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For decades, understanding of leadership has been largely
based on the results of studies carried out on White men in
the United States. We review major theories and models of
leadership as they pertain to either gender or culture. We
focus on 3 approaches to leadership: trait (including lead-
ership categorization or implicit leadership theory), behav-
ioral (including the two-factor, transformational-transac-
tional leadership, and leader—-member exchange models),
and contingency (i.e., contingency model of leadership
effectiveness and normative decision making). We discuss
how dynamics related to either culture or gender (e.g.,
stereotypes and schemas, ingroup—outgroup interaction,
role expectations, power and status differentials) can have
an important impact on many aspects of leadership.
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Imost two decades have passed since the Ameri-

can Psychologist highlighted the importance of

diversity in leadership (e.g., Hollander & Offer-
mann, 1990; Morrison & Von Glinow, 1990). However,
although interest in the role of diversity in leadership
persists, the nature of the issues has changed since then. For
example, during the 1990s the glass ceiling was a wide-
spread metaphor used to explain why women and ethnocul-
tural minorities often lacked access to leadership roles.
Today, women and ethnocultural minorities still confront
many leadership-related challenges. However, Eagly and
Carli (2007) characterized these as taking the form of a
labyrinth or maze consisting of many barriers that they
must negotiate.

The articles in the recent special issue on leadership in
the American Psychologist (Sternberg, 2007), although rec-
ognizing the contributions of individual men and women
leaders from various cultural backgrounds, were largely
founded on the assumption that leadership and its effec-
tiveness are universal. Although for the most part the
authors acknowledged the general importance of situational
contingencies (Vroom & Jago, 2007; Zaccaro, 2007) and
culture (Avolio, 2007) as contextual circumstances in de-
termining leadership, they presented leadership as a phe-
nomenon that is primarily gender and culture neutral. Thus,
their focus was on the similarities, rather than the differ-
ences, among the situations faced by men and women
leaders and leaders from various cultures and ethnic back-
grounds. Taking this stance, however, fails to acknowledge
that additional factors related to the labyrinth (e.g., stereo-

types and schemas, ingroup—outgroup dynamics, role ex-
pectations, power and status differentials, and differential
attributions made about and rewards given for similar be-
havior) can have an important impact on many aspects of
leadership. Moreover, because these factors privilege those
in majority groups, they can create obstacles that women
and ethnocultural minorities need to overcome if they are to
attain positions of leadership or be successful once they
have done so.

We contend that studying leadership without the spe-
cific inclusion of the role of gender and culture limits the
scope of knowledge in this area. At a practical level, a lack
of attention to these factors and the dynamics that they
produce can create problems (Chin & Sanchez-Hucles,
2007) in the development of the leaders of tomorrow. If
leaders are to be effective in a diverse society, they need to
understand their own preferred style and behaviors and
how these may differ from those preferred by others. Oth-
erwise, their interactions with others are likely to be fraught
with misattributions, misunderstandings, and misinterpre-
tations. At a basic scientific level, failure to include diverse
groups in research limits the validity and generalizability of
findings and the inclusivity of theories. By contrast, cul-
turally inclusive research has many benefits, including ex-
panding on theories, increasing the range of variables,
unconfounding variables, and understanding the context in
which behavior occurs (Triandis & Brislin, 1984).

The purpose of this article is to illustrate why gender
and culture matter in our understanding of leadership. We
first briefly define each concept. We then review the major
mainstream theoretical approaches to the study of leader-
ship, presenting the key findings pertaining to gender and
culture. We acknowledge that gender and culture coexist in
a symbiotic relationship. In addition, we argue that gender
and culture have parallel dynamics in relation to leadership.
However, because in the leadership literature very few
studies have examined their joint effects, we discuss gender
and culture separately.

Roya Ayman, Institute of Psychology, Illinois Institute of Technology;
Karen Korabik, Department of Psychology, University of Guelph,
Guelph, Ontario, Canada.

Correspondence concerning this article should be addressed to Roya
Ayman, Institute of Psychology, Illinois Institute of Technology, 3101
South Dearborn, Life Science Building, Room 252, Chicago, IL 60616.
E-mail: ayman@iit.edu

April 2010 e American Psychologist

© 2010 American Psychological Association 0003-066X/10/$12.00
Vol. 65, No. 3, 157-170 DOI: 10.1037/a0018806

157



Roya Ayman

Definitions
Culture

Many have debated the definition of culture (Triandis,
1996). Overall, most agree with Kluckhohn’s (1951) defi-
nition that culture is an acquired and transmitted pattern of
shared meaning, feeling, and behavior that constitutes a
distinctive human group. There are two reasons why it is
necessary to distinguish among the definitions of culture,
ethnicity, and gender. First, different leadership researchers
have used different definitions when referring to these
concepts. Second, leaders in a diverse and multicultural
society need to become aware of these distinctions.

Although phenomenological discussions continue,
culture primarily can be operationalized in two different
ways, based on existing leadership research. The first is by
means of characteristics that are visible and on the surface,
such as country boundaries (House, Wright, & Aditya,
1997) or individuals’ physical characteristics (e.g., skin
color, hair texture, eye shape). These visible characteristics
allow for categorization of people into social groups (e.g.,
by country or nationality).

The second operationalization is in terms of more
invisible and deeper differences among people (e.g., their
values and personalities). For example, Hofstede (2001)
identified four cultural values that can define cultural cat-
egories at the country level (i.e., individualism—collectiv-
ism, power distance, uncertainty avoidance, and masculinity—
femininity). The underlying assumption tying together these
two operationalizations of culture is that people who look
alike, have similar languages, or live within the same geo-
graphic boundaries will have similar cultural values. In to-
day’s global village, however, this is not always the case. In a
diverse and pluralistic society, many groups of people live

together. These groups may vary in their appearance, in their
cultural values, or in both—as do members of various ethnic
groups.

Connerley and Pedersen (2005) proposed a more in-
tegrated definition of culture. They considered it to be a
complex (multidimensional and multilevel) and dynamic
phenomenon consisting of both visible and invisible char-
acteristics that may influence leadership. Their categories
of culture include demographic characteristics (e.g., place
of residence and physical gender), status characteristics
(e.g., economic and educational variables), ethnographic
characteristics (e.g., nationality, ethnicity, and language),
and affiliations. These cultural categories are socially con-
structed and become imbued with meaning. Therefore,
people who differ from one another on these categories can
“experience the world in different ways whether those
differences are based on internal differences, external dif-
ferences in the way they are treated by others, or a com-
bination of the two” (Connerley & Pedersen, 2005, p. 4).

In leadership research, cultural differences are often
studied with either a single visible or invisible cultural
marker. Among these markers, national boundary, gender,
and ethnicity are the subsets of culture that have been
examined most often. In this article we include the research
pertaining to national boundary, ethnicity, and cultural
values in the section on culture. Because there is a large
volume of research that has been directed specifically at
gender and leadership, we have chosen to dedicate a sep-
arate section to gender.

Gender

Since the 1970s researchers have noted the need to differ-
entiate between gender and sex (Bem, 1974; Spence, Helm-
reich, & Stapp, 1975), and they have defined gender (i.e.,
whether someone is a woman or man) as pertaining to the
psychosocial ramifications of biological sex (i.e., whether
they are female or male; Unger, 1979). Most often re-
searchers operationalize gender by either observing the
behavior of men and women or by asking them to self-
report whether they are male or female. In this article we
use the term sociodemographic gender to refer to this
aspect of gender.

Gender, however, consists of much more than socio-
demographic gender. Gender is a multidimensional and
multilevel phenomenon with many different facets
(Korabik, 1999). These include intrapsychic aspects such
as gender schemas and stereotypes; gender-role identity;
and gender-role traits, attitudes, and values (Bem, 1993).
They also include the manner in which men and women
interact with one another (Deaux & Major, 1987) and the
social roles that they are expected to, and frequently do,
enact in a society (Eagly, 1987). Moreover, gender is an
ascribed status characteristic. Men’s higher social status
means that they have more access to power and resources
than women do and, consequently, they are accorded
greater privilege (Ridgeway, 1992). Thus, gender is both “a
hierarchical structure of opportunity and oppression as well
as an affective structure of identity and cohesion” (Ferree,
1995, p. 125).
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Gender, Culture, and Leadership

A direct parallel exists between the dynamics that are due
to culture and those that are due to gender. Both culture and
gender have physical (visible) and value (invisible) com-
ponents. Both affect identity and group cohesion, interper-
sonal interactions, and access to power and resources. The
cultural and ethnic values that people hold are learned
intrapsychic beliefs in the same way that gender-role be-
liefs and attitudes are. The physical characteristics that
differentiate people into different cultural and ethnic
groups act as markers of status that prime stereotypes and
endow privilege in the same manner that gender does. We
now present an overview of how these dynamics operate in
a leadership context, with gender as an example. Similar
dynamics would be expected to occur for culture.
Perspectives on gender and leadership.
When one examines research on gender and leadership, it is
important to distinguish between the manner in which the
research has been carried out and the manner in which it
has been interpreted. Most research on gender and leader-
ship has been carried out by applying the sociodemo-
graphic definition of gender. Thus, a plethora of studies
have been conducted examining how men and women
differ from one another in their leadership style, behavior,
and effectiveness. The authors of some of these studies did
not specify a theory about why gender is expected to have
an impact on leadership, whereas those of the remainder
drew upon a number of different theoretical perspectives
when interpreting their findings. These include androgyny
theory (Bem, 1974), social role theory (Eagly, 1987), ex-
pectation states theory (Berger, Wagner, & Zelditch, 1985),
and status characteristics theory (Ridgeway, 1992). To
bring some conceptual clarity to the literature, Korabik and
Ayman (2007) have delineated three of the most common

theoretical positions that underlie the study of gender and
leadership. These are the intrapsychic perspective, the so-
cial structural perspective, and the interpersonal perspec-
tive, respectively.

Research done from the intrapsychic perspective fo-
cuses primarily on the internal intrapsychic characteristics
of the leader. Here gender encompasses such things as
gender schema; gender identity; and gender-role traits,
attitudes, and values that are acquired through gender-role
socialization. According to the intrapsychic perspective,
the leader’s intrapsychic gender-role characteristics (e.g.,
instrumentality/masculinity/agency and expressivity/femi-
ninity/communion) matter because they affect the leader’s
preferred style, behavior, and outcomes regardless of
whether the leader is a man or a woman. Research done
from this perspective might, for example, examine the
impact that a leader’s gender-role orientation (i.e., instru-
mentality, expressivity, or androgyny) has on his or her
behavior and the outcomes achieved.

Some theorists who have adopted the social structural
perspective focus on the different social roles that men and
women are expected to play in society (Eagly, 1987).
According to this formulation, the qualitative differences in
men’s and women’s normative roles affect their leadership
behavior and outcomes. Here, gender is important because
the perception that men’s roles are more congruent with the
leadership role than are those of women can result in
prejudice against women leaders (Eagly & Karau, 2002).
Other theorists who have adopted the social structural
perspective have emphasized the status differences be-
tween men and women (Ridgeway, 1992). They have
viewed sociodemographic gender as a visible status marker
that affects others’ perceptions, observations, and evalua-
tions of leaders.

According to the social structural perspective, differ-
ent outcomes will be attained by men and women leaders
under certain conditions. This is because men are attributed
higher status and privilege, and they are more likely to be
in leadership roles that are congruent with their sociode-
mographic gender. In contrast, women are perceived as
having lower status and less privilege, and the leadership
role is seen as being incongruent with their sociodemo-
graphic gender. Meta-analytic findings support this per-
spective by indicating that women leaders are viewed as
being less effective when they are in male-dominated set-
tings or leadership roles that are defined as more masculine
(Eagly, Karau, & Makhijani, 1995).

The interpersonal interaction perspective focuses on
how leaders interact with their superiors, coworkers, and
subordinates. This approach incorporates aspects of both
the intrapsychic and social structural perspectives because
interactions are viewed as a function of both sociodemo-
graphic gender cues, which are more visible and overt, and
gender-related beliefs and expectations both about the self
(schemas) and about others (stereotypes), which are less
visible and more covert. In addition, these processes are
influenced by situational cues (e.g., gender-typed tasks,
skewed gender ratios in groups) that make gender more or
less salient and induce priming. According to the interper-
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sonal interaction perspective, gender makes a difference
because men and women leaders will have different types
of social interactions with their men and women supervi-
sors, peers, and subordinates, and these interactions will
influence the outcomes experienced by each party (Ayman,
1993; Korabik & Ayman, 2007).

Korabik and Ayman (2007) proposed an integrative
model of gender and leadership that combines elements
from each of these three perspectives. Here leadership is
seen as a social interaction between leaders and their su-
pervisors, peers, and subordinates. The nature of this inter-
action is influenced by intrapsychic processes (e.g., gender-
role orientation, gender-role attitudes and values) in all of
the parties. However, these processes are not as salient and
observable as is someone’s sociodemographic gender.
Therefore, sociodemographic gender acts as a marker of
status and privilege, as well as of expectations about pre-
scribed role behaviors. As such it is a cue that activates
stereotypes and attributions that affect initial judgments
and evaluations. These processes are moderated by a vari-
ety of contextual cues (e.g., gender-typed tasks, skewed
gender ratios in groups). The literature on gender and
leadership supports this model by demonstrating that the
following play an important part in the leadership process:
gender-role socialization; gender-role beliefs, attitudes, and
expectations; gender stereotypes; gender-based status dif-
ferentials; group gender composition; and the gendered
nature of tasks.

Culture and leadership. In a diverse work-
force, people from different cultural or social groups must
constantly interact with each other. In such settings, peo-
ple’s own cultural identities and their assumptions about
and perceptions of others from different social groups (e.g.,
White and African American, Latino and Asian) relate to
ingroup—outgroup dynamics, and these assumptions and
perceptions may have an impact on the leadership experi-
ence (Ayman, 2004a). In these types of situations, the
composition of dyads or work groups based on their gender
or culture matters because it can affect a leader’s ability to
be successful. For example, in an experiment in which a
Japanese leader behaved either as an American leader
would or as a Japanese leader would, his American follow-
ers did not consider him to be as trustworthy when he was
behaving like an American leader compared with when he
behaved like a Japanese leader (Thomas & Ravlin, 1995).

Moreover, the increasing diversity in today’s work-
force means that to be effective, leaders need to develop a
multicultural perspective and an understanding of the
points of view of those who differ from themselves (Con-
nerley & Pedersen, 2005). Doing so involves two things:
(a) eliminating ethnocentrism (i.e., the belief that one’s
cultural values are the same as everyone else’s, regardless
of the evidence) and (b) increasing isomorphic attributions
or the extent that people from culturally diverse social
groups are able to reach a similar assessment of a given
situation or action (Triandis, 1995). The elimination of
ethnocentrism, by reducing the imposition of one’s frame
of reference on others, can result in less hostile judgments
toward those in outgroups (Duckitt, Callaghan, & Wagner,

2005). In addition, by reducing the ethnocentrism present
in leadership research, leadership models can become more
inclusive of other cultures and representative of all social
groups.

Gender, culture, and leadership. To de-
velop more inclusive theories of leadership, both emic and
etic perspectives (Berry, 1997; Gelfand, Raver, & Ehrhart,
2002) need to be included. The emic approach means
studying leadership from within a culture or a social group,
whereas the etic approach allows for validation of theories
and models of leadership across genders and cultural set-
tings. A version of the etic approach, imposed etic, is when
a theory or a measure developed within one social group is
validated in another. In leadership, most theories have been
developed in North America and embody a primarily eth-
nocentric viewpoint. One of the effects of this situation is
that the theory can privilege certain types of scientific
knowledge and marginalize other viewpoints (Mclntosh,
2003). Leadership researchers rarely have done cross-cul-
tural studies to learn the limitations of their theories. More-
over, when validating their theories on other groups or in
other countries, they rely on an imposed etic approach.
Their interest has not been to understand how the theories
worked, but only in seeing that they worked. To form an
allocentric theory, as Triandis (1995) advised, researchers
need a more inclusive effort where scholars from various
countries using differing methods come together to share
and gradually put together the pieces of the puzzle.

Furthermore, it is important to examine whether ex-
isting leadership constructs have similar equivalence of
meaning across gender and cultures, as well as across
sources (e.g., leader’s self-report and subordinates’ re-
ports). As Raju, Laffitte, and Byrne (2002, p. 517) said,
“Without measurement equivalence, it is difficult to inter-
pret observed mean score differences meaningfully.” Find-
ings from meta-analyses on gender or cultural differences
in leadership, therefore, can be construed as representing
true between-groups mean differences only once equiva-
lence of meaning (i.e., measurement equivalence) has been
established for these groups.

Gender and Culture in Leadership
Research

Both culture and leadership and gender and leadership have
been studied using an emic approach. For example, Misumi
(1985) and Sinha (1984) have approached leadership from
Japanese and Indian perspectives, respectively. Moreover,
feminist researchers have explored women’s leadership
experiences (see Chin, Lott, Rice, & Sanchez-Hucles,
2007). These studies have addressed the issue of whether
women or people from different ethnocultural groups have
unique ways of leading. In this article, however, we focus
on the imposed etic approach to leadership as it pertains to
gender and culture. We do so because we wish to address
a different question: To what extent do North American
models, which have been developed primarily by men and
mostly validated on men leaders, apply to women and
people from other cultures? Furthermore, we made this
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choice because these theories are currently the focal ap-
proaches to leadership in fields such as psychology, man-
agement, political science, and education. In addition, these
theories served as the framework for the 2007 special issue
on leadership in the American Psychologist (Sternberg,
2007). Our intention in this article is to highlight the role of
gender and culture in the research that has been done within
these paradigms, something that was lacking in the previ-
ous special issue.

Before doing so, however, it is important to acknowl-
edge some previous leadership theorists (e.g., Ayman,
1993; Chemers, 1997; House, Hanges, Javidan, Dorfman,
& Gupta, 2004) who have emphasized the important role
that gender and culture specifically play in the leadership
experience. Ayman (1993) did so by drawing from the
cross-cultural approach and methodology. She argued that
because leaders’ and subordinates’ gender or culture influ-
ences their frame of reference, these factors affect how
leaders’ behaviors are described and evaluated.

Chemers’s (1997) integrative model of leadership ex-
plicitly acknowledged a role for culture and gender. In his
model, gender and culture influence the leadership relation-
ship in multiple ways (e.g., through social norms and the
leader’s and subordinates’ interpretation of the situation).
Both of these scholars have viewed gender and culture as
leadership contingencies that are omnipresent in a diverse
society and that cannot be ignored when leadership is
studied.

The primary focus of the 62-country GLOBE research
project (House et al., 2004) has been on establishing a
universal model of leadership. Although specific findings
about the interface of culture, gender, and leadership are
still emerging, the picture that has been painted thus far is
very complex. While some universals (such as value-based
charismatic leadership) have been found, there is also ex-
tensive evidence that these universals are manifested in
different ways in each region of the world. It may be that,
as Graen (2006) has suggested, the research questions and
approach used by GLOBE were too limited to portray a
global picture of leadership. In support of this, van Em-
merik, Euwema, and Wendt (2008) reviewed other research
that indicates that certain leadership behaviors (e.g., the use
of superiority, power, and close supervision) vary as a
function of culture.

In the latest edition of Bass & Stogdill’s Handbook of
Leadership, Bass (1991) mentioned that leadership has
many definitions. In this article we do not put forth a
particular definition but rather acknowledge the variety of
approaches to the way that leadership has been studied
through existing theories and models. The main theories
and models that we review include the following: trait
approach (including leadership categorization or implicit
leadership theory), behavior approaches (including the
two-factor, transformational leadership, and leader—mem-
ber exchange models), and contingency approaches (i.e.,
the contingency model of leadership effectiveness and the
normative decision-making model). For each theoretical
approach to leadership, we provide examples from the
literature that illustrate why culture and gender matter.

In any discussion of the intersection of gender or
culture with leadership it is particularly important to rec-
ognize that just because someone holds a leadership posi-
tion, it does not imply that they are an effective leader.
Likewise, the absence of individuals from certain groups
(e.g., women or people of color) in leadership positions
does not mean that they would be ineffectual leaders. It is
also critical to point out that many of the studies on gender
and leadership in the workplace have examined a selected
group of women leaders who have attained leadership
positions by meeting the expectations of the majority. The
results of that research may not be generalizable to women
in general. Similarly, because most cultural studies have
examined people functioning in their own culture, we do
not know how they would perform in cross-cultural situa-
tions.

The Trait Approach

In the interest of brevity we do not review the historical
evolution of the trait approach, the oldest domain of inves-
tigation in leadership research (see Zaccaro, 2007; Zaccaro,
Kemp, & Bader, 2004). Likewise, we do not deal with the
many traits that have been associated with leadership emer-
gence or effectiveness (see Judge, Bono, Ilies, & Gerhart,
2002). Instead, we discuss only those traits that are both
important to leadership and relevant to gender or culture.

Implicit leadership theory. To understand the
traits associated with leaders, we first examine the literature
on implicit leadership theory or leadership categorization.
Implicit leadership theory examines the layperson’s under-
standing of leadership. Overall, the results of studies in this
area have demonstrated strong context effects. That is, the
traits associated with leadership vary depending on whether
the leader is, for example, a manager, military officer, or
politician (Lord, Brown, Harvey, & Hall, 2001). Studies of
culture and implicit leadership are limited, but those that do
exist show a variation in the content of implicit leadership
across cultures (Ayman & Bassari, 2009; Gerstner & Day,
1994; Ling, Chia, & Fang, 2000). Much research has dem-
onstrated that across raters’ age, work experience, and
culture, the image of a leader is strongly associated with
men and masculinity (Ayman-Nolley & Ayman, 2005;
Heilman, 2001; Leffler, Ayman, & Ayman-Nolley, 2006;
Schein, 2002). Furthermore, research shows that this ste-
reotyped image develops as early as kindergarten (e.g.,
Ayman-Nolley & Ayman, 2005). However, these studies
also have indicated that girls and women are not as likely
to hold this masculine image of a leader as are boys and
men. By and large, the fact that these stereotypes exist is
detrimental to women’s ascent into leadership positions
(Korabik, 1997).

Cultural intelligence (CQ). Recently scholars
have focused on the relationship between CQ and leader-
ship. CQ is related to enhanced effectiveness in dealing
with both those from foreign cultures and those from dif-
ferent subcultures within one’s own culture (Ang & Van
Dyne, 2008). Thus, it helps individuals meet the challenges
of managing both globalization and workforce diversity.
CQ has been shown to contribute to team, leadership, and
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managerial effectiveness in a number of settings (Ang &
Van Dyne, 2008). Among the specific traits and competen-
cies associated with CQ are self-monitoring, holding non-
ethnocentric attitudes (Abbe, Gulick, & Herman, 2008),
and being open to experience (Ang & Van Dyne, 2008), all
of which are discussed individually below.

Self-monitoring. One trait that has been related
to both leadership emergence and effectiveness is self-
monitoring (Day, Schleicher, Unckless, & Hiller, 2002).
Self-monitoring is the extent to which individuals regulate
their self-presentation to achieve a desired public appear-
ance (Gangestad & Snyder, 2000). In leadership research,
self-monitoring is seen as an indicator of flexibility and
responsiveness to social situations. Day et al.’s (2002)
meta-analysis showed that self-monitoring was related to
leadership ability by demonstrating that high self-monitors
are promoted most often. Day et al. also reported, however,
that women scored lower on self-monitoring than men.
Based on this finding, it appears that women may have less
chance of attaining leadership positions than do men. The
results of a small group experiment supported this concept
by demonstrating that self-monitoring was positively asso-
ciated with leadership emergence more for men than for
women (Ellis & Cronshaw, 1992). Further research on
gender, leadership, and self-monitoring is needed to ex-
plore this explanation and to establish whether interven-
tions aimed at enhancing women’s level of self-monitoring
could help them overcome the barriers they face in achiev-
ing leadership positions. Because we know little about
self-monitoring cross-culturally or across ethnic groups,
more research on culture and self-monitoring is also war-
ranted. Moreover, the measurement equivalence for gender
or culture for self-monitoring, to the best of our knowledge,
still needs to be established.

The Big Five. The Big Five (neuroticism, extra-
version, openness to experience, agreeableness, and con-
scientiousness; Hofstede & McCrae, 2004) are considered
to be superordinate, universal personality traits (Marsella,
Dubanoski, Hamada, & Morse, 2000). Costa, Terracciano,
and McCrae (2001), using studies from several countries
across several years, while finding some similarities, did
find some gender and cultural differences on the Big Five.
Overall, the results pertaining to gender and culture (i.e.,
defined by country or cultural values) do not indicate
conclusive evidence for the universality of the Big Five
(Marsella et al., 2000). In a meta-analysis of the relation-
ship of the Big Five to leadership, Judge et al. (2002) found
that extraversion, conscientiousness, and openness to ex-
perience had significant relationships with leadership ef-
fectiveness and emergence. Agreeableness was related to
leadership effectiveness but not emergence. However, this
meta-analysis did not include culture or gender as moder-
ators. Nonetheless, Eagly and Carli (2007), using Costa et
al.’s (2001) findings, demonstrated that men and women
differed on some of the facets that make up the Big Five
traits. For example, women scored lower than men on the
assertiveness aspect of extraversion, but they scored higher
than men on the warmth and positive emotion aspects of
extraversion.

Gender and leadership emergence. Two
lines of research have been conducted on gender and
leadership emergence. The most prominent one looks at
the sociodemographic gender of the person who is cho-
sen as the leader. The results of a meta-analysis of
studies in this area (Eagly & Karau, 1991) are consistent
with Eagly and Carli’s (2007) findings regarding extra-
version and showed that men and women tended to
emerge as leaders in situations that were congruent with
their social roles. The implication of this for women is
that their leadership may be constrained to more stereo-
typically feminine areas.

A smaller, yet very significant, line of research has
demonstrated that gender-role orientation, more than socio-
demographic gender, matters in terms of who emerges as a
leader. For example, a meta-analysis found that along with
intelligence, agentic traits such as masculinity and domi-
nance were most characteristic of those who emerged as
leaders (Lord, De Vader, & Alliger, 1986). Similarly, other
research has indicated that a masculine (i.e., high instru-
mentality, low expressivity) gender-role orientation was
most related to leadership emergence (Goktepe & Schneier,
1989). In contrast, in more recent studies, where group
gender composition and the nature of the task were incor-
porated as variables, there is more evidence that androgyny
(i.e., high instrumentality, high expressivity) is important
for leader emergence. For example, one study demon-
strated that in groups composed of women, those who were
intelligent and androgynous were more likely to emerge as
leaders (Gershenoff & Foti, 2003). But, in groups of mixed
sociodemographic gender, the results are not as clear and
seem to depend on the nature of the task. Overall, a trend
has been observed in which androgynous individuals have
the same chance as masculine individuals to be identified as
leaders (Kent & Moss, 1994; Moss & Kent, 1996). These
findings are encouraging for women’s leadership prospects.
Androgyny may offer women a way out of the double bind
they are put in when they are expected to have the instru-
mental qualities that are associated with leadership ability
but also the expressive qualities associated with their pre-
scribed gender role. Thus, adopting an androgynous lead-
ership style may help women to negotiate their way
through the labyrinth.

Summary. As the research cited indicates, the
traits related to leadership are not culturally universal.
Moreover, because traits have an impact on the way that
men and women are perceived as leaders, gender can affect
access to leadership positions. This is important because
competency modeling is frequently used for the selection
of managers. This approach relies heavily on inferences
about which leadership traits and skills are the most effec-
tive. These inferences are susceptible to being influenced
by implicit leadership stereotypes. Moreover, these traits
and skills are assumed to function similarly for people
regardless of their culture and gender. However, much
more empirical evidence is necessary to validate this as-
sumption.
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The Behavioral Approach

This approach constitutes the largest body of literature in
leadership research. Since the 1950s, the majority of re-
searchers, regardless of their theoretical orientation, have
primarily examined leaders’ behaviors through self- or
others’ perceptions. In this section we highlight three be-
havioral approaches (the two-factor, transformational lead-
ership, and leader-member exchange models) that have
paid some attention to gender or culture.

The two-factor approach. Some researchers
(e.g., the Ohio State and Michigan studies) have catego-
rized leadership behaviors as falling into two factors: con-
siderate—people oriented or initiating structure—task ori-
ented, respectively (Bass, 1991). A meta-analysis (Judge,
Piccolo, & Ilies, 2004) demonstrated that both types of
behaviors were associated with effectiveness. But consid-
eration was more related to job satisfaction and organiza-
tional commitment, whereas initiating structure was more
related to performance and profit. The measurement equiv-
alence of the two-factor theory for culture and gender is not
well documented.

In terms of gender, the intrapsychic leadership per-
spective predicts that leadership behavior will be more a
function of the leader’s gender-role characteristics than of
the leader’s sociodemographic gender. We have carried out
a series of studies (Korabik, 1996; Korabik & Ayman,
1987, 1989) with managers that provided support for this
perspective. We found that gender-role orientation ac-
counted for greater variance in self-reported leadership
behavior than sociodemographic gender. We also consis-
tently found instrumental (masculine) gender-role traits to
be related to initiating structure, expressive (feminine) per-
sonality traits to be related to consideration, and androgyny
to be related to both structure and consideration. Korabik
(1981, 1982a, 1982b, 1990) and Zugec and Korabik (2003)
replicated and extended these findings in a series of small
group studies. They demonstrated not only that androgy-
nous individuals had the ability to display both task- and
person-oriented leadership behaviors but also that they
were able to switch roles in a flexible, adaptive manner to
take on whatever leadership function was lacking in a
group.

The vast majority of studies on gender and leadership
behavior have been conducted from the social structural
and social interaction leadership perspectives. This re-
search has compared the leadership behaviors of men and
women (i.e., used the sociodemographic operationalization
of gender). The results of these studies have been summa-
rized in meta-analyses on gender and leadership style (Ea-
gly & Johnson, 1990), gender and evaluations of leadership
(Eagly, Makhijani, & Klonsky, 1992), and gender and
leadership effectiveness (Eagly et al., 1995). The results
show that when studies are conducted in the field with
actual leaders (who are presumably more equivalent in role
definition and status), men and women do not differ in their
considerate or structuring behavior (Eagly & Johnson,
1990). However, despite the lack of differences in the way
that men and women leaders behaved, there were differ-

ences in their effectiveness and in the manner in which
others evaluated them.

The social structural leadership perspective predicts
that leadership behavior will be a function of the congru-
ence between the leadership role and the leader’s pre-
scribed gender role, attributed status, or both. Consistent
with this view, women leaders were particularly likely to
be devalued when they adopted stereotypically masculine
leadership styles, when they were in male-dominated lead-
ership roles, or when they were evaluated by men (Eagly et
al., 1992). Furthermore, men were more effective in male-
dominated situations and in masculine leadership roles. In
contrast, women were more effective in more feminine
leadership roles (Eagly et al., 1995).

The interpersonal interaction leadership perspective
predicts that differential effects will occur as a function of
the gender of the leader or subordinate, or both, and that
these will be moderated by the context and type of task. In
support of this view, we (Becker, Ayman, & Korabik,
2002) found that in corporate, compared with educational,
settings there were greater discrepancies between women
leaders’ ratings of the extent to which they engaged in both
task- and person-oriented leadership behaviors and their
subordinates’ ratings of the extent to which the women
used these behaviors.

For decades researchers have examined the two-factor
approach across cultures. One study (van Emmerik et al.,
2008) was able to establish measurement equivalence, but
the findings from other studies (Ayman & Chemers, 1983;
Smith, Misumi, Tayeb, Peterson, & Bond, 1989) have been
inconclusive. In particular, Ayman and Chemers (Ayman
& Chemers, 1983; Chemers, 1969) referred to two studies:
In both cases the subordinates were Iranians, but in one
study the leaders were Americans (Chemers, 1969),
whereas in the other they were Iranian (Ayman & Chemers,
1983). The results showed exactly the same factor struc-
ture, making it likely that they were more a function of the
implicit leadership theory of the subordinates than of the
leader’s behavior. Additionally, Ayman and Chemers
(1983) found evidence for a benevolent paternalistic lead-
ership dimension in Iran (before the Islamic revolution).
This included both consideration and initiating structure
behaviors on a single factor. While defined a bit differently
in different cultures, this same dimension has shown up in
many Asian countries, such as India (Sinha, 1984) and
China (Cheng, Chou, Wu, Huang, & Farh, 2004). Thus, the
cultural evidence questions whether the distinction between
these two behaviors is universal.

We could find only one study (van Emmerik et al.,
2008) that examined the joint effects of gender and culture
in the context of the two-factor model. That study included
data from 42 countries grouped into 10 cultural categories.
Overall, women were found to be higher in both initiating
structure and consideration than men. However, there were
few gender differences outside of Western countries. Both
initiating structure and consideration were found to vary as
a function of culture. Moreover, culture exerted more of an
impact on leadership behavior than gender, particularly
when it came to initiating structure.
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The transformational leadership ap-
proach. Transformational leadership theory assumes
that a leader who is perceived as behaving in a transfor-
mational manner inspires subordinates to high levels of
effort and dedication. The dimensions of transformational
leadership behavior are idealized influence, inspirational
motivation, individualized consideration, and intellectual
stimulation (Bass & Avolio, 1993b). Multiple meta-analy-
ses have provided strong support for this leadership theory
as it relates to various effectiveness indices (e.g., Judge &
Piccolo, 2004; Lowe, Kroeck, & Sivasubramaniam, 1996).

Antonakis, Avolio, and Sivasubramaniam (2003)
demonstrated that the Multifactor Leadership Question-
naire (the most frequently used measure; Bass & Avolio,
1993a) had measurement equivalence for gender when
subordinates of the same sociodemographic gender as the
leader did the ratings. However, the measurement equiva-
lence was compromised for heterogeneous dyads and in
some other contexts. Therefore, any gender differences or
lack thereof reported in the literature should be considered
in light of this important information.

Research from the intrapsychic leadership perspective
has demonstrated that gender-role orientation is related to
transformational leadership behavior (Korabik, Ayman, &
Purc-Stephenson, 2001). Gender-role instrumentality was
predictive of higher self-ratings on all four subdimensions
of transformational leadership. Gender-role expressivity
was predictive of higher self-ratings on idealized influence,
individualized consideration, and inspirational motivation.
Thus, androgyny was related to transformational leader-
ship. In addition, the more leaders reported being androg-
ynous and transformational, the more both they and their
subordinates reported lower job stress and higher job
satisfaction.

In a meta-analysis, Eagly, Johannesen-Schmidt, and
van Engen (2003) examined the differences between men
and women on transformational leadership. Women were
found to be slightly more transformational than men as
assessed both by self- and others’ reports. As well, women
scored higher than men on contingent reward and lower on
active and passive management by exception and laissez
faire leadership. However, transformational leadership may
not be as effective when used by women leaders as when
used by men. For example, Ayman, Korabik, and Morris
(2009) found that the higher women’s transformational
behavior was in terms of intellectual stimulation and indi-
vidualized consideration, the less effective their men, but
not their women, subordinates thought they were as lead-
ers. These findings provide support for both the social
structural leadership perspective and for role congruence
theory.

In most cultures, although the three styles of laissez
faire, transactional, and transformational leadership have
been found, the behaviors defining them are not the same
(e.g., Den Hartog, Van Muijen, & Koopman, 1997). Bass
(1997) affirmed this point by providing an example that in
Indonesia boasting about one’s competence is inspirational
and builds confidence in subordinates, but in Japan this
behavior is considered to be unseemly. On the whole,

however, many cross-cultural studies have demonstrated
the validity of transformational leadership (Judge & Pic-
colo, 2004). Nonetheless, the limited evidence for the mea-
surement equivalence of transformational leadership across
culture and gender suggests that caution must be used when
recommending specific behaviors for individuals in specific
social groups. This becomes critical when we move from
validation studies to implementation and training. Overall,
this very valuable leader behavior may not work as effec-
tively for those in heterogeneous work groups. Further
research may help identify the limitations of this paradigm
and the processes that impede its generalizability.

The leader-member exchange (LMX) ap-
proach. This dyadic leadership model assumes that
leaders treat their subordinates distinctly and that some
employees feel included whereas others do not (Graen &
Uhl-Bien, 1995). Those who experience high LMX feel
part of the ingroup and describe their leaders as transfor-
mational and trustworthy. Those who experience low LMX
feel like they are not closely connected to the ingroup and
describe the leader’s behavior as transactional and contrac-
tual (Graen & Uhl-Bien, 1995). This construct assesses the
subordinates’ perceptions of their leader’s ability, benevo-
lence, and integrity. Scandura and Dorfman (2004) stated
that trustworthiness, honesty, and supportiveness, major
components of LMX, are universal characteristics of lead-
ership. Because this paradigm maintains that the leader
treats each subordinate differently, it has high potential for
understanding the role of diversity and leadership (Scan-
dura & Lankau, 1996).

Meta-analyses have established a positive relationship
between LMX and leadership effectiveness (Gerstner &
Day, 1997; Ilies, Nahrgang, & Morgeson, 2006). However,
a number of ways of measuring leader—-member relation-
ships have been proposed (Gerstner & Day, 1997), and not
much has been done to establish the measurement equiva-
lence of LMX over culture or gender. Nevertheless, in
response to Scandura and Lankau’s (1996) call for a need
to study LMX with diverse dyads, investigations of the
effects of culture or gender on LMX have been carried out.
The majority of the studies on diversity and LMX have
compared dyads in which the members are similar to one
another in sociodemographic gender or ethnicity, or both,
with dyads in which the members are different from one
another (e.g., Green, Anderson, & Shiver, 1996; McColl-
Kennedy & Anderson, 2005). The results are mixed and
inconclusive. Studies seem to show that in heterogeneous
dyads of employed individuals, the quality of LMX suffers
(e.g., Green et al., 1996; Vecchio & Brazil, 2007; Vecchio
& Bullis, 2001). In particular, women managers experience
lower LMX when they have men rather than women sub-
ordinates (Green et al., 1996). In addition, Ayman, Rin-
chiuso, and Korabik (2004) found that gender dyad com-
position moderated the relation between LMX and
employee satisfaction. As the number of these studies is
small and their methodologies and results are inconsistent,
future research is warranted.

A few studies have examined LMX in countries other
than the United States, such as Germany (Schyns, Paul,
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Mohr, & Blank, 2005), Turkey (Erdogan, Kraimer, & Li-
den, 2005), and China (Aryee & Chen, 2006; Chen &
Tjosvold, 2007). In these studies, similar to those done in
the United States, LMX was related to positive outcomes,
such as higher subjective performance, job satisfaction, and
commitment. However, some differences were also found.
For example, in China organizational climate was a mod-
erator between LMX and outcomes, and in Germany tenure
did not affect LMX, whereas span of supervision did. Chen
and Tjosvold’s (2007) study is one of the very few that
have incorporated cross-cultural dyads (i.e., an American
manager with Chinese subordinates). It also included the
Chinese concept of guanxi (personal relationship). Their
results demonstrated that guanxi had a major impact on the
openness of the interaction between the subordinate and the
manager. These international studies do show some support
for the LMX paradigm, but they also provide evidence for
the need for this model to expand and incorporate contex-
tual factors. The future development of research in this area
is promising.

Summary. Research from all three behavioral ap-
proaches demonstrates that leadership behaviors are not
necessarily culturally universal. Thus, there needs to be
more examination of cultural values as well as country
boundaries in leadership research. In addition, leadership is
not a gender-neutral phenomenon. When women leaders
adopt stereotypically masculine leadership behaviors, are
in male-dominated settings, or are evaluated by men, they
are particularly susceptible to being rated negatively. This
illustrates some of the additional barriers that women en-
counter as they attempt to negotiate their way through the
labyrinth. Androgynous leaders, however, are more likely
to adopt leadership behaviors that combine a task and
person orientation and are transformational in nature; this is
related to enhanced leadership effectiveness.

Contingency Approaches

Contingency models were introduced during the 1960s and
1970s. They include trait approaches (the contingency
model of leadership effectiveness and cognitive resource
theory) and behavioral approaches (path—goal theory, sit-
uational leadership, and normative decision making; Ay-
man, 2004b). Here we discuss only how gender and culture
relate to Fiedler’s (1978) contingency model of leadership
effectiveness and Vroom and Jago’s (1988) normative de-
cision-making model.

The contingency model of leadership ef-
fectiveness. Ayman (2002) summarized and updated
the research on Fiedler’s (1978) contingency model of
leadership effectiveness. This model predicts that the lead-
er’s work orientation, as defined by the Least Preferred
Coworker Scale (LPC; Ayman & Romano, 1998), will
interface with the leader’s control over the situation to
affect group effectiveness. In this model situational vari-
ables include the quality of the leader—member relation-
ship, the structure of the task, and the position power of the
leader. Although there have been many challenges to it, the
model has been demonstrated to have validity in predict-
ing performance (Peters, Hartke, & Pohlmann, 1985;

Schriesheim, Tepper, & Tetrault, 1994; Strube & Garcia,
1981). In addition, there is a validated training program
based on the model (Burke & Day, 1986).

Research shows some support for the model cross-cul-
turally (see Ayman, 2002). The model not only incorporates
culture in its conceptualization of the situation (Triandis,
1993), but it also has been validated in several countries.
When the leader and followers are from different cultures, the
leader’s assessment of the quality of the leader—-member re-
lationship is likely to be low to moderate. In particular, leaders
interacting with a diverse work team will be more susceptible
to having a volatile team relationship because there may be
cultural misunderstandings. This is because multicultural
teams, more so than culturally homogeneous teams, have the
potential for team members to hold very different cultural
assumptions about social interactions and mental models of a
team. In the studies in which American leaders worked with
non-Americans, the leader—member aspect of the situation
was greatly affected (Chemers, 1969; Fiedler, 1966). Overall,
the model has been shown to be supported in some countries
but not in others. More research is needed to understand why
this is so.

Less is known about the impact of the gender com-
position of the work team. Men and women leaders do not
differ on LPC scores. Nonetheless, it is possible that,
depending on the sociodemographic gender composition of
the group and the type of task, women and men with the
same LPC scores may lead groups differently. For exam-
ple, Offermann’s (1984) study demonstrated that men lead-
ing all-women groups had high LPC scores (i.e., were more
relationship oriented), whereas women leading all-men
groups had low LPC scores (i.e., were more task oriented).
Offermann assumed that because she gave the measure of
LPC after the group exercise, the sociodemographic gender
composition of the group affected the men and women
leaders’ LPC scores. However, two studies on leader emer-
gence in teams of mixed sociodemographic gender, in
which the task was consensus building, found that low LPC
(task-oriented) individuals were more likely than high LPC
(relationship-oriented) individuals to emerge as leaders
(Groag-Blavvise, Scheuer, Ayman, & Roch, 2007; Kuo &
Ayman, 2008). When the sociodemographic gender of the
leader was also examined, women seemed to have more
chance than men of being chosen as a leader (Kuo &
Ayman, 2008). Thus, although there is some indication that
sociodemographic gender can affect the relationship be-
tween LPC score, situation, and outcome, more investiga-
tions are needed.

The normative model of leadership deci-
sion making. The normative approach to leadership
decision making presents five decision-making processes
that are based on the leader’s choice of actions, from highly
autocratic to highly participative (Vroom & Jago, 1988).
This approach predicts that, on the basis of prescribed
decision rules, each of these styles can lead to effective
outcomes. Depending on the type of outcome desired and
the nature of the situation, different behaviors are pre-
scribed. For example, if the focus outcome is group cohe-
sion, a participative style is recommended. But, if there is
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conflict in the group, a consultative style may be better. On
the other hand, if quality of decision is needed, then which
style is chosen is highly dependent on the knowledge of the
leader and the followers. In this model the role of the
situation is the focal point (Vroom & Jago, 2007), and it is
assumed that the leader is responding to the situational
determinants.

Research using this model has indicated that sociode-
mographic gender makes a difference in terms of leader-
ship style and effectiveness. In general, women were more
likely to use a participative leadership style than were men
(Eagly & Johnson, 1990), and women’s preferences were
more in line with the prescriptions of the normative deci-
sion-making model (Jago & Vroom, 1982). However, al-
though men leaders were able to use autocratic decision
strategies with some success, women leaders who used
autocratic styles were rated more harshly than men leaders
who did so.

Cross-cultural studies examining this leadership ap-
proach are few. Ayman (2004b) pointed out that the polit-
ical situation could be a determinant of managers’ accep-
tance of the model. In post-Communist Poland, managers
became more accepting of using a participative instead of
an autocratic style (e.g., Jago, Maczynski, & Reber, 1996).
Likewise, the preferred decision-making style was found to
be different in three different German-speaking European
countries (Szabo, Reber, Weibler, Brodbeck, & Wunderer,
2001).

Summary. The contingency approaches to lead-
ership have considered various situational factors, such as
task expertise, subordinate support, and group cohesion, as
well as the leader’s position power. However, these ap-
proaches have not extensively addressed the role of gender,
nor, to the best of our knowledge, have the measures used
in these models been tested for measurement equivalence
across gender or culture. Therefore, we would suggest
caution in recommending the use of certain leadership
decision-making strategies for individuals from diverse
groups. Regarding Fiedler’s (1978) model, it is possible
that leaders functioning in multicultural and mixed socio-
demographic gender groups may be faced with low quality
leader—-member relationships. However, the model pro-
vides a prescription for the leader to manage this.

Summary

As can be seen from this review, gender and culture are
important to the leadership experience. Studies on gender,
culture, and leadership provide support for the influence of
intrapsychic processes, social structural processes, and in-
terpersonal processes. Thus, both gender and culture matter
because they can affect a leader’s style, behavior, emer-
gence, and effectiveness in many complex ways. For ex-
ample, gender and culture matter because leaders’ gender-
role identities and cultural values can affect the choices
they make about the manner in which they will lead.
Moreover, the low social status that is attributed to leaders
who are women and people of color can result in the
devaluation of their accomplishments by others. In addi-
tion, when there is a lack of congruence between people’s

implicit stereotypes of leadership and the traditional roles
associated with women and people of color, leaders from
these social groups experience a higher level of scrutiny
and have more trouble legitimizing their authority (Eagly &
Carli, 2007).

The purpose of our review is to illustrate that both
gender and culture do make a difference when it comes to
leadership. Leadership is not universal; rather, it can vary
as a direct function of either gender or culture. Further-
more, both gender and culture can moderate the relation-
ship between leadership behaviors and outcomes. For ex-
ample, a poor leader—-member relationship appears to be
more detrimental for men leaders with women subordinates
than for women leaders with men subordinates. However,
a transformational leadership style appears to be less ef-
fective for women leaders with men subordinates than for
men leaders with women subordinates. Thus, leadership
theories are not generalizable over all individuals, regard-
less of their gender or culture.

Future Research Directions

As we look to the future we see that work still needs to be
done to better understand the role of cultural norms and
values in the leadership process, as well as to understand
the dynamics attributable to sociodemographic gender,
gender-role orientation, and their intersection. Further-
more, research is needed that explores how the relation
between leadership and outcomes is affected by dyad or
group diversity. For example, more investigations need to
be carried out that examine the interactions of leaders and
subordinates who represent different nationalities or eth-
nicities with differing cultural values and assumptions. In
particular, researchers need to be mindful of the status and
privilege that are accorded to North American and Western
European leaders working with culturally diverse work-
groups. Likewise, more research that examines the impact
of both overt and covert sexist and ethnocentric attitudes on
the leadership process is important.

It is critical in a diverse society to be cognizant of the
impact of people’s appearance and values in social inter-
actions, as suggested in Chemers’s (1997) integrative
model. Therefore, gender and culture should become vari-
ables that are incorporated into theory building in leader-
ship. As well, our models and measures should be validated
across social groups. In addition, we recommend that more
research teams be composed of people from diverse back-
grounds with diverse perspectives who work together as
equals.

Conclusion

Over time, the image of leadership has been evolving. As
early as the 1950s, Bales (1951) maintained that the socio-
emotional leader was the true group leader because people
skills were not context dependent in the same way that task
skills were. Nonetheless, a masculine leadership prototype
has prevailed (Heilman, 2001; Schein, 2002). Lately, how-
ever, there has been more recognition of the importance of
people skills for leaders. Scholars have associated the in-
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creased prominence of the transformational leadership and
leader—-member exchange paradigms in the last three de-
cades with the “feminization” of leadership (e.g., Eagly &
Carli, 2003; Rudman & Glick, 2001). This perspective has
led to a more androgynous conception of leadership. A
move toward inclusion of more women and ethnocultural
minorities in the workplace could be one factor that has
precipitated this change. Globalization also has had an
impact, particularly due to the influence of Asian manage-
ment styles, which have been noted to be more relationship
focused (Triandis, 1993).

It may be that this more androgynous conception of
leadership, which gives equal emphasis to task and people
skills, will open up more opportunities for women and
ethnocultural minorities to be considered as leaders and
will assist them in negotiating their way through the bar-
riers within the labyrinth (Eagly & Carli, 2007). Other
factors that can facilitate this process include eradicating
the masculine stereotypical image of a leader, eliminating
the ethnocentrism that creates ingroup—outgroup biases,
and equalizing access to power and privilege. Moreover,
increasing the cultural awareness of leaders about different
norms of conduct should enhance the level of trust in their
relationships with their subordinates.

An examination of the effects of gender and culture
has the potential to change our definition of what consti-
tutes leadership and what is considered to be effective
leadership. This more inclusive conceptualization can ex-
pand the vision of leadership to represent all human beings.
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