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Abstract To examine the influence of gender stereotyping
of administration positions in intercollegiate athletics, the
present study evaluated the gender typing of managerial
subroles by undergraduate and graduate sport management
students from two northeastern universities in the U.S. (59
women, 189 men). Participants indicated importance of
managerial subroles for the positions of athletic director,
life skills coordinator, and compliance coordinator. Partic-
ipants rated masculine managerial subroles as most impor-
tant for athletic director, however feminine managerial
subroles were rated of similar importance for both the life
skills coordinator and the athletic director. There were no
differences between women and men on evaluation of the
importance of managerial subroles across all positions.
Results of the current study provide some support for role
congruity theory within athletic administration.

Keywords Athletic administration . Gender role
stereotyping .Managerial subroles

Introduction

A persistent decline in the number of women represented in
intercollegiate athletic administration positions has continued

despite the increases in girls and women’s participation in
sports (Acosta and Carpenter 2008). Scholars have examined
the lack of women in senior level athletic administration
positions from a variety of theoretical frameworks, including
homologous reproduction, hegemonic masculinity, human
capital theory, social capital theory, symbolic interactionist
theory, among others (Sagas and Cunningham 2004; Sartore
and Cunningham 2007; Whisenant and Mullane 2007;
Whisenant et al. 2002). However, there has been little
research designed to use gender role theory as a framework
to specifically explore if senior level athletic administration
positions are constructed in a manner that may be biased
toward women. Researchers have used gender role theory
as a theoretical framework in order to understand why as
more women have entered into entry level and mid-level
management positions at rates comparable to their male
counterparts, there is a persistent lack of women in
leadership positions within management in both the
United States and other major industrialized countries
(Catalyst 2009; Eagly and Karau 2002). When gender role
stereotypes are applied to men and women, certain jobs
can be viewed as more appropriate for men or women
(Cejka and Eagly 1999; Garcia-Retamero and López-Zafra
2006; Sartore and Cunningham 2007). For this particular
study, we used the tenants of gender role theory to
examine whether the expectations and perceptions of
managerial subroles required of senior athletic adminis-
trators were stereotyped as more masculine, more femi-
nine or more gender neutral. Specifically, we examined the
gender typing of managerial subroles when evaluating
three positions in intercollegiate athletics: athletic director,
life skills coordinator, and compliance coordinator using a
sample of undergraduate and graduate sport management
students attending two major northeastern US universities.
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Women’s Under Representation in Athletic Administration

Since the implementation of Title IX, Acosta and Carpenter
have systematically tracked playing opportunities, as well as
coaching and administrative positions, for girls and women.
While the data regarding participation opportunities show
increases in the number of women playing sports, data show
steep declines in the percentage of women in coaching and
administration. In 2008, only 42.8% of women’s intercolle-
giate teams have women head coaches compared to over 90%
of women’s teams coached by women prior to 1972 (Acosta
and Carpenter 2008). The most glaring lack of female
representation occurs at the athletic director position, with
women holding 21.3% of those positions. This statistic is
even more alarming at the Division I level where only 29
women (8.4%) hold the position of athletic director. Analysis
of the data provided by the National Collegiate Athletic
Association (DeHass 2007) comparing the number of men
and women represented in various administrative positions
across all divisions revealed that men were significantly
overrepresented in all administrative positions except the
senior women’s administrator (SWA) and life skills coordi-
nator categories. Three positions had a balanced representa-
tion of men and women: academic advisor, compliance
coordinator, and ticket manager.

Several theoretical frameworks have been utilized to
study male and female representation in athletic adminis-
tration and to try to understand why the percentage of
women in these positions has continued to decline since the
passage of Title IX. Results from studies using various
theoretical frameworks have provided several important
findings. For example, within the context of interscholastic
athletics, Lovett and Lowry (1994), Stangl and Kane
(1991), and Whisenant and Mullane (2007) applied the
theory of homologous reproduction first conceived by
Kanter (1977). Kanter (1977) proposed that those in control
within organizations carefully guard their power and
privilege through homologous reproduction or the selection
of those who they see as like them in the hiring and
promotional processes. Lovett and Lowry (1994) and
Stangl and Kane (1991) found support for homologous
reproduction within the Texas and Ohio interscholastic
athletic departments; whereas Whisenant and Mullane
(2007) did not find support for homologous reproduction
as a factor in sustaining the male dominated structure of
high school athletics in Florida. Within intercollegiate
athletics, Whisenant et al. (2002) found the presence of
hegemonic masculinity, defined as the reproduction and
maintenance of power by certain social groups over others.

Sartore and Cunningham (2007) applied a symbolic
interactionist perspective which proposes that gender-role
meanings and stereotypes associated with sport may limit
the ability of women to hold leadership positions within

sport organizations. Additionally, studies have shown
women within senior leadership positions continue to be
relegated to athletic director positions at Division II and
Division III universities; these positions tend to be
considered less powerful or less esteemed positions when
compared to Division I athletic director positions
(Whisenant et al. 2002). Women within intercollegiate
athletics also reported being relegated to less important
administrative responsibilities within their positions in
athletic departments, including being assigned to oversee
more female appropriate sports (e.g., tennis, gymnastics,
golf) instead of the more significant, revenue producing
sports (e.g., football, basketball) (Inglis et al. 2000).
Further, there is empirical evidence that male athletic
administrators with high social capital investments (i.e.,
investments in personal networks and contacts) advance more
often than men with lower social capital investment, but this
difference is not observed for female administrators. This
difference suggests that there may be discrimination in the
hiring process, as men are rewarded for their social capital
investments, but women are not benefiting from such invest-
ments (Sagas and Cunningham 2004).

Gender Role Stereotyping in Management

While the proceeding literature has provided important
insights into women’s under-representation in athletic
administration, it has not explicity examined sociological
influences on this phenomena. Schein (2007) contends that
a major barrier to women’s progress within management
positions is the result of continued gender stereotyping of
the managerial position (Schein 2007). Social role theory
(Eagly et al. 2000) posits that not only are there expect-
ations regarding the roles men and women occupy, but also
that there are qualities and behavioral tendencies believed
to be desirable for each gender (Eagly 1987). Based on
gender role expectations, women are ascribed more
communal attributes such as being affectionate, helpful,
kind, sympathetic, interpersonally sensitive, nurturing, and
gentle, traits that women are believed to possess (i.e.,
descriptive) and also traits women ‘should’ demonstrate
(i.e., prescriptive). Men are ascribed more agentic attributes
including being aggressive, dominant, forceful, self-
confident and self-sufficient, traits men are believed to
possess and ‘should’ demonstrate (Eagly 1987; Eagly and
Karau 2002; Heilman 2001).

In agreement with social role theory and outlined by
Schein’s early research (1975), characteristics described as
important to managers were perceived to be those same
characteristics most often associated with men. Leadership
ability, desires, responsibility and objectivity were per-
ceived as characteristics important to management and
much more likely to be associated with men rather than
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women (Schein 2007). The phrase “think manager, think
male” first coined by Schein (1975) continues to be
supported in current literature examining gender stereo-
typing in management (Duehr and Bono 2006; Heilman et
al. 1989; Martell et al. 1998; Powell et al. 2002; Schein
2001, 2007; Willemsen 2002).

In addition to the continued perception of “think
manager, think male”, the sex-matching model (Kiesler
1975) can also provide information regarding why men
and women continue to be constrained to particular
positions in organizations. The sex-matching model
indicates that “men and women are matched to specific
jobs based on the ratio of men and women currently
occupying such positions” (Sartore and Cunningham
2007, p. 248). Within this model, if more women occupy
the majority of positions within a current field, women are
perceived as better matches for those positions and the
same holds true for men (Glick et al. 1988). Following this
line of thinking, then, role congruity theory outlines how,
when considering male dominated occupations, the per-
ceptions for success indicate a requirement of masculine
personality qualities (e.g., competitive, aggressive, domi-
nant) and/or masculine physical qualities (Cejka and Eagly
1999). This also holds for female dominated occupations,
with success requiring feminine personality qualities (e.g.,
affectionate, nurturing, sympathetic) and/or feminine
physical qualities (Cejka and Eagly 1999).

Women face discrimination in management and leader-
ship positions through two mechanisms as described within
role congruity theory (Eagly and Karau 2002). First,
women are less favorably evaluated for leadership posi-
tions, as leadership behavior is characterized by masculine
or agentic roles. Second, when women engage in masculine
or male-dominated roles or behaviors (i.e., aggressive,
ambitious, independent, self-confident), such as those
perceived as necessary in management and leadership
positions, they are evaluated less favorably than men
(Eagly and Karau 2002). Therefore, women are exposed
to discrimination from two directions; if women conform to
their stereotypical gender roles (i.e., communal roles) they
are perceived as lacking the stereotypical skills perceived as

necessary to be successful leaders or managers. In addition,
if women do demonstrate the skills perceived as necessary
to be successful managers (i.e., agentic roles) they are
violating their stereotypical gender roles and are viewed
negatively for such violations (Eagly and Karau 2002).

To summarize, management is stereotyped as a mascu-
line domain requiring agentic characteristics more strongly
attributed to men. As a result, women may be a) perceived
as lacking the appropriate traits required to be successful
managers (Eagly and Karau 2002) or b) if women do
develop or possess agentic behaviors to be successful
managers, they can be negatively evaluated for their
success (Garcia-Retamero and López-Zafra 2006; Heilman
2001; Heilman, et al. 1989; Rudman and Glick 2001). In a
male-dominated organization such as intercollegiate athlet-
ics, where men hold the highest positions of power,
particularly in Division I athletics (Acosta and Carpenter
2008; DeHass 2007), women desiring to hold leadership or
management positions may face these two forms of
discrimination (Garcia-Retamero and López-Zafra 2006).

Gender Subroles and Stereotyping

Schein (2007) noted that gender stereotyping of managerial
positions perpetuates a bias toward women in selection to
management roles, training and advancement to upper level
positions. Further, research has examined if managerial
roles can be divided into subroles, and whether those
subroles are gender-typed (Atwater et al. 2004). Yukl
(2002) developed a taxonomy of managerial subroles that
can be used to better understand the variety of roles that
managers engage in to be effective within management.
Using Yukl’s (2002) subrole classification, Atwater et al.
(2004) were able to examine if particular subroles were
associated with stereotypical masculine or feminine behav-
iors. Atwater et al. (2004) identified 13 of 19 managerial
subroles as either more masculine or more feminine.
Additionally, they identified “gender neutral” subroles
(please refer to Table 1 for a list of these managerial
subroles). Subroles which were identified as masculine
included allocating resources, delegating and punishing;

Table 1 Gender typing of managerial subroles reported from Atwater et al. (2004).

Subrole Masculine Feminine Gender Neutral

allocating resources planning and organizing evaluating employees

delegating developing and monitoring personnel clarifying roles and objectives

disciplining recognizing and rewarding monitoring work activities

strategic decision making supporting networking

punishing communicating and informing managing conflict

problem solving motivating and inspiring consulting others

providing corrective feedback
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feminine subroles included providing corrective feedback,
planning and organizing, and supporting employees
(Atwater et al. 2004). Given this stereotyping of subroles,
men and women can be perceived as acting outside of their
stereotypical gender roles when engaging in certain
managerial roles (Atwater et al. 2004).

By examining subroles through the lens of gender
stereotyping, researchers can explore if men and women
are constrained from particular management positions
which may contain gender typed managerial subroles
identified as inappropriate for a particular gender. However,
there has been a noted shift in perceptions of traits
necessary to be successful managers and leaders. Duehr
and Bono (2006) reported that current views of successful
mangers included more communal behaviors (i.e., femi-
nine) and less agentic (i.e., masculine) behaviors when
compared with earlier research regarding stereotypical
characteristics of successful managers. In addition, Sczesny
(2003) has reported development of a more androgynous
view of managerial and leadership skills. Given the noted
changes in perceptions of skills necessary to be successful
mangers, it may be necessary to reassess the gender
stereotyping of managerial subroles as reported by Atwater
et al. (2004).

The purpose of this research was to extend Atwater et
al.’s (2004) work in the context of intercollegiate athletic
administration. In particular, we sought to examine the
gender typing of managerial subroles for three specific
positions in intercollegiate athletics: athletic director, life
skills coordinator, and compliance coordinator. Intercolle-
giate athletic administration offers an appropriate setting to
study such phenomena as certain positions have been
shown to be dominated by men (e.g., athletic director) or
women (e.g. life skills coordinator) while some positions
are spread nearly equally (e.g., compliance coordinator).

Given the aforementioned background, we propose the
following hypotheses:

Hypothesis 1: Masculine managerial subroles, relative to
feminine subroles and gender neutral sub-
roles, will be rated as most important for
the athletic director position.

Hypothesis 2: Feminine managerial subroles, relative to
masculine subroles and gender neutral
subroles will be rated as most important
for the life skills coordinator position.

Hypothesis 3: Gender neutral managerial subroles, rela-
tive to feminine and masculine subroles,
will be rated as most important for the
compliance coordinator position.

Men and women hold different perceptions of the
importance of various managerial roles. For example, male
managers, more often than females, perceive masculine

qualities as important to success in management and this
has been consistently found in research from the 1970s
through early 2000 (Schein 2007). These findings have also
been consistent for male undergraduate and graduate
students (Powell et al. 2002; Schein 2001). In contrast,
female managers and students hold the perception that
masculine and feminine characteristics are equally neces-
sary to be successful managers (Schein 2001). However, a
potential shift in views of successful managers may be
occurring. Specifically, male managers’ perceptions of
women as successful managers has increased (Duehr and
Bono 2006; Powell et al. 2002). Yet, this change in
perceptions of women and managers has not been demon-
strated in perceptions held by male college students; the
stereotype of “think manager, think male” still exists in this
population (Duehr and Bono 2006; Martell and Desmet
2001; Rudman and Kilianski 2000; Schein 2001). Given
that male hegemony continues to exist within the sport
setting (Fink 2008; Whisenant 2008), this world view may
hold particularly true for male sport management students
as part of the male college student subset and as they
prepare to enter a male-dominated field. This leads to our
last hypothesis:

Hypothesis 4: Participant’s gender will significantly influ-
ence the ratings of importance of manage-
rial subroles. Females, compared to males,
will rate feminine and gender neutral
subroles as more important for all positions
compared to males.

In summary, hypothesis 1 predicted that for the position
of athletic director masculine managerial subroles, relative
to feminine subroles and gender neutral subroles, would be
rated as most important for the athletic director position.
For hypothesis 2, feminine managerial subroles, relative to
masculine subroles and gender neutral subroles would be
rated as most important for the life skills coordinator
position. Hypothesis 3 predicted that for the position of
compliance coordinator gender neutral managerial subroles
would be rated as most important when compared to
feminine and masculine subroles. Finally, hypothesis 4
predicted female participants, compared to male partici-
pants, would rate feminine and gender neutral subroles as
more important for all positions.

Method

Pre-test Evaluation of the Gender Typing of Managerial
Subroles

As the work of Atwater et al. was nearly four years old at
the time of the study, and tested a different population of
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students (business versus sport management), we wanted to
determine whether a current population of sport manage-
ment students would similarly gender type the managerial
subroles as identified by Atwater et al. (2004). As noted by
Duehr and Bono (2006), the gender typing of leadership
behaviors seemed to have shifted somewhat since Atwater’s
initial work. Thus, undergraduate students in sport man-
agement (males = 74, females = 33) were surveyed. These
students were in a different section of the same class as the
participants in the main study. In this “pre-test”, we were
only concerned with how the participants rated the different
roles. No job descriptions were provided, nor were they
asked the importance of these roles relative to different jobs
as was undertaken in the main study described later. These
participants rated to what extent they believed the various
roles identified by Atwater et al. were more characteristi-
cally masculine, feminine, or gender neutral. Results were
analyzed using nonparametric binomial tests with a signif-
icance level of p<.05 for comparison of masculine to
feminine ratings, masculine to can’t say (i.e. gender neutral)
ratings, and feminine to can’t say ratings (see Table 2).

When compared to the results reported from Atwater et al.,
this sample of undergraduate sport management students
similarly classified 12 of 19 managerial subroles. Table 1
shows that eight masculine subroles, five feminine subroles,
and six gender neutral subroles were identified as signifi-
cantly different from each other (p<.05). Differences in
ratings for managerial subroles comparing the current
participants with the categorization reported by Atwater et
al. are listed in Table 2.

Because the managerial subroles were classified
differently by a population of sport management stu-
dents, it was necessary to reconfirm the underlying factor
structure for the managerial subroles (i.e., masculine,
feminine, gender neutral) prior to analysis of the data to
establish that the items best measured that particular
subrole. Exploratory factor analysis using principal
components analysis with varimax rotation was used to
collapse the 19 managerial subroles identified by Atwater
et al. (2004). As a result of the limited sample available
for analysis, each managerial subrole factor was examined
individually to assess the strength of each item’s loading

Table 2 Proportion tests indicating the extent to which each subrole was rated as masculine, feminine, or can’t say.

Proportion of respondents indicating gender of roleª

Managerial subrole Masculine (A) Feminine (B) Can’t say (C) Comparison of
proportionsb

Similar classification to
Atwater et al. (2004) c

Providing corrective feedback .21 (23) .35 (37) .43 (42) AB, AC No

Allocating resources .44 (47) .21 (22) .35 (38) AB, BC Yes

Planning and organizing .21 (22) .60 (64) .19 (21) AB, AC Yes

Evaluating employees .53 (57) .13 (14) .33 (35) AB, AC, BC No

Developing and mentoring personnel .38 (41) .31 (33) .30 (32)

Delegating .58 (62) .08 (9) .33 (35) AB, AC, BC Yes

Managing conflict .60 (64) .19 (21) .19 (21) AB, AC Yes

Recognizing and rewarding employees .17 (18) .45 (48) .37 (40) AB, AC Yes

Disciplining .86 (92) .06 (6) .08 (9) AB, AC Yes

Consulting others .10 (11) .72 (77) .18 (19) AB, BC No

Motivating and inspiring .42 (45) .25 (27) .33 (35) AB No

Strategic decision making .47 (51) .10 (11) .41 (44) AB, BC Yes

Communicating and informing .15 (16) .50 (54) .33 (35) AB, AC Yes

Problem solving .31 (33) .18 (19) .51 (55) AC, BC No

Networking .37 (39) .23 (25) .39 (42) BC Yes

Punishing .87 (93) .04 (4) .07 (8) AB, AC Yes

Supporting .07 (8) .77 (82) .15 (16) AB, BC Yes

Monitoring work activities .41 (44) .14 (15) .44 (47) AB, BC Yes

Clarifying roles and objectives .34 (36) .21 (23) .45 (48) BC No

z Tests for differences between proportions were performed for each response category
a Frequencies are in parentheses
b AB, AC, BC indicate that proportions in those columns differed significantly p < .05
c Comparison of results from current study to results reported by Atwater et al. (2004). Yes indicates managerial subroles were similarly classified
in both studies

420 Sex Roles (2009) 61:416–426



on a single factor. The following factors were analyzed:
masculine management subrole, feminine management
subrole, and gender neutral management subrole. The
analysis revealed four factors: masculine management
subrole 1, masculine management subrole 2, feminine
management subrole, and gender neutral management
subrole. The masculine management subrole 1 included
the following items from the scale: allocating resources,
delegating, managing conflict, strategic decision making,
and motivating and inspiring. The three items that loaded
on a separate factor were punishing, evaluating employ-
ees, and disciplining, which were labeled as masculine
management subrole 2. The items included in the feminine
management subrole included planning and organizing,
recognizing and rewarding employees, communicating
and informing, consulting others, and supporting. For the
gender neutral management subrole the following items
were included: providing corrective feedback, developing
and mentoring personnel, clarifying roles and objectives,
problem solving, networking, and monitoring work activ-
ities. Results of the EFA are reported in Table 3.

Importance Evaluations of the Managerial Subroles
for Athletic Administration Positions

Participants in the Main Study

The participants were students (separate from the sample
used in the pre-test to classify the managerial subroles)
enrolled in upper level management courses in sport
management programs at two major Northeast universities
(N=248). Fifty-nine women and 189 men completed the
survey. The majority of the participants identified as White
(n=209). The majority of participants (67.5%) were
between the ages of 18 and 21.

Procedures

Participants were provided a letter of introduction and
information regarding the research project at the begin-
ning of their class from the instructors of record. The
study received approval by the authors’ university
institutional review boards. Participants were informed
that a research study was being conducted to determine

the importance of managerial subroles relative to certain
positions within athletic departments. The surveys were
distributed during the last ten minutes of class and
students were informed that completion of the survey
was voluntary. There were no incentives provided to
participants for their participation.

The three athletic administration positions were cho-
sen based on data obtained from the NCAA (DeHass
2007) that recorded the number of men and women in
specific administration positions at the Division I level.
Based on analysis of that data, men were significantly
overrepresented in the position of athletic director and
women were significantly overrepresented in the position
of life skills coordinator. Men and women were equally
represented in the position of compliance coordinator. Job
descriptions were obtained from major Division I athletic
departments for each of the three positions. From these,
six job responsibilities that were identified as major
components within each position announcement were
included in the survey (see Appendix for the athletic
director position as an example). To ensure that the
selected job responsibilities accurately reflected the ad-
ministration position listed, a panel of six experts (four
graduate students in sport management who had work
experience within athletic administration and two sport
management faculty members) examined the job descrip-
tions for face validity. Based on results of the expert panel,
a brief job description comprised of the responsibilities for
each position was provided on the survey. After reading
the job description for each position, participants had to
indicate on a five-point Likert type scale (5 = most
important to 1 = least important) the level of importance of
each managerial subrole for athletic director, life skills
coordinator, and compliance coordinator.

Managerial Subrole Importance

The importance of managerial subroles for athletic
director, compliance coordinator, and life skills coordi-
nator were measured using items in Atwater et al. (2004)
list of managerial subroles. A total of 19 managerial
subroles were rated on a Likert type scale (5 = most
important to 1 = least important) (see Table 1 for the list of
managerial subroles).

Table 3 Exploratory factor analysis for managerial subroles.

Dimension Eigenvalue Variance explained by 1st principal component Factor loadings (in order of items)

Masculine subrole 1 2.41 30.19 .802, .635, .634, .614

Masculine subrole 2 1.97 24.96 .834, .812, .455

Feminine subrole 1.73 34.60 .710, .578, .565, .554, .516

Gender neutral subrole 1.95 32.53 .730, .646, .580, .576, .421, .395
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Results

Prior to analyzing the hypotheses, a mean score was
calculated for each of the four gender managerial subroles.
A score for a gender managerial subrole was calculated by
summing the individual scores for each item in the subrole and
calculating the mean for that subrole. As an example, for
masculine 2 subrole, a mean was computed from the item
scores for punishing, evaluating employees, and disciplining.
Cronbach’s alpha scores were derived for the four gender
managerial subroles; for masculine subrole 1, α=.78, for
masculine subrole 2,α=.75, for feminine subrole,α=.73, and
for gender neutral subrole, α=.75. Means and standard
deviations of the subroles across all position descriptions are
listed in Table 4.

To evaluate the hypotheses, a repeated measures multi-
variate analysis of variance (MANOVA) was conducted.
The within subjects factor was position description and
consisted of three levels (athletic director, life skills
coordinator, and compliance coordinator). The between
subjects variable was sex of evaluator. The dependent
variables were importance ratings on the four gender
managerial subroles, masculine subrole 1, masculine sub-
role 2, feminine subrole, and gender neutral subrole.

Means and standard deviations were obtained for
variables of interest by position description (Table 5). The
results of the repeated measures MANOVA indicated that
there were significant differences due to the within subjects
factor of position on the dependent measures, Wilks Λ=.47
F (8, 236) = 33.63, p<.001, η2=.53. The results for the
between subjects factor of sex of evaluator (Wilks Λ=.97 F
(4, 240) = 1.30, p=.271) and the sex by position interaction
(Wilks Λ=.99 F (8, 236) = .67, p=.719) were not
significant.

Follow-up ANOVAs on each dependent variable revealed
that the ANOVA for the masculine subrole 1 subscale was
significant, F (2, 243) = 90.47, p<.001, η2=.27; the ANOVA
for the masculine subrole 2 subscale was significant F (2,

243) = 25.97, p<.001, η2=.10; and the ANOVA for the
feminine subrole subscale was significant F (2, 243) = 13.54,
p<.001, η2=.05. The ANOVA for the gender neutral subrole
subscale was not significant (F (2, 243) = .856, p=.425).

Follow up tests were conducted to evaluate significant
differences among these means. In support of hypothesis 1,
that masculine managerial subroles, relative to feminine
subroles and gender neutral subroles, would be rated as most
important for the athletic director position, the importance
rating for the masculine subrole 1 subscale (M=4.27,
SD=.035) was highest for the athletic director position, and
significantly higher than its rating in the life skills
coordinator position (M=3.69, SD=.045), or for the compli-
ance coordinator position (M=3.73, SD=.048) (Please refer
to Table 5). The importance rating for the masculine subrole
2 subscale was highest for the athletic direction position (M=
3.52, SD=.054) and significantly higher than its rating for
the life skills coordinator position (M=3.01, SD=.065), but
not significantly different from the ratings on the scale for
the compliance coordinator position (M=3.46, SD=.070),
lending partial support for hypothesis 1. Hypothesis 2
predicted that feminine managerial subroles, relative to
masculine subroles and gender neutral subroles would be
rated as most important for the life skills coordinator
position. The importance rating for the feminine subscale
was highest for the life skills coordinator (M=4.12, SD=.039),
and was significantly higher than its rating on the compli-
ance coordinator position (M=3.93, SD=.041), yet not
significantly different than its rating for the athletic director’s
position (M=4.09, SD=.037). Thus, hypothesis 2 was only
partially supported.

There were no significant differences in ratings of the
gender neutral subroles by position, thus hypothesis 3
which predicted that for the position of compliance
coordinator gender neutral managerial subroles would be
rated as most important when compared to feminine and
masculine subroles, was not supported. And finally,
hypothesis 4 predicted female participants, compared to

Table 4 Means, standard deviations, and individual items for each subrole.

Subrole Masculine subrole 1 Masculine subrole 2 Feminine subrole Gender neutral subrole

allocating resources punishing planning and organizing providing corrective feedback

delegating disciplining consulting others clarifying roles and objectives

managing conflict evaluating employees recognizing and rewarding developing and monitoring personnel

strategic decision making supporting networking

motivating and inspiring communicating and informing problem solving

monitoring work activities

Mean 3.87 3.32 4.01 3.95

SD .437 .604 .425 .427

Alpha α=.78 α=.75 α=.73 α=.75

Scale range (5 = most important to 1 = least important)
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male participants, would rate feminine and gender neutral
subroles as more important for all positions. No significant
differences were revealed in ratings among males and
females on the subscales failing to support hypothesis 4.

Discussion

The aim of the present study was to examine the gender
typing of managerial subroles for three specific positions in
intercollegiate athletics, athletic director, compliance coor-
dinator, and life skills coordinator. In response to hypoth-
esis 1, gender role stereotyping of athletic administration
positions, specifically for the position of athletic director,
was mainly supported by the results of this research.
Masculine subroles (i.e., allocating resources, delegating,
managing conflict, strategic decision making, and motivat-
ing and inspiring) were considered significantly more
important for the position of athletic director than for
the other two positions. And, the masculine subrole 1 had
the highest mean score on the importance ratings for the
athletic director position (M=4.27). In addition, the
masculine subrole 2 items showed a significant difference
between level of importance for the athletic director
position in comparison to the life skills coordinator,
positions predominantly held by men and women respec-
tively. These findings support previous research that
indicated masculine characteristics are considered most
important for the highest level of management (Atwater et
al. 2004; Eagly and Karau 2002; Heilman 2001).

These results may indicate that women are at a
disadvantage when trying to secure an athletic director
position. Even though it is true that women can possess
masculine characteristics and have the ability to carry out
managerial roles that are defined as masculine (e.g.,
allocating resources, managing conflict), the tenets of
gender role theory indicate that women are not perceived

as having the capability of engaging in those behaviors
comparable to men. And women who engage in behaviors
that are considered in violation of the prescriptive norms for
the female gender role (i.e., how women ‘should’ behave)
are likely to elicit negative evaluations for such behavior
(Eagly and Karau 2002; Heilman 2001). Therefore, if the
athletic director position is characterized as one in which
masculine qualities are most important, female applicants
may be perceived as less capable of caring out the tasks
necessary to be successful in those positions, may not see
these positions as a “good fit” for themselves, and could
possibly be discouraged from applying to such positions
(Eagly and Karau 2002; Sartore and Cunningham 2007).

However, while the importance of the feminine mana-
gerial subrole (i.e., planning and organizing, consulting
others, recognizing and rewarding, communicating and
informing, and supporting) received the highest mean score
for the life skills coordinator position, this mean score was
only significantly higher than the compliance coordinator
position, not the athletic director position, providing only
partial support for hypothesis 2. That is, feminine mana-
gerial skills also seem to be deemed important to the
athletic director position. This is not completely surprising
given that others have found that effective leaders were
perceived to possess both masculine and feminine qualities
(Duehr and Bono 2006; Eagly 2007).

However, it is of interest to note that there is no research
available to support a negative evaluation of men if they
engage in feminine managerial roles. Therefore, in contrast
to women that adopt masculine managerial traits, men may
not be at a disadvantage if they are required to exhibit both
masculine and feminine managerial roles in the position of
athletic director (Atwater et al. 2004). In fact, Bruening and
Dixon found that coaches evaluated male athletic directors
more highly when they demonstrated more communal (i.e.,
feminine) behaviors such as being flexible with scheduling,
communicating well with their staffs, and being supportive

Subscale Position Mean SD

Masculine subrole 1 Athletic Director (AD) (1) 4.27**a .035

Life Skills Coordinator (LFC) 3.69 .045

Compliance Coordinator (CC) 3.73 .048

Masculine subrole 2 Athletic Director (AD) (2) 3.52**b .054

Life Skills Coordinator (LFC) 3.01 .065

Compliance Coordinator (CC) 3.46 .070

Feminine subrole Athletic Director (AD) (1) 4.09 .037

Life Skills Coordinator (LFC) (3) 4.12*c .039

Compliance Coordinator (CC) 3.93 .041

Gender neutral subrole Athletic Director (AD) (1) 4.00 .037

Life Skills Coordinator (LFC) 3.95 .041

Compliance Coordinator (CC) 3.97 .039

Table 5 Means and Standard
deviations on the subscales by
position.

Scale range (5 = most important
to 1 = least important)
**a significant differences be-
tween mean score of AD and
LFC, CC at p<.001;
**b significant difference be-
tween mean score of AD and
LFC at p<.001;
*c significant difference between
mean score of LFC and CC at
p<.01
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of work-life balance (Bruening and Dixon 2008, 2007). In
addition, when evaluated for positions in industries incon-
gruent with their gender roles, no differences in perceptions
of success were attributed to men, however women were
evaluated as less successful (Garcia-Retamero and López-
Zafra 2006).

Additionally, the findings revealed that gender neutral
subroles were not found to be more important for the
compliance coordinator position than the other positions,
failing to provide support for hypothesis 3. Thus, these
traits were not deemed any more important for a compli-
ance coordinator than for an athletic director or life skills
coordinator. Perhaps the identification of these managerial
subroles as gender neutral coupled with the similarity of
results in the ratings the importance of these subroles to the
positions of athletic director, life skills coordinator, and
compliance coordinator provide the needed explanation in
the lack of significance found. The students could not say
whether these subroles were masculine or feminine, and
therefore one could suppose that these subroles would be
evaluated to similar degrees in terms of importance (or lack
thereof) among the positions investigated.

Findings failed to support hypothesis 4 which speculated
that perceptions of managerial subroles for athletic adminis-
tration positions were influenced by gender of the evaluator.
Contrary to other research within business management, male
and female evaluators did not differ on their perceptions of
gender typing of athletic administration positions (Atwater et
al. 2004; Powell et al. 2002; Schein 2001). This is an
interesting finding as women have typically perceived
managerial roles and the position of manager as more gender
balanced (Atwater et al. 2004; Powell et al. 2002; Schein
2001). It also counters the findings of Ross and Parks (2008)
who recently established that male sport management
students hold less than positive attitudes toward women in
the workplace. Perhaps this could be the result of regional
differences in student attitudes towards women as Ross and
Park’s subject pool was derived in the Midwest. Twenge, in a
meta-analysis, (1996) found that students in the North and
South held different views of women. Further analysis would
be needed to determine if regional differences do exist
presently amongst sport management students relative to
gender roles and biases. Such analysis is needed to better
understand sport management students’ perceptions of
gender stereotypes as those perceptions could have an
impact on future managerial decisions in athletic adminis-
tration (Atwater et al. 2004).

Limitations

There are some limitations within the current study that should
be noted. The managerial subroles included in the survey were
not defined, so an assumption was made that participants

would understand the meaning of these subroles. All
participants were enrolled in courses within sport manage-
ment, so there should have been an understanding of the
meaning of each subrole though this was not directly tested. In
addition, a larger proportion of men completed both the initial
evaluation of managerial subroles and the evaluation of
managerial subroles for each athletic administration position.
This was the result of the disproportionate number of men
compared to women enrolled in the sport management
programs from the schools used in the current study. Finally,
use of students in the evaluation of appropriate management
duties for each athletic administration position should be
viewed with some caution, as students have not had extensive
experience within athletic administration management. Future
research should seek to evaluate how those currently working
in athletic administration classify managerial subroles. Use of
athletic administrators in evaluation of the appropriate
managerial subroles for athletic administration positions will
strengthen the findings from this initial study.

Conclusion

The results of the current study indicate that masculine
managerial characteristics are most strongly associated with
the role of athletic director. However, when evaluating the
importance of feminine traits, there were no significant
differences for the athletic director position and the life
skills coordinator position. Given these findings, it appears
that feminine traits are deemed important to the athletic
director position. However, men continue to be over-
represented in the position of athletic director. Because the
domain of sport, including intercollegiate athletics, is
considered as a place that perpetuates masculine hegemony
(Fink 2008; Whisenant 2008), women may be evaluated as
less capable leaders in athletic administration regardless of
the characteristics identified as important to the leader
(Eagly 2007). Therefore, even if feminine managerial roles
are valued for the position of athletic director, women may
still not be perceived as effective for this position as a result
of the stereotypical masculine characterization of the
domain of sport (Eagly 2007). However, further research
would be needed to test this contention.

Concurrently, the position of life skills director also was
perceived as requiring feminine managerial skills, yet not
significantly more important than the managerial roles
required for athletic director. Women are over-represented in
the life skills director position and may be receiving an
advantage in an area that may be considered more “female
appropriate”. In addition, the position of compliance coordi-
nator is perceived as requiring masculine, feminine and
gender neutral managerial roles; this position continues to be
a position available to both men and women as demonstrated
by the equal representation of both in that position.
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A contribution of the current study to future research
would be to further investigate the combination of agentic
and communal managerial subroles for both men and
women in athletic director positions. This research provides
some support for work that indicates that more feminine
managerial skills are valued in management and leadership
positions (Duehr and Bono 2006; Eagly 2007) (e.g., athletic
director). However, given the sparse number of women
who are hired as athletic directors, it does not appear that
these feminine managerial skills serve as an advantage in
obtaining this position.

Appendix

Instructions: Please read the job description for Director of
Athletics

& Responsible for the overall management of the inter-
collegiate athletics program within the policies, proce-
dures and guidelines established by the Board of
Trustees of the University, the President of the
University, the Conferences and the NCAA.

& Establishes and maintains an efficient organizational
structure which has clearly-defined goals, responsibili-

ties and lines of authority. Hold key administrators
accountable for high standards of performance in their
assigned duties.

& Selects personnel for key administrative positions
which are the best available in terms of their education,
work experience and record of accomplishment.

& Maintains fiscal control over revenues and expenditures
to ensure that the Division of Athletics has adequate
reserves to cover unforeseen contingencies. Works with
the NCAA and Conference and the broadcast and
television networks to ensure that the University
receives maximum revenues and exposure from radio
and television.

& Ensures that all financial transactions of the Division of
Athletics are consistent with the policies and procedures
of the University or special policies that apply to the
Division.

& Maintains effective working relationships with the
academic community of the University, to include the
faculty, staff, students and administration, the Board of
Trustees, alumni, representatives of the press and
electronic media, high school coaches and administra-
tors, General public; and represents the University on
various committees within the Conferences and the
NCAA.

By checking the appropriate box, please identify how important each of the managerial roles is for
the Director of Athletics position. (5) most important − (1) least important

Managerial role 5 4 3 2 1 Managerial role 5 4 3 2 1

Providing corrective feedback      Consulting others     

Allocating resources      Motivating and inspiring     

Planning and organizing      Strategic decision making     

Evaluating employees      Communicating and
informing
 

    

Developing and mentoring
personnel
 

     Problem solving     

Delegating      Networking     

Managing conflict      Punishing     

Recognizing and rewarding
employee
 

     Supporting     

Disciplining      Monitoring work activities     

Clarifying roles and objectives     
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