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ABSTRACT  

 Females continue to be underrepresented in leadership despite research demonstrating 

that leadership effectiveness does not vary by leader gender (Paustian-Underdahl et al., 2014). 

The current study examines the gender bias in leadership through the lens of leadership 

perceptions and evaluations; in particular, how perceivers’ ratings of a leader would change as a 

function of the leader’s gender. Leadership judgments are based on the leader prototype activated 

in the perceiver and how consistent/inconsistent the leader is perceived to be with the activated 

prototype (Lord et al., 2001). Due to the mismatch between the communal-oriented female 

gender stereotype and agentic-oriented expectations of a successful leader (Eagly & Karau, 

2002), it was expected that the female leader would be rated more negatively than the male 

leader. Furthermore, the perceiver’s gender and prior engagement in emotion suppression are 

investigated as two additional factors that could bias information processing when evaluating 

leaders. Male perceivers, who tend to hold a stronger masculine understanding of leadership 

(Koenig et al., 2011), were expected to evaluate the female leader more harshly than the male 

leader. Additionally, those depleted of their finite self-regulatory resources due to prior emotion 

suppression (i.e. being in a state of ego depletion; Baumeister et al., 1998) were predicted to rely 

more heavily on their stereotypes when making subsequent judgments; hence, ego-depleted 

individuals would demonstrate more bias in their ratings of the female leader relative to the male 

leader.  



 

 

 In the current study, participants were randomly assigned to an emotion suppression or no 

suppression condition as they watched funny clips from the comedy series “The Office''. Then, 

they watched four business videos featuring a leader and three business managers. Participants 

were also randomly assigned to one of the two versions of the business videos portraying either a 

male or female leader. Leadership perception and leader effectiveness ratings were collected 

after each of the four business videos, and leader competence and leader warmth ratings were 

measured once after all four videos. Additionally, behavior recognition accuracy of agentic and 

communal leadership behaviors that were displayed in the four business videos was assessed.  

 Contrary to expectations, the study findings demonstrate a dominant female leader effect; 

the female leader was evaluated more favorably than the male leader on all four leader 

judgments. This was observed both within the repeated measures and overall leadership ratings. 

An ego depletion effect was also observed; ego-depleted individuals showed lower accuracy in 

behavior recognition ratings and more leniency in leader warmth ratings. Furthermore, ego-

depleted individuals showed less discernment by giving higher leader effectiveness ratings over 

time compared to non-ego-depleted individuals. Perceiver gender did not meaningfully affect 

leadership judgments. The unexpected pattern of bias in favor of the female leader instead of 

against her suggests that the nature of gender and leader stereotypes may be changing; the 

incongruence between the female stereotype and leader expectations may be decreasing, leading 

to more favorable evaluations of the female leader by both male and female perceivers. 

Moreover, the ability to provide fair and accurate judgments of leader effectiveness is reduced 

when depleted. Limitations and future research directions are discussed.  
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GENERAL AUDIENCE ABSTRACT  

The gender gap persists in leadership; although leader effectiveness has not been found to 

vary by the leader’s gender, female leaders tend to be perceived and evaluated more negatively 

than male leaders. One reason for this is the mismatch between societal expectations for how 

women are ideally expected to behave and the expectations associated with a successful leader. 

In this study, gender bias in leader judgments and behavior recognition accuracy is examined by 

a leader’s gender. Additionally, the perceiver’s gender and prior engagement in emotion 

suppression are studied as two additional factors that can influence bias in leader ratings. Study 

findings demonstrate an unexpected but dominant female leader effect, where the female leader 

was perceived as more leader-like and rated more effective, more competent, and warmer than 

the male leader by both male and female perceivers. The amount of self-regulatory resources 

available also affected subsequent processing capabilities; those who suppressed their emotions 

and were depleted of their self-regulatory resources were less accurate in their behavior 

recognition ratings and were more lenient in their leader warmth ratings. Future research should 

explore if and how the nature of gender and leader stereotypes are changing, as evaluations of 

female leaders may not be as negatively-biased as it was previously.  
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Not All Leaders Are Perceived Equal: The Interaction between Leader Gender, Perceiver 

Gender, and Emotion Suppression on Leader Ratings 

Although the representation of females in leadership positions has been increasing (e.g., 

an 11.3% increase in female parliamentarians from 1995; UN Women, 2019), the gender gap in 

leadership continues to persist. For example, only 6.2% of CEOs in S&P 500 companies are 

women (Catalyst, 2020). Given overall leader effectiveness does not vary across gender (Eagly 

et al., 1995; Paustian-Underdahl et al., 2014), the underrepresentation of female leaders cannot 

be attributed to a systematic lack of competence on their part. Instead, this gender gap reflects a 

complex and unique set of challenges that women face, both while vying for leadership 

opportunities and after successfully rising to leadership positions. Aside from structural barriers 

(e.g., work hours that conflict with familial obligations, reduced access to networking 

opportunities; Carli & Eagly, 2018), there are also psychological factors that contribute to biased 

perceptions of female leadership. Research on differences in leadership perceptions across 

gender spans several decades, with a majority of studies focused on understanding cognitive 

schemas that guide perceptions and relatedly, leadership judgments (e.g., Eden & Leviathan, 

1975, Lord et al., 1984).  

Considering leadership is a socio-perceptual and relational process that unfolds between 

leaders and their followers (McCusker et al., 2018), leadership does not occur in isolation; hence, 

contextual factors that influence a follower’s perception of a leader must be taken into account. 

The current study examines the effects of emotion regulation on the subsequent reliance on 

cognitive schemas when judging leaders. Not only is emotion regulation a mentally taxing task 

that is often employed in laboratory settings (e.g., Gross & Levenson, 1993; Richards & Gross, 

2000), but it is also common in the workplace as individuals try to display certain emotions and 
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hide others in their daily social interactions (Cote, 2005). Emotion suppression is a specific 

emotion regulation strategy that can be employed to mask the behavioral expression of an 

emotion experienced (Gross & Levenson, 1993). Individuals may suppress their emotions when 

they find themselves in unexpected situations (e.g., being reprimanded by a leader in front of 

other coworkers) but still need to abide by unofficial workplace emotional display rules to 

maintain a face of professionalism. Effortful emotion suppression leads to a state of “ego 

depletion” in which self-regulation ability is impaired (Baumeister et al., 1998). Emotion 

suppression requires self-control, and the capacity to carry out self-control effectively is finite 

(Baumeister et al., 1998), As a result, individuals in a state of ego depletion are likely to rely on 

heuristics when making sense of social interactions.  

The primary goal of this study is to examine the extent to which ego depletion through 

emotion suppression leads to gender bias in terms of four different types of judgments: the extent 

to which an individual is seen as a leader (i.e., leadership perceptions), leader effectiveness, 

leader competence and warmth. In addition, the current study will examine differential 

recognition accuracy of male/female leader behaviors as a function of emotion suppression. The 

fundamental argument is that when observing a leader in action, ego-depleted individuals, 

relative to non-ego-depleted individuals, will engage in greater heuristic processing due to 

increased reliance on both leader and gender schemas; this results in biased leadership judgments 

and biased recognition accuracy. Furthermore, the extent to which the perceiver’s gender 

moderates how gender bias manifests across all five dependent variables is also examined, as 

males hold stronger biases against female leaders than females (Carli & Eagly, 2018).  

Finally, a majority of gender bias leadership research is carried out using self-report 

leader evaluations administered at one time-point. The current research employs a repeated 
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measures approach for both leadership perceptions and leader effectiveness in the attempt to 

demonstrate that when perceivers are ego-depleted, gender bias manifests early in the judgment 

process, and these gender-biased perceptions are resistant to change despite increasing displays 

of leader behaviors by a female leader.   

Bias against Female Leaders  

Females often deal with the negative stereotypes and discrimination that come with being 

a woman in a position of authority (Carli & Eagly, 2018; Heilman & Caleo, 2018). Although 

there is a plethora of research on this topic, some of the prominent theories of focus in this study 

include leader categorization and connectionist theory (Lord et al., 1984; 2001), implicit 

leadership theory (ILT; Eden & Leviathan, 1975; Offermann et al., 1994) and role congruity 

theory (Eagly & Karau, 2002). These theories highlight how information processing of leader 

behaviors differs by gender, thereby influencing ratings of female leaders compared to male 

leaders.  

Gender stereotypes evolved from societal norms within our culture, where females 

typically adopt the role of the caregiver while males are providers to the family. Women are 

expected to be more communal (i.e. warm, supportive, helpful) while men are associated with 

more agentic qualities (i.e. dominant, competent, assertive) (Carli & Eagly, 2018). According to 

the leader categorization theory (Lord et al., 1984), individuals have cognitive classifications of 

prototypical traits that are associated with leadership. Leaders who display these traits are more 

easily perceived as leaders compared to leaders who do not. Taking into consideration gender 

stereotypes and leader prototypical behavior, the agentic traits of men are more similar to beliefs 

of how leaders should behave (Schein, 1973). This makes it easier to see men as leaders, as their 

leadership behaviors are more consistent with leadership attributes typically present in a 
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perceiver’s leadership prototype. In contrast, female leadership behaviors are inconsistent with 

the typical leadership prototype, resulting in prejudice against female leaders who are considered 

out of place in a “masculine” role (Kark & Eagly, 2010).  

Due to the incongruity between expectations of female behavior with the expected 

abilities associated with a successful leader, there is a negative bias against female leaders (Eagly 

& Karau, 2002). Additionally, the status incongruity hypothesis proposes that female leaders are 

evaluated negatively and suffer backlash because they violate the traditional gender hierarchy 

(Rudman et al., 2012). Women are perceived to hold a lower social status and are expected to 

adopt more supportive roles in the group, while men are not questioned when they assume 

positions of power as it is afforded to them by their gender privilege (Ridgeway, 2001). 

Furthermore, female leaders face a double-bind; if they behave communally, they are not 

perceived as competent whereas if they behave agentically, they are disliked for lacking warmth 

and are evaluated more harshly (Carli & Eagly, 2018; Eagly & Carli, 2007). Not surprisingly, 

female leader behaviors are evaluated more negatively than males when they are more autocratic 

or directive (Eagly et al., 1992).  

Perceiver Gender 

Gender stereotypes stem from our collective societal expectation of how men and women 

should behave (Eagly & Karau, 2002). Additionally, research has shown that agentic traits 

associated with an ideal leader have remained stable over the past several decades (Offermann & 

Coats, 2018). However, even if everyone may hold the same knowledge of stereotypes, there is a 

distinction between knowing stereotypes and using them to guide judgment (Devine & Elliot, 

1995). Thus, evaluations of female leaders can change according to who the perceiver is. The 

perceiver’s gender may influence how leadership information is processed, which affects 
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subsequent leader judgments (Hogue & Lord, 2007; Johnson et al., 2008; Lord et al., 2001). 

Moreover, men tend to endorse masculine characteristics as part of leadership more strongly 

compared to females (Koenig et al., 2011; Offermann & Coats, 2018). Taken together, this 

suggests leader judgments vary by perceiver gender, and that male perceivers are more likely to 

rate female leaders as less effective than female perceivers.  

Emotion Regulation at the Workplace  

Due to social norms regarding the appropriate display of emotions, emotion regulation 

occurs in all types of social interactions including those occurring at work. While there are 

various prominent theories regarding emotions at the workplace (i.e. emotional labor; 

Hochschild, 1983; Grandey & Melloy, 2017; emotional intelligence; Mayer & Salovey, 1997), 

the framework used for the current study is Gross’ (1998a;1998b) process model of emotion 

regulation (ER). The ER model provides a broader understanding of how individuals practice ER 

in a variety of social situations as they achieve a range of personal and functional goals (Perrone 

& Vickers, 2004). Emotion suppression, which is one of the five ER strategies included in the 

model, is the focus of this study. It is a response-focused ER strategy whereby an individual 

suppresses any facial or behavioral expression of an emotion after it is experienced.  

Emotion Suppression and Ego Depletion 

Emotion suppression requires self-control (or alternatively, self-regulation), which is 

defined as the capacity for altering one’s responses and suppressing impulses to achieve 

standards, ideals, values, morals, and social expectations that are necessary to pursue long-term 

goals (Baumeister et al., 2007). Thus, emotion suppression is sustained by self-regulatory 

resources and enables an individual to achieve a regulatory goal in social interactions.  
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Self-control Strength Model. An individual’s capacity for self-control is typically 

studied using the self-control strength model (Baumeister et al., 1998; Muraven et al., 1998). 

There are several core features that characterize this model: first, self-control is sustained by a 

limited resource similar to energy. Next, these regulatory resources are limited and are depleted 

by exertions of self-control. Taxing regulatory resources in one act of self-control depletes the 

available resources to sustain subsequent acts of self-control; this leads to a state of ego depletion 

whereby an individual has a decreased willingness or ability to self-regulate (Baumeister et al., 

1998). Although the term “depletion” is used, it refers to any decrease in resources instead of 

complete exhaustion of resources (Baumeister and Vohs, 2016b). Finally, akin to a muscle that 

gets strained after exercise, the limited energy resource remains temporarily depleted after the act 

of self-control and needs a recovery period to get back to full capacity (Baumeister & Vohs, 

2016b; Muraven et al., 1998).  

Effects of Ego Depletion on Heuristic Processing. Although there have been recent 

concerns about the robustness of the ego depletion effect (e.g., Carter et al., 2015; Friese et. al., 

2019; Hagger et al., 2016), studying ego depletion through emotion-based tasks has been argued 

to be a promising method for exploring this phenomenon (Baumeister & Vohs, 2016a). Many 

studies have examined ego depletion through emotion suppression, as affect regulation was 

included as one of the four main spheres of regulation in Baumeister and colleagues’ original 

conceptualization of self-control (Baumeister et al., 1998; Muraven et. al., 1998). Emotion 

suppression is often used as a method to manipulate resource availability (e.g., Hofmann et al., 

2012; Muraven, 2008; Vohs et al., 2005), leading to a state of ego depletion in which individuals 

exercise reduced top-down executive control (Baumeister & Vohs, 2016b).  



 

 

 7 

In the context of stereotype-processing, ego-depleted individuals are more likely to rely 

on their stereotypes to make judgments instead of expending resources to engage in effortful 

thought processes. Stereotypes serve as cognitive heuristics as they are a less resource-intensive 

method for processing social contexts as a whole, instead of focusing on individuating pieces of 

information (McGarty et al., 2002). This aligns with past research that has demonstrated that 

ego-depleted individuals are more likely to express more prejudice against homosexuals (Gailliot 

et al., 2007), Blacks (Richeson & Shelton, 2003), and skinheads (Gordijn et al., 2004). If an 

individual is ego-depleted through emotion suppression, diagnostic behaviors are less accurately 

processed; in situations where individuating information is lacking or information is ambiguous,  

social judgments’ of perceivers are guided by their gender stereotypes (Dunning & Sherman, 

1997; Kunda & Thagard, 1996; Hamilton et al., 1990; Von Hippel et al., 1995). Relative to non-

ego-depleted perceivers, perceivers in an ego-depleted state due to emotion suppression are more 

likely to be guided by their initial categorizations of the observed leader. Female leadership 

behaviors will be perceived as more inconsistent with the perceiver’s leadership schema 

compared to male leadership behaviors; consequently, ratings of the female leader will be more 

negatively biased than ratings of the male leader. 

Current Study  

There is increasing recognition that studying emotion regulation and leadership in 

conjunction with one another can provide a greater understanding of both of these topics 

(Humphrey et al., 2016). However, a majority of studies focus on the influence that emotion 

regulation by leaders and their subsequent emotional displays can have on followers’ perceptions 

of the leader’s effectiveness (e.g., Dasborough & Ashkanasy, 2002; Eberly & Fong, 2013; Jordan 

& Lindenbaum, 2015; Madera & Smith, 2009; Schaubroeck & Shao, 2012; Trichas et al., 2017). 
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In contrast, this study focuses on how emotion regulation by the follower (or perceiver) affects 

subsequent judgments (and recognition accuracy) of a leader, and if the gender bias in these 

information processing outcomes varies by perceiver gender. From an ego depletion perspective, 

individuals who suppress their emotions become ego-depleted and are more likely to rely on 

leader and gender stereotypes when observing leaders. As a result, ego-depleted individuals are 

less likely to perceive and judge leaders based on leadership behaviors that actually occur; 

instead, they rely more on leader/gender schemas because they have reduced processing 

resources available. Due to the mismatch between the female and leader stereotypes, female 

leaders would be more likely to be evaluated with more bias, and this pattern of bias may be 

more pronounced in male than female perceivers.  

Repeated Measures Design   

Cross-sectional self-report assessments are commonly utilized in research due to their 

availability and convenience of administration. However, to provide a more robust test of the 

processes that underlie gender bias in leadership perceptions and ratings of effectiveness, a 

repeated measures approach is used in this study. Collection of repeated measures affords the 

study of change occurring across measurement occasions and how the constructs relate to one 

another within an individual (Gabriel et al., 2017). It also allows for a more immediate 

assessment of a construct after an event has occurred (Beal & Gabriel, 2018), hence giving a 

deeper insight into the influence of events within a particular measurement interval on 

subsequent ratings.  
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Literature Review 

Past research has demonstrated that overall, leader effectiveness does not vary by leader 

gender (Eagly et al., 1995; Paustian-Underdahl et al., 2014). Nonetheless, systematic differences 

are apparent when comparing the judgments of female leaders compared to male leaders. Meta-

analyses have shown female leaders are rated less favorably when in stereotypically masculine 

leadership roles and work in male-dominated organizations (Eagly et al., 1992; Paustian-

Underdahl et al., 2014). Leadership ratings also vary based on how leadership as a construct is 

assessed; males are preferred over females when leadership is measured by perceptions of 

competence and ability (Eagly et al., 1992, 1995). Taken together, this suggests that the lower 

ratings that female leaders receive are not simply due to them being objectively less effective; 

instead, the assessment of a leader’s effectiveness is influenced by many factors.  

Leader Categorization Theory  

Within leader effectiveness research, a subordinates’ perceived effectiveness or approval 

of a leader is often used as the dependent variable/criterion measure (Kaiser et al., 2008). 

Individuals’ leadership ratings are based on information that they process from their 

surroundings and their interactions with the leader (Lord et al., 1984; 2001). While subjective 

leader effectiveness ratings directly assess a leader’s ability to guide followers toward goal 

achievement (Eagly et al., 1995), these ratings are susceptible to personal biases that affect how 

individuals perceive and subsequently assess leaders.  

The conceptual foundation for research on leadership perceptions is leadership 

categorization theory (Lord et al., 1984; Lord & Maher, 1993), an extension of Rosch’s (1978) 

categorization theory. Leadership categorization theorists posit that individuals have cognitive 

representations or mental schemas of leader categories to enable efficient processing of 
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information in the external environment. The categories consist of a variety of leader attributes, 

and each category is represented by prototypes. As prototypes reflect the most representative 

items of a category (Rosch, 1978), leadership prototypes provide a standard for how leaders are 

expected to behave (Lord et al., 1984). Leadership perception is understood as the result of a 

two-stage matching process: first, when individuals view (or are primed about) a stimulus target, 

the most relevant leadership prototype is activated; then, the observed leader behaviors are 

compared with the activated prototype pattern (Lord et al., 2001).   

Intersectionality of Gender and Leadership  

Although there is a great deal of empirical support for leadership categorization theory, it 

overlooks the contextual influences that affect the leadership prototype activation process. 

Leadership is typically defined without gender expectations (e.g., a leader-follower interaction 

process where the leader guides followers to achieve a shared accomplishment; Yammarino, 

2013), but the reality is that effective leadership beliefs carry a masculine construal (Heilman et 

al., 1989; Powell & Butterfield, 1989; Schein, 1973). To handle this complexity, Lord et al. 

(2001) proposed a connectionist-based model to expound on the flexible and dynamic nature of 

the leadership categorization process. In the connectionist model, leadership attributes within an 

individual’s leadership prototype are activated differently according to each situation. The 

resulting prototype network depends both on the activation of bottom-up behavioral inputs 

observed from the leader and the constraints placed by higher-level contextual factors that can be 

both external (e.g., leader gender, organization type) and internal (e.g., affect, self-schema) to the 

perceiver.  
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Female versus Male Leadership Prototype  

ILTs represent the understanding of the collection of attributes that an ideal leader is 

believed to possess. Offermann, Kennedy, and Wirtz (1994) identified eight factors represented 

in a typical leader prototype including, sensitivity, dedication, tyranny, charisma, attractiveness, 

masculinity, intelligence, and strength. They found that the factor structure replicated across 

gender for both students and working adults. Recent research has generally replicated these 

findings; Epitropaki and Martin (2004) found six factors, where charisma and strength were 

collapsed into the dynamism factor, but no evidence of an attractiveness factor. In 2018, 

Offermann and Coats replicated the Offermann et al. (1994) study and found evidence for the 

original eight factors, plus a ninth factor identified as creativity.  

Across both Offermann et. al’s (1994; 2018) studies and the Epitropaki and Martin 

(2004) study, masculinity was identified as a common trait in individuals’ ILTs. In addition to 

masculinity, both strength and tyranny have been associated with male leadership whereas only 

sensitivity has been connected to female leadership (Johnson et al., 2008). Moreover, Offermann 

and Coats (2018) found that both male and female participants used male-oriented but not 

female-oriented terms when asked to describe the characteristics of their ideal leader. It is clear 

that leader prototypes contain greater male than female attributes. A meta-analysis conducted by 

Koenig et al. (2011) to review the masculinity/femininity of leader stereotypes underscores this 

fact; across three different leadership paradigms, leader stereotypes are considered more 

masculine overall and leaders are believed to show more agentic than communal behaviors.  

According to Eagly & Karau’s (2002) role congruity theory, it is difficult to perceive 

females as leaders as there is a mismatch between the communal nature of the female stereotype 

and the agentic expectations for a successful leader. Gender stereotypes are beliefs about the 
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traits and attributes thought to characterize men and women (Scott & Brown, 2006), and they are 

shared by both genders (Ellemers, 2018). Stereotype content can be divided between two core 

dimensions: warmth that reflects a desire to know others’ intents, and competence that represents 

the ability to pursue a task (Fiske et al., 2002). Closely associated with gender stereotypes is the 

concept of gender roles, which consists of both descriptive (what they actually do) and 

prescriptive (what they should ideally do) expectations of how males/females behave (Eagly & 

Karau, 2002). Men are thought to reflect competence as they are agentic and task-oriented, 

displaying attributes such as independence and assertiveness. In contrast, women are perceived 

to represent warmth and are expected to be communal, interpersonally-oriented, helpful, and 

nurturing (Broverman et al., 1972; Eagly & Karau, 2002). In comparison to women, it is easier to 

process men as leaders because male and leader role expectations are more aligned (Eagly & 

Karau, 2002; Eagly, 2007; Heilman, 2001, Heilman et al., 1989).  

The strong similarity in how males and leaders are viewed has been established by 

multiple research findings. For example, in Schein’s (1973) seminal study, male middle 

managers were asked to rate successful managers, men in general, or women in general on a list 

of 92 attributes. There was a greater overlap between the characteristics of successful managers 

and males compared to females. Both successful managers and men were perceived to be 

emotionally stable, direct, and possessing leadership ability, amongst many other attributes. This 

“think manager, think male” mindset was replicated years later; compared to women in general, 

men in general were rated more similar to a successful manager (Heilman et al., 1989), and male, 

instead of female, executives were rated more similar to executives in general (Sczesny et al., 

2004). Additionally, good managers were described primarily using masculine characteristics 
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(Powell et al., 2002); this preference was observed in another study, regardless of the employee’s 

gender or the gender of his/her manager (Stoker et al., 2012).   

In addition to the incongruity between the female and leader stereotype, female leaders 

are often placed in a double bind as they deal with the opposing agentic versus communal 

demands of the leader and gender role respectively. Females are not rewarded when they are 

helpful and carry out other communal behaviors as expected but are penalized when they do not 

engage in these behaviors (Scott & Brown, 2006; Heilman & Chen, 2005; Phelan & Rudman, 

2010). Female leaders are also restricted by the communal expectations attached to their 

leadership; a meta-analysis by Smith et al. (2013) found that while women yield influence only 

when carrying out communal behaviors, men are influential regardless if they are behaving 

communally or agentically. Moreover, female leaders are expected to balance their communal 

tendencies with agentic behaviors; Johnson et al. (2008) found that participants perceived a male 

leader as effective if he showed strength but an effective female leader had to show strength and 

sensitivity. Thus, not only are female leaders challenged with a smaller conceptual overlap in 

expectations tied to their gender and leader role, but they also are faced with more constrained 

prescriptions of how they should behave as leaders.  

Perceiver Gender and Leadership Perceptions  

Males and females share similar leader attributes in their ILTs (Offermann & Coats, 

2018) and share knowledge of the descriptive stereotypes of gender roles (Ellemers, 2018; 

Haines et al., 2016). While female and male raters tend to agree on the perceived characteristics 

possessed by a male leader (e.g. Deal & Stevenson, 1998; Johnson et al., 2008; Powell & 

Butterfield, 1989; Sczesny et al., 2004) and provide similar ratings of the male leader (e.g. 

Johnson et al., 2008; Sczesny, 2003; Stoker et al., 2012), they vary when it relates to female 
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leaders. Although there is an overall negative bias against female leaders, men tend to be harsher 

evaluators than women (Carli & Eagly, 2018).  

A perceiver’s gender may moderate leader judgments across male and female leaders due 

to two distinct but related reasons. First, a perceiver’s gender influences the accessibility of 

attributes within his/her leadership prototype (Deal & Stevenson, 1998; Lord et al., 2001; Nye & 

Forsyth, 1991). An individual’s self-schema is influenced by past experiences and affects how 

leadership is perceived (Hogue & Lord, 2007). Accordingly, communal leader behaviors such as 

sensitivity commonly associated with women may be more frequently activated in a female 

perceiver’s leadership prototype while agentic traits such as dominance may be more central in a 

male perceiver’s leadership prototype (Lord et al., 2001). Empirical evidence demonstrates a 

pattern of preference for communal versus agentic behaviors by gender; when asked to estimate 

how likely male/female middle managers carried out certain leader behaviors, female managers 

rated female leaders higher on communal behaviors such as supporting and rewarding while 

male managers rated male leaders higher on agentic behaviors such as problem-solving and 

intellectual stimulation (Martell & DeSmet, 2001). Similarly, Powell et al. (2008) found that 

female raters viewed female leaders who carried out transformational leadership more favorably, 

a leadership style characterized by various communal behaviors such as mentoring and 

motivating followers. Johnson et al. (2008) found that feminine, but not masculine, individuals 

valued sensitivity when evaluating the effectiveness of female leaders. Hence, female perceivers 

tend to heavily weigh communal/warmth behaviors when evaluating female leaders whereas 

male perceivers tend to heavily weigh agentic/competent behaviors when evaluating male 

leaders.  
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In addition, men hold a stronger masculine understanding of leadership than women  

(Koenig et al., 2011). This carries implications on how males perceive female leaders, as how 

much an individual associates communality with women (and agency with men) can negatively 

affect ratings of agentic females (Rudman & Glick, 2001). Men are more likely than women to 

feel threatened by female leaders and to display higher levels of prejudice toward women in 

authority (Rudman & Kilianski, 2000; Rudman et al., 2012). Furthermore, prescriptive 

stereotyping has been found to lead men (but not women) to show bias against females in a 

masculine role (Gill, 2004). In comparison to female raters, male raters are more likely to 

describe female leaders negatively (Deal & Stevenson, 1998) and perceive a greater stereotype 

overlap between males and a successful good manager (Ryan et al., 2011; Stoker et al., 2012). 

The “think manager-think male” mindset persists in men, who are less likely to realize the 

challenges that gender stereotyping brings to female leaders compared to women (Schein, 2001).  

As a result, male raters manifest greater bias in ratings of female leaders than female 

raters (Eagly et al., 1992; Ayman et al., 2009; Kwon & Milgrom, 2010). Comparing across two 

meta-analyses of leader effectiveness and gender, while Eagly et. al. (1995) initially failed to 

find a pro-female leader bias in female raters, Paustian-Underdahl et. al. (2014) found that 

female leaders were evaluated more favorably than male leaders when there was a higher 

percentage of females in the rater group; however, the female leader preference disappeared as 

the group became gender-balanced. More recently, Gloor et al. (2020) demonstrated that female 

leaders are viewed as less prototypical leaders than male leaders when there was a higher 

percentage of male raters in the group. While there have been many studies that have found a 

perceiver gender effect on negative evaluations of female leaders, there are several others that 

have not found gender differences (e.g., Brescoll, 2011, Okimoto & Brescoll, 2010; Rudman et 
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al., 2012) or the opposite effect, such that women evaluate other female leaders more negatively 

(e.g., Parks-Stamm et al., 2008; Warning & Buchanan, 2009). Although these findings appear 

contradictory, a closer look reveals that perceiver gender differences on assessments of female 

leader effectiveness depend on the motivation for devaluing a female leader (Vial et al., 2016). 

Women are more likely to show bias against female leaders when they also hold some authority, 

and self-perceptions of their competence are threatened by the female leader (Park-Stamm et al., 

2008).  

Emotion Regulation and Ego Depletion  

In comparison to daily interactions, perceivers in an experimental context are faced with 

fewer distractions that detract from their ability to process information in an unbiased manner. 

Hence, in order to produce the gender biases discussed in previous sections, it is necessary to 

manipulate the perceiver’s ability to engage in effortful processing thereby increasing their 

reliance on schematic/stereotypic processing. Across the various possible methods for taxing 

mental processing in laboratory studies, ego depletion induced through an emotion suppression 

manipulation is used for two reasons: first, emotion suppression is a resource-demanding process 

(Baumeister et al., 1998; Gross, 1998a). Past research also has shown that emotion suppression 

increases reliance on stereotypes when making subsequent judgments (Burns et al., 2008; 

Muraven, 2008). For example, Abraham and Hauenstein (2020) found that participants actively 

suppressing emotions showed evidence of greater bigotry against Blacks in subsequent 

judgments compared to participants not instructed to suppress their emotions.  

Second, as emotion regulation is common in the work context, it is a likely contributing 

factor to gender bias in leadership judgments. Emotion regulation is inherent in interpersonal 

interactions and is important in almost all jobs (Beal & Trougakos, 2013). Across work 
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interactions, individuals are often motivated to regulate their emotions for a variety of reasons, 

including abiding by organizational display rules (Diefendorff & Richard, 2003), aligning 

personal perceptions of emotional expression with the perceived display rule (Diefendorff & 

Grosserand, 2003) or fulfilling a higher-order personal goal such as being happy (Niven, 

Totterdell, et al., 2013). It is common for individuals to engage in emotion regulation as they 

interact with their coworkers and supervisors (e.g. Kafetsios et al., 2012; 2014; Gabriel et al., 

2020; Niven, Sprigg, et al., 2013; Shumski Thomas et al., 2018; Totterdell et. al., 2012). Given 

its prevalence in the workplace, research on emotion regulation and leadership has received 

increased attention recently (Humphrey et al., 2016) and observational studies have shown that 

greater emotion regulation negatively affects both perceptions of meeting effectiveness (Shumski 

Thomas et al., 2018) and leadership perceptions (Glaso & Einarsen, 2008; Xu et al., 2014).   

Emotion Suppression 

One of the primary frameworks used to study emotion regulation at the workplace 

includes Gross’ (1998a; 1998b) process model of emotion regulation (ER). ER is the process “by 

which individuals influence which emotions they have, when they have them, and how they 

experience and express these emotions” (Gross, 1998a, p. 275). ER happens in a broad range of 

settings both alone or in the presence of others (Troth et al., 2018). Furthermore, regulation is not 

necessarily tied to a particular professional display rule (e.g. customer service representatives 

who need to smile and adopt a friendly demeanor) but instead applies more generally to both 

formal and informal workplace interactions. The ER process model consists of 5 emotion 

regulation strategies divided into antecedent-focused regulation (i.e. situation selection, situation 

modification, attention deployment, cognitive reappraisal) carried out before the emotion is 

experienced, and response-focused regulation (e.g., emotion suppression) of the emotion after it 
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has been experienced (Gross 1998a;1998b). Emotion suppression is the focus of this study and is 

defined as the conscious inhibition of an emotional response that results in a discrepancy 

between the emotion being experienced and what is expressed (Gross & Levenson, 1993). Often 

in the workplace, individuals cannot predict their interactions and the corresponding emotions 

generated from that situation (Beal & Trougakos, 2013). Hence, emotion suppression is a 

relevant ER strategy to study within the workplace context, as it may be adopted at the moment 

in order to control the expression of emotions being experienced. 

Ego Depletion. In the broader social psychology literature, emotion suppression is often 

studied within the context of ego depletion research in that suppression requires self-control 

(Baumeister et al., 1998; Muraven et al., 1998). Since self-control is sustained by limited 

resources, suppressing emotions in one task leads to decreased resources for self-control in a 

subsequent task. This is the underlying logic for ego depletion research. Labeled as both a dual-

task paradigm (Hagger et al., 2010) and a sequential-task paradigm (Friese et al., 2019), 

participants in the experimental condition have to carry out two self-control tasks at time 1 (T1) 

and time 2 (T2); in contrast, participants in the control condition also perform two consecutive 

tasks but only perform the self-control task at T2. Since all actions of self-control are sustained 

by a common but limited resource (Muraven et al., 1998), the ego depletion effect is 

demonstrated if performance on the self-control task at T2 is significantly worse in the 

experimental group than the control group.  

In ego depletion studies that utilize emotion suppression, participants are typically 

instructed to suppress their emotions while watching a film that creates a strong emotional 

reactance before completing the T2 task. For example, Muraven et al. (1998) found that 

compared to the control group, participants who suppressed their emotional reactions while 
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watching a 10-minute funny video by comedian Robin Williams performed significantly worse 

on an anagram task. In another study, amongst participants who were high in their motivation to 

control their prejudice, those who suppressed their emotions while watching an 8-minute comedy 

routine by Ellen DeGeneres rated Blacks more negatively than those who did not suppress their 

laughs (Muraven, 2008).  

Summary of Conceptual Variables 

Leadership categorization theory is the foundation of understanding leadership 

perceptions, but to study gender bias in leadership requires the integration of gender stereotypes 

given the assumed agentic-oriented leader characteristics of males are so different from the 

communal-oriented leader characteristics of females. Gender of the perceiver complicates the 

study of gender bias in leadership perceptions because the evidence suggests that the ILTs of 

females are similar, yet different from males. Finally, social-cognitive laboratory studies require 

a mechanism to facilitate heuristic processing. Ego depletion through emotional suppression was 

chosen as that mechanism because emotion suppression taxes executive functioning thereby 

facilitating heuristic processing. In addition, emotion suppression was chosen because emotion 

regulation is required during most social interactions in the workplace. 

Processing Outcomes 

The current study focuses on two sets of processing outcomes, gender bias in leadership 

judgments and gender bias in recognition accuracy. However, prior to reviewing the logic 

underlying the hypotheses for these two outcome variables, it is necessary to explicate “dual-

processing” models of person perception. 
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Dual Processing Models 

In dual-processing models of person perception (e.g., Brewer, 1988; Fiske & Neuberg, 

1990), a perceiver categorizes a target into the relevant schema almost instantaneously without 

much effortful processing; this then guides subsequent interpretation about the target (Fiske & 

Neuberg, 1990; Heilman, 1995). Related to that, encoding is the process by which observed 

stimuli are translated into mental representations or information that can be accessed at a later 

time (von Hippel et al., 1995). Cognitive schemas are critical to the encoding process, as they 

enable individuals to match the incoming information with existing knowledge within these 

schemas and encode it into their long-term memory (Lord & Maher, 1993). Greater effort 

expended during the encoding process leads to greater accessibility of that encoded information 

from memory (Hastie & Kumar, 1979). In order to understand the social cognitive implications 

once a stimulus target is categorized as a leader, it is important to parse the differences that 

leadership prototype consistent and inconsistent information can have on perceiver ratings of the 

leader.  

Processing of schema-consistent behavior. Encoding of behavioral actions congruent 

with an initial categorization requires fewer cognitive resources, as perceivers rely on the leader 

prototype to make general sense of a situation without processing specific details (Hastie & 

Kumar, 1979; Lord et al., 1984; Sherman et al., 2000). This leads to reinforcement of the initial 

leader categorization without creating strong memory traces for the encoding/storage of actual 

behaviors (Hastie & Kumar, 1979; Sherman et al., 2000). Furthermore, the lack of strong 

memory traces for schema-consistent behaviors results in false-positive memories of leader 

behaviors that the target leader did not perform (Hansbrough et al., 2020; Lord et al. 1984; 

Shondrick & Lord, 2010). Ultimately, perceivers’ leadership judgments are skewed toward 
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increasing their confidence that the stimulus target is a leader (Hamilton et al., 1990; Heilman, 

1995; Lord et al., 1984).   

Processing of schema-inconsistent behavior. In contrast, schema-inconsistent 

information requires more effortful processing because the salience of the atypical behavior 

forces greater attentional effort to make sense of this information (Hastie & Kumar, 1979; 

Sherman et al., 2000). The effortful processing of schema-inconsistent behaviors creates stronger 

memory traces (Hastie & Kumar, 1979); as such, all other things being equal, perceivers are 

likely to have greater behavioral recognition accuracy for schema-inconsistent behaviors than 

schema-consistent behaviors (Foti & Hauenstein, 1993; Hastie & Kumar, 1979; Van Overwalle 

& Labiouse, 2004; Sherman et al., 2005). Although schema-inconsistent information is salient 

and more memorable, perceivers initially seek to discount the atypical behavior or make an 

external attribution about the cause of the behavior instead of changing the initial categorization 

(Crocker et al., 1983; Vonk, 1994). Moreover, perceivers are unlikely to alter their initial 

categorization of the target person, especially if the schema-inconsistent behaviors are 

infrequent. Thus, although schema-inconsistent behaviors require greater elaborative processing, 

the stronger memory traces for schema-inconsistent behaviors do not necessarily change initial 

perceptions of the target (Hamilton et al., 1990; Sherman et al., 2005). Individuals are more 

resistant to accepting schema-inconsistent information (Ditto & Lopez, 1992; Sherman et al., 

2005), so even if inconsistent information is recognized, ratings still tend to bias towards 

schema-confirming responses (Foti & Hauenstein, 1993; Sherman et al., 2005).   

Gender Bias in Leadership Judgments 

Gender, along with other characteristics such as race and age, is used as a primary means 

of categorization (Ellemer, 2018; Brewer, 1988). As such, recognizing the target as male or 
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female then immediately cues gender stereotypes in the perceiver (Fiske & Neuberg, 1990; Scott 

& Brown, 2006). The primacy of gender stereotypes causes perceivers to activate networks 

associated with the leader’s gender, thereby activating agentic traits (e.g., dominance) for male 

leaders versus communal traits (e.g., flexibility) for female leaders (See Figure 1, Hogue & Lord, 

2007; Figure 5, Lord et al., 2001). Thus, a leader’s gender can bias the perceiver’s encoding and 

subsequent interpretation of leadership behaviors (Hogue & Lord, 2007).  

Leader Gender Effects 

Prior research has provided robust empirical support regarding the negative bias of 

leadership effectiveness ratings against female leaders (Eagly et al., 1992; Heilman et al., 1995). 

Building upon that, by tying in the discussion of how information processing of leadership 

behaviors is biased according to what is schema-consistent/inconsistent with the leader’s gender, 

additional insight can be gained into the underlying processes that drive the differential ratings of 

male versus female leaders.  

Perceivers generally default to using categories or schemas to guide judgment as this 

saves on encoding and memory demands; however, it occurs at the expense of evaluating each 

individual trait (Shondrick & Lord, 2010). In the context of leadership ratings, individuals rely 

on their prototypes that are activated at the preconscious level to guide their leadership 

perceptions (Lord et al., 2001). If the male/female leader behaves in a schema-consistent manner, 

the leader is likely to be judged within the boundaries of the leader and gender categorization 

that he/she has been placed in. As such, the processing of agentic behaviors by a male leader and 

the communal behaviors by a female leader involves low amounts of cognitive effort. The 

gender of the female leader is likely to play a boundary-constricting role in the categorization of 

her leadership; that is, she would be judged as a “good female leader” whereby the definition of 
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effective leadership is constrained by her gender. In contrast, as the male stereotype has greater 

overlap with the leader prototype, the male gender of the leader may not elicit salient boundary 

conditions for the definitions of leadership as compared to the female leader. As a result, he 

would be judged simply as a “good leader.” Even though both the female and male leader can be 

recognized as good leaders, the female will still be rated as less effective than the male leader as 

her female gender limits the definition of effective leadership that she is associated with.  

In terms of schema-inconsistent behavior, researchers have found that seeing a female 

leader activates the female leader prototype, resulting in the weaker encoding of agentic leader 

behaviors associated with a female compared to a male leader (Scott & Brown, 2006; Braun et 

al., 2018). Thus, agentic behaviors carried out by female leaders will be salient as perceivers 

engage in elaborative processing of that inconsistent information. The increased focus on her 

agentic behaviors elicits negative reactions by the perceivers (Rudman et al., 2012) and thereby 

can lead to perceptions of her being a “poor female leader.”  

The bottom line is that when gender intersects with leadership, behaviors that are 

schema-consistent/inconsistent vary as a function of leader gender. Communal behaviors are 

schema-consistent for females and agentic behaviors are schema-inconsistent for females. For 

males, agentic behaviors are schema-consistent, but it is less clear that communal behaviors are 

schema-inconsistent as evidence indicates the male leadership schema is more encompassing of 

all leader behaviors than the female leadership schema (Scott & Brown, 2006). Thus, even 

though both types of leadership behaviors are recognized for male leaders, an encoding bias 

exists when female leaders carry out leader behaviors that are inconsistent with their gender role 

expectations. If a female leader’s leadership behaviors are not encoded, the perceiver will not 
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have information about her work potential in his/her leadership prototype; consequently, an 

accurate assessment of her competence as a leader is less likely (Lord & Maher, 1993).  

In summary, there is greater congruence between the general expectations of behavior 

between males and leaders as compared to females and leaders; this influences the nodes that are 

activated in perceivers’ leadership prototypes. As perceivers are guided by their activated 

gender-leader network more heavily than the actual behaviors manifested, female leaders are 

likely to receive more biased leadership ratings compared to male leaders.  

Hypothesis 1: Gender bias will manifest in all leadership judgments such that a female leader 

will be: 

1a. Rated as less effective overall than a male leader across the four assessments of leader 

effectiveness 

1b. Perceived as less leader-like overall than a male leader across the four assessments of 

leadership perceptions 

1c: Rated as less competent than a male leader in the competence ratings measured at the 

end of the experiment 

1d: Rated as having greater warmth than a male leader in the warmth ratings measured at 

the end of the experiment 

Leader Gender by Perceiver Gender Interaction 

While a leader gender main effect is anticipated such that a female leader would be rated 

more negatively than a male leader, the pattern of effects is expected to vary as a function of the 

perceiver’s gender. As mentioned previously, the accessibility of leadership attributes within a 

perceiver’s schema differs according to the perceiver’s gender and males tend to hold a stronger 

masculine understanding of leadership (Lord et al., 2001; Koenig et al., 2011). Hence, compared 
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to female perceivers, male perceivers likely activate different leadership prototypes and are more 

sensitized to incongruities between their male-oriented leader expectations and prescriptive 

beliefs regarding female behavior. This results in negatively biased ratings of female leaders 

from males compared to female perceivers. Although there is evidence that in some situations 

female perceivers show greater bias against female leaders than male leaders (Parks-Stamm et 

al., 2008; Warning & Buchanan, 2009), this “reverse gender bias” effect is unlikely if the female 

leader is being evaluated by a subordinate or a third-party observer.  

Hypothesis 2: Female perceivers, relative to male perceivers, will rate the female leader as: 

2a.  More effective overall than the male leader across the four assessments of leader 

effectiveness 

2b.  Being more leader-like overall than the male leader across the four assessments of 

leadership perceptions 

Leader Gender by Emotion Suppression Interaction 

In order to form accurate judgments about a female leader, it is important to evaluate the 

leader based on as much information that is available about the leader’s behavior. However, a 

perceiver’s ability to incorporate new or schema-inconsistent information into their existing 

schema to inform their judgment is tied to their cognitive capacity available (Foti & Hauenstein, 

1993; Van Overwalle & Labiouse, 2004). When the perceiver has a leadership prototype that has 

a narrow definition of what is associated with effective female leadership, schema-inconsistent 

information (i.e. agentic leadership behaviors from the female leader) will not be integrated into 

the existing schema until a threshold is crossed. From the information-processing perspective, 

having more information allows individuals more opportunities to readjust their initial 

impression of the leader. At this point, the perceiver observes female leadership behaviors at 
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such a frequency that they cannot solely be attributed to external factors anymore (Vonk, 1994). 

It is only once this behavioral information is included as part of the perceiver’s impression of the 

female leader that the female leader will not be penalized for her schema-inconsistent (i.e. 

agentic) behaviors.  

It is established that perceivers have existing biases against female leaders due to the 

mismatch between the female gender stereotypes on their leader prototypes. In order to 

overcome the initial categorization of the female leader, an individual needs sufficient cognitive 

resources to process the diagnostic information from the female leader. Building upon that, 

emotion suppression is examined as an important contextual factor that can amplify how gender 

biases manifest in perceptions and ratings of the female leader. Instead of effortfully processing 

each behavior carried out by a leader, an ego-depleted individual is more likely to rely on the 

initial generalized leadership prototype to guide ratings of both female and male leaders. As a 

result, gender bias in ratings of the female leader is expected to manifest more strongly from 

those who are ego-depleted compared to those who are not.   

Hypothesis 3: Gender bias in leadership judgments will be stronger for those in the emotion 

suppression condition, relative to no emotion suppression condition, such that a female leader 

will be:  

3a. Rated as less effective overall than a male leader across the four assessments of leader 

effectiveness 

3b. Perceived as less leader-like overall than a male leader across the four assessments of 

leadership perceptions 
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Leader Gender by Emotion Suppression by Perceiver Gender Interaction 

In line with the expectation that the gender bias in leader ratings would be stronger for 

those who suppressed their emotions, the pattern of rating bias by a perceiver’s gender should 

also manifest more clearly amongst those who are ego-depleted relative to non-ego-depleted 

individuals. As male (female) perceivers are likely to have agentic (communal) attributes more 

frequently activated in their leadership prototype network, male and female perceivers who are 

ego-depleted are anticipated to be more strongly guided by their activated leadership prototype 

network when rating a male/female leader compared to those who are not ego-depleted.  

Hypothesis 4: There will be an emotion suppression by leader gender by perceiver gender three-

way interaction such that within the emotion suppression condition:  

4a: Male participants will rate the male leader as more competent than the female leader, 

relative to female participants 

4b: Female participants will rate the female leader as having greater warmth than the 

male leader, relative to male participants  

Gender Bias in Leadership Recognition Accuracy 

Research on memory and behavior ratings is typically guided by signal detection theory, 

whereby memory accuracy is evaluated using the metrics of hit rate (i.e. correctly identifying a 

behavior shown by the target being rated) and false alarm rate (i.e. mistakenly identifying a 

behavior that was not exhibited by a target) (Lord, 1985). Both measures reflect memory 

sensitivity or recognition accuracy, understood as an individual’s ability to distinguish between 

behaviors that did happen and those that did not (Hansbrough et al., 2015).  
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Emotion Suppression Effect 

Processing of individuating behaviors is effortful (McGarty et al., 2002); thus, ego-

depleted individuals are unable to expend the cognitive resources necessary to process all details 

of a situation. This likely results in the decreased memory for situational details compared to 

those who are not ego-depleted.  

Hypothesis 5: In the emotion suppression condition, overall recognition behavior accuracy 

(measured at the end of the experiment) will be lower for both leader agentic behavior and leader 

communal behavior, relative to the no emotion suppression condition. 

Leader Gender by Emotion Suppression Interaction 

In addition to the memory biases that manifest more strongly in ego-depleted individuals, 

memory for leadership behaviors also varies according to what is considered schema-consistent 

or inconsistent information, and this differs as a function of leader gender. Regardless if a male 

or female manifests the same leader behaviors, perceivers seek to confirm activated nodes 

associated with the gender of the leader. Furthermore, an activated node often indirectly activates 

associated nodes within the prototype network (Lord et al., 2001; Hogue & Lord, 2007). This 

leads the perceiver to attribute stereotypical characteristics to the leader for which diagnostic 

behaviors have not occurred. For example, observing a male leader activates nodes for masculine 

traits in the leader prototype. If the male leader is decisive, the perceiver may make the 

additional inference that the male leader is intelligent. Similarly, observing a female leader 

activates gender-related schemas first, and that subsequently influences how her leadership 

behaviors are observed and encoded.  

As agentic behaviors by male leaders and communal behaviors by female leaders are 

considered schema-consistent, it is expected that there would be low recognition accuracy for 
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those behaviors as they do not require elaborative processing. In other words, processing 

behaviors that are consistent with the perceiver’s initial categorization of the male/female leader 

likely lead to high false alarm rates.  

Hypothesis 6: Within the emotion suppression condition, there will be an effect of leader gender 

on leader behavior recognition such that 

6a: There will be a greater false alarm rate for agentic behaviors for the male leader 

compared to the female leader 

6b: There will be a greater false alarm rate for communal behaviors for the female leader 

compared to the male leader 

Research Questions 

The following research questions further explore how leader behavior recognition 

accuracy differs depending on schema-inconsistent/consistent behaviors, and if leader behavior 

recognition varies by perceiver gender. They provide deeper insight into how the memory of 

leadership behaviors differ by leader and perceiver gender, thus allowing a more comprehensive 

understanding of how leadership judgments and recognition bias vary for a female compared to a 

male leader.  

Agentic behaviors by female leaders are schema-inconsistent; as this information is more 

effortful to process and results in stronger memory traces (Hastie & Kumar, 1979), it is possible 

that memory recognition accuracy would be higher for agentic behaviors enacted by female 

leaders. 

Research Question 1: Will there be a higher leader behavior recognition accuracy of agentic 

behaviors for female leaders compared to communal behaviors? 
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Furthermore, although past research has not found a gender difference in the encoding of 

agentic and communal behaviors as a function of the perceiver’s gender (Scott & Brown, 2006), 

connectionist theory research suggests that perceivers’ leadership prototype networks are 

activated differently according to the perceiver’s gender (Lord et al., 2001). Since false alarm 

rates are influenced by the perceiver’s initial categorization of the target such that they identify 

behaviors that are part of the categorization but did not actually occur (Lord, 1985), it is possible 

that male/female perceivers would have differential false alarm rates for agentic and communal 

leader behaviors.  

Research Question 2: Will male participants have a greater false alarm rate for agentic 

behaviors for the male leader compared to the female leader, relative to female participants? 

Research Question 3: Will female participants have a greater false alarm rate for communal 

behaviors for the female leader compared to the male leader, relative to male participants? 

Study Overview  

In the current study, the influence of emotion suppression on leader ratings across leader 

gender was examined, with perceiver gender included as a possible moderator. The study was 

conducted as a virtual experiment session through Zoom and Qualtrics. Participants first watched 

a 9-minute video compilation of funny clips from the comedy series “The Office”. Based on the 

dual-task paradigm, this was the T1 task where participants were instructed to either watch the 

videos naturally or to suppress their emotions and maintain a neutral facial expression as they 

watched the videos. For the T2 task, participants watched a 16-minute video series of four videos 

depicting conversations between four business managers. There were two versions of these 

business videos, with the gender of the leader being the only difference across the two versions. 

The male leader or female leader was identified for the participant according to their condition, 
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and participants were informed that they would provide ratings about the leader based on the 

videos. After each of the four videos, they completed two measures: a 4-item rating of leadership 

effectiveness (Hais et al., 1997), and the 5-item Global Leadership Impression scale (GLI; 

Cronshaw & Lord, 1987; Lord et al., 1984) that measures the extent to which the target depicted 

in the video is perceived to be a leader. Finally, after watching the fourth video and providing 

their leader effectiveness and leadership perception ratings, participants completed measures of 

recognition memory for leader behaviors across all four videos and reported their perceptions of 

both the leader’s competence and the leader’s warmth.   

Rationale for the Repeated Measures Design  

As highlighted by connectionist theory, prototype activation patterns that guide 

leadership perceptions are dynamic and change according to contextual constraints and 

behavioral inputs of the observed target (Lord et al., 2001; Shondrick & Lord, 2010). Schema 

accessibility unfolds as connections among stereotype nodes related to gender and leadership are 

activated and inhibited (Lord et al., 2001; Shondrick & Lord, 2010). However, once an 

impression is formed about a leader, there is also a certain amount of stability tied to the 

leadership perception process; perceivers’ interpretations of leader behaviors tend to align with 

their initial categorization of the leader, as the weights associated with each of the nodes within 

the activated leadership prototype pattern change slowly (Lord et al., 2001; Shondrick & Lord, 

2010).  

Even when participants are not cognitively taxed, the trajectory of leadership perceptions 

varies between male and female leaders (Brown et al., 1998; Foti et al., 2008). For example, Foti 

et al. (2008) used two sets of leadership videos, one where the emerging leader was male while 

the other was female, and asked participants to provide continuous leadership perception ratings 
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as they watched all nine videos. While they found that the strength of leadership perceptions for 

both male and female leaders increased as more leadership behaviors were displayed by each 

leader in their respective leader emergence condition, the patterns of change for leader 

perceptions over time varied by the leader’s gender. In particular, while there was a gradual 

change in leadership perceptions for emerging male leaders, participants’ leadership perceptions 

of emerging female leaders showed greater resistance to change.  

In this study, a within-person, repeated measures approach was employed to investigate 

the influence of the ego depletion effect on the trajectories of leadership ratings over time. As 

included above, hypotheses 1-3 pertain to predictions about overall leader effectiveness ratings 

and leadership perceptions that are collapsed over all four timepoints. In addition to that, it was 

hypothesized that there would be within-person changes in leader effectiveness ratings and 

leadership perceptions across the four time points. The pattern of gender bias in the leadership 

effectiveness ratings and the leadership perception ratings that manifests as the result of ego 

depletion was predicted to vary as a function of leader gender (see Figure 1). More specifically, 

as the male leader exhibits more leader behaviors over time, the pattern of leader effectiveness 

and leadership perception ratings would converge between participants in the emotion 

suppression and non-suppression conditions. In contrast, as a female leader exhibits more leader 

behaviors over time, the pattern of leader effectiveness and leadership perception ratings would 

show divergence between participants in the emotion suppression and non-suppression 

conditions. The logic for these differing patterns of ratings over time is the greater influence of 

schematic processing on ratings from those in the emotion suppression condition compared to 

the non-suppression condition. Ego-depleted participants are likely to be more strongly guided 

by their initial categorizations compared to the non-ego-depleted participants; for the female 
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leader, they would be more resistant to providing higher leadership ratings that correspond to the 

female leader’s increasing leadership behaviors relative to the other managers in the business 

videos, resulting in a divergence of ratings across the suppression conditions. As for the male 

leader, ego-depleted participants are likely to start with higher leadership ratings and consistently 

provide high ratings that align with their initial categorization of the male as a leader. This 

results in the convergence of ratings across the suppression conditions. Furthermore, it was 

anticipated that the rate of convergence between the emotion suppression and non-suppression 

conditions will be higher for the male leader, compared to the rate of divergence between the two 

emotion suppression conditions for the female leader. Alternatively stated, for the non-

suppression condition, the slope for the regression line across time would be steeper for both 

leadership perceptions and leader effectiveness for the male leader than the female leader.   
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Figure 1 

Hypothesized Leader Ratings by Emotion Suppression Condition over Time  

 

Note. The time points reflect the perceiver’s perceived leadership ratings after observing each of 

the business videos. The blue dots represent ratings for the male leader and the red dots for the 

female leader. The empty dots indicate ratings from the no emotion suppression condition, and 

filled dots from the emotion suppression condition. The y-axis represents leader ratings for both 

leader effectiveness and leadership perceptions (i.e. GLI ratings).  
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Hypothesis 7: There will be an emotion suppression by leader gender by time three-way 

interaction for leader effectiveness and leadership perception ratings such that: 

7a: At time 1, the ratings of the male leader will be higher for the emotion suppression 

condition relative to the no emotion suppression condition  

7b: At time 4, the ratings of the female leader will be lower for the emotion suppression 

condition relative to the no emotion suppression condition  

7c: There will be an emotion suppression by time interaction for the female leader due to 

a slowly diverging pattern of ratings between the emotion suppression and no emotion 

suppression condition 

7d: There will NOT be an emotion suppression by time interaction for the male leader 

because of the rapidly converging pattern of leadership ratings between the emotion 

suppression and no emotion suppression condition 

Method  

Recruitment  

Participants initially targeted for recruitment of this study were undergraduates from 

the Psychology department of a large Mid-Atlantic university. They were recruited through 

postings on the department’s SONA Experiment Management website, in-class announcements, 

and electronic flyers. However, recruitment efforts were soon expanded to the entire university 

population to achieve the sample size goal of 100 males and females each. Announcements were 

made through multiple listservs, including emails sent to undergraduates from the Psychology 

department, the university’s Office of Undergraduate Research, the Graduate School, Virginia-

Maryland College of Veterinary Medicine, and various other interest groups on campus. While 

these efforts were sufficient to meet the recruitment goal of female participants, additional male 
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participants were still needed for the study. Thus, individuals were recruited beyond the 

university setting through postings on my personal Facebook and Instagram accounts. The 

snowball sampling method was also used; research participants were encouraged to spread 

information about the study to all those who were eligible. All individuals were required to be at 

least 18 years old, proficient in English, and have a working computer and webcam to 

participate. Participants were compensated with a $10 Amazon gift card in exchange for 

approximately 1-hour of their time.   

Participants   

As a result of the previously outlined recruitment efforts, the study sample consisted of 

193 individuals. The gender breakdown was 100 females and 93 males. Although the number of 

males was less than the recruitment goal of 100 participants, the time constraints to complete the 

study dictated the decision to end data collection. Participants ranged from the ages 18 to 36 

(M = 23.25, SD = 4.36). The racial breakdown of self-identified race was 103 Whites (53.4%), 

45 Asians (23.3%), 20 Hispanic/Latinx (10.6%), 12 Blacks (6.2%), 1 Native-American (0.5%) 

and 12 Multiracial (6.2%) participants. Out of the 93 males, 59 were recruited from within the 

university and 34 were not. Furthermore, the sample consisted of undergraduates, postgraduates 

(i.e. graduate, veterinary, and medical students), and individuals who were working full-time. 

The breakdown by gender and student status is as follows: for the 100 females, there were 72 

undergraduates, 27 postgraduates, and 1 working full-time. For the 93 males, there 

were 31 undergraduates, 42 postgraduates, and 20 working full-time. The number of participants 

across the leader gender and emotion suppression conditions was balanced with 97 (50.3%) in 

the male leader condition and 96 in the female leader condition (49.7%). There were 96 (50.3%) 

in the no suppression condition and 97 (49.7%) in the suppression condition.   
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Design  

The study design is a 2 (Emotion Suppression: Suppression/ No Suppression) x2 (Leader 

Gender: Male/Female) x2 (Participant Gender: Male/Female) ANOVA balanced factorial design. 

All participants were randomly assigned to one of the resulting eight (2x2x2) conditions. A 

power analysis was computed through the G*Power 3.1 program (Faul et al., 2009) to estimate 

that 199 participants are needed to achieve 0.8 power (with Cohen’s f=0.20, and alpha= .05) for 

an ANOVA analysis of the highest order interaction predictions. 

Procedure  

The entire study procedure was conducted online through Qualtrics and Zoom. A Zoom 

meeting link was sent out to participants according to the timeslot that they signed up for. First, 

the procedure was explained to participants by the experimenter on Zoom. Participants were 

reminded that their facial expressions would be recorded as they watched the video stimuli. After 

the instructions were provided, they had the opportunity to ask any clarification questions. If they 

did not have any issues, participants were asked to provide their informed consent by clicking on 

the "I Agree" button on Qualtrics. Only once all questions and concerns were addressed and 

participants provided their informed consent did the experiment begin.  

Participants first carried out the emotion suppression task. They watched a 3-minute 

Jackson Pollock documentary to establish a baseline mood before watching a 9-minute video 

compilation of funny scenes from the series “The Office”. Before both videos, instructions 

flashed on the screen according to the assigned emotion suppression condition, telling 

participants whether they should suppress their emotions or watch the videos naturally. The 

participants’ expressions while watching both videos were recorded through Zoom, and saved on 

the cloud in the experimenter's Canvas account. Next, participants watched a 16-minute 
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collection of four vignettes depicting the interaction between four managers working together on 

various business-related tasks. There are two versions of the business videos: one where an 

individual named "Bob" is the leader, and the other where an individual named "Sue" is the 

leader. Participants watched only one of the two versions, depending on their assigned Leader 

Gender condition. Prior to watching the video, participants were shown a screenshot of the video 

including the names of the four individuals, and an indication of whether Bob or Sue is the 

leader. They were also informed that they would provide ratings about the video after each of the 

four business videos and also after all the videos have played. After each business video, 

participants were asked to rate their perceptions of Bob/Sue as a leader and also rate the leader’s 

effectiveness. Once the participant watched all the business videos, the video recording stopped. 

Then, participants completed two questionnaires regarding their recognition of leader behaviors 

and ratings of both the leader’s competence and warmth. The presentation of the scales were 

randomized. Participants then completed a measure on their emotion regulation strategies used 

during the study. To find out if any participants were experiencing Zoom/video calling fatigue, 

they also reported what they had been doing one hour prior to the experiment. Finally, 

participants were provided with a debriefing statement summarizing the goals of the study and 

given the opportunity to ask the experimenter if they had any remaining questions. The entire 

procedure took approximately 60 minutes.  

Business Video Stimuli  

The four business videos used in this study are part of a broader set of leader emergence 

videos created by Hanges et al. (1997). The video series consists of nine workplace vignettes, 

where four White managers (two male, two female) are discussing various work-related issues. 

Each vignette covered a different theme (e.g. scheduling, budget, supplies) and had a length of 
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around 4-5 minutes each. There were two duplicate versions of these nine videos, one featuring 

“Bob” as the male leader, and the other featuring “Sue” as the female leader. Thus, aside from 

the leader’s gender, both versions are the same with the leaders speaking and behaving 

identically.  

Since the purpose of this study is to evaluate leadership, the current study only included 

the last four vignettes (scenes 6 - 9) where the leader has already emerged. Thus, two stimuli sets 

were used, one where the male leader executes the most leadership behaviors in the team 

meeting, and the second where the female leader executes the most leadership behaviors. As the 

original purpose of the videos was for depicting leader emergence, the number of leadership 

behaviors displayed by the leader relative to others increases from vignettes six to nine. In total, 

21 agentic behaviors and 20 communal behaviors are depicted across the four vignettes. 

Appendix B contains the list of agentic and communal attributes and the breakdown by video of 

the frequencies of agentic/communal leaders behaviors exhibited by each team member.  

Independent Variables  

Emotion Suppression 

To avoid any initial psychological differences between groups, the instructions were 

displayed right before the screening of every video clip, as done by other researchers (e.g., 

Demaree et. al., 2006). Participants were video-recorded through Zoom, and the participants’ 

web camera light served as a reminder and motivating factor for them to maintain their emotion 

regulation strategy. The saved video footage of participants’ emotional expressions was analyzed 

using an adapted version of a behavior coding system from Gross and Levenson (1993; 1997) 

where the frequency of various facial, mouth, and body movements were coded by independent 
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coders. Additionally, the perceived overall emotional expressivity for each participant was rated 

on a 5-point Likert scale from 1 (No Reaction at All) to 5 (Extremely Reactive).  

Suppressing emotional expressions while watching videos is a common manipulation that 

has been demonstrated as robust in previous experiments (e.g., Gross & Levenson, 1993; Vohs & 

Schmeichel, 2003; Gross & John, 2003). In the emotion suppression condition, participants were 

instructed to suppress their emotions and maintain a neutral facial expression. Instructions for the 

suppression condition are as follows: 

You will soon watch a short video clip. It is important that you pay attention and watch it 

carefully, immersing yourself in the scene you will be watching. Please do your best to suppress 

any expression of emotions you may feel while watching the videos. Try to maintain a neutral 

facial expression, so that a person who is watching you would not know that you are feeling 

anything at all. You are reminded that you are being video recorded, and are free to stop the 

experiment at any time. When you have finished the video clip, please alert the experimenter. 

As for the participants in the no-suppression condition, they were not instructed to control 

their emotions prior to watching the videos. Instructions for the no-suppression condition are as 

follows: 

You will soon watch a short video clip. It is important that you pay attention and watch it 

carefully, immersing yourself in the scene you will be watching. Please watch the videos as you 

would on your own, as naturally as possible. You are reminded that you are being video 

recorded, and are free to stop the experiment at any time. When you have finished the video clip, 

please alert the experimenter. 

         Modulation Strategy Questionnaire. As a manipulation check for the emotion 

suppression condition, participants in the emotion suppression condition were asked several 
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questions to assess if they were complying with the regulation instructions or utilizing a different 

strategy. The questionnaire was administered after participants completed all other leader-related 

measures. Following the procedure from Martjin et. al (2002), participants answered three 

statements accessing their perceived success in hiding their emotions on a Likert rating of 

1(Strongly Disagree) to 5(Strongly Agree). Additionally, participants across both the emotion 

suppression and control condition endorsed two items regarding the emotional control exerted 

during the task with a similar Likert rating (Martjin et. al., 2002). 

Dependent Variables 

Repeated Measures  

Leader Effectiveness. After each of the four business videos, participants responded to a 

4-item measure on perceived leadership effectiveness adapted from Hais et. al. (1997). The 

male/female leader observed in the video was rated on a Likert scale from 1(Strongly Disagree) 

to 5(Strongly Agree). Sample items include “This business manager is very effective as a leader” 

and “This business manager has good leadership qualities”.  

Leadership Perceptions. Participants’ leadership perceptions, as reflected by their 

confidence in their categorization of the leader, were measured using the Global Leadership 

Impression scale (GLI; Cronshaw & Lord, 1987; Lord et al., 1984). The GLI consists of 5 items 

that are rated on a Likert scale from 1(Not at All) and 5 (Extreme Amount). Example items 

include “To what extent does {Sue/Bob} fit your image of a leader?” and “How typical was 

{Sue/Bob} of a leader?.” The GLI has demonstrated good reliability, with a reported reliability 

alpha coefficient of .87 (Cronshaw & Lord, 1987).  
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Behavior Recognition 

To assess memory for leadership behaviors exhibited by the male/female leader across 

the four business videos, participants completed a 24-item behavior recognition questionnaire. 

This measure consists of 12 agentic and 12 communal behaviors, where half of the behaviors for 

each of the two behavior dimensions occur (i.e. 6 agentic and 6 communal) while the other half 

do not occur. Each of the items was rated on a Yes/No scale. Following past research (Martell & 

Evans, 2005; Hansbrough et al., 2020), participants’ false alarm rates were calculated by the 

proportion of communal and agentic behaviors that they identified but did not actually occur in 

the videos. Recognition behavior accuracy was calculated by the ratio of true rates (true 

positives, true negatives) divided by total number of behaviors on the measure (i.e. 24 

behaviors).  

Leader Competence and Warmth Ratings  

Following Fiske and colleagues’ Stereotype Content Model (SCM; Fiske, 2018; Fiske et 

al., 2002), evaluation of the male/female leader from the business videos was assessed according 

to the dimensions of warmth (i.e. trustworthiness, friendliness) and competence (i.e. capability, 

assertiveness). Following DeRue et al. (2015), Mayer and Davis’ (1999) Benevolence and 

Ability subscales were adapted to measure participants’ ratings of the leader’s performance in 

terms of warmth and competence respectively. The Benevolence subscale contains 5 items 

related to concern for others, whereas the Ability subscale includes 6 items pertaining to task and 

leadership competence. All items are scored on a 5-point Likert scale from 1(Strongly Disagree) 

to 5(Strongly Agree). The reported reliability for both scales is adequate, with α = .85 for 

Benevolence and α = .91 for Ability (DeRue et al., 2015).  
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Analyses  

Hypotheses 1a and 1b, 2, 3, and 7 regarding leader effectiveness and leadership 

perception ratings were tested using multilevel modeling where time was treated as the level-1 

predictor and Emotion Suppression, Leader Gender, and Perceiver Gender were treated as level-

2 predictors. In addition to testing the predicted mean differences across conditions for these four 

hypotheses, the slope differences across the different conditions over time were tested for 

hypotheses 7c and 7d. The omnibus test for Hypotheses 1c, 1d, 4, 5, and 6 related to leader 

behavior recognition, competence, and warmth was a 2 (Emotion Suppression) x 2 (Leader 

Gender) x 2 (Perceiver Gender) ANOVA with follow-up a priori contrasts to test predicted mean 

differences.  

Results  

Data Cleaning  

Before conducting analyses, data quality was checked in terms of 1) compliance with 

emotion suppression manipulation instructions and 2) participants’ overall false alarm rates on 

the Behavior Recognition measure. Six participants appeared to incorrectly suppress their 

emotions even though they were assigned to the no suppression condition and instructed to watch 

the T1 video stimuli naturally. After a closer inspection of their responses on both the 

Modulation Strategy Questionnaire that measured self-reported effort in emotion suppression and 

the video recordings of their emotional expressions, five participants were reassigned to the 

emotion suppression condition1. For the remaining participant, it was unclear whether the 

individual was exerting effort to suppress their emotions or not; as a result, the participant was 

 
1 To ensure findings were not influenced by the reassignment of the 5 participants to the emotion suppression 

condition, post-hoc exploratory analyses were conducted for all hypotheses on the sample without these participants 

(N=184). However, most of the findings did not change, so the 5 participants were kept in the sample.  
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dropped from the sample. Additionally, participants’ responses on the Behavior Recognition 

measures were evaluated as a form of an attention check. There were three participants who had 

a total false alarm rate of one; these participants did not discriminate between the recognition 

items and incorrectly identified all leadership behaviors that did not occur in the videos. All three 

participants were removed from further analyses.   

Thus, the final sample consisted of 189 participants, with a gender breakdown of 100 

females and 89 males. All four participants who were removed were males who were recruited 

from the university. As for the student status breakdown, the remaining male participants were 

29 undergraduates, 41 postgraduates, and 19 working full-time. The distribution of participants 

across conditions remained somewhat balanced; there were 96 (50.8%) in the male leader 

condition and 93 in the female leader condition (49.2%) and 88 (46.6%) in the no suppression 

condition and 101 (53.4%) in the suppression condition.   

Descriptive Statistics   

The means, standard deviations, and correlations for all the variables measured after the 

four business videos are reported in Table 1. Both the Leader Competence and Warmth measures 

demonstrated excellent reliability, with coefficient alpha values of .94 and .92 respectively.   
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Table 1  

Means, Standard Deviations, Correlations, and Reliabilities between Variables of Interest  

  Mean  SD  1  2  3  4  5  

1. Leader Competence  3.68  .71  (.94)          

2. Leader Warmth  3.52  .76  .75**  (.92)        

3. Sensitivity  .63  .11  -.02  -.05  (-)      

4. FAR_A  .40  .27  .09  .04  -.60**  (-)    

5. FAR_C  .60  .24  .32**  .38**  -.50**  .29**  (-)  

Note. N = 189. FAR_A represents false alarm rates on the Behavior Recognition measure for 

agentic behaviors, and FAR_C represents false alarm rates for communal behaviors. 

Cronbach’s alpha are included in parentheses.   

* p < .05, ** p < .01  
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The corresponding descriptive statistics for Leader Effectiveness and Leadership 

Perception measures that were administered after each of the four business videos are reported 

in Table 2. Both measures also showed strong reliability, ranging from α = .94-.98 for Leader 

Effectiveness and α = .90-.95 for Leadership Perceptions.  

Table 2  

Correlations of Leader Effectiveness and Leadership Perception Ratings across four Business 

Videos   

  Mean  SD  1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8  

1. LE_T1  3.67  0.77  (.94)        .        

2. LE_T2  3.70  0.92  .32**  (.97)              

3. LE_T3  3.78  0.87  .42**  .28**  (.97)            

4. LE_T4  3.74  0.99  .25**  .28**  .42**  (.98)          

5. LP_T1  3.53  0.74  85**  .32**  .42**  .22**  (.90)        

6. LP_T2  3.54  0.88  .25**  .94**  .30**  .25**  .29**  (.94)      

7. LP_T3  3.71  0.81  .38**  .24**  .94**  .37**  .42**  .30**  (.95)    

8. LP_T4  3.77  0.87  .25**  .27**  .42**  .95**  .22**  .25**  .39**  (.95)  

Note. N = 189. LE represents Leader Effectiveness ratings across videos 1-4. LP represents 

Leadership Perceptions ratings. Cronbach’s alphas are included in parentheses.   

* p < .05, ** p < .01  
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 Additionally, to examine if Leader Effectiveness and Leadership Perception ratings 

varied by emotion suppression, the correlations within the emotion suppression and no 

suppression conditions are reported in Table 3. The pattern of correlations were similar to the 

overall sample; ratings of Leader Effectiveness and Leadership Perception were highly 

correlated within each time point, but modestly correlated within each of the two measures 

across the four time points.  

Table 3  

Correlations of Leader Effectiveness and Leadership Perception Ratings across four Business 

Videos for each Emotion Suppression condition  

  Mean1(SD)  Mean2(SD) 1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8  

1. LE_T1 3.72 (0.85) 3.62 (0.69) - .28** .44** .31** .82** .23* .41* .30** 

2. LE_T2 3.70 (0.92) 3.70 (0.92) .37** - .23* .13 .23* .95** .20* .10 

3. LE_T3 3.69 (0.96) 3.86 (0.77) .42** .32** - .40** .46** .26** .95** .42** 

4. LE_T4 3.59 (1.09) 3.88 (0.88) .23* .43** .42** - .29** .13 .40** .96** 

5. LP_T1 3.58 (0.83) 3.50 (0.66) .87** .41** .41** .19 - .24* .45** .27** 

6. LP_T2 3.54 (0.86) 3.55 (0.89) .28** .92** .35** .37** .34** - .25* .11 

7. LP_T3 3.63 (0.89) 3.78 (0.74) .36** .29** .94** .34** .40** .35** - .43** 

8. LP_T4 3.68 (0.90) 3.84 (0.84) .21* .45** .41** .95** .18 .41** .35** - 

Note. N1 = 88 for the no suppression condition. Mean1 represents mean ratings from the no 

suppression condition. N2 = 101 for the emotion suppression condition. Mean2 represents mean 
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ratings from the emotion suppression condition. LE represents Leader Effectiveness ratings 

across videos 1-4. LP represents Leadership Perceptions ratings. Correlations from the no 

suppression condition are reported in the bottom triangle and emotion suppression condition in 

the upper triangle.  

* p < .05, ** p < .01  

 

Emotion Suppression Manipulation Checks   

The effectiveness of the emotion suppression manipulation was assessed by two methods: 

1) participants’ responses on the Modulation Strategy Questionnaire regarding the effort exerted 

in emotional control and 2) video recordings of participants’ emotional expressions that were 

behaviorally coded.   

A t-test was conducted to compare responses on the Modulation Strategy Questionnaire 

across the emotion suppression and no suppression conditions. Participants in the emotion 

suppression condition reported exerting greater emotional control (M=4.28, SD=0.53) compared 

to those in the no suppression condition (M=2.06, SD=1.02), with t(187) = 19.02 p = .00, 

Cohen’s d = 2.77.   

Behavioral Coding of Emotional Expressions   

Two undergraduate research assistants were trained to watch the video recordings of 

participants and rate them on their emotional expressivity based on an adapted version of Gross 

and Levenson’s Emotional Expressive Coding System (1993; 1997). The coders evaluated 

participants’ emotional expressions based on their body, facial, and mouth movements 

before providing ratings on overall emotional expressivity. Prior to coding the videos, both 

coders were trained using a codebook that was developed for this purpose. Adapted from the 

Facial Action Coding System (FACS; Ekman et al., 2002), the codebook listed a range of visible 
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emotional expressions that were organized into categories of body, facial, and mouth 

movements. In the early stages of the coding process, the coders met frequently to discuss 

coding-related issues and to ensure they were both using similar decision criteria when deciding 

what to code as an emotional expression or not.   

To avoid potential leader gender and perceiver gender effects, both coders independently 

coded five videos that were randomly selected from each of the possible eight conditions, 

totaling up to 40 videos. Furthermore, coders were not informed which of the 20 videos were 

participants in the emotion suppression and which of the remaining 20 videos were those in the 

no suppression condition. Excellent inter-rater reliability was achieved between both coders, 

with r = .90. To assess the effectiveness of the emotion suppression manipulation, ratings of 

overall emotional expressivity were compared across the conditions. Participants in the 

suppression condition (M=1.73, SD=0.98) were perceived as less expressive than those in the no 

suppression condition (M=2.75, SD=1.12), with t(38) = 3.08, p = .00, Cohen’s d = 0.97. 

Additionally, as past research demonstrates that males suppress their emotions more often than 

females (Gross & John, 2003), the emotional expressiveness across gender was also compared. 

In this sample, males (M=2.38, SD=1.21) did not differ from females (M=2.10, SD=1.12) in 

terms of their overall emotional expressivity ratings with t(38) = 0.75, p = .46.   

Thus, ratings from both the Modulation Strategy Questionnaire and the behavioral coding 

indicate that the emotion suppression manipulation was successful.   

Hypothesis Testing   

All repeated measures hypotheses for Leader Effectiveness and Leadership Perceptions 

ratings that were measured after each of the four business videos are discussed first followed by 
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findings for overall ratings of Leader Competence and Warmth, and Behavior Recognition 

responses that were collected after watching all four videos.   

Repeated Measures Analyses   

All hypotheses related to Leader Effectiveness and Leadership Perceptions were tested 

on Mplus (Version 8; Muthén and Muthèn, 2017). Participants were treated as between-group 

Level-2 variables (N = 189) and their ratings after each of the four business videos were treated 

as within-group Level-1 variables (N = 756). All models tested were estimated using the BAYES 

option on Mplus, which utilizes a Bayesian estimation method. As a result, the p-value 

significance of estimates are evaluated using one-tailed tests and 95% credibility intervals are 

reported. To enable straightforward interpretation of the categorical predictors (i.e. Leader 

Gender: -1 for male, 1 for female, Perceiver Gender: -1 for male, 1 for female, and Emotion 

Suppression: -1 for no suppression, 1 for suppression), all regression coefficients are reported in 

their unstandardized form. The intraclass correlation values for both Leader Effectiveness 

(ICC1 = .32) and Leadership Perceptions (ICC1 = .30) demonstrate that there was sufficient 

variability of the outcome variables both at the between-group and within-group levels, 

indicating that multilevel modeling is the appropriate method for data analysis. 

Leader Effectiveness and Leadership Perceptions Collapsed Over Time  

Leader Gender Effect. Hypotheses 1a and 1b predicted a leader gender main effect on 

leadership ratings, such that the female leader would be rated less effective and perceived as less 

leader-like than the male leader overall, across the four time points. To test Hypothesis 1a and 

1b, two multilevel models were tested with Leader Gender entered as the Level 2 predictor and 

Leader Effectiveness and Leadership Perceptions as the respective outcome variables. Model 

estimates are reported in Table 4.   
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Table 4 

Prediction of Leader Effectiveness and Leadership Perceptions from Leader Gender for 

Hypothesis 1  

Level and Variable Leader Effectiveness Leadership Perceptions 

Level 2   

Intercept (𝛾00) 3.73** (0.05) 3.64** (0.04) 

Leader Gender (𝛾01) 0.13** (0.04) 0.13** (0.04) 

Variance Components   

Within-person variance (𝜎2) 0.54 0.49 

Residual variance (𝜏00) 0.24 0.19 

Additional information   

ICC  .32 .30 

R2 between group .07 .08 

Note. Level 1 sample size = 756 ratings, Level 2 sample size = 189. Males coded as -1, females 

coded as 1 for Leader Gender. 

* p < .05, ** p < .01 

 

For the Leader Effectiveness model, leader ratings were greater for the female leader 

(M=3.85, SD=0.54) than the male leader (M=3.59, SD=0.67), 𝛾01 = 0.13, SD = 0.04, p = .001, 

95% CI [0.06, 0.21]. Hypothesis 1a was not supported. Similar results were found for the 

Leadership Perceptions model, where higher leadership perception ratings were predicted by the 

female leader (M=3.77, SD=0.53) compared to the male leader (M=3.51, SD=0.58), 𝛾01 = 0.13, 

SD = 0.04, p = .001, 95% CI [0.06, 0.20]. Hypothesis 1b was also not supported. Contrary to 

predictions, the female leader was not rated less favorably; instead, she was given greater ratings 

on both leader effectiveness and leadership perceptions than the male leader.  

Leader Gender by Perceiver Gender Interaction. Hypothesis 2a predicted an 

interaction between Leader Gender and Perceiver Gender such that female perceivers (compared 
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to male perceivers) would rate the female leader as more effective than the male leader overall, 

across four time points. The main effect terms of leader and perceiver gender, along with their 

interaction term were entered as Level-2 predictors in the model, with Leader Effectiveness as 

the outcome variable.   

Table 5 

Prediction of Leader Effectiveness and Leadership Perceptions from Leader Gender and 

Perceiver Gender for Hypothesis 2  

Level and Variable Leader Effectiveness Leadership Perceptions 

Level 2   

Intercept (𝛾00) 3.72** (0.05) 3.64** (0.04) 

LG (𝛾01) 0.13** (0.04) 0.13** (0.13) 

PG (𝛾02) 0.01 (0.04) 0.00 (0.04) 

LG x PG (𝛾03)  0.05 (0.05) 0.03 (0.04) 

Variance Components   

Within-person variance (𝜎2) 0.54 0.49 

Residual variance (𝜏00) 0.25 0.20 

Additional information   

ICC  .32 .30 

R2 between group .09 .10 

Note. Level 1 sample size = 756 ratings, Level 2 sample size = 189. LG represents Leader 

Gender and PG represents Perceiver Gender. Males coded as -1, females coded as 1 for Leader 

and Perceiver Gender. 

* p < .05, ** p < .01 

 

As reported in Table 5, the leader gender and perceiver gender interaction effect was not 

significant. Hypothesis 2a was not supported. However, the leader gender main effect was 

significant. To better understand the findings, a simple slopes test was carried out; the effect of 

leader gender on leader effectiveness ratings was tested at the two levels of perceiver gender. For 
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female perceivers, the female leader (M=3.92, SD=0.51) was associated with higher 

leader effectiveness ratings than the male leader (M=3.55, SD=0.65), simple slope = .18, p = .00, 

95% CI [0.08, 0.29]. In contrast, for male perceivers, no relationship was found between the 

leader’s gender and leader effectiveness.    

For Hypothesis 2b, the multilevel model tested included Leader Gender, Perceiver 

Gender, and the two-way interaction term as the Level-2 predictors and Leadership Perceptions 

as the outcome variables. Hypothesis 2b also predicted that female perceivers (relative to males) 

would perceive the female leader as more leader-like than the male leader. Again, the interaction 

effect was not significant (see Table 5) thus providing no evidence for Hypothesis 2b. Similar to 

the Leader Effectiveness model, the leader gender main effect was significant in this model too. 

A simple slopes test was conducted looking at the effect of leader gender on leadership 

perception ratings across the two levels of perceiver gender. Results paralleled findings for 

Leader Effectiveness; for female perceivers, the female leader (M=3.80, SD=0.52) had higher 

leadership perception ratings than the male leader (M=3.49, SD=0.54), simple slope = .16, p = 

.00, 95% CI [0.06, 0.25]. However, no significant association was found for male perceivers.    

Taking both the Leader Effectiveness and Leadership Perceptions findings together, the 

results suggest that while male perceivers did not differentiate between the male and female 

leader when providing their leader ratings, female perceivers evaluated the female leader more 

favorably than the male leader. Although the interaction term between Leader Gender and 

Perceiver Gender was not significant in the model, this provides limited support to the 

predictions of Hypothesis 2a and 2b whereby female perceivers did give the female leader higher 

leader ratings than the male leader, relative to male perceivers.   
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Leader Gender by Emotion Suppression Interaction. Hypothesis 3a predicted an 

interaction between Leader Gender and Emotion Suppression on Leader Effectiveness ratings, 

such that for the emotion suppression condition (compared to the no suppression 

condition), ratings for the female leader would be lower than the male leader. Leader Gender, 

Emotion Suppression, and their interaction term were entered as Level-2 predictors in the model, 

with Leader Effectiveness as the outcome variable. Regression estimates are reported in Table 6.  

Table 6 

Prediction of Leader Effectiveness and Leadership Perceptions from Leader Gender and 

Emotion Suppression for Hypothesis 3  

Level and Variable Leader Effectiveness Leadership Perceptions 

Level 2   

Intercept (𝛾00) 3.72** (0.05) 3.64** (0.04) 

LG (𝛾01) 0.13** (0.04) 0.13** (0.04) 

ES (𝛾02) 0.05 (0.05) 0.03 (0.04) 

LG x ES (𝛾03) 0.00 (0.05) -0.01 (0.04) 

Variance Components   

Within-person variance (𝜎2) 0.54 0.49 

Residual variance (𝜏00) 0.25 0.20 

Additional information   

ICC  .32 .30 

R2 between group .09 .10 

Note. Level 1 sample size = 756 ratings, Level 2 sample size = 189. LG represents Leader 

Gender and ES represents Emotion Suppression. Males coded as -1, females coded as 1 for 

Leader Gender. No suppression was coded as -1 and suppression as 1. 

* p < .05, ** p < .01 
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The only significant predictor was the leader gender main effect term, where the female 

leader had higher leader effectiveness ratings than the male leader across both the emotion 

suppression and no suppression conditions, 𝛾01 = 0.13, SD = 0.04, p = .002, 95% CI [0.06, 0.21]. 

This echoes the leader gender effect from Hypothesis 1a. The interaction term was not 

significant, thus there was no support for Hypothesis 3a. However, the Leader Gender main 

effect aligns with findings from the simple slopes test, which examined the relationship between 

leader gender and leader effectiveness ratings at the two different levels of emotion suppression. 

For the no suppression condition, the female leader was associated with higher leader 

effectiveness ratings (M=3.81, SD=0.59) than the male leader (M=3.54, SD=0.76), simple slope 

= .13, p = .02, 95% CI [0.02, 0.24]. Similar simple slope effects are found for the suppression 

condition (simple slope = .14, p = .02, 95% CI [0.03, 0.23]), where the female leader (M=3.90, 

SD=0.49) is rated with higher leader effectiveness ratings than the male leader (M=3.63, 

SD=0.59).  

Hypothesis 3b also predicted a Leader Gender and Emotion Suppression interaction 

effect on Leadership Perception ratings, where ratings for the female leader (relative to the male 

leader) were expected to be lower in the emotion suppression than the no suppression condition. 

The two main effects and the interaction term between Leader Gender and Emotion Suppression 

were added as Level-2 predictors in the model with Leadership Perceptions as the outcome 

variable. As was seen for Hypothesis 3a, the interaction term was not significant but the leader 

gender main effect was, (𝛾01 = 0.13, SD = 0.04, p = .001, 95% CI [0.06, 0.20]). As a result, 

Hypothesis 3b was not supported. The simple slope test reflected the leader gender main effect 

findings; for those in the no suppression condition, the female leader was associated with higher 

leader effectiveness ratings (M=3.75, SD=0.57) than the male leader (M=3.47, SD=0.63), simple 
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slope = .14, p = .01, 95% CI [0.04, 0.24]. Similar simple slope effects are found for the 

suppression condition (simple slope = .12, p = .02, 95% CI [0.03, 0.21]), where the female leader 

(M=3.79, SD=0.50) is rated with higher leader effectiveness ratings than the male leader 

(M=3.55, SD=0.54). Again, contrary to expectations, the female leader was rated more favorably 

than the male leader on both Leader Effectiveness and Leadership Perception ratings. 

Furthermore, this effect was observed across both no suppression and emotion suppression 

conditions. 

Leader Effectiveness and Leadership Perceptions Over Time   

Time by Leader Gender by Emotion Suppression Interaction. Hypotheses 7a to 7d 

related to the three-way interaction between Leader Gender and Emotion Suppression over Time 

for both Leader Effectiveness and Leadership Perception ratings. The focus of this hypothesis is 

whether the trajectory of both types of leader ratings varies by the leader’s gender and emotion 

suppression condition across the four business videos. Hence, to test this hypothesis, Time was 

entered as a Level-1 predictor and represented in the model as the slope effect on the relevant 

outcome variable (i.e. Leader Effectiveness or Leadership Perceptions). Time was treated as a 

random slope and allowed to vary across participants. The three other Level-2 predictors 

included in the model were Leader Gender, Emotion Suppression, and their interaction term. 

Finally, the cross-level interaction terms entered in the model included two two-way interaction 

terms which were Time x Leader Gender and Time x Emotion Suppression, and one three-way 

interaction term which was Time x Leader Gender x Emotion Suppression.   

The model-predicted values from the multilevel model analysis of Leader Effectiveness 

over time across the Leader Gender and Emotion Suppression conditions are reported in Table 

7 and plotted in Figure 2. To provide additional perspective, the raw mean leader ratings for 
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Leader Effectiveness by Leader Gender and Emotion Suppression conditions across each of the 

four time points are reported in Table 8 and plotted in Figure 3.   

Table 7  

Model-predicted Leader Effectiveness Ratings by Leader Gender and Emotion Suppression 

Conditions over Time   

Condition  Time 1  Time 2  Time 3  Time 4  

ML, No ES  3.66  3.59  3.51  3.44  

ML, ES  3.55  3.61  3.67  3.72  

FL, No ES  3.83  3.82  3.81  3.80  

FL, ES  3.69  3.83  3.97  4.12  

Note. N = 756 ratings. Time represents the four time points when leader ratings were collected 

after each of the business videos. ML represents male leader, FL represents female leader. No ES 

represents the no emotion suppression condition while ES represents emotion suppression 

condition.   
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Figure 2   

Model-predicted Leader Effectiveness Ratings by Leader Gender and Emotion Suppression 

condition over Time  

  

Note. N = 756 ratings. To enable easier interpretation of the graph, the y-axis (which reflects 

Leader Effectiveness ratings) was truncated from the original scale from 1 to 5 to 3 to 4.5. ML 

represents male leader, FL represents female leader. No ES represents the no emotion 

suppression condition while ES represents emotion suppression condition.   
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Table 8  

Raw Mean Values of Leader Effectiveness Ratings by Leader Gender and Emotion 

Suppression Conditions over Time   

Condition  Time 1  Time 2  Time 3  Time 4  

ML, No ES  3.77  3.42  3.52  3.47  

ML, ES  3.55  3.52  3.84  3.61  

FL, No ES  3.67  4.00  3.87  3.70  

FL, ES  3.69  3.88  3.88  4.15  

Note. N = 756 ratings. Time represents the four time points when leader ratings were collected 

after each of the business videos. ML represents male leader, FL represents female leader. No ES 

represents the no emotion suppression condition while ES represents emotion suppression 

condition.   
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Figure 3  

Raw Mean Values of Leader Effectiveness Ratings by Leader Gender and Emotion Suppression 

condition over Time  

  

Note. N = 756 ratings. To enable easier interpretation of the graph, the y-axis (which 

reflects Leadership Perception ratings) was truncated from the original scale from 1 to 5 to 3 to 

4.5. ML represents male leader, FL represents female leader. No ES represents the no emotion 

suppression condition while ES represents emotion suppression condition.   
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For Leadership Perceptions, the model-predicted values are reported in Table 9 

and plotted in Figure 4. The corresponding raw mean ratings are included as Table 10 and 

plotted as Figure 5.   

Table 9  

Model-predicted Leader Perceptions Ratings by Leader Gender and Emotion Suppression 

Conditions over Time   

Condition  Time 1  Time 2  Time 3  Time 4  

ML, No ES  3.45  3.47  3.48  3.50  

ML, ES  3.39  3.50  3.60  3.71  

FL, No ES  3.65  3.72  3.79  3.85  

FL, ES  3.54  3.71  3.87  4.04  

Note. N = 756 ratings. Time represents the four time points when leader ratings were collected 

after each of the business videos. ML represents male leader, FL represents female leader. No ES 

represents the no emotion suppression condition while ES represents emotion suppression 

condition.   
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Figure 4  

Model-predicted Leadership Perception Ratings by Leader Gender and Emotion Suppression 

condition over Time  

  

Note. N = 756 ratings. To enable easier interpretation of the graph, the y-axis (which 

reflects Leadership Perception ratings) was truncated from the original scale from 1 to 5 to 3 to 

4.5. ML represents male leader, FL represents female leader. No ES represents the no emotion 

suppression condition while ES represents emotion suppression condition.   
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Table 10  

Raw Mean Values of Leadership Perception Ratings by Leader Gender and Emotion 

Suppression Conditions over Time   

Condition  Time 1  Time 2  Time 3  Time 4  

ML, No ES  3.60  3.26  3.46  3.56  

ML, ES  3.41  3.42  3.76  3.61  

FL, No ES  3.56  3.82  3.81  3.81  

FL, ES  3.59  3.69  3.81  4.08  

Note. N = 756 ratings. Time represents the four time points when leader ratings were collected 

after each of the business videos. ML represents male leader, FL represents female leader. No ES 

represents the no emotion suppression condition while ES represents emotion suppression 

condition.   
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Figure 5   

Raw Mean Values of Leadership Perception Ratings by Leader Gender and Emotion 

Suppression condition over Time  

 

Note. N = 756 ratings. To enable easier interpretation of the graph, the y-axis (which 

reflects Leadership Perception ratings) was truncated from the original scale from 1 to 5 to 3 to 

4.5. ML represents male leader, FL represents female leader. No ES represents the no emotion 

suppression condition while ES represents emotion suppression condition.   
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Table 11 

Prediction of Leader Effectiveness and Leadership Perceptions from Leader Gender and 

Emotion Suppression over Time for Hypothesis 7  

Level and Variable Leader Effectiveness Leadership Perceptions 

Level 2   

Intercept (𝛾00) 3.68** (0.06) 3.51** (0.05) 

Intercept of Time (𝛾10) 0.03 (0.03) 0.09 (0.03) 

LG (𝛾01) 0.08 (0.05) 0.09 (0.05) 

ES (𝛾02) -0.06 (0.06) -0.05 (0.05) 

LG x ES (𝛾03) -0.01 (0.05) -0.02 (0.05) 

Time x LG (𝛾11) 0.04 (0.03) 0.03 (0.02) 

Time x ES (𝛾12) 0.07* (0.03) 0.05* (0.02) 

Time x LG x ES (𝛾13) 0.01 (0.02) 0.00 (0.02) 

Variance Components   

Within-person variance (𝜎2) 0.50 0.46 

Residual variance (𝜏00) 0.21 0.18 

Time slope variance (𝜏10) 0.02 0.01 

Additional information   

ICC  .32 .30 

R2 within group .06 .06 

R2 between group .04 .04 

R2 between group for Time .17 .18 

Note. Level 1 sample size = 756 ratings, Level 2 sample size = 189. Time represents the four 

time points when leader ratings were collected after each of the business videos. LG represents 

Leader Gender and ES represents Emotion Suppression. Males coded as -1, females coded as 1 

for Leader Gender. No suppression was coded as -1 and suppression as 1. Time coded as 0 to 3 

for time 1 – time 4.  

* p < .05, ** p < .01 
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The model estimates from the multilevel model analysis for Hypothesis 7 are reported 

in Table 11. The three-way interaction term was not significant. Thus, Hypotheses 7a – 7c were 

not supported. Technically, Hypothesis 7d was supported because there was no interaction 

predicted between Time and Emotion Suppression conditions for the male leader. However, 

without the occurrence of the complementary interaction between Time and Emotion 

Suppression for the female leader, support for Hypothesis 7d has little meaning. To provide more 

insight into the results and the pattern of findings, each of the hypotheses for both types of leader 

ratings is discussed in more detail below.   

For Hypothesis 7a, it was predicted that Leader Effectiveness and Leadership Perception 

ratings would be higher for the male leader for the emotion suppression compared to the no 

suppression condition at Time 1 (i.e. after the first business video). To test this prediction within 

the context of multilevel modeling, a simple slopes test was conducted on the Emotion 

Suppression effect while constraining the value of Leader Gender to the male leader, and the 

value of Time to time 1. The resulting simple slopes equation included the Emotion Suppression 

main effect and all interaction terms with Emotion Suppression (i.e. ES x T, ES x LG, ES x T x 

LG). The simple slopes test of the Emotion Suppression effect on leader ratings for the male 

leader and time 1 was not significant. There was no indication that the male leader received 

higher Leader Effectiveness ratings or Leadership Perception ratings after the first business 

video.   

For Hypothesis 7b, it was predicted that Leader Effectiveness and Leadership Perception 

ratings would be lower for the female leader for the emotion suppression compared to the no 

suppression condition at Time 4 (i.e. after the fourth business video). This prediction was tested 

by conducting a simple slopes test on the Emotion Suppression effect while constraining the 
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value of Leader Gender to the female leader, and the value of Time to time 4. Thus, the resulting 

simple slopes equation contained the same terms as the equation tested for Hypothesis 7a, but 

with different Leader Gender and Time constraints. Similar to Hypothesis 7a, the simple slopes 

test of the Emotion Suppression effect on leader ratings for the female leader at Time 4 was not 

significant for both Leader Effectiveness (simple slope = .31, p = .04, 95% CI [0.02, 0.61]) and 

Leadership Perceptions (simple slope = .09, p = .12, 95% CI [-0.04, 0.23]). Though the Leader 

Effectiveness estimate was close, it did not cross the significance threshold of .025 for one-

tailed p-values.  

For Hypothesis 7c, it was predicted that for the female leader, there would be an emotion 

suppression by time interaction effect due to the diverging pattern of leader ratings over time 

across the emotion suppression and no suppression conditions. A simple slopes test was 

conducted to examine the Time x Emotion Suppression interaction effect on Leader 

Effectiveness ratings while constraining values for Leader Gender to the female leader. The 

simple slope effect was significant (simple slope = .16, p = .01, 95% CI [0.03, 0.27]), however, 

the pattern of divergence was the opposite of what was hypothesized; unexpectedly, ratings of 

the female leader by those in the emotion suppression condition (M=3.90, SD=0.49) were higher 

than the no suppression condition (M=3.81, SD=0.59). In contrast to findings from the Leader 

Effectiveness model, for Leadership Perception ratings, the simple slope effect of the interaction 

between Time x Emotion Suppression was not significant (simple slope = .05, p = .06).   

In comparison to the predictions made for the female leader in Hypothesis 7c, for 

Hypothesis 7d, an interaction effect between Time and Emotion Suppression was not predicted 

for the male leader due to the expected convergence of leader ratings between the emotion 

suppression and no suppression conditions. The simple slopes test was conducted on the Time x 
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Emotion Suppression interaction effect while constraining values for Leader Gender to the male 

leader. Similar to what was observed for the female leader in Hypothesis 1c, the simple slopes 

test of the Time x Emotion Suppression interaction effect was significant for Leader 

Effectiveness (simple slope = .13, p = .02, 95% CI [0.02, 0.23]) but not Leadership Perceptions 

(simple slope = .05, p = .07, 95% CI [-0.01, 0.10]). Leader Effectiveness ratings of the male 

leader was higher for those in the emotion suppression condition (M=3.63, SD=0.59) compared 

to the no suppression condition (M=3.54, SD=0.76). Contrary to predictions, the trajectory 

pattern of Leader Effectiveness and Leadership Perception ratings (see Figure 2 and 4 

respectively for model-predicted values) for the male leader followed what was observed with 

the female leader, whereby ratings increased at a higher rate for the emotion suppression 

condition than the no suppression condition.   

Leader Competence and Warmth Ratings   

Leader Gender Effect. Hypotheses 1c and 1d also predicted that gender bias in 

leadership judgments would manifest such that the female leader would have (1c) lower leader 

competence ratings and (1d) lower leader warmth ratings than the male leader. Independent 

samples t-tests were conducted to test both hypotheses. Contrary to expectations, results 

indicated that the female leader had higher leader competency ratings (M=3.93, SD=0.59) 

compared to the male leader (M=3.43, SD=0.73), t(187) = -5.08, p = .00, Cohen’s d = .74. 

Hypothesis 1c was not supported. The female leader also had higher warmth ratings 

(M=3.75, SD=0.69) compared to the male leader (M=3.31, SD=0.78), t(187) = -4.15, p = .00, 

Cohen’s d = .60. Although the evidence supported Hypothesis 1d, this finding must be tempered 

by the fact that the female leader was judged to be more competent than the male leader.   
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Leader Gender by Emotion Suppression by Perceiver Gender Interaction. Both 

Hypothesis 4a and 4b were tested using a 2x2x2 between-subjects full factorial ANOVA. 

Hypothesis 4a predicted a three-way interaction between Leader Gender, Perceiver Gender, and 

Emotion Suppression, such that within the emotion suppression condition, male participants 

(relative to female participants) would rate the male leader as more competent than the female 

leader. For Hypothesis 4b, Leader Warmth was used as the dependent variable instead. 

Hypothesis 4b predicted a three-way interaction between Leader Gender, Perceiver Gender, and 

Emotion Suppression such that within the emotion suppression condition, female participants 

(relative to male participants) would rate the female leader as warmer than the male leader.  

For Leader Competence ratings, the three-way interaction was not significant, F(1, 181) 

= 1.88, p = .17, partial η2 = .01. Thus, Leader Competence ratings did not vary differently across 

emotion suppression conditions by leader and perceiver gender. Hypothesis 4a was not 

supported. Given the findings from the independent groups t-test of leader gender effect on 

Leader Competence ratings, it is not surprising that the Leader Gender main effect was 

significant, F(1, 181) = 23.76, p = .00, partial η2 = .12, with the female leader being judged as 

more competent than the male leader.   

For Leader Warmth ratings, the three-way interaction was also not significant, with F(1, 

181) = .44, p = .51, partial η2 = .00. Thus, Leader Warmth ratings did not vary differently across 

emotion suppression conditions by leader and perceiver gender. Hypothesis 4b was not 

supported. Again, a Leader Gender main effect was found, F(1, 181) = 15.72, p = .00, partial η2 

= .08, with the female leader rated as more warm than the male leader.  Additionally, the 

Emotion Suppression main effect was significant, F(1, 181) = 4.35, p = .04, partial η2 = .02. A 

follow-up pairwise comparison was conducted using the Bonferroni correction; those in the 
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emotion suppression condition provided higher Leader Warmth ratings (M=3.62, SE=0.73) 

compared to those in the no suppression condition (M=3.41, SE=0.78).   

 Behavior Recognition   

Emotion Suppression Effect. Hypothesis 5 predicted an emotion suppression effect on 

overall recognition behavior accuracy for the leadership behaviors, such that those who 

suppressed their emotions would have lower accuracy than those who did not suppress their 

emotions. Initially, behavior recognition accuracy was calculated by obtaining the proportion 

of correct answers (correctly identifying behaviors that did i.e. true hits, and did not 

occur i.e. true negatives) from the total number of recognition items. However, recognition 

accuracy and false alarm rates were highly correlated; recognition accuracy had an r = -.67 with 

false alarm rates for agentic behaviors and r = -.58 for communal behaviors.   

Calculating Sensitivity using A’. Thus, a more formal signal detection measure of 

accuracy was utilized in the attempt to reduce the dependencies between accuracy and false 

alarm rates. Drawing from Signal Detection Theory (SDT; Stanislaw & Todorov, 1999), 

accuracy was operationalized instead as sensitivity which represents the ability to distinguish 

signals (true hits) from noise (false alarms). Although only true hits and false alarms are used in 

the computation of sensitivity, the true negative rates and false negative rates are reflected given 

that both are determined by the corresponding true hit rate and false positive rate. The metric 

of A’ (Pollack & Normal, 1964) was calculated as a nonparametric measure of sensitivity2.  

A’ was calculated using formula below:  

𝐴′ =  .5 + 
(𝐻 − 𝐹)(1 + 𝐻 − 𝐹)

4𝐻(1 − 𝐹)
 𝑤ℎ𝑒𝑛 𝐻 ≥ 𝐹 

 
2 Hypothesis testing was repeated on additional SDT measures such as d’ and c, that measure sensitivity and bias 

respectively. However, findings were similar to previous analyses hence are not reported in the current study. 
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𝐴′ =  .5 − 
(𝐹 − 𝐻)(1 + 𝐹 − 𝐻)

4𝐹(1 − 𝐻)
 𝑤ℎ𝑒𝑛 𝐻 < 𝐹 

where H represents hit rates and F represents false alarm rates.   

A’ values range from 0 to 1, with 1 reflecting maximum sensitivity/accuracy. Compared 

to recognition accuracy, the sensitivity measure was less correlated to false alarm rates. 

Sensitivity had an r = -.60 with false alarm rates for agentic behaviors and r = -.50 for communal 

behaviors.   

Hypothesis 5 was tested with a 1-tailed independent samples t-test; findings indicated that 

participants in the emotion suppression condition were less accurate in recognizing 

the leadership behaviors (M=.68, SD=0.17) compared to those in the no suppression condition 

(M=.72, SD=0.13), using Welch’s t-test correction for unequal variances with t(184.35) = 

2.22, p = .01, Cohen’s d = .32. Hence, Hypothesis 5 was supported.   

Leader Gender by Emotion Suppression Interaction. Hypothesis 6a predicted a two-

way interaction between Leader Gender and Emotion Suppression on false alarm rates, such that 

those in the emotion suppression condition would have a greater false alarm rate for agentic 

behaviors for the male leader compared to the female leader. The tested 2x2 full factorial 

ANOVA on the agentic false alarm rate did not yield a significant two-way interaction, F(1, 185) 

= 0.001, p = .97, partial η2 = .00. Hypothesis 6a was not supported. Leader Gender was the only 

significant main effect in the model, F(1, 185) = 4.59, p = .03, partial η2 = .02. A follow-up 

pairwise comparison using Bonferroni’s correction indicated that the false alarm rate for agentic 

behaviors was higher for the female leader (M=.44, SE=0.03) compared to the male leader 

(M=.35, SE=0.03).   

For Hypothesis 6b, it was predicted that those in the emotion suppression would have a 

greater false alarm rate for communal behaviors for the female leader compared to the male 
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leader. The 2x2 ANOVA for the false alarm rate for communal behaviors did not reveal a 

significant two-way interaction effect, F(1, 185) = 0.008, p = .93, partial η2 = .00. Hypothesis 6b 

was also not supported. However, the main effects in the model were significant for both Leader 

Gender F(1, 185) = 6.08, p = .02, partial η2 = .03 and Emotion Suppression F(1, 185) = 5.17, p = 

.02, partial η2 = .03. Follow-up pairwise comparisons using Bonferroni’s correction indicated 

that false alarm rates for communal behaviors were higher for the female leader 

(M=.65 SE=0.03) than the male leader (M=.56, SE=0.02) and for the emotion suppression 

condition (M=.64, SE=0.02) than the no suppression condition (M=.56, SE=0.03).   

Research Questions    

Three research questions were proposed to further understand how recognition accuracy 

of the leader behaviors in the video would vary by both leader and perceiver gender. Research 

Question 1 pertained to recognition accuracy of leader behaviors carried out by the female 

leader, and if accuracy would be higher for agentic behaviors because they are schema-

inconsistent compared to communal behaviors which would be schema-consistent. A paired t-

test was carried out for individuals in the female leader condition (N = 93). Results showed that 

sensitivity scores (as measured by A’) were higher for agentic behaviors (M=0.73, SD=0.18) 

compared to the no suppression condition (M=0.57, SD=0.24), with t(92) = 5.48, p = .00, 

Cohen’s d = .67. The ability to correctly identify behaviors that occurred in the videos from those 

that did not was higher for agentic behaviors by the female leader than communal behaviors. 

However, a closer examination of sensitivity scores for agentic and communal behaviors across 

both leader gender conditions revealed an overall greater accuracy for agentic behaviors 

(M=0.75, SD=0.20) relative to communal behaviors (M=0.60, SD=0.24). The paired t-test was 

significant at t(188) = 7.39, p = .00, Cohen’s d = .79. It is difficult to determine if the higher 
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recognition accuracy rate for agentic behaviors by the female leader was influenced by the 

inconsistency of the behaviors with the female leader schema, resulting in stronger memory 

traces, or if agentic behaviors, in general, were easier to remember and identify compared to 

communal behaviors.   

For Research Question 2, it was asked if false alarm rates for agentic behaviors would 

vary by both leader and perceiver gender, such that male (relative to female) participants would 

have greater false alarm rates for the male compared to the female leader. A 2x2 full factorial 

ANOVA was conducted with false alarm rates for agentic behaviors as the dependent variable. 

The interaction term between leader and perceiver gender was not significant F(1, 185) = 

1.59, p = .21. Leader Gender was the only significant effect in the model, with F(1, 185) = 4.91, 

p = .03, partial η2 = .03. A follow-up pairwise comparison using Bonferroni’s correction 

demonstrated that false alarm rates were greater for the female leader (M=0.44, SE=0.03) 

compared to the male leader (M=0.35, SE=0.03). The findings suggest that false alarm rates did 

not vary by the participant’s gender at different rates for the male or female leader. Surprisingly, 

agentic behaviors were falsely identified for the female leader by both male and female 

participants.   

Research Question 3 was regarding the interaction between leader and perceiver gender 

on false alarm rates for communal behaviors; specifically, if female (relative to male) 

participants would have higher false alarm rates for the female leader compared to the male 

leader. The tested 2x2 full factorial ANOVA did not reveal a significant interaction effect F(1, 

185) = 0.29, p = .87. However, Leader Gender was significant F(1, 185) = 6.02, p = .02, partial 

η2 = .03. A follow-up pairwise comparison with Bonferroni’s correction revealed a higher false 

alarm rate for the female leader (M=0.65, SE=0.03) compared to the male leader 
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(M=0.56, SE=0.03). Similar to findings for agentic behaviors, there was no difference in false 

alarm rates by the perceiver’s gender; instead, there was a higher false alarm rate overall for the 

female leader than the male leader.   

Exploratory Analyses   

Additional exploratory analyses were conducted to better understand the unexpected but 

dominant female leader effect that was observed in both the Leader Effectiveness and Leadership 

Perception ratings collected after each of the four business videos and the Leader Competence 

and Warmth ratings measured after all four videos. In particular, it was examined if participants’ 

current or past experience of having a female supervisor at work potentially influenced their 

judgments of the female leader compared to the male leader. 110 participants (63 males, 

47 females) reported working with a female supervisor, either currently or in the past, while 79 

participants (26 males, 53 females) did not. Thus, a majority of male participants (70.8%) did/do 

have a female supervisor while the split was more balanced for female participants.   

The correlations between the female supervisor variable and all four leader judgments 

were examined. The female supervisor variable was only significantly correlated with Leader 

Effectiveness at time 1 (i.e. after the first business video) (r = -.17) and with Leader Warmth 

ratings (r = -.17). These negative correlations can be interpreted such that individuals who did 

not have a female supervisor currently or in the past provided higher Leader Effectiveness and 

Leader Warmth ratings than those who did. Since it brings little meaning to interpret the 

relationship between the female supervisor variable and leader effectiveness ratings for time 1 

without considering the other three leader effectiveness ratings after subsequent videos, the 

discussion is focused on the Leader Warmth ratings instead.   
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To further probe the influence of the female supervisor variable on Leader Warmth, it 

was entered as a covariate in the 2 (Leader Gender) x2 (Emotion Suppression) x2 (Perceiver 

Gender) full-factorial ANOVA that was tested for Hypothesis 4b. Although the female 

supervisor was a significant covariate in the model F(1, 180) = 4.20, p = .04, partial η2 = .03, the 

pattern of findings did not change; both Leader Gender (F(1, 180) = 15.02, p = .00, partial η2 = 

.08) and Emotion Suppression (F(1, 180) = 4.86, p = .03, partial η2 = .03) remained significant 

main effects in the model. This suggests that while past or current experience working with a 

female supervisor is an important variable to consider, it did not account for the leader gender 

effect observed. Furthermore, perceiver gender was still not a significant predictor in the model, 

indicating that experience with a female supervisor was not the reason leader warmth ratings did 

not differ by the perceiver’s gender. Finally, the female supervisor variable did not 

provide additional insight as to why the female leader was rated higher on Leader Effectiveness, 

Leadership Perceptions, and Leader Competence, contrary to predictions.    

Discussion 

The purpose of the current study was to investigate bias in leadership ratings against 

female leaders compared to male leaders, and if that bias varies as a function of both the 

perceiver’s gender and engagement in emotion suppression. Emotion suppression was used as 

the depleting method to induce ego depletion, whereby an ego-depleted individual was expected 

to be less able to carry out effective self-regulation and engage in effortful processing when 

making judgments. Leadership judgments were measured through four different ratings; 

leadership effectiveness and leadership perceptions ratings were collected at four different time 

points throughout the study, and leader competence and warmth ratings were collected one time 

at the end of the study. In addition, behavior recognition accuracy of agentic and communal 
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leadership behaviors was measured to assess if recognition accuracy of male/female leader 

behaviors would differ due to emotion suppression. Due to the mismatch between the female 

gender stereotype and the leader prototype, it was hypothesized that the female leader would be 

evaluated more negatively than the male leader; ego depletion was predicted to amplify these 

biases such that ego-depleted individuals would provide relatively higher levels of biased leader 

judgments and recognition accuracy compared to non-ego-depleted individuals. Furthermore, 

perceiver gender was investigated as a potential moderating factor that could affect how 

leadership information is processed and subsequent leadership judgments are made. Specifically, 

it was examined if male perceivers would rate the male/female leader based on an agentic-

oriented understanding of leadership while female perceivers would be guided by a communal-

oriented understanding of leadership. To my knowledge, this study is the first to examine gender 

bias in leadership evaluations through the lens of ego depletion. Another contribution of the 

study is the combined use of repeated measures and overall leadership ratings to better 

understand how and when ego depletion effects manifest in leadership judgments.   

Leader Gender Main Effect   

A pattern of results that persisted through most findings in this study was the unexpected 

leader gender effect, where the female leader was rated more favorably in all four leader 

judgments that were collected both throughout the study and overall, at the end of the study. The 

female leader was rated as more effective, more leader-like, more competent, and warmer than 

the male leader. The female leader was given higher leader ratings by both male and female 

perceivers, and across both the no suppression and emotion suppression conditions. This finding 

was contrary to the foundational assumption that this study was based on; that is, there exists a 

bias against female leaders, and they would be evaluated more negatively compared to male 
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leaders. In addition to that, the leader gender main effect was also observed with behavior 

recognition ratings. Recognition accuracy did not change across what was considered schema-

consistent or schema-inconsistent behaviors for male and female leaders; instead, false alarm 

rates were higher for both agentic and communal behaviors for the female leader compared to 

the male leader.   

The study results are a departure from the existing research literature that highlights 

prejudices faced by female leaders due to the incongruence between the communal nature of 

female stereotypes and the agentic-oriented stereotypes of a successful leader (e.g., Eagly & 

Karau, 2002; Eagly & Carli, 2007; Rudman et al., 2012; Schein, 1973). Though speculative, 

several possible explanations for the female leader effect are presented to better understand this 

pattern of findings.   

Changing Nature of Gender and Leader Stereotypes  

The first explanation for this pattern of findings is that perhaps gender and leader 

stereotypes are changing. There may be more overlap between the female stereotype and 

expectations of a successful leader compared to what has been reported in past studies. Duehr 

and Bono (2006) found some evidence of this shift occurring; compared to studies conducted in 

the 70s and the 80s that demonstrated a “think-manager-think-male" effect, both male and 

female managers in the 2006 study described women managers as being similar to a successful 

manager in general. Furthermore, participants in the Duehr and Bono (2006) study also rated 

women in general as more agentic when compared to male managers from Heilman et al.’s 

(1989) findings.  In a more recent study on gender stereotypes, Hentschel et al. (2019) found that 

female (but not male) raters rated men and women similarly on leadership competence. Not only 

are gender stereotypes possibly changing, but the nature of leader prototypes could be shifting 
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too. Powell and Butterfield (2015) conducted a longitudinal study where they measured how 

masculine/feminine individuals’ descriptions of a good manager evolved using the short form of 

the Bem Sex-Role Inventory (short BSRI; Bem, 1981). Across four studies over four decades, 

the researchers found that leader prototypes became increasingly “undifferentiated” and had a 

reduced emphasis on both masculine and feminine traits. Hence, as the definitions of gender 

stereotypes and leader prototypes become more nuanced, there is a need to consider additional 

explanations for differences in leadership evaluations beyond the role incongruity argument.   

Additionally, research demonstrating the changing nature of gender stereotypes and 

leader expectations could also be indicative of an overall generational shift in how gender and 

leadership are viewed. The current sample was comprised exclusively of Millennials (born 1982 

– 1996; Dimock, 2019) and Generation Zers (born after 1996; Dimock, 2019) who have grown 

up with an increasing amount of representation of female leadership, relative to experiences of 

previous generations. This is reflected by slightly more than half the sample (N=110) who 

reported having worked with a female supervisor currently or in the past. Thus, it is likely that 

they would be generally more open to the idea of women in authority. Moreover, while there has 

not been sufficient research on Generation Z attitudes, Millennials have been shown to endorse 

more egalitarian gender roles and approve of women having equal roles in the workplace and of 

working mothers in general (Donnelly et al., 2016).   

Different Motivation Underlying Ratings of a Male/Female Leader  

However, even if gender differences in leadership prototypes are decreasing, it is highly 

unlikely that such changes have resulted in females being perceived as more leader-like and 

more effective than male leaders. As such, changes in leader prototypes by gender cannot fully 

explain the powerful reversal of the hypothesized leader gender effect in the current study. As 
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has been seen in laboratory studies of racial bias where non-conservative Whites show bias in 

favor of Blacks compared to Whites (e.g., Byrd et al., 2015; Nail et al., 2003), this “bending 

over backward” effect may be migrating to experimental research on gender bias. Similar to how 

individuals do not want to appear racially bigoted and believe themselves to be aligned with 

personal egalitarian ideals, it is possible that the motivation to avoid displaying any semblance of 

gender bias pushed participants to rate the female leader more positively than perhaps initially 

perceived. In contrast, the other participants in the male leader condition likely did not 

experience the same motivation to increase their original ratings in favor of the male leader.  

Another potential explanation for why the male leader received poorer evaluations 

compared to the female leader is the nature of “The Office” videos used for the T1 task. The 

various scenes portrayed from “The Office” were highly humorous and likely to deplete self-

regulatory resources of those who suppressed their emotions while watching them; however, an 

unintended consequence of using these clips is that participants could have been primed by the 

funny but ineffective leadership displayed by the male protagonist (i.e. Michael Scott played by 

Steve Carell). This may have influenced how participants perceived and evaluated the male 

leader from the business videos. To discern if “The Office'' videos did impact subsequent leader 

ratings, a follow-up study should be conducted using a different set of clips for the T1 task that is 

also comedic but portrays an ineffective female leader instead (e.g., Parks and Recreation, 

VEEP). If the female leader is rated more negatively than the male leader in the follow-up study, 

this would suggest that “The Office'' videos were a contributing factor to the dominant female 

leader effect observed in this study.  

Additionally, though anecdotal, conversations with a subset of participants who were 

willing to share their reactions and personal experiences after the experiment provided further 
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insight into why the female leader was rated more favorably than the male leader. Some 

individuals expressed dislike for the male leader who reminded them of other male leaders with 

whom they had interacted in the past. Based on their experience, the male leaders adopted a 

laissez-faire approach to leadership, consistently delegating work to others without providing 

clear direction on the next steps forward. This aligns with research conducted by Ritter and Lord 

(2007) who found that evaluations of new leaders could be influenced by mental representations 

of previous leaders if the target leader closely resembled a past leader. Thus, these male leaders 

could have functioned as negative exemplars and unfairly biased leader judgments against the 

male leader observed in the business videos compared to the female leader.   

Business Video Stimuli 

A third possible factor contributing to the observed female leader effect could be due to 

the portrayal of leadership in the business videos themselves. There are two unpublished 

dissertation studies that also used the same Hanges et al. (1997) business videos to assess 

leadership differences between the male and female leader. Using the same four vignettes also 

utilized in this study, Shah (2017) found that the female leader was rated more warmly than the 

male leader, a finding that was predicted and replicated in this study. Shah (2017) also predicted 

that the male leader would be rated more competent than the female leader, which corresponds 

with what was hypothesized in this study. However, in contrast to the current findings, no 

differences in leader competence ratings were found between the male and the female leader 

(Shah, 2017). In the other dissertation study, Robson (2007) used the Hanges et al. (1997) 

business videos to examine leadership perceptions of the female and male leader. Though 

different vignettes within the video set were used, the female leader effect was still found in this 

study whereby the female leader was given higher leader effectiveness ratings than the male 
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leader (Robson, 2007). Considering the lack of a male leader effect for leader competence (Shah, 

2017) and the rating of the female leader as more effective than the male leader (Robson, 2007), 

the results from both studies suggest that finding a female leader effect (or in other words, lack 

of a preference for the male leader) within this set of business videos is not without precedent.   

Furthermore, the videos by Hanges et al. (1997) were constructed so that the leader 

displayed an almost equal amount of agentic and communal behaviors across the four vignettes. 

Past research shows that negativity against female leaders can be mitigated when their 

communality is explicitly highlighted (Heilman & Okimoto, 2007). In this study, the female 

leader was given high ratings on both competence and warmth. Hence, being recognized for her 

communal leadership behaviors could have reduced penalties the female leader could have 

incurred for engaging in agentic behaviors, thus influencing perceptions that she was a good 

leader overall.   

Role of Perceiver Gender  

Although the perceiver’s gender did not play as significant of a role in findings compared 

to the leader’s gender, there was some preliminary support for the prediction that female 

perceivers would rate the female leader as more effective and leader-like than the male leader, 

relative to male perceivers. In contrast, differences in leader effectiveness and leadership 

perception ratings across the male or female leader did not occur for male perceivers. This 

corresponds with Paustian-Underdahl et al.’s (2014) finding that female leaders were evaluated 

as more effective than male leaders when rated by a majority-female sample. Parallel to findings 

from the current study where the male perceivers did not show a preference for the male leader, 

male leaders were not perceived as more effective than female leaders when rated by a sample 

consisting of majority males (Paustian-Underdahl et al., 2014). Furthermore, similar to the leader 
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effectiveness and leadership perceptions measures used in this study, the leadership effectiveness 

measures included in Paustian-Underdahl et al.’s (2014) meta-analysis were not agentic or 

communal in nature but reflected general perceptions of effectiveness.   

A perceiver gender effect was not observed for both the agentic-oriented (i.e. leader 

competence) and communal-oriented (i.e. leader warmth) leadership ratings. As discussed 

before, the female leader was rated as more competent and warm by both male and female 

perceivers. These findings suggest that for this sample, activated leader prototype networks did 

not vary by the perceiver’s gender; male perceivers did not demonstrate a more masculine 

understanding of leadership, neither by providing higher competence ratings themselves nor by 

rating the male leader as more competent. Similarly, female perceivers did not demonstrate a 

more feminine understanding of leadership by providing higher warmth ratings to the leader 

compared to male perceivers.   

Two research questions were proposed to explore if information processing and 

recognition differed by perceiver gender for schema-consistent behaviors (i.e. agentic behaviors 

by the male leader for the male perceiver, communal behavior by the female leader for the 

female perceiver). However, parallel to findings related to the leader competence and leader 

warmth ratings, no perceiver gender effect was observed for the false alarm rates for both agentic 

and communal leadership behaviors. There was no evidence indicating that the recognition of 

behaviors varied in schema-consistency/inconsistency according to the perceiver’s gender. 

Hence, the findings suggest that individuals did not show gendered expectations for how a leader 

should behave as their ratings of leader competence and warmth did not vary by their gender or 

leader’s gender. This aligns with Powell and Butterfield’s (2015) assertions that leader 

prototypes are becoming less associated with either masculine or feminine traits.   
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Ego Depletion Effect   

Despite doubt in the broader self-control/self-regulation literature regarding the 

robustness of the ego depletion effect, the emotion suppression manipulation was successful in 

the current study; the ego depletion effect was observed and affected individuals’ processing 

capabilities. As hypothesized, compared to the no suppression condition, those who exerted self-

control and suppressed their emotions were less accurate in their behavior recognition ratings. 

More specifically, the sensitivity score for overall recognition behavior accuracy was lower for 

ego-depleted individuals relative to non-ego-depleted individuals, indicating that those who were 

depleted were less able to distinguish between the leadership behaviors that happened in the 

business videos compared to the ones that did not. In line with expectations, emotion suppression 

negatively impacted the ability to process all situational details of the business videos, leading to 

decreased memory of the leadership behaviors compared to the non-depleted individuals. This 

pattern was also observed for recognition of communal behaviors, where ego-depleted 

individuals had higher false alarm rates for communal behaviors in the videos compared to non-

ego-depleted individuals.   

Additionally, those who were ego-depleted were more lenient in their leadership ratings 

compared to those who were not ego-depleted. This was observed for Leader Warmth ratings, 

whereby participants who suppressed their emotions provided higher warmth ratings to both the 

male and female leader compared to the control condition. Instead of expending the necessary 

resources to engage in effortful thought processing, ego-depleted individuals seemed to show 

less discernment when providing their ratings and were less strict in their leader evaluations. 

Interestingly, this pattern of increased leniency and lower accuracy was not observed for leader 

competence ratings or false alarm rates for agentic behaviors respectively. Compared to the 
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concrete, task-oriented behaviors that reflect leader competence and agentic behavior recognition 

items, leader warmth and communal behavior recognition items are relational-oriented and more 

abstract in nature. It is likely that the greater room for subjective interpretation of the communal-

oriented leadership items allowed for the ego depletion effects to manifest more clearly 

compared to agentic-oriented items.   

The current study also examined ego depletion effects over time by tracking the 

trajectory of leader ratings over four time points. An interesting finding was that the rate of 

increase (i.e. slope) in leader effectiveness ratings for the female leader was higher for ego-

depleted than non-ego-depleted individuals. Assuming that this sample had an underlying 

positive bias for the female leader and was neutral about the male leader (as reflected by the 

preference for the female leader but still overall above-midpoint ratings for both the male and 

female leader), then the ego depletion effect can be interpreted as biasing ratings such that ego-

depleted individuals became increasingly lenient over time in evaluating the female leader’s 

effectiveness compared to non-ego-depleted individuals. However, this finding should be 

interpreted with caution as it was only observed for leader effectiveness ratings for the female 

leader. A similar pattern of ratings was not found for leadership perception ratings for the female 

leader nor for leader effectiveness/leadership perception ratings for the male leader.   

Limitations   

Although the initial goal was to recruit a homogenous sample consisting of Psychology 

undergraduate students, recruitment efforts were soon expanded to achieve the target subgroup 

sample sizes. The final sample was comprised of individuals from a wide range of ages, fields of 

study, and national origin. Furthermore, compared to the females in the sample, the male 

participants were more diverse in terms of their geographic location within the United States and 
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work experience. While it is not a limitation of the study per se, the heterogeneity of the overall 

sample and the differing levels of diversity between the male and female subgroups are 

characteristics of the current study sample that do not align with the original recruitment goals. 

Additional exploratory analyses were carried out to compare findings across the males who were 

recruited from the university (N=55) and those who were not (N=34), but no meaningful 

differences were observed across the subgroups. Thus, it is difficult to determine if the study 

findings are an accurate and generalizable representation of individuals’ perceptions of female 

versus male leaders, or should be treated as “noise” and the inadvertent outcome of having this 

specific sample of participants.  

Another study limitation was the audio and video quality of the Hanges et al. (1997) 

business videos. Although efforts were made to digitally enhance the videos prior to the study, 

participants still reported having some difficulty in comprehending some parts of the videos. 

While they could still get the overall gist of the conversations, this could have been a factor that 

potentially impacted participants’ subsequent evaluations of the leader.  

Additionally, covariate analyses to control for potentially relevant attitudinal variables 

could not be carried out as originally anticipated. A separate online study was planned to collect 

relevant information such as individuals’ attitudes on sexism and gender roles in society, as well 

as their self-reported gender schemas. Participants were supposed to participate in this online 

study before having the option of signing up for the current study. However, due to the 

previously discussed recruitment challenges, the decision was made to just focus on recruiting 

for the focal study; nonetheless, data collection for the online study remained active for anyone 

interested in participating. The final sample size of participants who took part in both studies 

(N=58) was not large enough to allow for any meaningful covariate analyses.    
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Finally, due to the COVID-19 pandemic, the experiment was not carried out in person in 

the laboratory as was initially planned. Instead, the procedure was modified to be carried out 

completely online through Qualtrics and Zoom. Participants were monitored through Zoom as 

they were completing the study; however, it is impossible to know how engaged they were and if 

their participation effort is comparable to what it would have been if they were physically in the 

laboratory with the experimenter. Moreover, conducting this study virtually modified the original 

plan to collect participants’ continuous ratings of the leader throughout the four business videos. 

This would have provided deeper insight into participants’ leadership perceptions throughout the 

videos compared to only measuring their leader ratings at the end of each of the four videos.  

Implications and Future Directions   

The current study results carry several implications. First, the positive evaluations of the 

female leader compared to the male leader suggests that perceptions of females in leadership 

may be changing. This finding is in juxtaposition with the existing research literature on gender 

and leadership, which highlights the negative biases in leadership evaluations faced by female 

leaders relative to male leaders. To ascertain if the positive female leader effect was unique to 

this study or an indication of a general shift in how female leaders are perceived, it is important 

to revisit the research on gender stereotypes and leader prototypes.   

Foremost is the need to re-examine what constitutes effective leadership, as it is defined 

in the current times. Offermann and Coats (2018) recently replicated Offermann et al.’s (1994) 

study to examine the stability of individuals’ implicit leadership theories (ILT). Based on data 

that was collected in 2014, Offermann and Coats (2018) found that the list of attributes generated 

by participants that they believed to be characteristic of a leader was mostly similar to ILTs 

measured back in 1994. Notably, masculinity was identified as an ILT factor across both the 
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1994 and 2018 studies. However, considering the societal events and changes that have occurred  

especially in the last few years (i.e. election of the first female vice president of the United 

States, strong leadership shown by female leaders during the COVID-19 pandemic (Sergent & 

Stajkovic, 2020), greater representation of Millennials and Generation Z’ers in the 

student/working adult population), it would be worthwhile to engage in additional leader 

prototype research. In particular, it would be informative to replicate Lord et al.’s (1984) seminal 

study on leadership categorization theory by measuring the category representativeness and 

accessibility of each leader attribute and how that affects leadership judgments. Adopting an 

inductive approach to determine which attributes are central to individuals’ perceptions of an 

ideal leader would lend insight on whether leader prototypes have changed, and by how much. 

Furthermore, the gendered expectations tied to each attribute in a leader prototype should be 

assessed; what has been defined as more agentic/masculine or communal/feminine leader 

behaviors may no longer be associated with a particular gender, as suggested by Powell and 

Butterfield’s (2015) research.   

In the business videos used in the current study, race could not be studied as a relevant 

factor as everyone featured in the videos was White, including both the male and female leader 

as well as the two other business managers. As the representation of leaders from diverse 

backgrounds hopefully continues to increase, it is important to specifically address the unique 

challenges that leaders may face as the outcome of their various subgroup identities. 

Unfortunately, the existing research is sparse concerning leadership and the intersectionality 

of race and gender identities (e.g., Chávez & Mitchell, 2020). Thus, an interesting and 

increasingly relevant avenue of research is to explore how the intersection of a leader’s multiple 

identities could influence the leader’s perceived effectiveness ratings. Intersectionality is a 



 

 

 88 

complex issue; comparing evaluations of a Black male leader with a White male leader is 

different than comparing the same Black male leader with an Asian female leader. Assessment of 

the leader might also vary according to the race and gender identities of the perceiver too. Due to 

the highly contextual and nuanced nature of these research questions, future research efforts 

could benefit from a more holistic and person-centered approach to addressing this topic.  

In terms of ego depletion research, this study demonstrates that emotion suppression is a 

viable method for depleting self-control resources. The process of evaluating a leader is an 

effortful task that requires regulatory resources, and ego depletion negatively affected 

individuals’ ability to provide accurate ratings of the leader. When tired or depleted, individuals 

would not likely provide ratings that are an accurate representation nor informative of the 

leader’s performance. According to the self-control strength model, self-control resources can be 

repleted after a certain amount of time has passed (Baumeister & Vohs, 2016b; Muraven et al., 

1998). Hence, it would be interesting to examine if the accuracy of leader ratings would improve 

if there was a larger interval of time between the T1 depleting task and the T2 task when ratings 

are provided. Additionally, to further probe the robustness of the ego depletion effect, it would 

be informative to examine if leader ratings would be similarly affected if a cognitive or 

behavioral-based self-control resource depleting task was used instead of emotion suppression.   

Conclusion 

The general finding that the female leader was evaluated more favorably than the male 

leader in all aspects of leadership made it impossible to assess a priori predictions about gender 

bias against female leaders. As a result of the increased exposure to female leaders both in 

personal experiences and in society in general, individuals may be changing how they perceive 

and evaluate female leaders. Thus, it is important to revisit leader prototype and gender 
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stereotype research to determine if the current findings are a signal that perceptions are truly 

changing, and the incongruence between the female stereotype and expectations of a successful 

leader may not as large as previously studied. Instead of assuming the nature of pre-existing 

biases, it would be informative to directly measure individuals’ perceptions of effective 

leadership and assess if that is associated with a specific gender.   

While the perceiver’s gender was not found to be a significant factor that influenced 

perceptions of the leader’s effectiveness by gender, there are other contextual variables that 

should be investigated and potentially controlled for. For example, anecdotal conversations with 

some participants indicate that their individual experiences as a follower could have influenced 

their evaluations of a leader in general. The negative/positive experiences that individuals have 

with a male/female leader could shed more insight into how leader judgments are made.  

Further, this study demonstrates a reversal of the expected bias in leader ratings in favor 

of the female leader. It may be that experimental gender bias research has reached a tipping point 

where rendering judgments about females provides a strong demand characteristic to avoid being 

perceived as sexist. As such, the goal of not demonstrating gender bias against the female leader 

creates a response bias that supplants faithful responses to experimental manipulation.    

Additionally, an ego depletion effect was observed in this study; leadership judgments of 

ego-depleted individuals were more lenient and less accurate than non-ego-depleted individuals. 

Though the nature of the bias was in the opposite direction where the female leader was rated 

was evaluated more positively (not more negatively) than the male leader, the study findings still 

demonstrate that being in a state of ego-depletion allows biases to manifest more clearly in 

subsequent leader ratings. Thus, there should be an awareness of the limits of our self-control 
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and processing capabilities; our ability to provide unbiased and informative evaluations of 

leaders decreases when we are depleted.   

In conclusion, the findings were unexpected but provide some cautious optimism that the 

negative bias against female leaders may be reducing. It is necessary to conduct additional 

research to determine if the same pattern of results would be replicated in future samples. 

Regardless, the current study demonstrates that bias in leadership evaluations still exists, as the 

male and the female leader were evaluated differently despite behaving in exactly the same way. 

Not only are we are prone to allowing our biases to negatively affect the objectivity of our 

judgments, but our susceptibility to bias increases when we lack the self-control resources to 

render fair and accurate assessments of others.    
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Appendix A: Informed Consent Form 

Informed Consent: Emotion Regulation and Evaluations of Leaders  

IRB # 20-336 

  

Principal Investigator (PI): 

Neil Hauenstein, Ph.D. 

nhauen@vt.edu 

  

Co-Investigator 

Elsheba Abraham, M.S. 

elsheba@vt.edu  

  

  

Thank you for your interest in this study! Before beginning, please take your time to read the 

consent form below. If you understand the statements and freely consent to participate in the 

study, please click on the "I Agree" button at the bottom of the page.  

  

  

Study Purpose  

The overall purpose of this study is to understand how self-regulation of emotions can affect 

evaluations of a leader.  

  

Procedure  

This session will be conducted through Zoom by the experimenter. You will first be briefed 

about the study procedure, which will include watching three different videos and providing 

answers to several questionnaires regarding your evaluations of a leader. Once all your questions 

have been answered and you provide consent, then the session will begin. 

  

First, you will watch a 3-minute video on Jackson Pollock followed by a 9-minute video 

compilation of scenes from “The Office”. While watching both videos, you will either be 

instructed to suppress your emotional expressions (i.e. keep a poker face) or to watch them 

normally. These instructions are assigned randomly, so you have a 50/50 chance of being in 

either condition. During this segment, you will be video-recorded. 

  

Then, you will watch a 16-minute compilation of four videos of working adults collaborating on 

a business task. Before the business video begins, you will be shown a screenshot identifying the 

leader and 3 adults in the video. After each of the four videos, you will be asked to rate the leader 

on several items. 

Once you watch all videos, you will then complete several other questionnaires regarding your 

evaluation of the leader. Finally, you are provided with a debriefing statement that elaborates on 

the research question and summarizes the study goals.     

  

Participation in the study will take no longer than 1-hour and your results will be kept 

confidential.  
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Risks 

There are no more than minimal risks involved in participation in this study. You may 

experience some discomfort because of the sensitive nature of some of the humor in "The 

Office" video clips.  

  

If additional counseling or medical treatment is needed as a result of the study, you can seek help 

from the Cook Counseling Center of Schiffert Health Center on campus.  

  

  

Benefits 

There is potential for you to gain insight into how you evaluate the effectiveness of a leader. You 

may also find "The Office" video clips entertaining to watch.  

  

No promise or guarantee of benefits has been made to encourage you to participate.  

  

  

Compensation 

You will be compensated for participating in this phase of the study by receiving a $10 gift card.  

  

 

Confidentiality 

Your responses will be kept strictly confidential. Your information will only be accessible to 

researchers listed on this protocol. All response data is de-identified and only contains a 

numerical ID. Data will be stored on computer and the Virginia Tech Google Drive requiring 

passwords, and only the researchers on this protocol will have access to it. 

  

The Virginia Tech's Human Research Protection Program may view the study’s data for auditing 

purposes. They are is responsible for the oversight of the protection of human subjects involved 

in research.  

  

The results of this study may be presented in summary form at conferences, in presentations, 

academic papers, and as part of a thesis/dissertation.  

  

  

Freedom to Withdraw 

You are free to withdraw your consent and terminate your participation at any time. 

Withdrawing from the study will not cause you any penalty or trouble.  

  

  

Questions Concerning Research 

Should you have any questions about this research or its conduction, you may contact: 
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Researchers: 

  

Neil Hauenstein, Ph.D.  

540-231-5716 

nhauen@vt.edu 

  

Elsheba Abraham, M.S. 

608-772-9795 

elsheba@vt.edu 

  

Dr. Roseanne Foti, Chair Psychology Department 

rfoti@vt.edu 

  

Should you have any questions or concerns about the study or the rights you hold as a research 

participant, or need to report an injury or event that occurred in relation to the research, you may 

contact the Virginia Tech Human Research Protection Program at 540-231-3732 or at 

irb@vt.edu.  

  

  
Subject’s Consent 

  

If you have any questions prior to participation, please contact Elsheba Abraham at 

elsheba@vt.edu before you continue.  

 

 

If you are 18 years of age or older, understand the statements above, and freely consent to 

participate in the study, click on the "I Agree" button to begin the experiment. 

 

o I Agree 

o I Do Not Agree  
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Appendix B: Agentic and Communal Traits in the Leader Behavior Videos 

Communal and agentic leader attributes depicted in the videos. 

Communal Leader Attributes  Agentic Attributes  

Appreciative  Decisive  

Considerate  Independent  

Appeasing  Confident  

Cooperative  Pushy  

Praising  Competitive  

 

Number of agentic (blue font) and communal (red font), leadership behaviors by leader and 

coworkers. 

Scene  6  7  8  9  Total  

  Leader  6, 5  5, 5  5, 6  5, 6  21, 22  

  Coworker 1   4, 3  5, 3  2, 1  0, 1  11, 8  

  Coworker 2 3, 2  2, 0  0, 0  1, 1  6, 3  

  Coworker 3  2, 1  1, 1  1, 0  0, 2  4, 4  
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Appendix C: Emotional Expressions Codebook  

Emotional Expressions Behavioral Coding Scheme  
(adapted from Facial Action Coding System (FACS); Ekman, Friesen & Hager, 2002)  

 

Coding Units of Behaviors 

 

Category  Action Unit Description   

Body 

Movement  

Moving the upper torso of 

the body   

Shifting in the seat (e.g. moving backward 

away from the screen) 

  Moving shoulders 

 Hands are raised towards 

the face  

Actual touching of face  

 Places head in hands   

 Taking a deep breath  

 Head movement  Head tilts  

   

Facial 

Movement  

Laughing  

 Moving eyebrows  Eyebrows raised (like in surprise)  

 Moving eyelids Squinting  

  Winking  

  Closing the eyes  

  Noticeable blinking (i.e. 2 blinks in succession 

or more  

 Moving of nose  Wrinkling of nose 

  Dilating/Compressing nostril  

 Moving of cheeks  Cheek puff 

  Cheek suck  
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Category  Action Unit Description   

Mouth 

Movement  

Smiling Corners of lips are pulled upwards, cheeks raised  

 Opening of mouth  Lips parted  

  Speaking to themselves (code a string of utterances 

just once)  

  Blowing air through their mouth  

 Jaw movement  Jaw drop (like in gasping) 

  Clenching of jaw  

  Moving the chin  

 Playing with lips  Lip biting  

  Lip licking  

 Gulping/Swallowing  Any movement of the throat  
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Appendix D: Emotional Expressions Rating Sheet  

Name: 

Video: e.g. ID03 from 4:08-11:05 

 

Emotional Expressive Coding Sheet 

Adapted from Gross & Levenson (1993; 1997) 

 

Please mark down every time you see any of the coding units of behavior described in the coding 

scheme:  

 

Body Movement  

Facial Movement   

Mouth Movement   

 

Please rate your overall impression of the duration, frequency and intensity of the 

emotional/behavioral expressions below:  

 

 No Reaction 

at All   

Slightly 

Reactive 

Moderately 

Reactive 

Very 

Reactive  

Extremely 

Reactive 

Body movement  1 2 3 4 5 

Facial movement  1 2 3 4 5 

Mouth movement  1 2 3 4 5 

Overall emotional 

expressivity  
1 2 3 4 5 

 

Note:  

● think of “No reaction at all” as low duration and frequency, low intensity 

● think of “Slightly reactive” as low duration and frequency, medium intensity 

● think of “Moderately reactive” as medium duration and frequency, medium intensity 

● think of “Very reactive” as medium duration and frequency, high intensity 

● think of “Extremely reactive” as high duration and frequency, high intensity 

 

Most reactive participant: IDXX; Least reactive participant: IDXX 

 

Other behaviors not observed: 
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Appendix E: Leadership Perceptions scale3 

Based on the business scenarios you watched, please respond to the following question regarding the 

leader’s behaviors. Please respond to the statements below using a 5 point scale, where 1 = Not at 

All and 5 = Extreme Amount  

1. To what extent does {Sue/Bob} fit your image of a leader?  

2. How typical was {Sue/Bob} of a leader?  

3. How much leadership did {Sue/Bob} exhibit?  

4. To what extent does {Sue/Bob} engage in leadership behaviors?  

5. If you had to choose a leader for a new task, how willing would you be to choose {Sue/Bob} 

as the leader?  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
3 Global Leadership Impression scale (GLI; Cronshaw & Lord, 1987; Lord et al., 1984) 
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Appendix F: Perceived Leader Effectiveness scale4 

Based on the business scenarios you watched, please rate your level of agreement using the 5 point 

scale, where 1 = Strongly Disagree and 5 = Strongly Agree  

1. {Sue/Bob} is very effective as a leader.   

2. {Sue/Bob} is a good leader.    

3. {Sue/Bob} has good leadership qualities.    

4. {Sue/Bob} behaves as a leader should.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

   

 

 
4 Adapted from Perceived Leadership Effectiveness scale (Hais et al., 1997) 
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Appendix G: Leader Behavior Recognition Measure 

Please use the following scale of Yes/No to indicate if you observed the following behaviors in 

the video scenarios you saw.  

1. The leader was quick to assign responsibilities for the new employee orientation (A, Yes) 

2. The leader decided how to split the money between projects (A, Yes) 

3. The leader assigned Dave the task of scheduling meetings to perform a job analysis (A, 

Yes) 

4. The leader told Dave it was important he set up the two meetings right away (A, Yes) 

5. The leader decided to hire Dr. Smith and asked a team member to contact him for the 

contracts (A, Yes) 

6. The leader directed Libby to help Dave with the fax machine (A, Yes) 

7. The leader said it was a good suggestion to bring in an outsider to review the recurring 

budget issue (C, Yes) 

8. The leader demonstrated concern for a stressed-out employee and asked a co-worker to 

check in on the employee (C, Yes) 

9. The leader praised Dave for his excellent job forecasting expenses (C, Yes) 

10. The leader decided to host a dinner to build group spirit while at the conference (C, Yes) 

11. The leader inquires what other group members’ think about getting a fax machine that is 

in the middle of their identified price range (C, Yes) 

12. The leader thanks Libby for her help with finding more information about other office 

suppliers (C, Yes) 

13. The leader tells Libby to call Human Resources and inquire about the missing meeting 

notes (A, No) 
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14. The leader asks Dave to double-check Dr. Smith’s credentials (A, No) 

15. The leader says they called Office Max to order new desks (A, No) 

16. The leader asks Dave to form a committee to brainstorm strategies to reduce department 

expenses (A, No) 

17. The leader tells Libby to rebalance the budget (A, No) 

18. The leader directs Libby to get from upper management a list of employees who will get 

a bonus this year (A, No) 

19. The leader expresses concern for the staff being overworked (C, No) 

20. The leader thanked Libby for compiling the necessary paperwork for the conference (C, 

No) 

21. The leader demonstrated concern for a sensitive employee struggling with poor 

performance (C, No) 

22. The leader asks Dave to send out invites for the new employee orientation event (C, No) 

23. The leader inquires when other group members are taking vacations (C, No) 

24. The leader expresses appreciation to the group members for finding additional funding 

for the Hanson Memorial and Higgins projects (C, No) 

 

Note: A indicates agentic behaviors and C indicates communal behaviors. “Yes” indicates 

behaviors that did occur in the videos and “No” indicates behaviors that did not occur in the 

videos. All “Yes” behaviors occur in the videos only once. For ease of reference, items are 

presented by behavior type and occurrence. Items will be randomized when presented to 

participants with no mention of behavior type and occurrence 
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Appendix H: Leader Competence and Warmth Ratings5 

Please evaluate the leader on the following dimensions using the scale provided. Use a 5 point 

scale, where 1 = Strongly Disagree and 5 = Strongly Agree.  

1. {Sue/Bob} is very capable of performing her/his job.  

2. {Sue/Bob} is known to be successful at the things she/he tries to do.  

3. {Sue/Bob} has much knowledge about the work that needs done.  

4. I feel very confident about {Sue/Bob}’s skills.  

5. {Sue/Bob} has specialized capabilities that can increase team performance.  

6. {Sue/Bob} is well qualified.  

7. {Sue/Bob} would be very concerned about my welfare.  

8. My needs and desires are very important to {Sue/Bob}.  

9. {Sue/Bob} would not knowingly do anything to hurt me.  

10. {Sue/Bob} really looks out for what is important to me.  

11. {Sue/Bob} will go out of their way to help me.  

 

Note: Items 1-6 represent competent attributes and items 7-11 represent warmth attributes 

 

 

 

 

 

 
5 Mayer and Davis (1999) Ability and Benevolence subscales 
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Appendix I: Modulation Strategy Questionnaire6 

Please rate your agreement to the items below from 1 (Strongly Disagree) to 5 (Strongly Agree):  

 

Perceived Success:  

 

1. I succeeded in not showing my emotions 

2. I continuously tried to hide my emotions 

3. I had trouble not to show my emotions 

 

Emotional Control: 

 

1. I tried to control my emotions 

2. I controlled myself 

 

Note: Participants in the suppression condition will answer all items, while participants in the no 

suppression condition will only answer Emotional Control items.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
6 Adapted from Martijin et al.’s (2002) Modulation Strategy Questionnaire 
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Appendix J: Demographic Questionnaire 

1. Please enter your age: 

2. Please indicate your gender: 

a. Female 

b. Male  

c. If not listed above, please specify 

3. Please indicate your race/ethnicity below: 

a. Asian 

b. Black or African-American 

c. White 

d. Hispanic/Latinx 

e. Native-American 

f. Multiracial 

g. If not listed above, please specify 

4. Do you have a job?  

a. Yes  

b. No  

5. If you do have a job, how many hours a week do you work?  

6. Have you currently or in the past had a female boss or supervisor at work?  

7. How did you spent the hour right before this experiment session? 

a. On Zoom or another video-hosting platform attending a live, synchronous session 

(e.g. class, meeting) - video camera ON 

b. On Zoom or another video-hosting platform attending a live, synchronous session 

(e.g. class, meeting) - video camera OFF 

c. On the computer doing anything else that did not require your live participation or 

engagement 

d. Not on the computer  

e. Other  


