-
tacted the leader and his/her subordinates, explained our goals to them, and
provided instructions on how to complete the questionnaires. We told them
that the information they were going to gather would remain confidential,
and demonstrated this by having the questionnaires submitted inside an
envelope. Later on, we asked the contact person or the leader himself/
herself for relevant information about the organization (see the section on
Measures) and we negotiated 2–3 weeks’ time for picking up the completed
questionnaires.

In all cases, the questionnaires were self-administered, and took an
average of 30–45 minutes to fill out. Not all the contacted members of the
work teams completed the questionnaires, nor were all the organizations we
first contacted willing to let us carry out the study. We contacted 49 work
teams of which 35 replied, a response rate of 71%. Thus, it took 7 months to
collect the data in this study.

Measures

We designed two types of questionnaires. The first one was filled out
by the leaders (Version L), and the second one was completed by the subor-
dinates (Version S). The following instruments were used to measure the
variables:

Leadership Styles. The autocratic vs. democratic and task- and
relationship-oriented styles were measured using 20 items, 5 items per leader-
ship style (see Appendix A). The items to evaluate autocratic and democratic
styles were selected from classic (Lewin, 1939/1964; White & Lippitt, 1960)
and contemporary definitions (Eagly & Johnson, 1990; Luthar, 1996) in the
literature. The items to evaluate task- and relationship-oriented styles were
based on Yukl’s (1999) definitions. Concretely, we selected the five items with
the highest eigenvalues in the factor analysis obtained in his study (see
Cuadrado, 2002, for a detailed description of the selection procedure for
these items.)

To measure transformational, transactional, and laissez-faire styles,
we used the MLQ-5R (Bass & Avolio, 1990). The Spanish version of
the questionnaire, demonstrating good psychometric properties, was first
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validated by Molero (1994) and has been used in several studies in Spain
(Molero et al., 2007; Molero, Recio, & Cuadrado, 2010).

In Version L of the questionnaire, the participants were requested to
indicate the frequency with which their management style was described in
the items; in Version S, the subordinates were requested to say how often
their superior behaved like the descriptions in the items. In all cases, the
response scale varied from 1 (never) to 5 (almost always).

Leaders’ Effectiveness. Following Bass and Avolio (1990), four questions
related to the leader’s effectiveness were posed, using a 5-point scale (1 = not
at all effective; 5 = extremely effective). The three first items of Version L
measured how effective the leader perceived himself/herself to be in different
situations (“when representing your group to higher authority,” “when ful-
filling the job-related needs of supervising,” and “when meeting the organi-
zation’s needs or goals”), and in Version S, how effective the subordinate
perceived his/her superior to be in those same situations. The fourth item
measured the degree of general effectiveness perceived by the leader or the
subordinates in their corresponding unit or department.

Subordinates’ Extra Effort. This 3-item scale was embedded in the MLQ
and answered with the same 5-point scale. It included the following items
(Form S): “He/She gets me to do more than I thought I could,” “He/She
motivates us to do more than we thought we could,” and “He/She raises our
motivation to succeed.”

Subordinates and Leaders’ Satisfaction. There was one question about
subordinates’ satisfaction (Version S) or leaders’ satisfaction (Version L):
“How satisfied are you with the leadership methods used by your manager to
get your group’s job done?” (Version S), which was rated on a 5-point scale
(1 = very dissatisfied; 5 = very satisfied). Another item included in Version L
measured the leader’s perception of “Subordinates’ satisfaction with the way
he/she manages them” (1 = very dissatisfied; 5 = very satisfied).

Sociodemographic and Organizational/Contextual Variables. Sociodemo-
graphic questions included in both questionnaires are age, sex, marital status,
number of children, and type and level of education. Organizational questions
included in Version L were position held, time with current employer and in
managerial positions, number of hours worked per week, and number of
persons under their supervision. In Version S, questions related to the orga-
nization were time with the current employer and time working with the
superior who was evaluated, number of persons in his/her department or unit,
and number of hours worked per week. Furthermore, for each one of the
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groups that participated in the study, we filled out a sheet regarding several
organizational aspects the groups belonged to (type of organization, whether
public or private, size, main activity developed by the company, and gender-
typed activity—male, female, or neutral—and number of men and women in
the organization, both in positions of responsibility and as subordinates).

Data Analysis

Several factor and reliability analyses were conducted with the items used
to measure each leadership style. The factor analyses for leadership styles
were performed on the subordinates’ sample. We did this for three main
reasons: (a) as there were two different types of evaluation (that is, evaluation
of subordinates vs. self-evaluation by leaders), the whole sample could not be
included; (b) it is possible to obtain the leaders’ self-ratings and the ratings by
their subordinates in the same factors; and (c) when comparing the number of
leaders participating (n = 35) with the number of items used (e.g., 70 for the
MLQ), factor analysis would not have sufficient statistical guarantees.

In order to study the possible differences in the leadership styles of male
and female leaders as well as effectiveness, extra effort, and satisfaction, both
from their point of view and from the point of view of their subordinates,
Student’s t tests were performed. Lastly, several analyses of variance
(ANOVAs) were carried out to study the influence of sociodemographic and
organizational/contextual variables on the leadership styles adopted by men
and women (from their point of view and from that of their subordinates).

Results

Factor Structure and Estimated Reliability of the Items to Measure
Leadership Styles

Table 1 shows the results of the factor analysis (number of items and
percentage of variance of each factor) and Cronbach’s alpha reliability coef-
ficients. As observed, the autocratic factor was made up of four items.4

Although the alpha value for the autocratic factor was lower than for the
democratic style, all of the items that comprise it were highly correlated with
the total scale (r = .68, p < .001). The factor analysis performed with the ten
items of task- and relationship-oriented styles confirmed the existence of two
factors that explained 66% of the variance.

4All the items were included in this style except for “I refuse to allow group members to
participate in decision making,” which did not load on this factor.
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The factor analysis performed with the MLQ was forced to seven factors,
which was the number in the original factor structure obtained by the authors
of the questionnaire. One of the factors obtained was deleted due to its low
reliability, leaving six interpretable factors that conjointly explain 56.5% of
the variance: transformational, charisma (trust and respect), contingent
reward I (reinforcing), contingent reward II (negotiating), management by
exception, and laissez-faire. In general, the factor structure in this study is
relatively similar to the one obtained by Bass and Avolio (1990): A clear
distinction was observed between transformational leadership, transactional
leadership, and laissez-faire. In this case, all the transformational leadership
factors in the original structure were clustered together (as in Molero, 1994;
and in Molero et al., 2010), except for some items regarding charisma that
saturated on a differentiated factor (trust and respect). The factor contingent
reward was divided into two: reinforcing leadership and negotiating leader-
ship. This division, found in the studies by Cuadrado and Molero (2002) and
Molero (1994), seems to indicate that, in Spanish samples, there is a more
detailed and differentiated perception of the typical behaviors contained in
this factor. Lastly, and in consonance with the original structure, there was
one factor related to management by exception and another one related to
laissez-faire.

The reliability of some factors was very good (.90 or higher for three of
them) and adequate in general, as even in the factors that had a lower
Cronbach’s alpha, such as management by exception or laissez-faire, the
correlations between the items and the total factor were high (management
by exception: r = .60, p < .001; laissez-faire: r = .67, p < .001). These values
are similar to those found by Bass and Avolio (1990) with a sample of 1,006
subordinates: higher reliabilities for transformational factors and contingent
reward (from .84 to .90; in our study, from .77 to .97) and lower reliabilities
for management by exception and laissez-faire, as also occurs in other studies
(e.g., Molero, 1994). In view of these considerations, the factors obtained in
this study are those used in subsequent analyses.

The Leadership Styles of Men and Women

Self-Rating by Leaders.5 The scores that male and female leaders assigned
themselves in the different styles included in this work are shown in Table 2.
No statistically significant differences were found in self-rating by male and

5Both the opinions of subordinates and leaders’ self-ratings are usually used to determine
the leadership style of leaders. Although the subordinates’ opinions are more reliable and not
as biased (Bass, 1990, p. 889; Bass & Avolio, 1990, p. 21), it is also important to determine the
leaders’ own opinions of the way they manage, because it enables us to know whether men and
women differ in their perceptions of their leadership styles.
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female leaders in any of the factors or styles measured. Leaders of both
sexes believed their behavior was more typical of democratic than autocratic
leadership, t(33) = 4.92, p < .001, and of the relationship-oriented more than
the task-oriented style (M = 4.40 and M = 4.17, respectively, t(33) = 2.36,
p < .05). The MLQ factor scores that leaders assign themselves showed that,
regardless of their sex, they considered their behavior sufficiently reinforcing,
charismatic, transformational, and frequently typical of management by
exception (in all cases, the mean scores exceeded the theoretical middle point
of the scale, p < .001). The lowest scores that male and female leaders
assigned themselves were for laissez-faire (the only one in which male and
female leaders gave themselves significantly less points than the theoretical
mean of the scale, p = .05) and negotiating leadership. Below, the evaluation
by subordinates is presented.

Evaluation by Subordinates. The scores that male and female subordi-
nates assigned to the leaders in the leadership styles are shown in Table 3. In
the subordinates’ opinions, the behaviors of female leaders were more often
typical of autocratic leadership than were men’s behaviors (M = 2.87 and
M = 2.64 for women and men, respectively, t(184) = 1.94, p = .05). Further-
more, this was significant only when the ratings were made by male

Table 2

Descriptive Statistics of Leaders’ Self-Evaluation of the Leadership Styles

Leadership factors

Female leaders Male leaders

Mean SD Mean SD

Autocratic 3.08 .60 2.72 .79
Democratic 3.70 .58 4.06 .66
Task oriented 4.11 .61 4.25 .46
Relationship oriented 4.38 .38 4.38 .47
Transformational 3.73 .33 3.79 .36
Charisma 3.78 .64 3.92 .62
Reinforcing 3.89 .57 3.92 .60
Negotiating 2.78 .86 3.05 .60
Management by exception 3.74 .52 3.55 .67
Laissez-faire 2.61 .70 2.92 .78

Note. Scores could range from 1 (never) to 5 (almost always).
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subordinates (M = 3.06 and M = 2.55 for female and male leaders, respec-
tively, t(61.53) = 2.67, p < .05). Also, coinciding with the leaders’ perceptions,
regardless of sex, subordinates evaluated their superiors as adopting the
democratic leadership style more frequently than the autocratic style
(M = 3.59 and M = 2.76, respectively, t(173) = 8.06, p < .001). Therefore,
although the behavior of the autocratic style was not adopted too frequently
(the mean scores were below the theoretical mean for the scale), women were
evaluated as more autocratic than men due to the male subordinates’ evalu-
ations. With regard to task- and relationship-oriented styles, no statistically
significant differences were found between the evaluations made for male
and female leaders, either in general or depending on the subordinate’s sex.
Furthermore, the subordinates believed that the leaders’ behaviors were
highly representative of both styles. In all cases, the scores widely exceeded
the theoretical middle point of the scale ( p < .001).

With regard to the styles measured with the MLQ, the leaders in the study
were rated by their subordinates as quite transformational and, above all,

Table 3

Descriptive Statistics of Evaluation by Subordinates of the Leadership Styles

Factors
Subordinates’

sexa

Female
leaders

Male
leaders

Mean SD Mean SD

Autocratic Male 3.06 .69 2.55 .86
Female 2.80 .90 2.64 .69

Democratic 3.56 .99 3.60 .92
Task oriented 3.68 .80 3.67 .93
Relationship oriented 3.74 1.00 3.67 1.05
Transformational 3.30 .74 3.30 .91
Charisma 3.98 1.02 3.85 1.06
Reinforcing 3.54 .98 3.36 .97
Negotiating Male 2.82 .89 2.61 .78

Female 2.72 .75 2.20 .78
Management by exception 3.78 .64 3.76 .66
Laissez-faire 3.08 .75 2.96 .96

Note. Scores could range from 1 (never) to 5 (almost always). aOnly shown when the
subordinates’ sex produces statistically significant differences.

GENDER DIFFERENCES IN LEADERSHIP STYLES 3097



charismatic. Furthermore, male and female leaders received similar evalua-
tions in these styles, both by male and female subordinates. These results
indicate that, in the subordinates’ opinions, there was “good leadership” in the
work teams that comprise our sample. Concerning transactional leadership,
the subordinates considered that management by exception was the leadership
style more frequently adopted by their leaders, regardless of their sex, followed
by reinforcing leadership, and negotiating leadership, which was considered
the leaders’ least frequent leadership style (in contrast to the other factors, all
the scores for this factor were below the theoretical middle point of the scale).
This last factor (negotiating leadership) was the only one in which there
were statistically significant differences between the evaluations for male
and female leaders. The ANOVA of this style resulted in a leader’s sex effect,
F(1, 149) = 7.46, p < .01, h2 = .04, along with a subordinate’s sex effect,
F(1, 149) = 3.81, p = .05, h2 = .02. Thus, in general, female leaders were rated
by their subordinates as more frequently displaying a behavior typical of this
style than did men (M = 2.75 vs. M = 2.42 for women and men, respectively,
t(149) = 2.59, p < .01), and particularly when they were evaluated by women
(M = 2.72 vs. M = 2.20 for female and male leaders, respectively, p < .01).
Furthermore, male subordinates evaluated their male superiors as more nego-
tiating than did the female subordinates (M = 2.61 vs. M = 2.20, t(70) = 2.20,
p < .05). Finally, the results show that, according to their subordinates, male
and female leaders display the same degree of laissez-faire behavior, with
scores around the middle point of the scale.

To summarize the findings for the different leadership styles, subordinates
definitely believed that, in general, men and women do not differ in the way
they manage. The only differences found were in the styles that leaders adopt
less frequently, that is autocratic and negotiating leadership. In both cases,
subordinates believed that female leaders adopt a behavior that is typical of
these styles more often than their male counterparts, and the ratings by male
and female subordinates were different in these cases.

Effectiveness and Extra Effort

A common approach in determining which leadership styles are the
“best” or “good” is to determine their relationships with different organiza-
tional outcome variables. Usually, their relationship is studied in terms of the
effectiveness of the leader and of the managed team, and team member
satisfaction (the more effectiveness and satisfaction, the “better” the style). In
our study, another variable was included to provide information on how
“appropriate” a particular leadership style is: the extra effort (inserted in the
MLQ) that is achieved from subordinates (positive relationship expected
with the “best” leadership style).
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Concerning effectiveness, the items that measure this variable are clus-
tered, giving rise to a new variable that we call “overall perceived effective-
ness” (a = .69 in the sample of leaders and a = .87 in the subordinates). The
three items that measure “extra effort” have reliability coefficients of .65 in
the sample of leaders and of .88 in the sample of subordinates.

Leaders’ Self-Evaluation. As shown in Table 4, the scores that male and
female leaders assigned themselves in effectiveness are practically identical:
Both considered themselves rather effective in carrying out their functions
(in all cases, the scores exceeded the theoretical middle point of the scale,
p < .001). Something similar occurred with the variable extra effort: The
leaders of both sexes believed they were able to motivate their subordinates to
work beyond their expectations.

Evaluation by Subordinates. As shown in Table 4, in general, subordi-
nates also considered the male and female leaders rather effective in

Table 4

Descriptive Statistics of Leaders’ Self-Evaluations and Evaluation by
Subordinates of the Effectiveness and “Extra Effort”

Leaders’ self-evaluations

Female leaders Male leaders

Mean SD Mean SD

I represent group 4.17 .71 4.19 .54
I meet needs 3.67 .59 3.60 .74
I meet goals 3.89 .76 4.07 .46
Effectiveness of department 4.00 .69 4.07 .26
Total: overall perceived effectiveness 3.93 .51 3.97 .35
Extra effort 3.90 .59 3.57 .63
Subordinates’ evaluations

Represents group 4.08 .99 3.95 .97
Meets needs (satisfaction of needs) 3.79 .96 3.43 1.13
Meets goals 4.12 .91 3.92 .90
Effectiveness of department 4.00 .94 3.94 .82
Extra effort 3.13 1.12 3.08 1.05

Note. Scores could range from 1 (not effective) to 5 (very effective) in all the cases,
except for extra effort, which could range from 1 (never) to 5 (almost always).
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carrying out their functions. However, statistically significant differences
were observed between them with regard to satisfaction with work require-
ments of the team members, whereby, according to their subordinates,
female leaders met these requirements better than did the males (M = 3.79
and M = 3.43, t(169.25) = 2.26, p < .05). Moreover, the analyses performed
showed that neither male nor female subordinates considered the leaders of
either sex more effective in the effectiveness measured by the first three
items, but female subordinates had a better opinion of the effectiveness of
the department managed by female than did the male subordinates
(M = 4.12 and M = 3.64, t(97) = 2.27, p < .05).

To determine the rating difference by male and female subordinates
concerning the “overall perceived effectiveness” by the leaders of different
sex, we analyzed this variable based on the sex of the leader and of the
subordinates. The results showed that there were no statistically significant
differences (male subordinates: t(65) = -.04, p = .97; female subordinates:
t(112) = 1.44, p = .15).

As shown in Table 4, the variable extra effort had the lowest scores
(around the theoretical middle point of the scale) and the highest standard
deviations, indicating that, in contrast to the results in the sample of leaders,
the subordinates did not think that their superiors motivated them to work
beyond their own expectations. There were no statistically significant differ-
ences in this variable either as a function of the sex of the leader or of the
subordinate.

Satisfaction

Leaders’ Self-Evaluation. Male and female leaders scored similarly
in satisfaction with their own leadership methods (M = 3.26, SD = .45
and M = 3.69, SD = .87, respectively, for male and female leaders,
t(21.63) = -1.76, p = .09), and also in their subordinates’ perceived satisfac-
tion with the way they managed (M = 3.67, SD = .59 vs. M = 3.81, SD = .66,
t(32) = -.68, p = .50).

Evaluation by Subordinates. Subordinates’ satisfaction with leadership
methods of their male and female supervisors was similar both in general
(M = 3.50, SD = 1.04 vs. M = 3.28, SD = 1.15, t(189) = 1.38, p = .17) and
when considering the subordinate’s sex.

Sociodemographic and Organizational/Contextual Variables

The results concerning the influence of the many sociodemographic and
organizational/contextual variables included in this study (see the section on
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Measures) on the leadership styles adopted by men and women far exceed the
scope of this paper. However, we briefly present the most outstanding find-
ings in this respect (for a detailed analysis, see Cuadrado, 2002). In general,
the most influential variable is the size of the organization (small, medium, or
large). In the opinion of the subordinates, the largest differences in leadership
styles between male and female leaders are found in small companies, where,
in all cases, women scored significantly higher than men in autocratic
(M = 3.28 vs. M = 2.41, F(2, 182) = 5.25, p < .01), task-oriented (M = 3.85
vs. M = 3.00, F(2, 179) = 3.61, p < .03), relationship-oriented (M = 3.99 vs.
M = 3.19, F(2, 177) = 3.85, p < .03), transformational (M = 3.52 vs. M = 2.66,
F(2, 146) = 3.60, p < .03), reinforcing (M = 3.88 vs. M = 2.88, F(2, 172) =
4.97, p < .01), and negotiating (M = 3.17 vs. M = 2.42, F(2, 148) = 4.07,
p < .02) styles.

Classifying the organizations in the study according to gender criteria
provided interesting results. Specifically, they were classified according to
their activity (“male sex-typed,” “female sex-typed,” or “gender-balanced”)
and the percentage of men and women in managerial positions in each of them
(“numerically male-dominated” or “numerically female-dominated”). Thus,
based on the literature (Bass, 1990; Gardiner & Tiggemann, 1999), we con-
sidered “male sex-typed organizations” to be those that were involved in
activities traditionally carried out by men (e.g., construction, transportation,
finance, etc.), and “typically female” to be those involved in activities tradi-
tionally considered typical of women (e.g., health care, education, social
services, etc.), and “gender-balanced” to be those involved in activities that
are not performed mainly by either sex (e.g., public bureaucracy).

Following the suggestion of Kanter (1977), if women in a particular
organization constitute less than 15% of both the general and management
level workforce, it was deemed to be a “male-dominated organization.”
Similarly, if men constituted less than 15% of both the general and manage-
ment level workforce of a particular organization, it was deemed to be a
“female-dominated organization.” We followed this criterion only on the
managerial level and we concentrated on the results found when considering
both criteria together (for a detailed analysis, see Cuadrado, Navas, &
Molero, 2004).

According to the subordinates (regardless of their sex), male leaders in
“numerically male-dominated” organizations and in “male sex-typed” activi-
ties adopted the following leadership styles less frequently than did female
leaders in “numerically female-dominated” organizations and in “typically
female” activities: democratic (M = 3.51 vs. M = 4.01, t(41.45) = -2.30,
p < .05), reinforcing (M = 3.08 vs. M = 3.72, t(50) = -2.55, p < .05), and man-
agement by exception (M = 3.43 vs. M = 3.88, t(53) = -2.58, p < .05). These
differences were not detected in the leaders’ self-evaluations.
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Discussion and Conclusions

The results show that, in general, male and female leaders who partici-
pated in the study perform leadership in similar ways. Thus, in leaders’
self-evaluations, there are no statistically significant differences between men
and women in any of the leadership styles. Likewise, in the subordinates’
ratings, significant differences were only found in two of the styles analyzed:
autocratic and negotiating leadership.

With regard to the autocratic leadership, we observed that male subordi-
nates rated female leaders as adopting the autocratic leadership style signifi-
cantly more often than male leaders. This result is contrary to our prediction
and to those found in the literature (Eagly & Johnson, 1990; van Engen &
Willemsen, 2004), where female leaders are evaluated as being more demo-
cratic than men, and in turn, men are more autocratic than women. It is also
contrary to traditional gender stereotypes and the expectations for women as
being more docile and, consequently, less assertive than men. Female leaders
who participated in our study adopted (according to their subordinates) a
style more in accordance with the traditional role of the leader—male
stereotyped—more frequently than did their male counterparts, perhaps in
an attempt to gain the respect of their subordinates, mainly men, who may
still find it “strange” that their superior is a woman. Nevertheless, male
subordinates may also perceive the same behavior displayed by a woman as
much more autocratic than if it is displayed by a man, from whom they
expect management. In any case, these results are in line with the phenom-
enon “think manager-think male” verified in various studies in different coun-
tries (see Bosak & Sczesny, 2008; Schein, 2001; Sczesny, 2003).

The absence of differences between male and female leaders in both types
of evaluation (leaders’ self-ratings and ratings by subordinates) in task- and
relationship-oriented styles confirms the results found in the meta-analyses
performed on this issue (Eagly & Johnson, 1990; van Engen & Willemsen,
2004), but it does not match the traditional gender stereotypes suggesting
that women are more relationship oriented and less task oriented (Ashmore,
Del Boca, & Wohlers, 1986; Eagly & Johnson, 1990; Eagly & Steffen, 1984).
Both male and female leaders who participated in our study grant the same
importance to task-related aspects as to aspects that create a working envi-
ronment in which good relations among the team members predominate.

Lastly, evaluation both by leaders and subordinates shows that male and
female leaders adopt a typical behavior of the transformational and transac-
tional leadership styles with similar frequency. This confirms the results
of some studies in which men and women do not differ in the frequency
with which they adopt these styles (Komives, 1991a, 1991b; Maher, 1997;
van Engen et al., 2001), but it does not coincide with the results of the
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meta-analyses about this issue (Eagly et al., 2003; van Engen & Willemsen,
2004), in which, along general lines, female leaders are evaluated as more
transformational than their male colleagues. However, women are evaluated
by their subordinates as displaying a behavior that is significantly more
typical of negotiating leadership (a style adopted infrequently in our study)
than do male leaders. Specifically, women perceive their female superiors as
significantly more negotiating than men, and furthermore, they consider
male leaders significantly less negotiating than male subordinates do. These
results, taken together, suggest that male and female leaders perceive that
they negotiate to the same extent with their male subordinates, but the female
subordinates perceive that female leaders negotiate with them more often
than do male leaders.

To summarize our findings, the only statistically significant sex differences
between leaders are observed in the evaluation by subordinates. Thus, female
leaders are rated as more autocratic and negotiating than their male col-
leagues. This finding may be a contradiction, which could be explained on the
basis of the subordinates’ sex (men in the first case, and women in the second
one).

That female leaders (in their subordinates’ opinions) adopt more fre-
quently than their male counterparts the leadership styles most related to
power—which is traditionally male—may be due to their need to achieve
success in their organizations. That is, just as reported in numerous other
studies (Druskat, 1994; Eagly et al., 1992; Rosener, 1990), women who
occupy positions of leadership in “traditional” organizations (such as those
included in this study) may conform to male norms and stereotypes that have
traditionally dominated in these positions in order to avoid being perceived
as inadequate to the role of a leader (García-Retamero & López-Zafra, 2006,
2009). Men, however, manage as they see fit. Women may also need to
reaffirm their power more than men do and, therefore, they employ tradi-
tionally male styles more often than their male counterparts. In any case,
these results are not in harmony with the predictions that are derived from
the role congruity theory of prejudice toward female leaders (Eagly & Karau,
2002), according to which women would avoid the use of typically male styles
more frequently than men.

According to Eagly and Johnson (1990), men and women may not differ
in their leadership styles because they are presumably subjected to similar
selection criteria, or because organizational socialization matches their styles.
That is, everyone who holds these positions has a series of characteristics that
lead them to adopt similar leadership styles, or the fact that they hold these
positions in a certain organization matches their styles. These could be the
reasons that justify a good part of the results obtained in our study. In the
second place, Eagly and Johnson (1990) explain that women’s adaptation to
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male leadership models prevailing in organizations cancels out the differences
between men and women. In our case, it is possible that this argument caused
the opposite effect: The adoption by women of more stereotypically mascu-
line styles could explain the only differences found in autocratic and negoti-
ating leadership styles.

In general, the male and female leaders who participated in this study
seemed to be quite effective in carrying out their functions, both from their
own point of view and from that of their subordinates. With regard to gender
differences in this variable, male and female leaders evaluate themselves
similarly, but their subordinates find that female leaders are significantly
more effective than men in satisfying the needs of the team members, which
is consistent with the traditional female role (women are more “concerned
with others”). Furthermore, female subordinates, in comparison to their
fellow male workers, consider that departments managed by women are
significantly more effective. These results contradict, to some extent, Eagly
et al.’s (1995) findings in their meta-analysis about gender and effectiveness
of leaders, according to which men consider same-sex leaders to be more
effective, whereas women do not prefer one sex to the other in their evalua-
tion of effectiveness. Our results show an opposite tendency: Female subor-
dinates, but not male subordinates, tend to show in-group bias.

Lastly, the results in regard to satisfaction and extra effort reveal that
there are no differences between male and female leaders in these variables,
either in leaders’ self-evaluation or in evaluation by subordinates.

Therefore, in our study, female leaders were not rated worse than men
when their styles were stereotypically male (e.g., autocratic), nor is there any
biased tendency in male subordinates in favor of leaders of their own sex, as
Eagly et al. (1992) found in their meta-analysis. Possible explanations for this
finding may be that whereas the in-group bias in men may have been alive
and well in 1992, society has evolved in many ways since then, and perhaps
men now accept women as leaders. Along this line, as we have observed,
some of our results question the existence of this in-group bias in men, having
found the opposite tendency. That is, there appears to be an effect of “gender
solidarity” among the women in our study that may be a product of gender
(the situation of women as a group dominated rather than dominating leads
them to define themselves, and to be defined in relation to the opposite sex
and to favor persons of their own sex), status (the greater “gender solidarity”
is due to positions with lower status in organizations than they normally
hold), or as a reflection of common processes under which the above vari-
ables and others exert their effects (see Fajak & Haslam, 1998).

Ultimately, it seems that women in small companies develop certain
leadership styles more often than men, perhaps because they feel they are
freer to carry out their roles in the way they deem best. But when both the
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gender criteria are used to classify the organizations in the study (“type of
activity developed by the organization” and “numerical male- or female-
domination in managerial positions”), it may be observed that the congru-
ence between the leader’s sex (female), the type of organization (feminine),
and the numerical predominance in managerial positions (women) produces
a stronger adoption of leadership styles congruent with feminine stereotypes
(“democratic” and “reinforcing”). This result supports those defending a
relationship between the type of organization and a leadership style more
“typical” of women (Druskat, 1994; Eagly et al., 2003; Eagly & Johnson,
1990; Gardiner & Tiggemann, 1999; Rosener, 1990; van Engen et al.,
2001), as well as the role congruity theory of prejudice toward female leaders
(Eagly & Karau, 2002). However, in none of these studies did women adopt
a more passive style of leadership than men, as observed in our work with
respect to management by exception.

The implications of these results are clear. When female leaders work in
contexts in which women predominate in managerial positions (that is, in
decision making), and whose main activity is considered female sex typed,
they show a more congruent style with the feminine stereotype. These con-
texts may correspond to the ones that Druskat (1994) calls “non-traditional”
or to those that Rosener (1990) refers to as “flexible,” in which a “natural”
style, typical of women, may appear in management. Therefore, here is where
women will not experience any conflict between the performance of their role
as a leader and the expectations associated with their sex, defended by the
role congruity theory of prejudice toward female leaders (Eagly & Karau,
2002). However, in the present study, we do not include “non-traditional”
organizations, so we cannot confirm these statements. Other limitations of
our study are the unequal distribution of the work teams as a function of the
activity they perform (e.g., educational, health care, production), as well as
the reduced number of leaders in the sample. Future research should examine
the leadership styles of men and women in the attempt to overcome these
limitations.

In view of our results, it is difficult to explain women’s underrepresenta-
tion in managerial positions just because their leadership style is clearly
different from men’s (the differences are found in 2 out of 10 styles or
factors measured). Nor could we explain it by supposedly lower levels of
satisfaction, effectiveness, and extra effort achieved by female leaders from
their subordinates.

It seems, nevertheless, that the organizational context may be one of the
factors that impede access of women to positions of management insofar as
a rather large number of organizations still promote certain leadership styles
(generally male). Eagly and Karau (2002) point out the prejudice toward
female leaders as coming from the incongruence between the predominantly
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“communal” qualities that perceivers associate with women and the pre-
dominantly “agentic” attributes that are supposed to be necessary to be
successful as a leader. Therefore, this pattern of findings is consistent with the
results obtained in other English language studies, and it suggests general
cross-cultural patterns. It remains to be seen whether this generality, as well
as other results found in this study that are not in accordance with the
literature, extends to nations and cultures more dissimilar than Spain and
Anglo-American countries and cultures.

From this viewpoint, “appropriate” leadership positions for women
would be limited to organizations involved in traditionally feminine activities
and/or contexts in which there is a predominance of women in managerial
positions. It seems obvious that there are few organizations that can meet
both criteria.

However, and partly due to the difficulties they must face, some women
develop a process of self-exclusion when trying to gain access to managerial
positions, as they are not willing to break the stereotype and the traditional
female expectations and deal with the personal and social difficulties encoun-
tered in such professional advancement. This phenomenon has recently been
labeled the labyrinth metaphor (Eagly & Carli, 2007), in reference to the sum
of many obstacles along the way faced by women.

The solution, as pointed out by Eagly and Karau (2002; see also Eagly,
2003, 2007; Eagly & Carli, 2007), would entail a change in gender roles, in
those of leadership, or in both. Joining the optimistic viewpoint of these
authors, changes in the organizational settings and valuing of stereotypically
female styles will favor the presence of women in future managerial positions
(see Cuadrado et al., 2008). Doubtless, both men and women can make
significant contributions to organizations, although we must be aware that
the required shifts will not come about as quickly as we would like.
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Appendix A: Items Used to Measure Leadership Styles

Autocratic vs. Democratic Leadership

Autocratic style Democratic style

1. The leader determines all policies
regarding group activities and
procedures (adapted from Lewin,
1939/1964; White & Lippitt,
1960).

1. Policies are a matter of group
decision and discussion with
active encouragement and
assistance by the leader (adapted
from Eagly & Johnson, 1990;
Luthar, 1996).

2. The leader manages the group
with an iron hand (adapted from
White & Lippitt, 1960).

2. The leader encourages group
members’ participation in
decision making (adapted from
Lewin, 1939/1964; White &
Lippitt, 1960).

3. Techniques and activity steps are
communicated by the leader
(adapted from Lewin, 1939/1964;
White & Lippitt, 1960).

3. The leader shares information
with the group (adapted from
Lewin, 1939/1964; White &
Lippitt, 1960).

4. The leader takes responsibility
for assigning the work activities
and the fellow workers of each
group member (adapted from
White & Lippitt, 1960).

4. The leader tries to encourage
group members to make choices
(adapted from Lewin, 1939/1964;
White & Lippitt, 1960).

5. The leader refuses to allow group
members to participate in
decision making (adapted from
Eagly & Johnson, 1990; Luthar,
1996).

5. Everyone is free to work with
whomever he or she chooses, and
the division or responsibility is
left up to the group (adapted
from Lewin, 1939/1964; White &
Lippitt, 1960).
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Task- and Relationship-Oriented Leadership

Task-oriented style Relationship-oriented style

1. Plans in detail how to accomplish
an important task or project.

1. Provides encouragement and
support when you have a difficult
or stressful task.

2. Provides a clear explanation of
your responsibilities with regard
to a task or project.

2. Backs you up and supports you
in a difficult situation.

3. Clearly explains what results are
expected for a task or project.

3. Gives you credit for helpful ideas
and suggestions.

4. Determines what resources are
needed to carry out a project.

4. Consults you to get your
reactions and suggestions before
making a decision that affects
you.

5. Determines how to organize and
coordinate work activities to
avoid delays, duplication of
effort, and wasted resources.

5. Provides opportunities to develop
your skills and show what you
can do.
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