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I. INTRODUCTION 
 

Gender stereotyping is a natural, cognitive thought process for most 
individuals, based strongly upon personal views of societal norms and 
expectations. When introduced into the professional environment, these 
stereotypes may have detrimental effects, especially toward female 
professionals. Are these stereotypes avoidable? Are they interpreted similarly 
by male and female evaluators?  From hiring to promotion, many questions 
surround the prevalence and impact of gender stereotyping with regard to the 
evaluation of female professionals. 

The existence of gender stereotypes is well-documented through 
academic research in social psychology and evaluation theories.  Statistics 
show significant disparity in the likelihood of promotion to top-level 
leadership for females.  While this failure to attain the highest levels of 
management has often been referred to as the proverbial “glass ceiling,” this 
predicament is not just the result of male-based gender discrimination.  
Female evaluators are also affected by female gender stereotypes, both in 
hiring and evaluation decisions. 

This paper will highlight some of the disparities between evaluating 
pure information, often presented in the form of written statements, and 
evaluating specific individuals, especially when some level of interpersonal 
interaction is involved.  The analysis shows that while gender stereotypes 
certainly have an impact on both types of evaluations, the gender of the 
evaluator can cause the impact to differ significantly. 
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II. EXISTENCE OF GENDER STEREOTYPING 
 

Before evaluating the impact of gender stereotyping on female 
professionals, it is necessary to build a foundation of the existence of such 
stereotyping.  This baseline understanding of gender stereotyping provides a 
framework for assessing the impact of relying on these stereotypes in 
decision making, especially in regards to the hiring and evaluation of female 
professionals.  The existence of this stereotyping behavior can be determined 
not only through several years of psychological and sociological research, 
but also through several recent statistical studies. 
 

A. Scientific Research 
 

One foundation for the explanation and existence of gender stereotyping 
is social role theory.1 Under this theory, there is an expectation for 
individuals to conform to actions and tendencies that are consistent with their 
social roles, which can be based on gender, economic standing, or other 
demographic subsets.2 Unsurprisingly, these social role expectations continue 
into professional settings; candidates who are regarded as more likely to 
fulfill the social expectations of a leadership position are preferred over those 
candidates who do not seem likely to fulfill those expectations.3  Managerial 
roles have social expectations of requiring strong technical and relational 
skills, as well as having a common perception of masculinity.4  Research 
indicates women are less likely to be perceived as having these male-typed 
qualities, and therefore, social role theory suggests a significant gender 
stereotype against women in managerial roles exists.5 

Another theory that may explain the existence of gender stereotyping is 
the role congruity theory, presented by Eagly and Karau (2002).6  This theory 
takes social role theory one step further, suggesting that individuals are 
punished when they fail to conform to societal expectations.7  Men are 
considered to be agentic, or “possessing characteristics such as assertiveness, 

                                                 
1 See BRUCE J. BIDDLE, ROLE THEORY: EXPECTATIONS, IDENTITIES, AND BEHAVIORS (1979).  
2 See id. 
3 See Michael A. Hogg, A Social Identity Theory of Leadership, 5 PERSONALITY & SOC. 
PSYCHOL. REV. 184 (2001). 
4 See Corinne Post et al., A Few Good Women: Gender Difference in Evaluations of 
Promotability in Industrial Research and Development, 24 J. MANAGERIAL PSYCHOL. 348 
(2009). 
5 See Karen S. Lyness & M. E. Heilman, When Fit is Fundamental: Performance Evaluations 
and Promotions of Upper-Level Female and Male Managers, 31 GROUP & ORG. MGMT. 651 
(2006); Post et al., supra note 4, at 353. 
6 A. H. Eagly and S. J. Karau, Role Congruity Theory of Prejudice Toward Female Leaders, 
109 PSYCHOL. REV.573 (2002). 
7 See Post et al., supra note 4, at 353. 
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independence, rationality, and decisiveness,” while women are expected to 
be communal, or acting in a manner consistent with “showing concern for 
others, warmth, helpfulness, and nurturance.”8  Since leadership roles are 
thought to require agentic qualities, role congruity punishes women for their 
stereotype of communal qualities.9 

The final scientific theory that addresses gender stereotyping is 
expectancy violation theory. This theory speculates that individuals who 
violate societal expectations are evaluated in a more extreme manner.10  
While negative evaluations would be consistent with the two previous 
theories, expectancy violation theory suggests that female professionals who 
outperform expectations would actually be evaluated more extremely, and 
thus, overvalued.11 Additionally, females with low communal qualities would 
be evaluated harshly, even without the corresponding agentic qualities that 
would trigger the two previous theories.12 
 

B. Statistical Analysis 
 

In addition to scientific research showing the existence of gender 
stereotyping, especially in regards to female professionals, a statistical 
evaluation of Fortune 500 companies shows a distinct pattern.  According to 
a report compiled by the United States Bureau of Labor Statistics, 50.8 
percent of managerial roles in the U.S. labor market were held by women in 
2008, a ratio that has remained stable since 2001, when fifty percent of those 
roles were held by women.13  Despite accounting for more than half of U.S. 
managerial roles in 2008, women are poorly represented at the upper-levels 
of management.  In 2008, only 15.7 percent of Fortune 500 corporate officer 
positions were held by women,14 with only three percent of Fortune 500 
companies having female CEOs.15  While the Fortune 500 may be a small 
sample, the disparity certainly reflects and validates the results of the 
aforementioned scientific research. 

                                                 
8 Crystal L. Hoyt et al., Choosing the Best (Wo)man for the Job: The Effects of Morality 
Salience, Sex, and Gender Stereotypes on Leader Evaluations, 20 LEADERSHIP Q. 233 (2009). 
9 See id. 
10 See Cyndi Kernahan et al., Effects of Category-Based Expectancy Violation on Affect-
Related Evaluations: Toward a Comprehensive Model, 22 BASIC & APPLIED SOC. PSYCHOL. 
85 (2000). 
11 See Post et al., supra note 4, at 355. 
12 See id. 
13 Bureau of Labor Statistics, Table 11: Employed Persons by Detailed Occupation, Sex, Race, 
and Hispanic or Latino Ethnicity, 2009, http://www.bls.gov/cps/cpsaat11.pdf. 
14 Catalyst, Overall Representation of Women Corporate Officers and Top Earners Continues 
to Stagnate, (2008), http://www.catalyst.org/file/241/08_census_cote_final.pdf. 
15 Catalyst, Number of Women CEOs, Women in U.S. Management (2009), 
http://www.catalyst.org/publication/206/women-in-us-management. 
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III. GENDER STEREOTYPING IN HIRING 

 
Because both scientific research and statistical analysis point to the 

probability of gender stereotyping in professional settings, it seems likely 
that the impact of these stereotypes would be felt long before the promotion 
to managerial or leadership roles.  In 2009, Tyler and McCullough crafted a 
research study to determine whether stereotypes impact decisions even 
before any interpersonal contact; they hypothesized that gender stereotypes 
are significant enough to affect the evaluation of résumés.16  While studies on 
gender-bias in résumé evaluation have been conducted before, Tyler and 
McCullough chose to only test the impact of altering the perceived agentic 
and communal qualities of the résumé subjects.17 

The results of this study seemed very consistent with the concepts of the 
role congruity theory. When presented with highly agentic candidate 
résumés, male evaluators were almost twenty-eight percent more likely to 
schedule an interview with male candidates than female candidates; in 
regards to highly communal candidates, male evaluators were only four 
percent more likely to schedule an interview with male candidates.18  Female 
evaluators, who may be less affected by female gender stereotypes, were 
virtually identical in their likelihood to schedule interviews with both highly 
agentic and highly communal candidates, regardless of the candidate’s 
gender.19 

When asked to consider the hireability of the candidates, without an 
interview, the results changed slightly. Male evaluators remained biased 
against highly agentic female candidates, rating twenty-five percent more 
highly agentic male candidates as a good fit for employment; the evaluations 
of highly communal candidates, however, resulted in suggesting that two 
percent more female candidates were good fits.20  Female evaluators again 
ranked highly agentic and highly communal candidates with virtually 
identical ratings of employment fitness, regardless of the candidate’s 
gender.21 

 
  

                                                 
16 James M. Tyler & Jennifer Dane McCullough, Violating Prescriptive Stereotypes on Job 
Résumés: A Self-Presentational Perspective, 23 MGMT. COMM. Q. 272 (2009). 
17 Id. 
18 Id. 
19 Id. 
20 Id. at 272. 
21 Id. 
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IV. GENDER STEREOTYPING IN EVALUATION 
 

A. Written Statements 
 

Numerous studies have evaluated the impact of gender stereotyping on 
the evaluation of female professionals for managerial or leadership roles, but 
two recent studies, with noticeably differing results, present a unique 
comparative perspective.  The first study, conducted by Hoyt and others, 
evaluated the impact of leadership support based solely on written 
statements.22  The study created two fictional gubernatorial candidates – one 
male and one female – and provided written statements of each candidate.23  
When the statements were consistent with societal norms, agentic for the 
male and communal for the female, male voters preferred the male candidate 
by more than two to one.  However, when the statements were reversed, or 
communal for the male and agentic for the female, the male voters were 
almost evenly split, with the male candidate still receiving more votes.24  
While the results change when agentic qualities are attributed to a female 
candidate, these results indicate that voters may believe that female leaders 
are either too soft, which is considered highly communal, or too tough, which 
is considered highly agentic.25 

Conversely, the female voters showed a significant change with the 
changing statements.  When the candidate statements remained consistent 
with expectations, the female voters favored the male candidate by a four to 
one margin, an even larger margin than the male voters displayed.  When the 
statements were reversed, however, the female voters favored the female 
candidate by a two to one margin.26  These results indicate that females may 
have a significant bias towards agentic qualities, which would be consistent 
with the concepts introduced in role congruity theory. 
 

B. Interpersonal Interaction 
 

The second study analyzed the evaluation of female professionals and 
their respective probability for promotion.  The study was conducted among 
engineers and scientists, which are two male-dominated occupations with 
highly-quantifiable performance metrics.  By evaluating candidates of similar 
performance, more conclusions could be made about agentic qualities, 
                                                 
22 Hoyt et al., supra note 8, at 233. 
23 Id. 
24 Id. 
25 Catalyst, The Double-Bind Dilemma for Women in Leadership:  Damned if You Do, 
Doomed if You Don’t, 2007, http://www.catalyst.org/publication/83/the-double-bind-dilemma-
for-women-in-leadership-damned-if-you-do-doomed-if-you-dont. 
26 Hoyt et al., supra note 8, at 233. 
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measured as innovativeness, and communal qualities, measured as relational 
skills, observed in candidates of differing genders.27  The first finding of the 
study was that female professionals are considered to be more communal 
than all but the most highly communal male professionals, regardless of the 
presence or lack of agentic qualities.28  In other words, female professionals 
who regularly interact with superiors, especially in male-dominated 
environments, are perceived as communal, allowing them to be evaluated 
positively by the social role and role congruity theories. 

The second finding of the study relates directly to the expectancy 
violation theory and its impact on professional evaluations.  Any female 
professional who was considered to have above-average innovativeness, an 
agentic quality, was consistently rated significantly higher than a male 
professional who was considered to have similar above-average 
innovativeness.29  Conversely, any female professional who was considered 
to have below-average innovativeness was consistently rated lower than a 
male professional who was considered to have the same below-average 
innovativeness.30  These two results would seem to indicate that interpersonal 
interactions with female professionals may create an overvaluation of 
communal qualities, as well as lead to extreme evaluation of agentic 
qualities, either positively or negatively.31 

 
V. LEGAL REPERCUSSIONS 

 
When discussing any aspect of workplace discrimination, particularly 

gender stereotyping, it is important to understand the legal implications and 
precedence of the discrimination in question. While sex discrimination has a 
long and ever-changing legal history in the United States, there are two 
recent cases that may help to clarify how the courts view gender 
discrimination. The first decision, Prowel v. Wise Business Forms, Inc.32 lays 
the groundwork for further acceptance of gender stereotyping.33 

Prowel, a homosexual employee, was regularly harassed by other male 
employees for being effeminate.  Prowel filed suit under Title VII of the 
Civil Rights Act of 1964 (Title VII) and a separate state statute,34 alleging 
that Wise harassed and retaliated against Prowel because of sex and 

                                                 
27 Post et al., supra note 4, at 348. 
28 Id. 
29 Id. 
30 Id. 
31 Id. 
32 579 F.3d 285 (3rd Cir. 2009). 
33 J. Greenwald, Ruling Opens Door to Gender Stereotyping Suits, 43 BUS. INS. 3 (2009). 
34 16 Pa. Code §§ 44.3, 45.3. 
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religion.35  Prowel’s petition brought forward a claim known as “gender 
stereotyping,” which was first recognized by the U.S. Supreme Court in 
1989.36 

In that case of first impression, the Court determined that if an employer 
is shown to have considered gender in making an employment decision, the 
employer is required to prove by a preponderance of the evidence that the 
employment decision would have been the same absent such consideration.37  
In this case, Hopkins, a female senior manager for a nationwide professional 
accounting firm was up for partner in the firm. The firm solicited evaluations 
of Hopkins from all of its partners, nearly all of whom were males.38  This 
was part of the regular practice and procedure for such promotions at the 
firm.39  Hopkins’s ability and her record of securing major contracts for the 
firm were strongly praised, but there was also sharp criticism for her 
interpersonal skills, including allegations of abrasiveness.40 Several 
evaluations contained comments implying that Hopkins acted masculine in 
the workplace.  When it was determined that Hopkins’s candidacy would be 
denied and reconsidered the following year, one partner actually explained to 
Hopkins that her chances might improve if she began to walk, talk, and dress 
more femininely.41  The following year, when she was not offered candidacy 
for partnership again, Hopkins resigned and filed suit in U.S. District Court, 
alleging discrimination on the basis of sex in violation of Title VII.42 More 
specifically, she alleged her evaluations had been based on sexual 
stereotyping.43 

The lower court in Price Waterhouse ruled that the firm was liable and 
found, while the firm had not intentionally discriminated on the basis of 
gender, it had consciously maintained a system which, in this and other 
partner-candidacy decisions, had “given weight to biased criticisms without 
discouraging sexism or investigating comments to determine whether they 
were influenced by sexual stereotypes.”44  Further, the lower court found that 
while the firm could have protected itself by proving by clear and convincing 
evidence that it would have placed Hopkins’s candidacy on hold even absent 
the discrimination, the firm had not met this burden.45  Ultimately, other 

                                                 
35 Prowel, 579 F.3d at 288. 
36 Price Waterhouse v. Hopkins, 490 U.S. 228 (1989). 
37 Id. at 258. 
38 Id. at 231. 
39 Id. 
40 Id. 
41 Id. 
42 42 USCS 2000e et seq. 
43 Price Waterhouse, 490 U.S. at 232. 
44 Id. 
45 Id. 
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grounds in the decision did not entitle Hopkins to any relief except attorneys' 
fees and the difference between her pay and that of a partner from the date 
she would have been elected partner until her resignation. The Appellate 
Court affirmed the District Court's liability judgment, but held that an 
employer may avoid liability if they prove, by clear and convincing evidence, 
that they would have made the same employment decision even if 
discrimination had not played a role.46  The case was reversed and remanded 
for determination of appropriate damages and relief.47 

Using the Price Waterhouse precedent, Prowel filed his claim for relief 
asserting that because he did not meet the typical stereotype of other male 
employees at Wise, he was ultimately discriminated against.  Prowel 
suggested that he was an effeminate man who did not “fit in” with the typical 
male employee.  He characterized the typical male employee as being a “blue 
collar worker” who was “rough around the edges.”48  Prowel admitted that he 
did not have similar interests or hobbies as his male counterparts at Wise.  He 
did not behave like other men at Wise, nor did he dress like them.  Prowel 
suggested that some of his co-workers reacted negatively to his demeanor 
and appearance as it was not typical of other male co-workers.49  Many co-
workers made negative comments about Prowel in the workplace, including 
such references to him as “Princess,” “Rosebud,” “Fag,” and “Faggot.”  In 
another incident, an unidentified individual left a “man-seeking-man” 
advertisement on Prowel’s workstation with a notation:  “Why don’t you 
give him a call big boy.”50  These incidents escalated to include defamatory 
comments about Prowel written on the bathroom wall of the workplace.51 

Prowel’s petition also asserted that not only was he discriminated 
against and harassed in the workplace because of sex, but that he was also 
treated differently because he did not conform to the religious beliefs of the 
company.  Prowel’s specific assertion was that the company believed a “man 
should not lay with another man.”52  Prowel alleged he received numerous 
anonymous prayer notes, and had been subjected to a variety of statements 
indicating disapproval of his lifestyle choices, and that that he was a sinner 
who as “going to hell.”  Prowel indicated that as a result of the extreme 
treatment in the workplace related to sex and religion, he became physically 
ill to the point that he had to pull over his automobile and vomit on the way 
to work.53 

                                                 
46 Id. 
47 Id. 
48 Prowel v. Wise Bus. Forms, Inc., 579 F.3d 285, 289 (3rd Cir. 2009). 
49 Id. at 290. 
50 Id. 
51 Id. at 293. 
52 Id. 
53 Id. 
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Prowel further alleged that his work assignments changed and he was 
now asked to do more varied tasks for the same compensation while others 
did the same jobs without any reduction in pay. Ultimately, Prowel was 
terminated for lack of work.  Prowel’s petition asserted that he was harassed 
and wrongfully terminated because of sex and religion and concomitant 
retaliation.54  Wise defended those assertions by countering that that Prowel 
was terminated because he had an uncooperative and insubordinate attitude, 
among other things.55 

While acknowledging that determining the difference between sexual 
discrimination and sexual orientation discrimination was difficult, the Third 
Circuit Court of Appeals decided that Prowel had a legitimate Title VII cause 
of action under “gender stereotyping harassment.”56  The court stated that 
“once a plaintiff shows that harassment is motivated by sex, it is no defense 
that it may also have been motivated by anti-gay animus.”57 

The second case, Lewis v. Heartland Inns of America, L.L.C.,58 a 2008 
case originally decided by the Federal District Court for the Southern District 
of Iowa, dealt with a female staffer who was reprimanded for not having a 
proper “Midwestern girl look.”59 

According to the Director of Operations for Heartland Inns, Lewis had 
been regularly compared to other female staffers, and had been found lacking 
in appearance, especially when compared to traditional gender stereotypes.  
Lewis admitted that she prefers loose-fitting clothes and men’s slacks.60  
Further, she admitted that she rarely wore make-up, and wore her hair short 
with minimal styling.61  Heartland’s director had previously stated that hotels 
need “a certain personification and appearance.”62  Lewis alleged in her 
petition that Heartland’s director had made favorable comments about the 
appearance of other women on the Heartland Inns' staff, including statements 
that “front desk people should be ‘pretty.’”  Further, Lewis alleged that the 
director had declined to hire other female applicants because they were not 
“pretty enough.”63 

Heartland’s dress code for front desk personnel includes a requirement 
that all employees must wear business attire and specifically states that “no 

                                                 
54 Prowel v. Wise Bus. Forms, Inc., 579 F.3d 285, 295 (3rd Cir. 2009). 
55 Id. at 300. 
56 Id. at 295. 
57 Id. at 296. 
58 585 F. Supp. 2d 1046 (S. Dist. Ia. 2008). 
59 Case of First Impression: “Mere Existence” of Sexual Stereotyping Not Enough to Support 
Title VII Claim, 644 FAIR EMP. PRACS. GUIDELINES 4 (2009). 
60 Lewis, 585 F. Supp. 2d at 1053 n.34. 
61 Id. 
62 Id. at 1053. 
63 Id. 
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polo shirts for women” are allowed.64  Further, female employees have two 
options for attire in the Heartland’s personnel manual.  Both options 
encourage females to wear dresses, skirts, and suits.  However, if bare legs 
are shown, they must be “shaved and smooth, toes pedicured/painted and 
accompanied by conservative dress sandals/footwear.”65  The dress code for 
males was much less restrictive, and certainly did not include any 
requirements related to shaved legs or pedicured/painted toenails. 

Ultimately, the Iowa court determined that, even in the best of 
circumstances for Lewis, neither the words, nor the context of the statement 
made referring to her lack of “Midwestern girl look” was sufficient to sustain 
a cause of action for gender discrimination under Title VII, because Lewis 
was only being compared to other females and not discriminated against 
because she was female.66  The court propounded that these words/statements 
were insufficient support to “draw an inference that a discriminatory attitude 
against women was more likely than not a motivating factor in the 
employee's ultimate termination.”67 The employee had provided no 
description of the appearance of the males hired for the front desk positions, 
nor any testimony regarding the Director’s requirements related to the 
physical appearance of those men.  Lastly, the court found that because 
Lewis failed to demonstrate that she had been engaged in a protected activity, 
she had not established a prima facie case of retaliation under Title VII.68 

On appeal to the Eighth Circuit Court of Appeals, Lewis prevailed over 
the lower court’s summary judgment for Heartland and had her case 
remanded for trial. The appellate court found that Heartland violated Title 
VII by imposing sex stereotypes on a protected employee, and by not 
allowing Lewis to work daytime hours because she supposedly “dressed like 
Ellen DeGeneres” and lacked the “Midwestern girl look.”69  Citing Price 
Waterhouse, the Eighth Circuit found that there was sufficient evidence for 
Lewis to proceed to trial on the Title VII violation because Heartland’s 
proffered reason for her termination was found to be pretextual.70  The Eigth 
Circuit found the District Court in Lewis was under the mistaken assumption 
that a Title VII female plaintiff must produce evidence that he or she was 
treated differently than similarly situated males.71  The Eighth Circuit 

                                                 
64 Id. 
65 Id. 
66 Id. at 1052. 
67 Id. at 1053. 
68 Id. at 1053. 
69 Lewis v. Heartland Inns of America, L.L.C., No. 08-3860 (8th Cir. 2010); available at 
http://www.ca8.uscourts.gov/opndir/10/01/083860P.pdf. 
70 Id. at 15. 
71 Id. at 9. 
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ultimately held that adverse actions motivated by sex stereotyping are 
prohibited by Title VII.72 

The consistency of the courts in both Prowel and Lewis with Price 
Waterhouse73 appears to indicate a new acceptance of gender stereotyping as 
a legitimate form of gender discrimination in today’s legal environment.74  
Furthermore, this very recent 2010 decision reversing and remanding the 
Lewis case for trial illustrates that the courts want to give those who have 
apparently been stereotyped against his or her day in court. 
 

VI. CONCLUSION 
 

While gender stereotyping is undoubtedly a real phenomenon, supported 
by both scientific research and statistical studies, the impact of these 
stereotypes can vary depending on the surrounding circumstances and even 
the gender of evaluators. The study on gender stereotyping in regards to 
hiring activities illustrated the difference between male evaluators, who were 
significantly affected by perception of societal expectations, and female 
evaluators, who showed little effects when agentic and communal qualities 
were reversed. The results may indicate that human resource departments 
could minimize the effects of gender stereotyping in employee recruitment 
simply by having female staffers handle the initial evaluation of submitted 
résumés. 

Conversely, female evaluators were more readily influenced by 
changing societal expectations in regards to blindly evaluating candidates for 
leadership decisions. However, male evaluators seemed less affected by these 
changes, although male evaluators did show an overall male bias when 
evaluating potential leaders.  Again, human resource departments may find it 
beneficial to have male evaluators conduct promotion-related evaluations, 
provided that some control can be introduced to neutralize the inherent male 
bias. 

When evaluating specific individuals with interpersonal relationships, 
both genders were equally affected in a way consistent with expectancy 
violation theory. This stereotyping activity presents the largest problem for 
human resource professionals; it may be difficult to account for overvaluing 
female professionals when maintaining a diverse management team is also a 
priority. It may be necessary to simply minimize subjective factors, the 
agentic and communal qualities, and focus more specifically on quantifiable 

                                                 
72 Id. 
73 490 U.S. 228 (1989). 
74 Prowel v. Wise Bus. Forms, Inc., 579 F.3d 285, 291 (3rd Cir. 2009); Lewis v. Heartland 
Inns of Am., L.L.C., 585 F. Supp. 2d 1046 (S. Dist. Ia. 2008). 
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productivity when evaluating male and female candidates for managerial 
roles. 

 


