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Abstract

The objective of this study is to explore the role and relevance of leaders’ gender in
their choice of dominant leadership style in Serbian companies and institutions. The
categories we use in our research are based on the two most popular classifications of
leadership styles, established in lowa and Ohio studies (which identified authoritarian,
democratic and laissez-faire style and task-oriented or relationship-oriented leadership
style respectively). For data collection we used a 31-statement questionnaire, applying
the method of proportional stratified random sampling. The sample contained responses
of 79 randomly selected respondents (leaders) from randomly selected organizations in
Serbia. To determine whether there is statistically significant dependence between the
identified dominant leadership styles and leaders’ gender we applied the Chi-square test
of independence as a quantitative statistical method. Our results confirmed statistically
significant interdependence between the observed pairs of categorical variables. More
precisely, they indicated that female leaders incline towards task-oriented and
authoritarian leadership styles, while male leaders prefer relationship-oriented and
democratic styles.

Key words: leadership, leadership styles, leaders’ gender, organizational
behaviour, Chi-square test of independence.

AHAJIN3A JIMJEPCKHUX CTHJIOBA
Y CPIICKUM OPT'AHU3BALIMJAMA: YTHUIIAJ I1IOJIA

AncTpakT

[lwb oBe cTyaMje je 1a HCTpaXku yJIory M 3Ha4aj MoJia Inepa y U300py JOMUHAHTHOT
JIMJIEPCKOT CTHJIAa y CPIICKUM KOMIIaHWjamMa M HMHCTUTylHMjama. Kateropuje koje cmo
KOPHCTHJIM y HallleM HCTPaXKHBakby 3aCHOBAHE CY Ha JIBE HajIOIMyJIapHHje Kiacudukaryje
CTHJIOBa BOlCTBa, ycTaHOBJbeHE y AjoBa m Oxmo crymmjama (Koje cy MAeHTH(HKOBAaHE
Kao ayTOKPATCKH, AeMOKpaTckH 1 laissez-faire crui, Te cTiiI oprjeHTHCaH Ha 3a1aTaK Win
MeDyspy/icke ofHOCE, THM peioM). 3a MPHUKYIJbakbe MojiaTaka KOPUCTHIM ¢cMO 31 ymuT-
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HHK, IPHIMEHOM METO/Ie TIPOIIOPIMOHATHOT CTPAaTU()HKOBAHOT CITy4ajHOT Y30pKa. Y30paK
cazipku 0IroBope 79 ciydajHO ofabpaHnX NCTIMTAHUKA (JIMEpa) U3 CIydajHO OfabpaHnx
opranmsanuja y Cpouju. Jla Ou ce yTBPIUIO J1a JIU TOCTOjU CTATHCTUYKH 3HAYajHA 3aBH-
cHocT m3Mely HIeHTHPHUKOBaHNX JOMHHAHTHHUX CTHJIOBA JIMASPCTBA U TI0JIa JINAEPA, IPH-
MEHCH je XM-KBaJIpaT TeCT HE3aBHCHOCTH, Ka0 KBAaHTUTATHBHA CTATHCTHYKa Meroza. Ha-
IIM PE3YJTaTh Cy MOTBPIM CTATUCTHYKH 3Ha4YajHy Mel)y3aBUCHOCT MOCMaTPaHUX Mapo-
Ba KaTeropujaiHux Bapujabnu. TauHuje, OHM yKa3yjy Ha TO Ja CY JKEHe JIUIEPU CKIOHE
Ka ayTOPHTApHUM CTHJIOBMMA BONCTBA M CTHJIOBMMA OPHjCHTHCAHUM Ha 3aJaTaK, JOK Cy
MYIIKapIH JIHIEPH OHH KOjH pajyje Onpajy JeMOKpaTCcKe CTHIIOBE BOHCTBA.

KibyuHe peun: JHMIEPCTBO, JIUIEPCKH CTHIIOBH, OJI JMAEPA, OPTaHU3ALMOHO
HOHAIIake, XU-KBaJpaT TEeCT.

INTRODUCTION

Competitiveness and unpredictability of world markets has made
leadership, specific integrative mechanism which promotes the stability
of an organization and unity in employees’ attitudes and efforts to realize
defined business objectives, one of the most valuable resources of business
organization (Stojanovi¢ Aleksi¢, 2007). The essence of leadership is to help
establish and develop a clear and complete system in order to identify and
activate the organization’s resources, among which human resources stand
out as the most important (Kiboss & Jemiryott, 2014).

Experts have for years been attempting to explain the complex
relations between leaders and other organization members. In their studies,
they have examined variables such as power, trust, task- or relationship-
orientation, and participation in decision-making, etc., as basic parameters
of these relations (Stojanovié-Aleksi¢, 2007). Their efforts resulted in
different leadership styles classifications based on factor categories identified
as dominant in a leader’s behaviour and his/her relationships with the
followers. Generally speaking, leadership style can be defined as the manner
in which relationships between leaders and followers are established, or how
the leader provides both, direction for the followers, and motivation for
them to accept a particular model of behaviour. In other words, leadership
style can be understood as leaders’ dominant pattern of behaviour, or their
response or reaction to a large number of various, both interior and exterior,
factors (Snhaebjornsson & Edvardsson, 2013).

In addition, numerous studies have been conducted in order to
provide a deeper insight into leadership behaviour in different organizational
and national contexts by identifying key factors that determine the adoption
of a particular leadership style. Generally, which particular style a leader will
choose depends on a number of personal characteristics, his/her abilities,
social surroundings, staff characteristics, business environment, as well as
other cultural, ethnical and historical aspects. Leaders’ gender, as one of
the personal characteristics, in relation to leadership style has recently
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been explored in many theoretical and empirical studies, and produced
interesting debates in referent literature and academic community (see: Eagly
& Johnson, 1990; Eagly & Johannesen-Schmidt, 2001; Snaebjornsson &
Edvardsson, 2013). Empirical evidence accumulated over the years reveals a
relatively unclear picture displaying ambiguous findings, and in some cases,
contradictory conclusions.

Majority of these leadership studies apply the classifications obtained
from the earliest and most famous studies in the area of leadership. More
precisely, they use the lowa studies, according to which leadership styles are
classified as authoritarian, democratic and laissez-faire style, and Ohio
studies, where a distinction is made between the behaviour of leaders
oriented to either tasks or relationship (i.e. employees) (for details, see:
Stojanovi¢ Aleksi¢, 2007; Dul¢i¢ & Vrdoljak-Raguz, 2007; Gonos & Gallo,
2013)

It is exactly these classifications (lowa and Ohio studies) that we
used in this empirical research. The objective of our study was to
investigate the role and relevance of leaders’ gender for adopting a specific
dominant leadership style in Serbian companies and institutions. More
precisely, our research objective is twofold and explores the following two
research questions:

(1) Is there a statistically significant dependence between a leader’s
gender and his/her dominant leadership style, as defined by Ohio studies
(task- or relationship-oriented);

(2) Is there a statistically significant dependence between a leader’s
gender and his/her dominant leadership style, as defined by lowa studies
(authoritarian, democratic or laissez-faire).

This research is all the more important since empirical studies
of leadership, leadership styles and influence of certain personality
characteristics on the adoption of particular leadership behaviour in Serbian
organizations and institutions are relatively rare (Mitrovi¢, Milisavljevic,
Cosi¢, Lekovi¢, Grubi¢-Nesi¢ & Ivanisevi¢, 2011; Glomazi¢, 2011), although
there is a number of papers exploring these issues from theoretical
perspective (Loji¢, Karovi¢, & Puri¢ Atanasievski, 2013). Results of our
study will contribute to a better understanding of this topic, and possibly,
serve as a useful basis for evaluation and comparison of the results of future
similar studies.

LITERATURE REVIEW

Considering that leadership style is a set of distinctive behavioural
aspects adopted by individuals in formal leading positions which directly
determines how the leader treats, communicates and cooperates with the
followers in order to motivate and direct them towards successful goal
implementation within an organization (Sawati, Anwar, & Majoka, 2013),
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and that it is a result of the influence of numerous personal, social, situational
and other factors, it is not surprising that scientists, scholars and experts are
increasingly interested in studying and understanding this complex aspect of
leadership. This increased interest also resulted in a large number of research
papers focusing on whether the dominant behaviour style of female leaders
differs from that practiced by male leaders. In other words, do differences in
the attitudes and behaviour of members of the opposite sexes determine the
selection and adoption of a particular style of leadership in modern
organizations?

Eagly and Johnson (Eagly & Johnson, 1990) conducted a meta-
analysis of 162 different studies (published between 1961 and 1987)
investigating relationship  between the classical leadership styles
classifications and leaders’ gender. Their results revealed that there was no
statistically significant difference between male and female leaders when
task- or relationship-oriented leadership is concerned. However, when it
comes to classification into authoritarian, democratic and laissez-faire style,
they found that female leaders more often adopt a democratic style, as
opposed to male leaders, who show a greater tendency towards authoritarian
style of leadership (Eagly & Johnson, 1990; Eagly, Karau, & Johnson, 1992).
These somewhat inconsistent findings are in line with more recent results
obtained by Mitri¢-Aé¢imovi¢ et al. (Mitric-Ac¢imovi¢, Vuji¢, & Dostanié,
2012) and Kotur and Anbazhagan (2014).

The detection of dependence between leadership styles and leaders’
gender brought about a new (stereotypical) distinction between typically
‘male’ (task-oriented and authoritarian) and ‘female’ (relationship-oriented
and democratic) leadership styles (for more details, see: Dul¢i¢ & Vrdoljak-
Raguz, 2007; Elias, 2013). More specifically, while ‘male’ styles of
leadership are primarily focused on tasks and their execution (interpersonal
relationships having secondary role), ‘female’ leadership styles are
characterized by a soft approach in managing and motivating followers
(Poloski, 2003) and based on cooperation, understanding, developed
interpersonal skills, encouragement of participation, support and help,
willingness to delegate power, teamwork, etc., (Rosenber, 1990). These terms
for leadership styles reflect stereotypes regarding typically ‘male’ behaviour
(e.g. aggressiveness, initiative, independence, dominance, rationality) or
‘female’ characteristics (concern for others, generosity, empathy,
understanding, affection) (Elias, 2013). Needless to say, ‘female’ style is not
only peculiar to women, nor is ‘male’ the exclusive style of men (Dul¢i¢ &
Vrdoljak-Raguz, 2007).

Many researchers, however, disagree with the conclusions above,
and point out that there are no differences (or that they are very small and
negligible) in the way that male and female leaders lead and guide their
followers (Van Engen, Van der Leeden, & Willemsen, 2001; Van Engen
& Willemsen, 2004; Noor, Uddin, & Shamaly, 2011). In their opinion,
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distinction between ‘male’ and ‘female’ leadership styles is not the result
of fundamental gender differences (since every leader displays characteristics
of both styles), but mainly a consequence of the organizational context where
leaders work, the type of organization (typically ‘male’/’female’
organizations®), as well as the methodological framework within which the
research is set (Dobbins & Platz, 1986; Klenke, 1993; Powell, 1999).

For instance, Tatlah et al. (Tatlah, Quraishi, & Hussain, 2010)
observed leadership styles of primary and secondary school teachers found
that there was no statistically significant dependence between gender and
observed leadership styles (task- / employees-orientation). In addition, in
their study Dulewicz and Higgs (2005) conclude that leadership styles and
selected leaders’ socio-personal characteristics (gender and nationality) are
independent. Similar results of the analysis of leaders’ gender, leadership
styles and type of organization they belong to, are presented by Van Engen et
al. (2001). However, the findings obtained by Gardiner and Tiggeman (1999)
and Cuadrado et al. (2008) reveal that in organizations numerically
dominated by men, female leaders show a greater tendency towards typically
‘male’ styles (task-oriented, to be specific) although they incline towards
interpersonal style when working in ‘female’ organizations.

To conclude, the empirical evidence gathered so far is ambiguous
since the applied classifications and methodological approaches to leadership
style analysis are diverse. Consequently, the conclusions obtained in this
manner are relatively unclear and sometimes even contradictory (see:
Snaebjornsson & Edvardsson, 2013; Eagly & Johannesen-Schmidt, 2001).

RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

To empirically analyze dependence between the dominant leadership
style and the leader’s gender we collected primary data by means of a
questionnaire. The statements were selected and adapted following
Northouse questionnaire models (Northouse, 2012), which identify different
leadership styles as task- or relationship-oriented (according to Ohio studies)
or as authoritarian, democratic and laissez-faire (according to lowa leadership
styles classification). The questionnaire also contained statements pertaining
to general information about the leaders, including their gender.

The total of 31 statements was divided into three sections. Section 1 of
the questionnaire comprised three items pertaining to general information
about the respondents: their position in the organization, gender and the
length of time spent in a leading position. The question pertaining to
respondents’ position within an organization was used as eliminatory to

! Classification of organizations on typically ‘male’ and ‘female’ is made in terms of the
numerically dominant gender among the employees in the observed organization
(Cuadrado, Morales, & Recio, 2008).
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identify them as members of the target population, i.e. as leaders. The second
section of the questionnaire, consisting of ten statements, served to identify
the respondent’s dominant leadership style as task-oriented or relationship-
oriented. The last section includes eighteen statements. The degree of
subjects’ agreement/disagreement with these served to identify the dominant
leadership style in terms of lowa studies classification and to divide the
subjects into the following three categories: authoritarian, democratic and
laissez-faire leadership. More precisely, the statements in Sections 2 and 3
were taken from Northouse questionnaire models: Task and Relationship
Questionnaire and Leadership Styles Questionnaire (Northouse, 2012)
respectively, and modified for the purpose of this research. To measure
respondents’ agreement with questionnaire statements we used five-point
Likert scale (for Section 2 items: 1 — never, 2 — rarely, 3 — sometimes, 4 —
often, and 5 — always; for Section 3 statements 1 — | strongly disagree, 2 — |
disagree, 3 — | neither agree nor disagree, 4 — | agree, and 5 — | strongly
agree). Data analysis and statistical calculations were conducted using
statistical software package for social sciences, SPSS version 17.0.

The questionnaires were distributed in February and March 2015 to 97
target group members holding a leading position in a randomly chosen small,
medium or large private enterprise, a state institution or a non-profit
organization. The sample consisting of an approximately equal number of
male and female respondents was formed by disproportionate stratified
random sampling method in order to ensure accuracy and validity of results.
Prior to this, the questionnaire’s intelligibility was checked so that
imprecision or ambiguity could be detected and corrected. It was tested on
five randomly chosen target population members, whose suggestions
significantly helped to improve its final version. Since eighteen respondents
failed to submit their answers on time, the total of 79 valid questionnaires
was collected.

To measure reliability and internal consistency of the Section 2 and 3
items we used the Cronbach’s alpha coefficient. We prepared the raw data to
examine the dependence between the leadership styles and given personal
characteristic of the leaders (gender) by summing the responses to Section 2
and 3 items. The dominant leadership style was thus identified and the
respondents were classified into the corresponding leadership style category.
Finally, we conducted the non-parametric Chi-square (x°) test of
independence to explore whether there is statistically significant dependence
between different leadership styles and the respondents’ (leaders’) gender.

RESULTS

When it comes to the sample structure and general respondent
information (Table 1), we observed a slight prevalence of male respondents
(54.43%). Furthermore, a high percentage (51.9%) of the respondents have
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held a leading position for over 10 years, which adds relevance not only to
the validity and importance of their responses, but also to our findings.

The internal consistency of the Section 2 and 3 statement sets was
measured by means of the Cronbach’s alpha coefficient. For the ten items in
Section 2 the Cronbach’s alpha value was 0.855, while for the eighteen
Section 3 items its value was 0.801. These values are considered relatively
high since they exceed 0.7 (Pallant, 2009) and they confirm high reliability
and internal consistency of the items measuring the respondents’ attitudes
towards the analyzed aspects of leaders’ behaviour.

Table 1. General sample structure
(according to the leaders’ personal characteristics)

Personal characteristics Category f; %

Gender Male 43 54.43
Female 36 4557
Under 5 years 15  18.99

Length of time (total) spent

. . . Between 5 and 10 years 23 2911
in leadership position

More than 10 years 41  51.90
Note: f; — frequencies, % — percentage;
Source: authors’ calculations, SPSS 17.0

The data was prepared for valid application of the non-parametric chi-
square (x°) test of independence for categorical variables of the leadership
style and leaders’ gender by summing up the responses to the Section 2 and 3
items. Based on those sums, we identified the dominant leadership style
(for details about the procedure, see: Northouse (2012)) and classified the
respondents accordingly into the corresponding category.

For each of the two proposed research questions, the corresponding
null (H,) and alternative hypotheses (H;) were formulated.

For the first research question:

H,: There is no statistically significant dependence between the
leader’s gender and dominant leadership style (i.e. task-oriented and
relationship-oriented styles); and

Hy: There is statistically significant dependence between the leader’s
gender and the dominant leadership style (i.e. task-oriented or relationship-
oriented).

For the second research question:

H,: There is no statistically significant dependence between the
leader’s gender and dominant leadership style (i.e. authoritarian, democratic
and laissez-faire style); and

Hj: There is statistically significant dependence between the leader’s
gender and dominant leadership style (i.e. authoritarian, democratic and
laissez-faire style).
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Since we are examining the dependency between two categorical
variables (namely leaders’ gender, X;, and dominant leadership style, Y;)
from two different classification angles, it was necessary to pair
corresponding data for each unit of observation in the sample for each set
of variables. More specifically, for each of the two leadership style
classifications, every respondent was described by a specific pair of
modalities (x;, y;), measured on a nominal scale. The modality of the variable
leaders’ gender (x;) remains the same for each respondent, while other (y;)
differs (according to the applied classification of styles). The number of the
respondents who are characterized by the i™ modality of the variable X and
i™ modality of the variable Y, for each combination of modalities, represents
particular empirical frequency (f;) whose distribution is presented in the rxk
type of contingency table, where r denotes the number of rows, and k is the
number of columns (Lovri¢, 2009). Accordingly, for the first pair of
hypotheses there were two modalities for gender (male and female) and
dominant style (task-oriented and relationship-oriented), so a contingency
table type 2x2 was formed (Table 2). For the second pair of hypotheses,
there were three modalities for dominant style (authoritarian, democratic
and laissez-faire) so that the corresponding contingency table was 2x3
(Table 3). In order to verify the underlying conditions for a valid application
of the % test of independence, a calculation of the corresponding theoretical
(expected) frequencies (f;;’) for each of the identified empirical frequencies
(fij) was also conducted, using the formula (1) (Soldi¢-Aleksi¢, 2011), and
the obtained values are displayed in the contingency tables below (Tables 2
and 3):

¢ _ (the sum of the i"row) x (the sum of the j™column) (1)
i the sum of all empirical frequencies in the table

where, fj;” is the expected frequency for the cell in the i” row and the j"
column in the table.

Table 2. Contingency table for the first pair of statistical hypotheses

Dominant leadership style (Y;)

Leaders’ gender task-oriented behaviour  relationship-oriented ~ Total
(X) (=1 behaviour (j=2) ()
Male (i=1) 15 20.1 28 22.9 43
Female (i=2) 22 16.9 14 19.1 36
Total () 37 42 79

Note: f;; — empirical frequencies and f;;* — expected frequencies.
Source: authors’ calculations, SPSS 17.0
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Table 3. Contingency table for the second pair of statistical hypotheses

Dominant leadership style (Y;)

Leaders’ gender Authoritarian ~ Democratic ~ Laissez-faire Total

(X) (j=1) (i=2) (=3 (%)
fi fi’ fi fi” fi’

Male (i=1) 12 17.4 22 191 9 6.5 43

Female (i=2) 20 14.6 13 159 3 55 36

Total (>) 32 35 12 79

Note: f;; — empirical frequencies and f;;* — expected frequencies.
Source: authors’ calculations, SPSS 17.0

Considering that the sums of the empirical and theoretical
frequencies are equal for both sets of statistical hypotheses and that the
individual theoretical frequencies are higher than five, it can be concluded
that all the requirements for valid application of the Chi-square test of
independence are met (Lovri¢, 2009). However, due to the fact that the
contingency table for the first pair of statistical hypotheses was type 2x2,
it was necessary to include the Yates’ correction for continuity in
calculating the test statistics. Therefore, we applied the following
expression (Soldi¢-Aleksi¢, 2011):
( fij — fi; | -0,5)?
1 f

1]

On the other hand, in the case of the second pair of statistical
hypotheses, since the contingency table is of the type 2x3, the Chi-square
test statistics does not include the Yates’ correction, and is calculated by
the expression (3), (Lovri¢, 2009):

e i (F = 1)

, Where, r =k =2. (2)

M~

r
=X
i=1

J

XZZZZ#,Where,r:Z,andk:B. (3)

1j=1 f
j

Table 4. The results ofthe Chi-square test of independence

Method test statistics df p-value
First pair of statistical hypotheses

Pearson Chi-square test 5.213 1 0.020
Yate’s continuity correction 4411 1 0.036
Fisher’s Exact test / / 0.025
Second pair of statistical hypotheses

Pearson Chi-square test 6.747 2 0.034

Note: df (degrees of freedom) = (r-1)*(k-1),
r — number of rows, k — number of columns in contingency table.
Source: authors’ calculations, SPSS 17.0
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Regarding the first pair of hypotheses, the results of the 4 test of
independence (Table 4), more precisely, the value of the Yates’ continuity
correction (4.411) and resulting p-value (0.036) with the significance level
a = 0.05, suggest that there is sufficient evidence to reject the null
hypothesis (H,) and accept the alternative (H,) that there is a statistically
significant dependence between the leader’s gender and his/her dominant
orientation to tasks or employees, since p-value is less than «. This
conclusion is confirmed by the exact probability obtained using the Fisher’s
exact test (0.025), which is recommended as an alternative to the 4 test in
the case of type 2x2 contingency table (Soldi¢-Aleksié, 2011).

When it comes to the second pair of hypotheses, the value of the
Pearson Chi-square test statistics (6.747), the corresponding p-value
(0.034), and the level of test significance a = 0.05, also lead us to conclude
that there is enough evidence to accept the alternative hypothesis (H;) that
there is a statistically significant dependence between the leader’s gender and
his/her dominant leadership style (authoritarian / democratic / laissez-faire),
as p-value is less than a.

Since both null hypotheses were rejected, confirming that there was
statistically significant dependence between the observed pairs of variables, it
was necessary to determine its strength by means of dependence strength
indicators. For the first pair of the variables the value of the Phi coefficient
(#) was used, while the values of the Contingency coefficient and the
Cramer’s V coefficient were used for the second pair of observed variables.
The use of different coefficients is the result of different types of contingency
tables that were used in the hypotheses testing. The values of the selected
dependence strength indicators are presented in Table 5. The values of these
indicators indicate that there is a moderate level of dependence between both
pairs of the observed variables®.

Table 5. The values of the indicators of the strength of dependence
between the observed variables

Indicators Value
First pair of statistical hypotheses  Phi coefficient 0.262
Second pair of statistical hypotheses Cramer’s V coefficient 0.292
Contingency coefficient 0.281

Source: authors’ calculations, SPSS 17.0

In addition, Figure 1 and Figure 2 show that female leaders dominate
the task-oriented leadership category, and more readily adopt the authoritarian

2 The values of the observed coefficients are ranging from 0 to 1. Higher values of
coefficients indicate stronger dependence between the observed variables, and vice
versa (Lovri¢, 2009).
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leadership style, while male leaders predominantly fall into the category of
relationship-oriented and democratic style of leadership, based on a sample
data.

male female
O task-oriented @ relationship-oriented

Figure 1. Sample structure according to combined leader’s gender and
dominant leadership style (task-oriented / relationship-oriented)

male female

O authoritarian @ democratic @ laissez-faire

Figure 2. Sample structure according to combined leader’s gender and
dominant leadership style (authoritarian / democratic / laissez-faire)

CONCLUSION

In testing the presence of a statistically significant dependence
between the two observed pairs of variables ((1) the leaders’ gender and
his/her dominant orientation towards tasks or employees (i.e. human
relations), and (2) the leaders’ gender and his/her dominant orientation
towards authoritarian, democratic or laissez-faire style), the alternative
hypothesis was confirmed. In other words, there is a statistically significant
dependence (relation) between the leaders’ gender and leadership styles (as
established by either Ohio or lowa studies). More precisely, the assumption
that the leaders’ gender influences the leaders’ dominant tendency towards
the adoption of particular leadership styles is confirmed, and the strength of
the identified relation is moderate.
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The obtained data reveals that female leaders show inclination
towards the task-oriented behaviour and authoritarian style, opposite to the
pronounced tendency of male leaders towards the relationship-oriented
behaviour and democratic leadership style (Figures 1 and 2).

The observed pattern of the leaders’ behaviour in Serbian business
organizations and institutions differs from the findings of Eagly and
Johnson’s meta-analysis (1990) as they failed to detect dependency between
the leaders’ gender and preferred leadership style (task- or relationship-
oriented). They did, however, detect dependency when examining
authoritarian, democratic and laissez-faire styles, but it was inverse to that
identified in our study. Our results also conflict with those obtained by Eagly
et al. (1992), according to which female leaders are more inclined to the
democratic style, while men more frequently adopt the authoritarian
(‘male’) style.

Our findings are corroborated by Gardiner and Tiggeman (1999),
who have identified the same type of dependence between the leadership
styles and leaders’ gender. In fact, according to them, the reason behind
leaders’ preference for particular style lies in the type of organization where
they work. More specifically, the results of their study indicate that in the
organizations considered as typically ‘male’, female leaders show a greater
tendency towards adopting the so-called ‘male’ styles of leadership. In other
words, the differences in leadership styles and preferences are not due to
fundamental differences in the sexes, but primarily to the internal business
environment. Similar findings were presented by Cuadrado et al. (2008).

In our opinion, the possible cause of female inlination towards
‘male’ leadership styles might lie in predominantly traditional, patriarchal
values and norms that characterize countries in the Balkans, including Serbia
(Masni¢, 2011). In order to succeed in such an environment, most female
leaders might choose to display ‘male’ qualities in organizations. In other
words, the social specificities and traditional views to which men and
women have been exposed for decades (and centuries) set quite different
requirements before them and therefore determined, to a considerable extent,
their unequal social roles. To overcome this, women ‘had’ to adopt the styles
of behaviour primarily peculiar to men: women had to develop strength and
determination so that they could prove themselves as successful and
respectable leaders. However, the fact that Serbian male leaders opt for
‘softer’ leadeship styles might indicate an ongoing change in this traditional
society which is currently striving to adopt European values such as womens’
rights and equality. Unable to remain isolated and resist the modern social
tendencies, male leaders are trying to counterbalance the ‘toughness’
of their female colleagues by choosing flexibility, companionship and
persuasion over aggressiveness, unresponsiveness and dominance.
Convergence of female leaders’ styles to the male leadership styles may be
due to more pronounced orientation of our society towards gender equality
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and promotion of strengthening of the leadership role of women in all
institutions, and therefore in business organizations. This is a positive
trend that is reflected, among other things, through the results of this
study, which shows that female leaders have adopted forms of leadership
behavior that were previously, predominantly typical for the male leadership
roles. Giving answers to the question — why the men began to incline ‘softer’
leadership styles, in addition to the above presented possible explanation,
requires deeper psychological and sociological analysis, which may be the
subject of future research. In addition, although the presented statistical
analysis was conducted on a random sample, it does not mean that different
sample of leaders would not suggest different results, since the sample, even
random one, can never be perfectly representative.

Certain limitations of this study should be pointed out together with
the directions for further research. The survey’s major limitation pertains to
the size of our sample. It is a direct consequence of the respondents’
(unmwillingness to participate in the research. It is, therefore, recommendable
to conduct a larger-scale study in the future to provide more thorough and
comprehensive findings. Moreover, the questionnaire should be further
expanded to include more items pertaining to additional leaders’ socio-
personal characteristics and various aspects of leadership, the type of
organization that leaders belong to, etc. In addition, experts from the fields of
sociology, psychology and other relevant scientific domains can also be
included in the analysis, regarding their different perspective in analyzing
formulated research problem, which, in this paper, is viewed from
the perspective of the authors in the field of business economics and
management.
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AHAJIN3A JIMAEPCKUX CTHJIOBA
Y CPIICKUM OPI'AHU3AITIMJAMA: YTULIAJ ITIOJIA

Becna CTojaHOBnh-AﬂeKcuhl, Mujan CTamemcosnhz, Mapuna MusanoBuh?®
lYHI/IBep3HTeT y Kparyjesiy, Ekonomcku ¢axynrer,
Karenpa 3a MeHaIMEHT U OCIOBHY eKOHOMHU]Y, Kparyjesar, Cpouja
2YHHBep3HTeT y Kparyjesiy, Ekonomcku ¢axynrer,
Katenpa 3a craructuky u nadopmatuky, Kparyjesan, Cpouja

Pe3ume

Lwe oBe cTymuje je ma UCTpaXd YAOTY W 3Hayaj IoJia Jujaepa y u300py IoMH-
HAHTHOT JIMJEPCKOT CTHJIa y CPIICKUM KOMITaHHjaMa M MHCTUTYIHjaMa. Kareropuje xoje
CMO KOPUCTWJIM Y HallleM HCTpakKHBakby 3aCHOBAaHE Cy Ha JIBE HAjIOMYJIapHHUjE KIIacH-
(ukanmje cTuiIoBa Bol)cTBa, ycTaHOBIbeHE Y AjoBa 1 OXHO cTyaujama (KOje Cy HIACHTH-
(rKoBaHe Kao ayTOKPATCKHU, AEMOKPATCKH U laissez-faire cThi, T CTHII OpUjeHTHCaH Ha
3azaTak uiu MehysbyJicKe OJIHOCE, THM PeocieioM). 3a NIPUKYIUbae MolaTaka KOpH-
cTuiH cMo 31 YIUTHHK, IPEMEHOM METOJie NMPOMOPIMOHATHOT CTPATH(HUKOBAHOT CITy-
YajHOT y30pKa. Y30paK caipXKH OATOBOpe 79 ciiydajHO onabpaHWX WCIHTAHUKA (JTAe-
pa), u3 ciry4yajHo ogabpaHux opranuzanuja y Cpouju. [la Ou ce yTBpAMiIO a I ITOCTOjI
CTaTHCTHYKHM 3HauyajHa 3aBUCHOCT M3Mel)y MIeHTH()HKOBAHHMX TOMHHAHTHHUX CTHJIOBA
JIMZIEPCTBA U TI0J1a JIN/Iepa, IPUMEHCH je XU-KBaJIpaT TECT He3aBUCHOCTH Kao KBaHTUTA-
THBHA CTaTMCTHYKa MeToJa. Hamm pesynratd MOTBPAMIN CY CTaTUCTUYKH 3HAYajHY
Meljy3aBHCHOCT MOCMaTpaHUX IapoBa KaTeropHjajHUX Bapujadbiu. TadHuje, OHU yKa-
3yjy Ha TO Ja Cy JKeHe JIJEpH CKJIOHE Ka ayTOPUTapHUM CTHIIOBUMA BOlCTBA M CTHIIO-
BMMa OPHUjEHTHCaHNM Ha 33/1aTak, IOK MYILIKapIH JUAEPH paauje Oupajy JeMoKparcke
cTUIIOBe BolcTBa.



