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ABSTRACT 

Perceptions of Team Contributions for Men and Women 

 by 

Abigail Rose Corrington 

More than ever before, organizations are relying on teams to complete complex and 

creative work. Given this trend, along with the fact that women make up half of the U.S. 

labor force, understanding the interplay between teamwork and gender is critical. Though 

some research has explored this topic, it has centered primarily on gender stereotypes, the 

impact of gender composition on team-level outcomes, and general gender differences in 

interaction styles. Guided by the literature on teams and gender stereotypes, the current 

research extends beyond these topics to examine how men’s and women’s contributions 

are perceived in teams, and further, how different perceptions of the contributions of 

male and female team members may influence workplace-related outcomes. Using an 

experimental design, Study 1 shows that female team members who enact more agentic 

than communal behaviors are perceived as contributing significantly less than their male 

counterparts who enact the same behaviors. On the other end of the spectrum, female 

team members who enact more communal than agentic behaviors are also perceived as 

contributing significantly less than their male counterparts. Female team members are 

only perceived as contributing equally to male team members when they enact moderate 

amounts of both agentic and communal behaviors. Using another experimental design, 

Study 2 explores the effects of gender and behavior on other career-related outcomes for 
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male and female team members that may emerge as a function of being perceived to be 

essential group contributors. Results show that women—and those who behave in highly 

agentic or highly communal ways—receive more positive perceptions of contributions, 

effectiveness, leadership, relative rankings, and performance, as well as more favorable 

career opportunity and compensation recommendations. Taken together, the two studies 

suggest that men’s and women’s contributions in team settings are not perceived equally, 

and that the factors at play may be more nuanced than previously thought. 
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Introduction 

Work teams are critical links between individuals and organizations, and 

now more than ever before, organizations are relying on teams to complete 

complex and creative work (Mathieu et al., 2017; Volini et al., 2019). Given the 

impact of teams on organizational performance (Bersin, 2016; Kozlowski & 

Ilgen, 2006), combined with the fact that women make up approximately half of 

the U.S. labor force (Bureau of Labor Statistics, 2019), it is vital for researchers 

and practitioners to understand the interplay between teamwork and gender. 

Though some research has examined gender within teams, this work has focused 

primarily on the impact of gender composition on team-level outcomes (e.g., 

Dufwenberg & Muren, 2006; Díaz-García et al., 2013; Hoogendoorn et al., 2013), 

gender differences in interaction styles (e.g., Carli, 1989; Carli & Eagly, 1999; 

Eagly & Karau, 1991; Kendall & Tannen, 2001; Wood et al., 1985; Wood & 

Rhodes, 1992), and gender stereotypes (Cundiff & Vescio, 2016; Haines et al., 

2016; Heilman, 1995; Heilman, 2001; Heilman et al., 1995; Hentschel et al., 

2013; Johnson et al., 2008).   

A large body of work conducted by Heilman and colleagues has 

demonstrated the deleterious effects of gender stereotypes on evaluations of 

women at work, especially in stereotypically masculine occupations. It has long 

been established that in order to succeed, women must be perceived as both 

competent and likeable, a balancing act that women are rarely able to achieve due 

to gender stereotypes, bias, and expectations about what appropriate behavior is 

for women, what appropriate behavior is for leaders, and the incompatibility 



8	
	

between these roles (Heilman et al., 2004). Indeed, successful leaders are expected to 

display competence, confidence, assertiveness, ambition—characteristics that are far 

more aligned with the behaviors expected of men than those expected of women. That is, 

compared to the agency that men are expected to display, women are expected to behave 

in ways that are communal, caring, kind, and concerned with the welfare of others 

(Eagly, 2007; Eagly & Johnson, 1990). When women act in ways that are perceived to be 

outside these expectations, they face myriad negative consequences due to role 

incongruity. Indeed, compared to men, women face significant barriers to attaining 

positions of leadership, and also receive lower evaluations if and once they do become 

leaders.  

More recent work has provided further evidence of the challenges faced by 

women in team settings, specifically. For instance, Heilman and Haynes (2005) examined 

whether, and the conditions under which, women receive less credit for their team’s 

success when working with men. They concluded that ambiguity about individuals’ 

involvement encourages attributional rationalization, or the discounting of women’s 

contributions in successful mixed-gender teams, which in turn negatively affects 

evaluations of women. In that particular study, compared to men, women were evaluated 

more negatively on several dimensions—such as competence, influence, and 

leadership—when working mixed-gender teams. It was only when explicit evidence 

about women’s individual performance, unique contributions, and prior work competence 

were provided that women were not disadvantaged in their evaluations when working 

with men, despite success of the outcome (Heilman & Haynes, 2005). These and other 

studies (e.g., Heilman & Wallen, 2010; Heilman & Okimoto, 2007) have demonstrated 
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that women are at a distinct disadvantage in work teams, except under very 

specific circumstances.  

The consequences of the low evaluations that women tend to receive 

relative to men in team settings are not trivial. Indeed, especially in light of the 

stark increase in the use of teams across organizations and industries (Bersin, 

2016; Volini et al., 2019), team-based work serves as the foundation for many 

important downstream outcomes, including promotions, salaries, bonuses, 

leadership roles, and other career-related opportunities (Volini et al., 2019). If 

women are regularly given disproportionately less credit than their male 

counterparts for their team-based work, they will continue to be at a disadvantage 

at each stage of their career trajectory.  

Clearly, though men are able to enjoy freedom in their behaviors, women 

must walk a fine line between being perceived as agentic and communal. Because 

of the potentially grave consequences of the shifting standards for male and 

female team members, it is important to first understand and then mitigate the 

antecedents, processes, and other factors involved in these evaluations. To this 

end, the current studies extend the research conducted by Heilman and others to 

explore the balance between agency and communality for women. That is, how 

agentic can women be in order to receive the same credit as men? How communal 

can they be? This level of specificity has not yet been examined empirically, and 

the current research fills this gap. 

The current research extends the work of Heilman and others in several 

important ways. First, rather than relying solely on assumptions about the extent 
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to which men and women contributed to team outcomes, I measured the actual numbers 

and types of behaviors team members enacted (Study 1) and subsequently manipulated 

the numbers and types of behaviors they enacted so that both men and women acted the 

exact same behaviors (Study 2). This is important because teamwork obscures the 

visibility of each individual team member’s contributions, such that the credit each 

individual should receive can only be inferred. This opacity about who did what 

(especially in traditionally masculine work) produces a context in which perceptions can 

easily be biased to correspond to prior expectations, such as gender stereotypes. In the 

current research, however, the evaluations of the contributions of male and female team 

members cannot be attributed to differences in the types of behaviors enacted by men and 

women or the actual extent of their contributions. That is, in Study 1, evaluations of male 

team members were compared with those of female team members who had behaved 

very similarly to them, and in Study 2, evaluations of male team members were compared 

to those of female team members who behaved in the exact same way (down to the words 

spoken).  

Second, the current research extends Heilman’s and others’ work in that it was 

conducted in two different continents and cultures (the United Kingdom and the United 

States). This geographic and cultural diversity enhances the generalizability of the 

findings and also answers the call for researchers to conduct work that is multinational, 

rather than with a North American perspective in mind (e.g., Traylor et al., in press). 

Third, rather than take a “paper people” approach, the current research examines gender 

and team in settings in which people actually witness and/or are the potential 

beneficiaries of the work behaviors performed by others. This is important to study, as 
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reactions may differ when one's own or another's personal career success and 

wellbeing is immediately at stake. 

Little work has examined the implications of these different types of 

participation in team setting. Namely, do people perceive agentic and communal 

behaviors differently when they are evaluating who contributes most within a 

team setting? This question is critical because if the rubric for evaluating who 

contributes most is defined with stereotypically masculine behaviors in mind, 

women will continue to fall short of receiving high marks as contributors in group 

contexts. Furthermore, the workplace implications for how others perceive group 

contributions could be profound. In the current studies, I explore this research 

topic and specially examine how men and women are perceived to contribute in 

teams. Moreover, I examine how different perceptions of the contributions of 

male and female team members may further influence workplace-related 

outcomes. Though work on perceived contributions and career-related outcomes 

based on gender within teams is scarce, the extensive bodies of literature on 

gender stereotypes and teams in the workplace can guide expectations. 

Gender Stereotypes: Agency and Communality  

For more than half a century, research on gender stereotypes and their 

impact in the workplace has proliferated (e.g., Heilman, 1995; Heilman, 2001; 

Heilman, Haynes, & Goodman, 2005; Heilman & Haynes, 2005; Heilman & 

Okimoto, 2007; Heilman, Wallen, Fuchs, & Tamkins, 2004). Bakan’s (1966) 

seminal work in identifying gender differences in two patterns of behavior—

agency and communality—helped set the stage. Another is Eagly’s (1987) social 
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role theory, which states that the stereotypes we have about men and women arise from 

their differential distribution into societal positions. Hence, because women are likely to 

occupy roles such as nursing, secretarial, and teaching positions, they are more likely to 

engage in communal (i.e., caring, nurturing) behaviors. Similarly, because men are likely 

to occupy roles such as managerial, leadership, and executive positions, they are more 

likely to engage in agentic (i.e., assertive, independent) behaviors. These distributions 

give rise to gender roles, or shared expectations about what appropriate behavior is for 

people based on their gender (Eagly, 1987). Accordingly, women are expected to display 

more communal qualities, behaving in ways that are interpersonally sensitive, friendly, 

kind, affectionate, helpful, and gentle. Similarly, men are expected to display more 

agentic qualities, enacting behaviors that are assertive, ambitious, dominant, independent, 

self-confident, and leader-like (e.g., Eagly & Karau, 2002; Haines, Deaux, & Lofaro, 

2016; Hentschel, Heilman, & Peus, 2013; Wood & Eagly, 2002).  

These prescriptive stereotypes operate as social norms, and when people violate 

these social norms, they are often punished by others (Cialdini & Trost, 1998). Violations 

of gender stereotypes in the workplace have been shown to have particularly pernicious 

effects for women. Because agency and communality are perceived to be opposing 

concepts, when women engage in agentic behaviors, they are perceived as violating the 

gender stereotype that women ought to behave communally (Rudman & Glick, 1999). 

Although engaging in agentic behaviors can lead to increased perceptions of women’s 

competence, it can also lead to decreased likeability, a phenomenon known as the 

backlash effect (Rudman, 1998). Such negative reactions have been found for women 

who display agentic behaviors such as competitiveness (Duguid, 2011), issuing direct 
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demands (Williams & Tiedens, 2016), initiating negotiations (Kulik & Olekalns), 

directive speaking styles (von Hippel et al., 2011), and criticism (Rudman et al., 2012). In 

other words, women should not behave too agentically, lest they face a likeability 

penalty. However, women should also not behave too communally, lest they face 

a respect penalty (Rudman & Glick, 2001). Therefore, women at work are caught 

in a double-bind: they can enact communal behaviors and be liked but not 

respected, or they can enact agentic behaviors and be respected but not liked. In 

either case, they experience negative repercussions not faced by similarly 

behaving men (e.g., Eagly, Makhijani, & Klonsky, 1992). 

Additionally, when men and women do not engage in altruistic citizenship 

(helping) behavior, women are evaluated less favorably and are recommended for 

fewer rewards than their same-gender counterparts, but men are not (Heilman & 

Chen, 2005). Therefore, women are not treated as positively for their lack of 

helping behavior as are men who behave identically. In terms of reactions to 

agentic behaviors, Brescoll (2011) discovered that female CEOs who voiced their 

opinions more than their peers were evaluated by professional men and women as 

14% less competent; however, male CEOs who voiced their opinions more than 

their peers were evaluated by professional men and women as 10% more 

competent. Similarly, in a study involving a healthcare company and an 

international bank, managers gave significantly higher performance evaluations to 

male—but not female—employees who contributed ideas that brought in new 

revenue (Sandberg & Grant, 2015). Additionally, managers evaluated male—but 

not female—employees who spoke up more as more helpful (Sandberg & Grant, 
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2015). Essentially, women who enact agentic behaviors are punished socially (Rudman, 

1998).  

So, is it possible for women to escape this double bind and be perceived as both 

liked and respected? If so, what can women do? As mentioned previously, though agency 

and communality are perceived to be opposing ideas, the two concepts have been argued 

and shown to exist independently from each other, rather than at two ends of a bipolar 

continuum (Bem, 1974). Indeed, behaving both agentically and communally—also 

known as androgyny—has been argued to demonstrate the cognitive ability to respond 

appropriately to a variety of situations and to serve in a gender role that is more 

applicable in contemporary society (Bem & Lenney, 1976; Dean & Tate, 2017). The 

benefits of women behaving both agentically and communally have received substantial 

empirical support, primarily in the domain of leadership, beginning with Eagly and 

Karau’s (2002) role congruity theory predicting that androgyny should facilitate women’s 

leadership emergence. Furthering this idea, Heilman and Okimoto (2007) demonstrated 

that female leaders who were described as communal faced less backlash than female 

leaders described as positive but noncommunal. Similarly, a series of studies conducted 

by Johnson, Murphy, Zewdie, and Reichard (2008) showed that to be seen as effective 

leaders, women must exhibit both strength (agency) and sensitivity (communality), but 

men must only exhibit strength (agency). More recently, in a pair of studies involving 

female leaders, Schock and colleagues (2017) found curvilinear effects of perceived 

agency and perceived communality on leadership emergence, suggesting that women 

who tempered their agency with communion were most likely to emerge as leaders. 

Furthermore, Rudman and Glick (2001) showed that agentic male job applicants were 
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perceived as more employable than agentic female applicants, but male applicants 

and female applicants who were described as both agentic and communal were 

perceived as equally employable. Taken together, these studies point to the 

conclusion that agentic women are perceived negatively unless they moderate 

their agency with communality (Rudman & Glick, 2001).  

Gender and Teams 

One of the realities of the modern American workplace is that teamwork 

has become a universal strategy in organizations. According to Kozlowski and 

Ilgen (2006) teams have many qualities including the fact that they have two or 

more individuals, exist to perform organizationally relevant tasks, share common 

goals, and have task interdependencies (e.g., workflow, goals, outcomes). Work 

teams can come in a variety of types and sizes, cutting across different contexts 

and functions (Kozlowski & Chao, 2018). Workplace teams involve transnational 

or global teams, virtual or remote teams, interdisciplinary teams, healthcare 

teams, task forces, quality circles, and leadership teams.  

It is essential to consider the perceptions and implications of men and 

women’s agentic and communal behaviors when they are in a group context. This 

research is relatively sparse but shows several different patterns. First, men make 

more task-oriented contributions than do women. That is, acting consistently with 

the male gender role, men tend to focus more than women do on dominating their 

environment and achieving tangible results (Eagly & Karau, 1991). These 

tendencies are expressed through task activity, which, according to Bales’ (1950) 

Interaction Process Analysis, includes behaviors such as giving suggestions, 
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opinions, and information. Women, on the other hand, make more socially-oriented 

contributions than do men. That is, in alignment with the female gender role, women tend 

to focus more than men do on other group members’ feelings and group cohesion, 

demonstrated through social activity (Eagly & Karau, 1991). Bales’ (1950) Interaction 

Process Analysis describes social activity as showing camaraderie, easing conflict, and 

supporting other group members. Indeed, multiple meta-analyses have shown that men 

have a higher rate of task-focused behavior and women have a higher rate of socially-

focused behavior in groups (Anderson & Blanchard, 1982; Carli, 1982). These meta-

analytic findings are supported by research conducted by Wood and colleagues (1985), 

who found that in groups, women outperform men when the goal is to reach a consensus 

on an issue, but men outperform women when the goal is to generate as many ideas as 

possible. Facilitating a group’s agreement is a more socially- focused, interdependent 

task compared to generating as many ideas as possible, which is a more task-focused, 

independent task. More recent work supports these findings by showing that women are 

more likely than men to care for the collective. For instance, women are more likely to 

agree with the statement “Being a good team player means helping all of my colleagues 

with what they need to get done.” Conversely, men are more likely to agree with the 

statement “Being a good team player is knowing your position and playing it well.” 

(Cullinan, 2018).  

This difference in the types of group participation that men and women believe to 

be valuable—and subsequently enact—is not inconsequential. In a meta-analysis of 183 

studies involving many different occupations, women were significantly more likely than 

men to feel emotionally exhausted (Purvanova & Muros, 2010). These and other studies 
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have demonstrated that although women experience greater burnout and 

frustration than do men, women are still more likely to invest their time on work 

that benefits others (Cullinan, 2018).  

Though the effect of agentic versus communal work on individual women 

themselves has been studied, what we do not yet know is the extent to which 

engaging in certain types of behaviors are rewarded by others in group contexts. 

Or, more specifically, how are the contributions of men and women being 

perceived by others as they engage in different types of gendered behaviors within 

a group context? Furthermore, do the perceptions that people hold of gendered 

behaviors in groups give rise to differences in workplace-related outcomes, such 

as performance feedback, salaries, and rankings of team members based on 

perceived effectiveness? 

The Current Research 

The current research contributes to the literatures on gender stereotypes 

and teams in a number of important ways. First, it delves deeply into the team 

setting by exploring the effects of agentic and communal behaviors enacted 

within team settings on perceived contributions and career-related outcomes for 

men and women, rather than making generalizations about gendered workplace 

behavior more broadly. Second, the current research is one of the first to look 

beyond perceptions of and attitudes toward men and women (e.g., Heilman & 

Okimoto, 2007; Heilman & Wallen, 2010). Though I assess perceptions of and 

attitudes toward men and women in the current studies, I also examine career-

related outcomes, such as performance feedback, salaries, and rankings of team 
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members based on perceived effectiveness. Third and finally, the current research 

examines not only agentic versus communal behaviors, but several different 

configurations of these behaviors in an effort to understand the potential complexities for 

male and female team members. That is, rather than assessing the effects of men and 

women being perceived as either agentic or communal, the current research assesses the 

relative amounts of agentic and communal behaviors that team members enact (i.e., a 

moderate amount of agentic behavior combined with a moderate amount of communal 

behavior, a high amount of agentic behavior combined with a low amount of communal 

behavior, and a low amount of agentic behavior combined with a high amount of 

communal behavior). 

The current research examines perceptions of individuals’ contributions in an 

engineering team work setting. Despite making up nearly half of the overall workforce 

(BLS, 2019) and a greater proportion of associate’s, bachelor’s, master’s, and doctorate 

degree recipients than men (National Center for Education Statistics, 2019), women’s 

representation in engineering is minute. That is, the share of the U.S. engineering labor 

force occupied by women sits at less than 16% (BLS, 2019). When it comes to leadership 

in this domain, women make up less than 12% of engineering managers (BLS, 2019). 

These statistics are concerning because male-dominated industries and occupations are 

especially susceptible to reinforcing masculine stereotypes that render women’s success 

even more challenging (Catalyst, 2009). In fact, approximately 14% of women with 

engineering degrees do not even enter the labor force (Dresden et al., 2017). Data show 

that, because science—and especially engineering—is a male-dominated and masculine-

stereotyped context, success in this field is more strongly associated with agentic traits 
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than communal traits (Ramsey, 2017). However, agentic behaviors may not be 

perceived as equally valuable for both male and female engineering team 

members. Rather, the gender of the team member and the types of behaviors they 

enact may interact and affect others’ perceptions of their contributions to the 

team. Essentially, there may be an optimal level of agentic and communal 

behavior that both male and female team members can enact in order to be seen as 

contributing to an engineering team. Specifically: 

Hypothesis 1: For male team members, the more agentic and less communal their 

behaviors are, the more they will be perceived as contributing to the team. 

Hypothesis 2: For female team members, the more agentic their behaviors 

are, the more they will be perceived as contributing to the team but only if 

they also enact communal behaviors. 

Study 1 

Method 

Sample. Study 1 participants were 512 first-year and 528 second-year 

undergraduate engineering students at a U.K. university who were completing a 

weeklong team-based project required as part of their academic curriculum. The 

sample was 21% female, and was 59% White, 6% Black, 9% Arab, 10% 

Hispanic, 6% Chinese, and 10% other Asian. All participants were full-time 

students. Participants were assigned to teams of five or six people, with grouping 

to ensure a balance of primary field of study and nationality, but otherwise 

random. There was a total of 192 teams, and each team comprised only first-year 
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(102 teams) or only second-year students (90 teams), with the second-year students 

having slightly more advanced tasks. 

Materials and procedure. Prior to collecting data, 105 observers (57 women, 48 

men) were trained in the following way: First, they were given an iPad training 

application, which introduced them to the category system (including a combination of 

videos about the different behaviors and some basic exercises on classifying examples). 

As long as observers reached a certain threshold score in the exercises, they were invited 

to attend a two-day training course. Specifically, they were instructed to categorize 

behaviors enacted by each team member into one of 15 possible behaviors according to a 

system developed by the U.K. university in collaboration with independent researchers 

(Farley et al., 2018). The 15 behaviors were divided into process behaviors (bringing in, 

shutting out, lightening the mood); initiating behaviors (proposing procedures, proposing 

ideas, building); clarifying behaviors (giving task information, giving personal 

information, seeking task information, seeking personal information, checking 

understanding); and reacting behaviors (supporting people, supporting ideas, disagreeing, 

defending/attacking). Process behaviors are those that balance participation among team 

members, initiating behaviors are those that create ideas and possibilities, clarifying 

behaviors are those that ensure a common understanding among team members, and 

reacting behaviors are those that ensure agreement/resolve disagreement among team 

members. A large component of the training course was about how to classify behaviors 

that do not clearly fit into one of the 15 categories, or are close to the boundaries. 

Observers were given a workbook that included decision rules that help observers 
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categorize each behavior. Many of the behaviors that did not fit elsewhere were 

coded as giving task information. 

Finally, two subject matter experts, professors of Industrial/Organizational 

Psychology who remained blind to the study’s purpose, classified each of the 15 

behaviors as either communal (e.g., kind, collaborative, understanding), agentic 

(e.g., assertive, independent, dominant), or neither. Inter-rater agreement was 

high, and any disagreements were resolved through discussion until consensus 

was reached. Ultimately, six behaviors were classified as agentic: 1) shutting out, 

2) proposing procedures, 3) proposing ideas, 4) giving task information, 5) 

disagreeing, and 6) defending/attacking. Six behaviors were classified as 

communal: 1) bringing in, 2) building, 3) seeking personal information, 4) 

seeking task information, 5) checking understanding, and 6) supporting people. 

Three behaviors were classified as neither agentic nor communal (i.e., neutral): 1) 

lightening the mood, 2) giving personal information, and 3) supporting ideas. 

Measures. 

 Behaviors. Perceptions of team members’ behaviors were documented by trained 

observers and classified by independent subject matter experts as either agentic, 

communal, or neither agentic nor communal. Ultimately, the proportion of each team 

member’s total behaviors that were agentic or communal was calculated and used for 

data analyses. Importantly, team members were given the freedom to behave as they 

desired. In other words, they were not instructed to enact a certain number of agentic, 

communal, or neutral behaviors. Therefore, there was a range of possible combinations of 

agentic, communal, and neutral behaviors that team members could enact; however, for 
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the purposes of the current study, three different behaviors profiles were calculated: 1) 

moderate agentic and moderate communal (defined as 65% agentic, 35% communal), 2) 

high agentic and low communal (defined as 80% agentic, 20% communal), and 3) low 

agentic and high communal (defined as 30% agentic, 70% communal). The reason for the 

relatively higher percentages of agentic behaviors compared to communal behaviors is 

that a larger proportion of all behaviors enacted by team members in this study were 

agentic. This difference was taken into account when determining the percentage of 

behaviors that were considered high (80%), moderate (65%), and low (40%) agentic and 

the percentage of behaviors that were considered high (60%), moderate (35%), and low 

(20%) communal.  

It is also important to note that the behaviors that were categorized by the subject 

matter experts as neither agentic nor communal were disregarded in the calculation of 

proportions of agentic versus communal behaviors and subsequent analyses. The reason 

for this is that, because such a small number of behaviors (n = 3) were considered neither 

agentic nor communal, a situation in which a team member enacted only these neutral 

behaviors is one in which contributions would objectively be low. Because perceived 

contribution to the team was the primary (and subjective) dependent variable in this 

study, we disregarded this scenario (which described a very small number of team 

members anyway). 

 Perceived contributions. Perceptions of team members’ contributions were 

measured from the perspective of each of the other members within the five- or six-

person team. Specifically, each team member was given 100 “points” to allocate to each 

of their teammates based on how much they felt they contributed to the team project 
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outcome (i.e., a written report and verbal presentation) over the course of the week. For 

example, if every team member in a five-person team contributed equally, each member 

would be allotted 20 “points.” Because each team member received a certain number of 

points from each of their other team members, each team member had either four or five 

different contribution ratings. These ratings were averaged into one contribution rating 

for each team member. 

Results 

To test the hypotheses, I conducted a categorical curvilinear moderation 

analysis with proportion of behaviors that were agentic versus communal as the 

continuous predictor variable, perceived contribution as the continuous criterion 

variable, and team member gender as the categorical moderator. Figure 1 

represents the results of the analysis, which shows that the higher the proportion 

of agentic behaviors that male team members enact, the higher their perceived 

contributions to the team are, which is consistent with Hypothesis 1. A similar 

pattern of results emerged for female team members, but only until the proportion 

of agentic versus communal behaviors was 65/35 (moderate levels of both agentic 

and communal behaviors). Past that point, the higher the proportion of agentic 

behaviors that female team members enact, the lower their perceived 

contributions to the team are, thereby also supporting Hypothesis 2. 

Further exploratory analyses showed that at the extreme ends of the 

curves—where the proportion of agentic versus communal behaviors was 40/60 (a 

low level of agentic behavior combined with a high level of communal behavior) 

and 80/20 (a high level of agentic behavior combined with a low level of 
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communal behavior)—male team members were perceived as contributing significantly 

more than female team members. Moreover, at no point were female team members 

perceived as contributing significantly more than male team members.  

Additional exploratory analyses revealed the same pattern of significant results 

when controlling for the proportion of time each team member spoke within their team. 

These findings indicate that the differences in perceived contributions cannot be 

attributed to differences in the amount of participation from each team member. Rather, 

the perceived contribution differences observed are due to the nature of the participation. 

That is, it was not the case that, for example, women who were low agentic/high 

communal received lower ratings of contributions than men who behaved the same way 

because they actually participated to a lesser extent. On the contrary, differences in 

perceived contributions are due entirely to the extent to which men’s and women’s 

behaviors were agentic versus communal. 

Discussion 

Study 1 of the current research showed that the behaviors enacted in a team 

setting are perceived differently depending on the gender of the team member. 

Specifically, the more agentic behaviors male team members enacted, the more they were 

perceived to contribute; however, the pattern for female team members was more 

complicated. The more agentic behaviors female team members enacted, the more they 

were perceived to contribute, but only until they enacted moderate levels of agentic and 

communal behaviors. As the proportion of female team members’ behaviors that were 

agentic increased past 65%, the less they were perceived to contribute. 
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Furthermore, female team members who enacted substantially more 

agentic behaviors than communal behaviors were perceived as contributing 

significantly less than male team members who enacted the same behaviors. On 

the other end of the spectrum, female team members who enacted substantially 

more communal behaviors than agentic behaviors were also perceived as 

contributing significantly less than male team members who enacted the same 

behaviors. Female team members were only perceived as contributing equally to 

male team members when they enacted moderate amounts of both agentic and 

communal behaviors. These results point to the conclusion that it is acceptable for 

female team members to be both agentic and communal, but if they are agentic 

and not communal, or communal and not agentic, then they are penalized in terms 

of perceived contributions to the team outcome.  

The extent to which any given team member is perceived to contribute to the 

team’s outcome may have several downstream implications for their career. In a society 

that values work ethic and individualism, those who are perceived as most deserving of 

rewards and success are those who are perceived to be hard workers. Take, for instance, 

the “ideal worker” norm. Ideal workers are those who are wholly committed to their job, 

constantly available, and work nonstop (Davies & Frink, 2014; Reid & Ramarajan, 

2016). In teams, the visibility of each individual employees’ hard work is often obscured, 

however, which in turn may lead to reduced benefits for those who are perceived to be 

contributing the least. Indeed, many organizations have implemented team-based rewards 

for productivity, and for good reason (Marshall, 2013). A recent study showed that 

incentivized teams increase performance at a substantially higher rate than incentivized 
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individuals (Gunn, 2015). It is critical, then, that organizational leaders ensure that their 

team-based compensation, benefits, and rewards are distributed fairly; however, if men 

and women are not perceived to contribute to the same extent, then they may not receive 

the same credit. Therefore, an important follow-up question is “How do different types of 

behavioral contributions in a team setting affect career-related and leadership outcomes?” 

Study 2 was designed with this question in mind. That is, Study 2 addresses the causal 

effects of contributions as a function of the types of behaviors displayed by team 

members. 

Study 2 

Study 2 addresses two limitations of Study 1. First, in Study 1, the behaviors upon 

which contribution ratings was based were perceived by others to be either agentic, 

communal, or neutral. This is a limitation because, although the observers were trained, 

there still existed the possibility that the coding of team members’ behaviors was biased 

by the gender of the team member, the gender of the observer, or other extraneous 

factors. To control for this, in Study 2, I manipulated the behaviors enacted by team 

members to ensure that their behaviors were actually agentic or communal and not based 

on others’ perceptions. Second, Study 1 utilized a student sample, but in Study 2, I used a 

sample of working adults who were either Master of Business Administration (MBA) 

students or had experience hiring or managing others in order to enhance generalizability 

to the management context.  

In addition to addressing these limitations, as mentioned previously, Study 2 also 

aimed to explore the effects of gender and behavior on other career-related outcomes for 

male and female team members that may emerge as a function of being perceived to be 
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essential group contributors. These include more positive overall evaluations, 

greater perceptions of leadership potential, recommendations for special career 

opportunities, higher salaries, higher relative rankings (compared to other team 

members), and more positive written feedback. Building upon Study 1, I proposed 

the following: 

Hypothesis 3: For male team members, I predict that the more agentic and less communal 

their behaviors are, the more they will be perceived as contributing to the team (a), the 

higher their overall evaluations will be (b), the more likely they will be expected to 

succeed as a leader (c), the more likely they will be to be recommended for special career 

opportunities (d), the higher a salary they will be recommended (e), the higher they will 

be ranked compared to their teammates (f), and the more positive their written feedback 

will be (g). 

Hypothesis 4: For female team members, the more agentic their behaviors are, the 

more favorably they will be perceived on all seven outcomes, but only if they also 

enact communal behaviors. 

Method 

Sample. Participants in this study were recruited to complete a Qualtrics 

survey using a snowball recruitment technique (Biernacki & Waldorf, 1981), 

including postings on social media (e.g., LinkedIn), emails sent to university 

alumni, and communication with colleagues of the research team. To be eligible 

to participate in the study, participants had to be at least 18 years of age and be an 

MBA student, and/or have experience managing or hiring others. Our final 

sample consisted of 308 individuals (54% female) who had a mean age of 39 
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years (SD = 13.9). Nearly all of the participants (91%) had experience supervising others, 

70%% had experience hiring others, and 40% were MBA students. Lastly, our sample 

consisted of 52% White, 17% Asian, 16% Latinx, and 9% Black participants, with the 

remaining 6% identifying as being of another race. 

The design was a 2 x 3 between-subjects factorial, with gender of the stimulus 

person (male, female) and work behaviors (moderate agentic combined with moderate 

communal, high agentic combined with low communal, and low agentic combined with 

high communal) as the two independent variables. A power analysis on MANOVA, 

global effects concluded that the required sample size to observe effects given our design 

was 138. This was determined by estimating a moderate overall effect size of f = 0.2, a 

power level of 0.8, and an alpha level of .05 (Cohen, 1992; see Appendix A for all 

assumptions). 

Materials and procedure. Participants were informed that the study concerned 

personnel decision making in work settings and, in particular, how people combine 

different sources and types of information when evaluating others. The instructions stated 

that the participants would view and react to several engineers discussing a high-priority 

engineering project. Each team had one focal member—known to the participant—whose 

behaviors were manipulated. In half the conditions, the focal team member was a man, 

and in half it was a woman. The third team member was always a man (to reflect the 

realistic gender composition of the engineering industry). Two different sets of 

confederates were used in order to prevent any idiosyncratic effects, resulting in two sets 

of three team members, each composed of two men and one woman. 
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To manipulate the engineering team members’ agentic and communal 

work behaviors, three distinct scripts and instructions were created. Low agentic 

and high communal team members enacted only two agentic behaviors but eight 

communal behaviors from Study 1. Moderate agentic and moderate communal 

team members enacted six agentic behaviors and four communal behaviors used 

in Study 1. Finally, high agentic and low communal team members enacted eight 

agentic behaviors but only two communal behaviors used in Study 1. Each of the 

three team members also enacted one neutral behavior to improve the 

believability of the conversation. Two male and two female confederates were 

video and audio recorded using each of the three behavioral profiles, yielding a 

total of 12 video-recorded team meetings (approximately two minutes in length). 

See Appendices B and C for the script and key. 

After watching the video, participants responded to five manipulation 

checks. The first asked what the conversation was about, the second asked for one 

piece of information that the focal engineer added to the conversation, the third 

asked for the color of the focal engineer’s shirt, the fourth asked on which side of 

the table the focal engineer was sitting, and the fifth asked for the focal engineer’s 

name. Nearly all (>93%) participants correctly answered at least three 

manipulation checks, 71% correctly answered at least four manipulation checks, 

and 26% correctly answered all five manipulation checks. 

Measures. There were seven key dependent measures. In addition to 

perceived contributions, which was included in hopes of replicating the results of 

Study 1, there were six additional dependent variables reflecting evaluative 
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reactions and personnel recommendations—overall evaluation, evaluation of leadership 

potential, salary recommendations, recommendations for special career opportunities, 

relative ranking, and written performance feedback. The purpose of including these six 

additional variables was to explore the downstream career-related consequences that 

might result from biased evaluations. That is, managers often base decisions regarding 

employees’ career opportunities, such as promotions and financial compensation, on 

performance evaluations, which are becoming increasingly team-based (Volini et al., 

2019). If there are different standards of what qualifies as “good” performance for men 

and women based on stereotypes regarding acceptable behavior for each gender, this may 

explain, at least to some extent, the existing wage and leadership gaps because women 

may be disadvantaged at each stage of their career trajectories. Unless otherwise stated, 

all measures were on 7-point Likert-type scales anchored by strongly disagree (1) and 

strongly agree (7). All scale items can be found in Appendix D. 

Perceived contributions. Using the same measure of perceived contributions as 

the first study, participants indicated the extent to which each team member contributed 

to the task by allotting 100 points among the three team members, using a sliding scale. 

So that this item could be averaged with the other two items assessing contributions, this 

100-point scale was converted to a 7-point scale by multiplying its values by 0.07. 

Additionally, respondents indicated the degree to which they agree with the two 

statements: “The focal engineer contributed a lot to the discussion” and “The focal 

engineer added value to the discussion;” Cronbach’s a = 0.84. Higher scores on this scale 

indicated greater perceived contributions.  



31	
	
Perceived general effectiveness. Following Heilman et al. (2004), 

participants’ overall evaluations of each team member were assessed using four 

questionnaire items: “The focal engineer was very effective overall,” “The focal 

engineer is successful in their organization,” “The focal engineer has a lot of 

potential to excel in their career,” and “I would want to keep the focal engineer in 

my organization.” Cronbach’s a = 0.90. Higher scores on this scale signaled 

greater perceived effectiveness. 

Perceived leadership potential. I measured participants’ judgments of 

each team member’s potential as a manager using three items: “The focal 

engineer would be an effective manager,” “The focal engineer is a leader,” and 

“The focal engineer has a lot of leadership potential.” Cronbach’s a = 0.94. 

Higher scores on this scale indicated greater perceived leadership potential. 

Compensation recommendations. Participants indicated the compensation 

they would recommend using three items. The first item asked, “What salary 

would you recommend for this individual?” Following Podsakoff and colleagues 

(2011), participants were given six response options to choose from, each of 

which represented an interval of $3,000 in annual salary. The options ranged from 

$78,370 to $96,375. These ranges were created by adding and subtracting 

approximately 10% from the median salary value for mechanical engineers 

provided by O*NET (https://www.onetonline.org) and then creating equal options 

around these values (see Appendix). So that this item could be averaged with the 

other two items assessing compensation recommendations, this 6-point scale was 

converted to a 7-point scale by using a linear transformation. Participants then 
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answered two more items assessing common compensation-related reward 

recommendations (salary increase and bonus): “I would recommend a salary 

increase for the focal engineer” and “I would recommend a performance bonus for the 

focal engineer.” Cronbach’s a = 0.84. Higher scores on this composite signify greater 

compensation-related recommendations. 

Career opportunity recommendations. Following Heilman et al. (2004), 

participants’ recommendations for special career opportunities for each team member 

were measured using three items: “I would recommend placing the focal engineer on the 

‘fast track’”; “There is one highly prestigious upper-level position available to these 

engineers. I would recommend placing the focal engineer in this prestigious upper-level 

position”; and “I would nominate the focal engineer for a high-profile project where they 

would receive significant exposure to company executives.” Cronbach’s a = 0.94. Higher 

scores on this composite indicated that the greater likelihood of being recommended for 

special career opportunities. 

Relative ranking. Participants were asked: “If you had to rank order each of the 

three team members based on their overall effectiveness, how would you rank the focal 

engineer?” Response options were first, second, and third. The variable was coded such 

that the higher the score, the higher the ranking (e.g., a rank of “first” corresponded to a 

score of 3, and a rank of “third” corresponded to a score of 1). 

Written feedback. Participants were prompted to provide written performance 

feedback to each team member. Using one open-ended item, participants were told: 

“Please provide additional written performance feedback you would give to the focal 

engineer—as their supervisor—in the box below.” The written responses were then 
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assigned ratings on a scale of very negative (1) to very positive (7). Higher scores 

on this scale signified more favorable performance ratings. 

Results 

Data from seven participants were excluded prior to analyses due to the 

fact that they were more than three times the interquartile range (IQR) above the 

third quartile on the perceived contribution measure. This reduced the sample size 

from 315 to 308. Additionally, the pattern of results did not differ for those who 

responded correctly to at least one, at least two, at least three, at least four, or all 

five manipulation checks, so all participants were included in the analyses. See 

Table 1 for means, standard deviations, and zero-order correlations between Study 

2 variables.  

To examine Hypotheses 4 and 5, I conducted a multivariate analysis of 

variance (MANOVA) with focal team member gender and focal team member 

behavior as the independent variables, and the following as the seven dependent 

variables: perceived contributions, perceived effectiveness, perceived leadership, 

recommended career opportunities, recommended financial compensation, 

relative ranking, and positivity of performance feedback. Contrary to predictions, 

there was no interaction between team member gender and team member 

behavior, F(14, 534) = 1.34, p = .180, ηp2 = 0.03; however, a significant main 

effect of team member gender was found, F(7, 266) = 12.60, p < .001, ηp2 = 0.25, 

and univariate tests revealed that the main effect of team member gender was 

significant for all seven dependent variables (all ps < .001), with female team 
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members receiving higher ratings than male team members on all of them (see Figure 2).  

A main effect of team member behavior was also found, F(14, 534) = 10.25, 

p < .001, ηp2 = 0.21, and univariate tests revealed that the main effect of team member 

behavior was again significant for all seven dependent variables (all ps < .01; see Figure 

3). All multivariate and univariate results can be found in Table 2, and all means can be 

found in Table 3. Pairwise comparisons indicated that on six out of the seven outcome 

measures, team members who were either high agentic/low communal or low 

agentic/high communal received significantly better ratings than team members who 

were moderate agentic/moderate communal. The one outcome measure for which this 

trend differed was perceived contributions, in which case, team members who were high 

agentic/low communal received significantly better ratings than those who were either 

low agentic/high communal or moderate agentic/moderate communal. Finally, one other 

trend is worth mentioning, which is that on the two outcome measures, leadership 

potential and written feedback, team members who were low agentic/high communal 

received significantly better ratings than those who were high agentic/low communal.  

In summary, moderate agentic/moderate communal behavior was consistently 

perceived more negatively than the other two behavioral profiles across nearly every 

outcome. Additionally, high agentic/low communal behavior was seen most favorably for 

perceived contributions; however, low agentic/high communal behavior was seen most 

favorably for leadership potential and in written feedback. 

To try to understand the lack of a significant interaction between gender and 

behavior, I included several covariates in the analyses to determine whether the variables 

may be operating differently for different participants. Specifically, I conducted the same 



35	
	

MANOVA as before, but this time with the following covariates: participant 

gender, participant education level, whether or not the participant was an MBA 

student, and whether or not the participant had hiring experience. The pattern of 

results did not differ from the MANOVA without these covariates. 

Discussion 

Contrary to expectations, female team members were not perceived or 

rewarded more favorably when they enacted behaviors that were moderately 

agentic/moderately communal compared to when they enacted behaviors that 

were low agentic/high communal or high agentic/low communal. Moreover, male 

team members were not perceived or rewarded more favorably than women. 

Rather, Study 2 of the current research showed a main effect of team member 

gender and a main effect of team member behavior. Specifically, women were 

perceived and rewarded more favorably than men, and generally, male and female 

team members who were either highly agentic or highly communal were 

perceived and rewarded more favorably than male and female team members who 

were moderately agentic and moderately communal. These results are counter to 

predictions based both on the literature on gender stereotypes and past work on 

teams, as well as the results of Study 1. 

General Discussion 

In this research, my objectives were twofold. First, I sought to examine 

whether the same types of contributions in teams are perceived differently 

depending on the gender of the team member. Drawing on social role theory and 

role congruity theory, I predicted that due to prevailing gender stereotypes, men in 
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teams would have the freedom to behave as agentically and as communally as they would 

like, while women in teams must achieve a delicate balance of agentic and communal 

behaviors in order to be perceived as contributing as much as their male counterparts. 

Second, based on these different perceptions of contributions for male and female team 

members, I expected that men would receive significantly more favorable career 

outcomes compared to women, unless women behaved in ways that were both agentic 

and communal. Though the first set of expectations was confirmed by the data from 

Study 1, it appeared that gender and teams may in fact be more complex than originally 

theorized, based on the conflicting findings from Study 2. Additionally, the results of 

Study 1 support existing literature on gender stereotypes and teams; however, the results 

of Study 2 did not. This misalignment between the Study 2 data and the social role theory 

(Eagly, 1987), as well as the role incongruity theory (Eagly & Karau, 2002), are 

perplexing, but I have a few hypotheses regarding potential explanations. 

Although I can only speculate about why gender and behavior led to outcomes in 

the two studies presented here, there are a few possibilities. First, it may be that the 

contradictory findings from Studies 1 and 2 were due to the status difference—and lack 

thereof—between the team members being evaluated and the individuals evaluating 

them. That is, in Study 1, team members were assessed by their own teammates, but in 

Study 2, team members were assessed by someone in a superior position to them. It may 

be that gender stereotypes are more likely to affect evaluations of others when those 

others are direct competitors, rather than subordinates. Second and related to this, the 

conflicting findings may be the result of the different relationships between the raters and 

the ratees. In Study 1, evaluators had worked directly with the team members they were 
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assessing for several weeks at least; however, in Study 2, evaluators did not know 

the team members they were assessing at all. Therefore, it may be that directly 

experiencing the behaviors oneself leads to different reactions and perceptions to 

team members than when passively observing the behaviors in a detached way. 

Indeed, according to the stereotype content model, others are distinguished and 

stereotyped based on their potential impact on the in-group (Fiske et al., 2002). 

Therefore, it is plausible that this process drove the activation of stereotypes in 

Study 1, where the potential impact of the out-group (women) on the in-group 

(men) was greater than the potential impact in Study 2. 

Finally, the lack of support for our hypotheses in Study 2 may be the result 

of the particular sample used. Specifically, the sample was highly educated, with 

87% of participants having at least a bachelor’s degree. Given that those who 

have completed college and higher degrees tend to be more liberal politically 

(Pew Research Center, 2018)—and therefore more likely to support women in the 

workplace and as leaders (Horowitz et al., 2018)—it may be that the gender 

stereotypes that I expected to affect participants’ responses in Study 2 simply 

were not as activated within this specific population of highly educated, working 

adults. 

Relatedly, and optimistically, it is possible that the lack of a gender by 

behavior interaction and the favorability displayed toward women in Study 2 may 

indicate a shift in egalitarianism over the lifespan. That is, the participants in 

Study 1 had only recently completed their primary education, a context in which 

gender stereotypes may be particularly salient. The participants in Study 2, on the 
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other hand, had prior experience in the workforce and therefore were more likely to have 

seen women in non-stereotypically feminine careers. So these individuals may be more 

likely to perceive female engineers more positively and not hold them to the double 

standard in the way that Study 1 participants did. 

Finally, shifting standards may explain the Study 2 results. That is, gender 

stereotypes concerning competence may have led evaluators to set different standards for 

determining competence in women compared to men. Specifically, stereotypes may have 

prompted lower standards for the female engineer compared to the male engineer 

(Beirnat & Fuegen, 2001; Biernat & Kobrynowicz, 1997). 

Limitations 

As with any study, the current one has some limitations, and I will discuss three 

of them. First, the undergraduate student sample used in the first study brings into 

question that generalizability of the findings to working adults; however, the method used 

in the second study mitigates this concern by limiting the sample to adults who either 

have experience managing or hiring others or are current MBA students. Further, it can 

be argued that undergraduate students will soon join the labor force and therefore be in 

positions to make assessments of teammates in actual workplace contexts.      

Additionally, in the second study, participants played the role of passive 

observers, having no interaction with the team members they were evaluating, nor 

expecting any future contact with them. Thus, participants had minimal information 

about the employees they were evaluating, which may limit generalizability. Though it is 

important that future research examines how working male and female adults in “real-

life” mixed-gender teams are evaluated, many workplace evaluations currently do take 
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place from a third-party perspective (Heilman & Haynes, 2005). Moreover, this 

concern is alleviated in part by the use of actual teams in the first study. 

A third limitation of this set of studies is that the engineering industry 

tends to be a male-dominated field wherein role incongruity between expectations 

of the female gender role and career expectations may be especially pronounced 

(Bix, 2014; Cech, 2013). Nonetheless, though communality may be valued over 

agency in a small subset of professions (e.g., childcare, hospitality), in most 

careers, agentic behaviors (e.g., displaying confidence, assertiveness, initiative) 

are considered to be positive and advantageous. Therefore, the value placed on 

agency in most workplaces mitigates generalizability concerns related to this 

contextual detail. 

Future Directions 

One avenue for future research on gender in teams involves characteristics 

of the team, such as its size and composition. For instance, a team of three senior 

employees may differ in important ways from a larger ten-person team composed 

of employees ranging from entry-level to upper-level employees. Related to this, 

because Study 1 participants were peers of those they were evaluating, and Study 

2 participants were placed into the role of supervisors of those there were 

evaluating, future research should examine in more detail the differences and 

similarities between ratings of team members, depending on organizational status 

differences between them and their evaluators (i.e., whether they evaluators are 

their subordinates, peers, or supervisors). It is important that future research 
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examine how these and other potential moderators affect team processes, perceptions of 

employees, and interactions between team members. 

Additionally, future research should be conducted on teams about which more and 

richer information (e.g., relationships between team members, past experience working 

together) is provided. Typically, supervisors have more knowledge about and familiarity 

with the individuals whose performance they are assessing. Relatedly, future work should 

examine other potential factors at play in evaluations of teams, such as expectations for 

working together in the future, anonymity of ratings, duration of teamwork, and mode of 

communication (e.g., in-person, online). Approximating realistic workplace dynamics 

more closely would be beneficial in informing the ways in which people combine 

different types of information when forming judgments in the workplace.  

Conclusion 

The results of the two studies are not only striking but also concerning. If female 

professionals who work in mixed-gender teams are denied credit for their team’s success, 

they are inherently devalued simply because they are women. This suggests that 

outcomes for men and women who perform exactly the same types of behaviors in team 

settings can be radically different, with men, but not women, receiving credit for their 

contributions. Such biased evaluations are not without detrimental consequences. Though 

the second study reported here failed to demonstrate it, women of great ability and 

potential may be rewarded at a lesser rate, passed over in career advancements, and 

demoted to inferior work roles, among many other potential negative outcomes 

(including those affecting organizations’ bottom lines, reputations). In essence, women 

may be precluded from ascending the organizational ladder and lost as valuable assets for 
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organization. Though the current research begins to shed light on these issues, I 

encourage further research focusing on this phenomenon. My hope is that research that 

focuses on workplace gender dynamics, specifically within team settings, will 

provide employees—regardless of gender—organizations, and society as a whole 

with information and strategies for creating a more equitable and successful 

workforce and society. 
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52	
	

Table 2 

Multivariate and Univariate Analyses of Variance (Study 2) 

Dependent variable Source of variance df F ηp2 
Multivariate Team member gender 7 12.60*** 0.25 
 Team member behavior 14 10.25*** 0.21 
 Gender x behavior 14 1.34 0.03 
Perceived 
contributions 

Team member gender 1 39.60*** 0.13 

 Team member behavior 2 7.10*** 0.05 
 Gender x behavior 2 1.73 0.01 
Perceived 
effectiveness 

Team member gender 1 63.11*** 0.19 

 Team member behavior 2 8.56*** 0.06 
 Gender x behavior 2 1.60 0.01 
Perceived 
leadership 

Team member gender 1 59.05*** 0.18 

 Team member behavior 2 30.21*** 0.18 
 Gender x behavior 2 4.58* 0.03 
Recommended 
career 
opportunities 

Team member gender 1 80.97*** 0.23 

 Team member behavior 2 13.41*** 0.09 
 Gender x behavior 2 2.47 0.02 
Recommended 
financial 
compensation 

Team member gender 1 57.00*** 0.17 

 Team member behavior 2 6.80** 0.05 
 Gender x behavior 2 1.56 0.01 
Relative ranking Team member gender 1 38.93*** 0.13 
 Team member behavior 2 19.88** 0.13 
 Gender x behavior 2 1.51 0.01 
Feedback positivity Team member gender 1 34.77*** 0.11 
 Team member behavior 2 32.50** 0.19 
 Gender x behavior 2 2.99 0.02 

* p < .05. ** p < .01. *** p < .001.  
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Table 3 

Means and Standard Deviations of Ratings as a Function of Gender and Behavior (Study 

2) 

  High 
communal/Low 
communal 

Moderate 
agentic/Moderate 
communal 

High 
agentic/Low 
communal	

 

Perceived Contributions 

Men 3.85 (1.42) 3.49 (1.05) 4.15 (1.08) 3.83 (1.21) 

Women 4.35 (1.09) 4.60 (0.83) 5.03 (1.00) 4.68 (1.01) 

		 4.08 (1.29) 4.02 (1.10) 4.60 (1.12) 4.24 (1.20) 

Perceived Effectiveness 

Men	 4.56 (1.43) 3.70 (0.97) 4.08 (1.21) 4.11 (1.26) 

Women	 5.36 (1.11) 4.84 (1.07) 5.49 (1.16) 5.24 (1.14) 

 4.93 (1.35) 4.24 (1.16) 4.79 (1.38) 4.65 (1.33) 

Perceived Leadership 

Men	 4.56 (1.55) 2.72 (1.15) 3.19 (1.27) 3.49 (1.54) 

Women	 5.27 (1.38) 3.92 (1.37) 5.12 (1.51) 4.77 (1.54) 

	 4.89 (1.51) 3.29 (1.39) 4.16 (1.69) 4.11 (1.66) 

Recommended career opportunities 

Men	 3.58 (1.68) 2.19 (0.85) 2.81 (1.19) 2.86 (1.40) 

Women	 4.58 (1.46) 3.86 (1.45) 4.69 (1.61) 4.38 (1.55) 

	 4.04 (1.65) 2.99 (1.44) 3.76 (1.69) 3.60 (1.65) 

Recommended financial compensation 

Men	 3.76 (1.50) 2.97 (1.16) 3.63 (1.08) 3.45 (1.30) 

Women	 4.52 (1.13) 4.31 (1.27) 4.96 (1.35) 4.61 (1.28) 

	 4.11 (1.39) 3.61 (1.38) 4.30 (1.39) 4.01 (1.41) 
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Relative ranking 

Men	 2.06 (0.84) 1.33 (0.56) 1.75 (0.67) 1.72 (0.75) 

Women	 2.39 (0.70) 1.89 (0.69) 2.43 (0.68) 2.24 (0.73) 

	 2.21 (0.79) 1.60 (0.68) 2.09 (0.75) 1.97 (0.79) 

Feedback positivity 

Men	 4.27 (1.62) 2.25 (1.08) 2.58 (1.30) 3.03 (1.61) 

Women	 4.95 (1.50) 3.18 (183) 4.35 (2.01) 4.15 (1.93) 

	 4.58 (1.59) 2.70 (1.55) 3.47 (1.90) 3.57 (1.86) 
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Figure 1 

Effect of Behavior on Perceived Contributions with Gender as a Moderator 
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Figure 2 

Effect of Gender on Perceived Contributions  

 
Note. Error bars indicate 95% CI of the mean. Each of the other six outcome variables 

displayed similar patterns (i.e., women were rated significantly higher than men on each). 
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Figure 3 

Effect of Behavior on Recommended Compensation 

 
Note. Error bars indicate 95% CI of the mean. Each of the other six outcome variables 

displayed similar patterns (i.e., low agentic/high communal and high agentic/low 

communal behaviors were rated significantly higher than moderate agentic/moderate 

communal behaviors). 
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Appendix A 
 

Study 2 Power Analysis 
 

Proposed Study Design  
• 2 (gender: male, female) x 3 (work behavior: moderate agentic combined with moderate 

communal, high agentic combined with low communal, and low agentic combined with 
high communal) between-subject mixed design  
  
Conventions for Effect Size (f2): 0.01 small, 0.06 medium, 0.16 large  
  
Assumptions for Power Analysis  

• Effect size (f2) = 0.04 (between small and medium)  
• Alpha = .05  
• Power = .8  
• Number of groups = 6  
• Response variables = 7  
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Appendix B 
 

Study 2 Script 
 

 
Color Key: 
Confederate 1 (blue text) = High agentic/Low Communal (80/20)  
Confederate 2 (purple text) = Low Agentic/High Communal (20/80)  
Confederate 3 (orange text) = Moderate Agentic/Moderate Communal (60/40)  
 
Script: 
Confederate 1: Alright, this region has a major water quality issue.  
Confederate 2: Agreed. 
Confederate 1: I think we should focus our efforts on the nitrate issue.  
Confederate 3: We could develop a new kind of fertilizer.  
Confederate 2: Wait, what do you mean by ‘the nitrate issue’? 
Confederate 3: Well the excess nitrogen from fertilizers that farmers use on their crops 
converts to nitrates that seep into groundwater, lakes…  
Confederate 1: [cutting Confederate 3 off] Actually, [Confederate 3], it’s not that 
simple. It’s a really complex problem with several different causes. 
Confederate 2: Ah, okay, I’ve heard about this. How do you both know so much about 
farming? Did you grow up in California? 
Confederate 3: Yeah, Santa Barbara.  
Confederate 1: Yeah, I actually grew up in… 
Confederate 3: [cutting Confederate 1 off] Anyway, I agree that we need to address the 
nitrate problem.  
But I think we also need to discuss alternatives to groundwater for irrigation.  
Confederate 2: Yeah, and we could start by setting up a meeting with the Department of 
Natural Resources.  
Confederate 3: Do you have a contact with the Department?  
Confederate 1: Hold on, I disagree. What you’re talking about is water demand, which is 
beyond the scope of this project. We need to focus on water quality, given our timeline 
and budget. 
Confederate 2: What do you think, Confederate 3? 
Confederate 3: I don’t agree that we need to focus 100% on water quality.  
I say we go big or go home. But if [Confederate 1] wants to think small, I guess that’s 
fine.  
Confederate 1: You’re criticizing me? When I’m the one trying to actually get things 
done?  
Confederate 2: Okay, I think there’s value in thinking about what both of you have said.  
I do think we should focus on water quality first. How do you think we should go about 
doing that?  
Confederate 1: I think we should develop some sort of design that uses natural bacteria 
to convert the nitrate in the water to harmless nitrogen gas.  
Confederate 3: Huh, that’s actually a pretty good idea, [Confederate 1].  
One way to do that would be to create trenches filled with wood chips.  
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Confederate 2: That would allow farmers to continue using drain pipes, while still 
protecting the environment using a low-cost resource. 
Confederate 1: Well said, [Confederate 2]. 
Can I just check, so far, we’ve agreed that we’ll tackle the water quality issue first. Is that 
right? 
Confederate 2: Yes, and after we finalize the design, we can develop [Confederate 3’s] 
earlier water demand idea by researching other potential water sources in the region.  
Confederate 1: Sounds good. Will you please summarize the points we’ve discussed, 
[Confederate 2]? 
Confederate 2: Sure. Does the end of the day tomorrow work for you? 
Confederate 3: Sounds good to me. 
Confederate 1: Sure. And remember, we’re not meeting again until Tuesday because of 
the holiday. 
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Appendix C 
 

Study 2 Script Key 
 
80/20 Agentic/Communal Confederate-8 agentic behaviors, 2 communal behaviors, 
1 neutral behavior 
  
Agentic: 
1) shutting out - Actually, [NAME], it’s not that simple. It’s a really complex problem 
with several different causes. 
2) proposing procedures - Will you please summarize the points we’ve discussed? 
3) proposing ideas - I think we should focus our efforts on the nitrate issue.  
4) giving task information/facts - Alright, this region has a major water quality issue. 
5) disagreeing - Hold on, I disagree. What you’re talking about is water demand, which is 
beyond the scope of this project. We need to focus on water quality, given our timeline 
and budget. 
6) defending/attacking - You’re criticizing me? When I’m the one trying to actually get 
things done? 
7) proposing ideas - I think we should develop some sort of design that uses natural 
bacteria to convert the nitrate in the water to harmless nitrogen gas.   
8) giving task information/facts - Sure. And remember, we’re not meeting again until 
Tuesday because of the holiday. 
  
Communal: 
1) bringing in 
2) building  
3) seeking personal information  
4) seeking task information  
5) checking understanding - Can I just check, so far, we’ve agreed that we’ll tackle the 
water quality issue first. Is that right? 
6) supporting people - Well said, [NAME].  
  
Neutral: 
1) lightening the mood 
2) giving personal information - Yeah, I actually grew up in… 
3) supporting ideas  
 
---- 
  
20/80 Agentic/Communal Confederate-2 agentic behaviors, 8 communal behaviors, 
1 neutral behavior 
  
Agentic: 
1) shutting out 
2) proposing procedures - But I do think we should focus on water quality first. 
3) proposing ideas 
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4) giving task information/facts - That would allow farmers to continue using drain pipes 
as usual, while still protecting the environment using a low-cost resource. 
5) disagreeing 
6) defending/attacking 
  
Communal: 
1) bringing in - What do you think, [NAME]?  
2) building - Yeah, and we could start by setting up a meeting with the Department of 
Natural Resources. 
3) seeking personal information - Ah, okay, I’ve heard about this. How do you both know 
so much about farming? Did you grow up in California?  
4) seeking task information - How do you think we should go about doing that?  
5) checking understanding - Wait, what do you mean by ‘the nitrate issue’?  
6) supporting people - Okay, I think there’s value in thinking about what both of you 
have said.  
7) seeking task information - Sure. Does the end of the day tomorrow work for you? 
8) building - Yes, and after we finalize the design, we can develop [NAME’S] earlier 
water demand idea by researching other potential water sources in the region.  
  
Neutral:  
1) lightening the mood 
2) giving personal information 
3) supporting ideas - Agreed. 
 
---- 
  
60/40 Agentic/Communal Confederate-6 agentic behaviors, 4 communal behaviors, 
1 neutral behavior 
  
Agentic: 
1) shutting out - Anyway, I agree that we need to address the nitrate problem.  
2) proposing procedures - Oh, I know! We could develop a new kind of fertilizer. 
3) proposing ideas - But I think we also need to discuss alternatives to groundwater for 
irrigation. 
4) giving task information/facts - Well the excess nitrogen from fertilizers that farmers 
use on their crops converts to nitrates, which then seep into groundwater, lakes…  
5) disagreeing - I don’t agree that we need to focus 100% on water quality. 
6) defending/attacking - I say if we go big or go home. But if [NAME] wants to think 
small, I guess that’s fine.  
  
Communal: 
1) bringing in 
2) building - One way to do that would be to create trenches filled with wood chips.  
3) seeking personal information - Did you too, [NAME]?  
4) seeking task information - Do you have a contact with the Department?  
5) checking understanding 
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6) supporting people - Huh, that’s actually a pretty good idea, [NAME].  
  
Neutral: 
1) lightening the mood 
2) giving personal information - Yeah, Santa Barbara. 
3) supporting ideas 
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Appendix D 
 

Study 2 Survey 
 

Q1 Consent Form for Participation in Research      
 
Principal Investigator:         
Mikki Hebl   
Department of Psychology, Rice University MS – 25   
6100 Main Street   
Houston, TX 77005   
hebl@rice.edu      
 
Faculty Advisor: Mikki Hebl      

 
Other Investigator(s): Abby Corrington  
________________________________________________________________________  
    
Purpose of This Research   
This study is part of a research program that seeks to examine personnel decision-making 
in work settings and, in particular, how people combine different sources and types of 
information when evaluating others.      
 
Procedures   
Your participation is likely to take 5-10 minutes. In this questionnaire, we would like you 
to view a team discussion. Then, you will be asked several questions regarding your 
reactions to what you saw. Lastly, you will be asked to indicate some information about 
yourself.      
 
Before you continue past this page, please ensure that you are in a quiet place, as 
you will be viewing a video that contains audio. We recommend using headphones.      
 
Risks and Benefits   
There are no known or anticipated risks or discomforts associated with participating in 
this research. We realize that you may not have all the information that you need to make 
evaluations, but we would like you to try your best to complete this from the materials 
you have been given and your knowledge. In addition, you will be debriefed about the 
particular purpose of the experiment after your participation. If you feel that any 
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questions evoke stress in any way, please know that there is a toll-free 24/7/365 crisis 
hotline you can call at 1-800-273-8255.      
 
Benefits   
There are no direct, personal benefits from participating in this study; however, your 
participation should enhance your understanding of how psychological research is 
conducted and will contribute to the scientific knowledge of organizational behavior.      
 
Confidentiality   
By participating in the study, you understand and agree that Rice University may be 
required to disclose your consent form, data, and other personally identifiable 
information as required by law, regulation, subpoena, or court order. Otherwise, neither 
your name nor information that could identify you personally will be used in the data 
analysis and publication/presentation of this study. Your identity will be kept confidential 
by members of the research group, and only members of the research group will view the 
data collected. After the publication of the research, the unidentifiable data will be 
archived.      
 
Rights   
Please understand that your participation in this research is voluntary and that you are 
free to withdraw your consent and discontinue participation in the research at any time 
without any penalties or loss of benefits to which you might otherwise be entitled. The 
Principal Investigator may at his/her discretion remove you from the study for any of a 
number of reasons. In such an event, you will not suffer any penalty or loss of benefits or 
rights to which you might otherwise be entitled.      
 
Right to Ask Questions and Contact Information    
If you have questions, please feel free to contact Mikki Hebl at hebl@rice.edu. For 
questions about your rights as a research participant; to discuss problems, concerns, or 
suggestions related to the research; or to obtain information or offer input about the 
research, you should contact the Compliance Administrator at Rice University at 
irb@rice.edu, or 713-348-3586.          
 
Voluntary Consent   
By continuing on with the survey (selecting "Yes" below), you are indicating that you are 
at least 18 years old, have read and understood this consent form, and agree to participate 
in this research study. 

o Yes  

o No  
 
Skip To: End of Survey If Consent Form for Participation in Research   Principal 
Investigator:         Mikki Hebl Departmen... = No 
End of Block: Consent 

 
Start of Block: Instructions 



66	
	

 
Q69 On the following page, you will view a short (~2-minute) video of several engineers 
discussing a high-priority work project. Please do your best to imagine yourself as the 
supervisor of this team. You will be evaluating the performance.  
    
There is one focal engineer we would like you to pay particular attention to, and this 
engineer will be indicated with a red arrow.   
    
To ensure that you have actually listened fully to the video, we will be asking you five 
questions about the content and/or the focal engineer you are being directed to focus on.   
    
After viewing the video, you will respond to a series of questions regarding this focal 
engineer. Finally, you will be asked to indicate some information about yourself.   
    
Before you continue past this page, please ensure that you are in a quiet place, as you will 
be viewing a video that contains audio. We recommend using headphones.   
    
Remember, you are supposed to focus particular attention on the engineer to whom 
the arrow is pointing.   
 
End of Block: Instructions 

 
Start of Block: Videos 
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Q139  
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Q141  
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Q143  
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Q145  

 
 
 



71	
	

Q147  
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Q149  
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Q151  
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Q153  
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Q155  
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Q157  
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Q159  
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Q161  

 
 
 
End of Block: Videos 

 
Start of Block: Manipulation Checks 
 
Q125 What was the conversation about? 
________________________________________________________________ 
________________________________________________________________ 
________________________________________________________________ 
________________________________________________________________ 
________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
 
Q126 What is one piece of information that the focal engineer added to the 
conversation? 
________________________________________________________________ 
________________________________________________________________ 
________________________________________________________________ 
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________________________________________________________________ 
________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
 
Q127 What color shirt was the focal engineer wearing? 
________________________________________________________________ 
________________________________________________________________ 
________________________________________________________________ 
________________________________________________________________ 
________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
 
Q128 On which side of the table was the focal engineer sitting? 
________________________________________________________________ 
________________________________________________________________ 
________________________________________________________________ 
________________________________________________________________ 
________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
 
Q129 What was the focal engineer's name? 
________________________________________________________________ 
________________________________________________________________ 
________________________________________________________________ 
________________________________________________________________ 
________________________________________________________________ 
 
End of Block: Manipulation Checks 

 
Start of Block: Contributions 
 
Q88 When answering the questions that follow, please imagine that you are the 
supervisor of the engineering team whose conversation you just viewed.  
 
 
 
Q133  
Please indicate the extent to which you agree with the following statements. 
 
Remember: focal engineer refers to the individual in the video who was indicated with a 
red arrow. 
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Q87 Imagine that you have 100 points to divide amongst this team based on each team 
member's contributions. For example, if each team member contributed equally, you 
would give each team member 33 points.   
    
How many points would you give to the focal engineer? 
 
 
 
 

 0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 
 

# of points out of 100 
 

 
 
 
 
Q85 The focal engineer contributed a lot to the discussion. 

o Strongly disagree  

o Disagree  

o Somewhat disagree  

o Neither agree nor disagree  

o Somewhat agree  

o Agree  

o Strongly agree  
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Q86 The focal engineer added value to the discussion. 

o Strongly disagree  

o Disagree  

o Somewhat disagree  

o Neither agree nor disagree  

o Somewhat agree  

o Agree  

o Strongly agree  
 
End of Block: Contributions 

 
Start of Block: Overall Evaluations 
 
Q90  
Please indicate the extent to which you agree with the following statements. 
 
Remember: focal engineer refers to the individual in the video who was indicated with a 
red arrow. 
 
 
 
Q92 The focal engineer was very effective overall. 

o Strongly disagree  

o Disagree  

o Somewhat disagree  

o Neither agree nor disagree  

o Somewhat agree  

o Agree  

o Strongly agree  
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Q100 The focal engineer is successful in their organization. 

o Strongly disagree  

o Disagree  

o Somewhat disagree  

o Neither agree nor disagree  

o Somewhat agree  

o Agree  

o Strongly agree  
 
 
 
Q93 The focal engineer has a lot of potential to excel in their career. 

o Strongly disagree  

o Disagree  

o Somewhat disagree  

o Neither agree nor disagree  

o Somewhat agree  

o Agree  

o Strongly agree  
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Q94 I would want to keep the focal engineer in my organization. 

o Strongly disagree  

o Disagree  

o Somewhat disagree  

o Neither agree nor disagree  

o Somewhat agree  

o Agree  

o Strongly agree  
 
End of Block: Overall Evaluations 

 
Start of Block: Leadership Potential 
 
Q134  
Please indicate the extent to which you agree with the following statements. 
 
Remember: focal engineer refers to the individual in the video who was indicated with a 
red arrow. 
 
 
 
Q101 The focal engineer would be an effective manager. 

o Strongly disagree  

o Disagree  

o Somewhat disagree  

o Neither agree nor disagree  

o Somewhat agree  

o Agree  

o Strongly agree  
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Q103 The focal engineer is a leader. 

o Strongly disagree  

o Disagree  

o Somewhat disagree  

o Neither agree nor disagree  

o Somewhat agree  

o Agree  

o Strongly agree  
 
 
 
Q102 The focal engineer has a lot of leadership potential. 

o Strongly disagree  

o Disagree  

o Somewhat disagree  

o Neither agree nor disagree  

o Somewhat agree  

o Agree  

o Strongly agree  
 
End of Block: Leadership Potential 

 
Start of Block: Career Opportunity Recommendations 
 
Q136  
Please indicate the extent to which you agree with the following statements. 
 
Remember: focal engineer refers to the individual in the video who was indicated with a 
red arrow. 
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Q106 I would recommend placing the focal engineer on the ‘fast track’. 

o Strongly disagree  

o Disagree  

o Somewhat disagree  

o Neither agree nor disagree  

o Somewhat agree  

o Agree  

o Strongly agree  
 
 
 
Q109 There is one highly prestigious upper-level position available to these engineers. I 
would recommend placing the focal engineer in this prestigious upper-level position. 

o Strongly disagree  

o Disagree  

o Somewhat disagree  

o Neither agree nor disagree  

o Somewhat agree  

o Agree  

o Strongly agree  
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Q110 I would nominate the focal engineer for a high-profile project where they would 
receive significant exposure to company executives. 

o Strongly disagree  

o Disagree  

o Somewhat disagree  

o Neither agree nor disagree  

o Somewhat agree  

o Agree  

o Strongly agree  
 
End of Block: Career Opportunity Recommendations 

 
Start of Block: Compensation Recommendations 
 
Q104 What salary would you recommend for the focal engineer? 

o $78,370 - $81,370  

o $81,371 - $84,371  

o $84,372 - $87,372  

o $87,373 - $90,373  

o $90,374 - $93,374  

o $93,375 - $96,375  
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Q108 How likely would you be to recommend a salary increase for the focal engineer? 

o Strongly disagree  

o Disagree  

o Somewhat disagree  

o Neither agree nor disagree  

o Somewhat agree  

o Agree  

o Strongly agree  
 
 
 
Q107 How likely would you be to recommend a performance bonus for the 
focal engineer? 

o Strongly disagree  

o Disagree  

o Somewhat disagree  

o Neither agree nor disagree  

o Somewhat agree  

o Agree  

o Strongly agree  
 
End of Block: Compensation Recommendations 

 
Start of Block: Written Feedback 
 
Q96 Please provide additional written performance feedback you would give to the 
focal engineer -- as their supervisor -- in the box below. 
________________________________________________________________ 
________________________________________________________________ 
________________________________________________________________ 
________________________________________________________________ 
________________________________________________________________ 
 
End of Block: Written Feedback 

 
Start of Block: Rank Order 
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Q97 If you had to rank order each of the three team members based on their overall 
effectiveness, how would you rank the focal engineer? 

o First  

o Second  

o Third  
 
End of Block: Rank Order 

 
Start of Block: Demographics 
 
Q131 Demographic Questions 
 
 
This survey is almost complete. Please fill out the information below. All information 
will be kept confidential, and there is no way we can determine your identity from the 
information below. 
 
 

 
 
Q4 What is your age? 
________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
 
Q78 Please indicate which of the following best describes your gender. 

o Male  

o Female  

o Non-Binary  

o My gender is: ________________________________________________ 
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Q8 What is your racial or ethnic background? (Select all that apply) 

▢ White/Caucasian  

▢ Black/African American  

▢ American Indian/Alaskan Native  

▢ Asian/Asian American  

▢ Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander  

▢ Hispanic, Latino/a, or Spanish origin  

▢ Middle Eastern or North African  

▢ Other (please specify) 
________________________________________________ 
 
 
 
Q122 Have you had any experience supervising others? If yes, how many years? 

o No  

o Yes (Please enter the number of years of experience you have supervising others 
below) ________________________________________________ 
 
 
 
Q123 Have you had any experience hiring others? If yes, how many years? 

o No  

o Yes (Please enter the number of years of experience you have hiring others 
below) ________________________________________________ 
 
 
 
Q124 Are you an MBA student? 

o No  

o Yes  
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Q150 If you are an MBA student, what is the name of your school? 
________________________________________________________________ 
________________________________________________________________ 
________________________________________________________________ 
________________________________________________________________ 
________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
 
Q133 Please specify your highest level of education (Completed): 

o No schooling completed  

o Nursery school to 8th grade  

o Some high school, no diploma  

o High school graduate, diploma or the equivalent (GED)  

o Some college, no degree  

o Trade/technical/vocational training  

o Associate degree  

o Bachelor's degree  

o Master's degree  

o Master of Business Administration (MBA)  

o Doctorate degree  

o Other ________________________________________________ 
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Q135 What is your marital status? 

o Single, never married  

o Married or domestic partnership  

o Widowed  

o Divorced  

o Separated  

o Other ________________________________________________ 
 
End of Block: Demographics 

 
Start of Block: Recruitment 
 
Q80 If someone invited you to complete this questionnaire, please enter their name here. 
________________________________________________________________ 
 
End of Block: Recruitment 

 
Start of Block: Debrief 
 
Q84 Thank you for participation. The purpose of this study was to examine how people 
perceive men's and women's contributions in a team setting, based on how agentic (e.g., 
dominant, assertive) versus communal (e.g., interpersonally sensitive, friendly) their 
behaviors are. 
                  
We thank you so much for taking part in this research. If you would like any information 
about the results of the study once it is completed or would like to ask any questions 
about this research, feel free to contact Abby Corrington at arc3@rice.edu or the 
Principal Investigator on this project, Mikki Hebl, at hebl@rice.edu. 
 
 
 
Q86 You are done with the questionnaire! Thank you VERY MUCH for the time and 
effort you spent completing it.  
 
 
 
PLEASE CONTINUE ON TO THE NEXT PAGE FOR YOUR DATA TO BE SAVED! 
 
End of Block: Debrief 

 
 
 


