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Abstract: The concept of the ‘glass ceiling’ represents the significant barriers that women face in
climbing the corporate hierarchy, but recently, the focus has shifted to the ‘broken bottom rung’,
where women are bypassed for initial leadership roles. This paper investigates the impact of gender
on performance evaluations, particularly female-to-female peer ratings, which are critical to career
progression. Our study tested three hypotheses about the disparity in female allyship within profes-
sional contexts. Participants (N = 160) from psychology classes in 2018–2019 evaluated their peers in
project teams using five ITPMetrics measures. Contrary to previous research suggesting that women
receive more critical evaluations than men, this study found no evidence supporting such bias. How-
ever, it revealed that women scored higher in process-based skills rather than outcome-based skills,
aligning with role congruity theory and the notion of gendered skills. These findings highlight the
need for further research into female peer evaluations and their impact on career advancement. This
study challenges assumptions about women’s roles in the workplace and advocates for organizations
reconsidering the emphasis placed on performance appraisals, proposing alternative assessment
methods to foster more equitable and inclusive professional environments.
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1. Introduction

Emerging from a history of suppression and exclusion, women have shown steady
progress toward equal representation in traditionally male-dominated fields. Despite this
promising trajectory, women are still underrepresented in occupational leadership roles [1].
This has been historically connected to gender beliefs, sex segregation, and overt gender
discrimination, with the literature continuing to show evidence of unequal opportunities
and exclusion in organizations [2–4]. In connection with the findings of these studies, it is
evident that the gender beliefs and stereotypes held by society penetrate the workforce,
acting as barriers preventing women from assuming leadership positions [5].

There are promotional discrepancies between men and women, with just 38% of first-
level managerial positions being occupied by women, despite comparable numbers of men
and women at entering the workforce [6]. These first-level leadership positions act as the
bottom rung on the corporate ladder, providing the foundation for career advancement.
Thus, this disparity greatly impacts women’s ability to move toward top-level C-suite
positions. Without equal representation from the bottom up, women will continue to be
underrepresented in high-ranking roles.

By repairing this bottom rung and focusing on greater inclusion efforts, we have
the potential to instigate organizational change, generating momentum to propel women
toward highly sought-after, top-ranking managerial positions. To achieve this, attention
must be given to understanding the obstacles preventing women from assuming first-
level leadership roles. Capable and competent female employees are often overlooked for
promotions, with the few who are offered managerial roles facing harsher performance
reviews and evaluations than their male counterparts [7]. Standing in the way of equal
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representation are the risks posed by unconscious biases. The presence of these biases
often remains hidden while their impact is simultaneously made visible. While there is
substantial evidence to support this ideology, there may be more to the story. Attention
is beginning to be paid to the role that women themselves may play in perpetuating
inequalities cast by gender stereotypes and biases in the workplace.

The rise of feminism caused a paradigm shift, progressing society socially, culturally,
and professionally. According to William O’Neill’s 1989 book Feminism in America: A
History, there was a rapid growth in the number of women employed in the workforce, from
representing just one-sixth of workers in 1890 to representing one-third of all employees by
1950 [8]. Women have continued to make professional progress and are being recognized for
their potential to have great authority and influence as a collective, especially to empower
other women [9,10]. The social phenomenon of ‘women supporting women’ is now far-
reaching and integral to the female identity. The media have described this as the ‘Power
of Pack’, a term recently coined in Forbes magazine [11].

Though it is encouraging, this phenomenon does not appear to successfully translate
to the workplace. Instead, it seems that the bond created by the shared female identity
evaporates in professional environments and the script is flipped. The same women
who are allies outside of the workplace suddenly become threatening within it. This
can be seen in the distancing of female leaders from their female subordinates, known
as the ‘Queen Bee’ phenomenon, which undermines the mentorship potential of female
coworkers [12]. Though women have the potential to harness the power of allyship in
a professional environment, creating opportunities for each other to move up the ladder
toward positions of influence, it seems that the prospect of collaborative, mutually beneficial
success is upset by outdated social ideology and cognitive biases. The disconnect between
social and professional allyship is alarming and may cause opportunities for cooperation,
collaboration, and mentorship to fade. If rivalry and competition continue within this
historically marginalized group, the professional progress of women could be set back
by decades.

While this is alarming in any context, its impact is particularly potent following the
COVID-19 pandemic. As working environments evolve to suit a post-pandemic world,
greater emphasis is being placed on flexibility, adaptivity, and creativity. To capture these
specific skill sets at play, 360-degree peer ratings and performance reviews are crucial.
360-degree evaluations are designed to assess a ratee’s performance against measures rele-
vant to their role, obtaining the feedback from those in positions above, below, and in line
with the ratee. Originally, these 360-degree feedback processes were used solely for the pur-
pose of managerial development, but they have recently been adopted by organizations as
performance management mechanisms [13]. Now, more than ever, these evaluation systems
will determine promotion eligibility and consideration for leadership positions. Though
their importance is evident, research suggests these evaluation systems capture cognitive
biases, inhibiting an accurate evaluation process. Research summarized by the authors of
The Handbook of Strategic 360 Feedback caution against using these tools for anything beyond
development, including for promotions [14]. Despite this, organizations are still relying on
360-degree performance appraisals and reviews to determine promotion eligibility.

There is substantial evidence to show that women receive harsher ratings than their
male counterparts, despite exhibiting comparable competence, particularly in industries
that are not aligned with the social expectations of the female identity [7,15]. Prejudice
against women is especially pronounced when raters perceive incongruity between female
gender roles and a woman’s professional role, with women receiving lower evaluations as
occupants of leadership positions, as supported by the findings of one study [16]. Further,
results from the same study showed that behavior associated with these leadership roles
is perceived less favorably when performed by a woman compared to a man. Consider-
ing the overarching findings of these studies, the discrepancy between male and female
peer-evaluation systems is apparent. Thus, prejudice assessment tools emerge as one
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obstacle preventing women from reaching top-ranking positions at the same rate as their
male coworkers.

However, the explanation for this could go beyond traditional gender stereotypes and
biases. It may be that women are each other’s own worst critics. Instead of the allyship
maintained in social settings, perceptions of threat, competition, and rivalry in professional
settings may be reflected in intra-gender ratings. That is, it may be that women rate women
more harshly than men rate women.

The differential ratings caused by gender-based biases are well supported in the
current literature. One study showed that of the 46% of participants who claimed to have
a preference for the gender of their boss, men were favored by more than a 2:1 ratio [17].
Interestingly, the same study found that male workers judged their female bosses more
favorably, whereas female workers judged their male bosses more favorably. Though
this research provides robust evidence to support partiality toward male leaders, there
is considerably less evidence to suggest why women in particular show a preference
for male bosses over fellow women. Few studies concentrate on relationship dynamics
between women at the peer level or in a team context. It is apparent that more research
is needed to explore whether intra-gender peer ratings reveal patterns that are consistent
with role congruity theory, in which positive evaluations are ascribed to those who behave
in alignment with their socially prescribed roles, and the Queen Bee phenomenon [16,18].
Assumptions that women will align themselves with other women may be prohibitive to
observing the harmful reality that this misalignment is causing for the career progression
of women as a collective. The results of this study have the potential to provide important
insights into the barriers that women face that potentially prevent them from assuming
highly sought-after, top-ranking managerial positions.

With the above in mind, the purpose of this study is to observe the relationship
between gender and peer ratings, particularly those characterized by female-to-female
evaluations. This paper aims to explore whether the peer assessment scores of male and
female students significantly differ from each other, revealing how the rater’s gender
may act as a moderator in peer evaluations. The gendering of skills in society has led
to the perception of specific traits being aligned with either male or female identities.
Building from the theoretical foundation of role congruity theory, gender-assigned skills
are rooted in behaviors aligned with each gender’s socially prescribed roles. As previously
mentioned, role congruity theory explains that positive perceptions and evaluations of
people occur when their characteristics and behaviors are consistent with those of their
socially prescribed roles [16,18]. In the context of women in the workplace, this theory
manifests as less favorable perceptions of women compared to their male counterparts in
terms of their performance, ability, and potential, due to inconsistencies with social beliefs
about a woman’s roles [16]. The effects of role congruity theory cause a misalignment
between the identities held by women and the identities of those in the workplace, especially
those in leadership positions. Women are socialized to be passive, whereas leaders often
need to be active and dominate in an environment. This incongruity prevents women from
being seen as having the potential to be successful in male-dominated fields or assume these
positions of leadership. This study explores how a ratee’s gender evokes high or low ratings
in categories supported by, and opposed to, their gender orientation, that is, the observation
of higher ratings for women in process-based skills, such as communication or organization,
and the inflation of male ratings in outcome-based skills, including knowledge and problem
solving. Each of these research questions connects back to the intention of this paper, which
is to interrupt current assumptions about women in the workplace so that more appropriate
measures may be considered to create equitable and inclusive professional environments.

2. Theoretical Background and Hypothesis Rationale

Socially, women are perceived as more passive, sensitive, and introverted, rewarded
for being compliant and polite compared to their dominant, assertive male counterparts [19].
These socially ascribed personality dimensions influence women’s behavior in professional
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environments, explained by the internalization of gender roles, as reinforced by role
congruity theory. This theoretical background leads to the first hypothesis:

Hypothesis 1. Female team members receive harsher team ratings than their male team members,
resulting in lower overall average scores for female participants compared to their male counterparts.

If it is supported by data from this study and other research, then this hypothesis will
cast light on the obstacles faced by women at work. Female employees may experience
harsher ratings than their male counterparts, potentially due to the influence of other
women. The ‘Queen Bee’ phenomenon describes efforts by women in leadership positions
to distance themselves from female subordinates to integrate into male-dominated orga-
nizations [12]. This phenomenon, coined in 1973 [20], is a response to the social identity
threat, where negative stereotypes about one’s group affect performance [21,22]. Women
may give harsher appraisals to female peers, hindering their advancement. This behavior
contradicts the call for workplace solidarity [23].

Further, this behavior disrupts the potential for women to be allies to each other. The
journey toward a top-ranking position is steep and challenging for all women, but there
is an apparent lack of allyship despite this [24]. Without this allyship, women may view
each other as competitors rather than partners. This dynamic could contribute to harsher
performance appraisals among women, satisfying a protection instinct against perceived
threats. Therefore, the second hypothesis of this paper hones in on female-to-female
peer ratings:

Hypothesis 2. Female team members rate their fellow female peers more harshly than male team
members rate their female peers.

Here, the gender of the ratee serves as a moderator that changes the relationship
between gender of the rater and peer evaluation. Building upon previous studies and the
aforementioned hypothesis, Table 1 presents the expected results of peer ratings, highlight-
ing the interaction between the gender of raters and ratees.

Table 1. Expected results for peer ratings relating to ratee/rater gender interaction.

Ratee

Rater

Female Male

Female Lowest Rating
(<M)

Mean Rating
(=M)

Male Mean Rating
(=M)

Highest Rating
(>M)

However, the discrepancies between male and female performance appraisals are
much more nuanced. Peer ratings reveal patterns of gender-based socialization at work,
further manifesting inequities. Through institutional and cultural socialization, particular
traits, qualities, and skills are deemed to be more closely aligned with either female or
male identities [3]. These authors show how gender segregation and stereotypes illustrate
the potential strength of cultural beliefs to determine the ‘gendering’ of particular skills.
These patterns are evident in the workplace, particularly in male-dominated occupations,
where men are expected to assume leadership roles, while women are often appointed to
supportive roles. A recent study highlighted the mark left by these stereotypical views
in corporate environments, reflected in compensation gaps and evaluations of female
leaders [25].

Gendered skill attribution can be traced back to social beliefs about the nurturing
nature of women versus the analytic, quantitative abilities of men. Role congruity theory ex-
plains societal expectations for women to excel in nurturing communication and relational
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skills, while research shows an aversion to aggression, competition, and risk-taking behav-
iors among women [26–28]. Conversely, social expectations for men champion aggressive,
competitive, and risk-taking behaviors, aligning the male identity with impressions of
dominance, ambition, and agency [29,30]. In the workplace, role congruity theory suggests
that women are more strongly associated with process-based skills, such as relational
management and communication, whereas men are linked with outcome-based skills, like
leadership and analytic abilities. In connection with the previous hypotheses, the third
hypothesis of this paper is as follows:

Hypothesis 3. Female team members will be rated higher in process-based skills than in outcome-
based skills.

According to the measures used in this study, process-based skills correspond to
ratings in commitment, communication, and emphasis of high standards, and outcome-
based skill ratings are built on the foundation of knowledge and focus. To summarize,
Figure 1 illustrates our theoretical model; specifically, the gender of the ratee may influence
both process- and outcome-based skill ratings, and this relationship is further moderated
by the gender of the rater.
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3. Method
3.1. Procedure

Data from this study were collected from semester-long team projects at a university
on the Eastern Coast of the United States (2018–2019). These projects required teams to
lead discussions and present topics, with smaller deliverables due throughout the semester,
culminating in a final presentation. After the completion of the team project, students
participated in the Individual and Team Performance (ITP) Metrics Survey by Dr. Thomas
O’Neill [31]. This online assessment (itpmetrics.com) provides instructions to each team to
anonymously rate their peers in five key teamwork competencies (see Table 2 for details).
The survey uses a round-robin rating system, where each student rates themselves and
their team members multiple times, similar to a study on peer ratings and citizenship
behavior [32]. To prevent grade-related bias, data were collected before releasing grades.
Peer ratings impacted final grades, simulating 360-degree feedback in professional settings.
Personal data, except for gender, were anonymized before analysis.
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Table 2. ITP Peer Rating Measures.

Construct Items

Commitment

Takes on a fair share of the team’s work.
Demonstrates commitment to the team’s work.
Prepared for team meetings.
Keeps deadlines and delivers complete, accurate work.

Communication

Communicates clearly and shares information.
Exchanges information with teammates in a timely manner.
Asks teammates for feedback and uses their suggestions.
Seeks appropriate team input before taking action.

Capabilities
Acquires new skills or knowledge to improve the team’s performance.
Learns about other teammates’ tasks and roles.
Has sufficient knowledge, skills, and abilities to excel in the team’s activities.

Standards

Encourages and motivates the team.
Expresses a belief that the team can do excellent work.
Believes that the team will achieve high standards.
Cares about the quality of the team’s work.

Focus
Monitors conditions affecting the team and notices problems.
Giving teammates specific, timely, and constructive feedback.
Helps the team plan and organize work and anticipates issues.

3.2. Participants

Peer ratings were collected from nine classes (seven graduate and two undergraduate
courses) over two years. Graduate classes included six first-semester mandatory courses
and one elective. The total sample comprised 56 teams of three to four members each,
averaging 6 teams per class. Students rated themselves and each peer, resulting in 647 indi-
vidual rating sets, with an average of 3 ratings per ratee, corresponding to 198 raters. After
excluding 78 ratings due to incomplete data, 160 raters remained: 95 female and 65 male
raters. Exclusions included 18 female raters (28 sets), 10 male raters (14 sets), 4 raters
identifying as none, and 6 raters who left their gender blank, each due to incomplete ratings
or missing ratee gender information.

3.3. Measures

Team members rated each other in five dimensions on a Likert-type five-point scale.
Responses were scaled from (1) ‘to no extent’ to (5) ‘a great extent’. Ratees were also given
the opportunity to opt out of giving a numerical rating and instead select ‘not familiar
with team member’s behavior’. These peer ratings were conducted against five measures
adapted from the key teamwork competencies of the ITP Metrics Survey: commitment,
communication, capabilities, standards, and focus [33]. For each ratee, an average of their scores
in each of these measures was calculated to be used in the analyses.

The first dimension focuses on a team member’s commitment to the team’s work.
The communication measure assesses how well a student connected and conversed with
their peers. Capabilities refer to the strength of team members’ foundation of knowledge,
skills, and abilities. The standards measure addresses a team member’s emphasis on high
standards, targeting the level of motivation, execution, and quality of contribution exhibited
throughout the project. Finally, the focus measure assesses how well a student was able to
keep the team on track toward meeting set goals. Each category was broken down into
three or four specific behaviors, according to the ITP Metrics tool, which were given to
students to use to rate their team members. Table 2 describes the rating sets provided to
each participant in the survey.

Though ratees were scored against each of the behaviors within the five dimensions, an
average score was given per measure. That is, a score for communication was calculated from
the average ratings given to each of the behaviors within this category. Thus, individual
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reliability ratings could not be calculated for this study. However, support for the reliability
of these measures was found in previous studies using the ratings of 30,486 raters, many of
which included student teams in higher education, as well as some industry teams [34].

In connection with Hypothesis 3, the five measures were grouped into outcome-based
or process-based skills. Outcome-based skills refer to those orientated toward the product
of a task, whereas process-based skills refer to behaviors essential to the progress toward or
procedure of completing a task. The behaviors outlined in the standards and capabilities
measures are connected to outcome-based skills. Capabilities and standards indicate greater
focus on the result of a project and thus were grouped together. Communication, commitment,
and focus are more closely aligned with process-based skills, demonstrating behaviors that
are orientated toward making progress toward an outcome rather than generating the
outcome itself. For the items assigned to each measure according to the ITP Metrics survey,
Table 3 depicts the skill groupings.

Table 3. Measures Categorized into Outcome-Based and Process-Based Skills.

Outcome-Based Process-Based

Measures Capabilities
Standards

Communication
Commitment

Focus

3.4. Data Analysis

Peer rating scores were sorted into three datasets prior to analysis. The first set
included the ratee’s gender and corresponding average calculated from their scores against
all five measures. This dataset was used during analyses to test Hypothesis 1 in this paper.
To test this hypothesis, an independent samples t-test was performed to compare the overall
mean score for female participants to that of male participants. An average was taken from
scores in each of the five measures per student to give an overall performance score, which
was included in the analysis. All 160 participants were included in this analysis (n = 160),
with 95 being female, and 65 male. The second dataset included a similar average taken
from each measure; however, it included only the scores for the female participants in the
study, as well as the corresponding gender of the rater responsible for assigning these scores.
The outcomes for these female participants were used to test Hypothesis 2. To test this,
another independent samples t-test was conducted. The analysis compared the average
rating score that female participants received from their male peers to the average rating
score that men received from their female peers. The ratings of all 95 female participants
were included in this analysis. In total, 55 male participants and 40 female participants
rated the 95 female team members, with female self-ratings excluded from this analysis.
The final dataset used to conduct analyses connected to Hypothesis 3 included the gender
of the ratee, as well as individual scores for each of the five measures for all 160 participants.
To test Hypothesis 3, a two-way mixed ANOVA test was performed. From these data,
an average score was calculated for each participant relating to the process-based and
outcome-based skill groupings.

4. Results

Hypothesis 1 predicted that female team members would receive harsher team ratings
than male team members. That is, female participants would garner lower overall average
scores compared to the overall average scores of male participants. Evidence was not found
to support this hypothesis. Female team members were not rated more harshly (M = 4.46,
SD = 0.48) compared to their male counterparts (M = 4.38, SD = 0.63), t(158) = 0.82, p = 0.21,
Cohen’s d = 0.55. Therefore, it cannot be concluded that any difference exists between the
ratings of male and female participants in this study.

Hypothesis 2 theorized that female team members would rate their fellow female
peers more harshly than male team members would rate their female peers. Similarly,
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evidence was not found to support this hypothesis. Female team members did not receive
significantly lower ratings from their female peers (M = 4.37, SD = 0.46) than from their
male peers (M = 4.41, SD = 0.72), t(93) = 0.34, p = 0.37, Cohen’s d = 0.62. Thus, there
is insufficient evidence to conclude that female team members rate other female team
members differently than their male counterparts (see Table 4).

Table 4. Descriptive Statistics of Peer Ratings in Male and Female Team Members.

Gender of Ratee

Rater Gender

Female

M SD Min. Max.

Male (n = 55) 4.41 0.72 1.8 5

Female (n = 40) 4.37 0.46 2.8 5

Total 4.39 0.59 1.8 5

Finally, Hypothesis 3 expected female team members to be rated highly in process-
based skills than in outcome-based skills. According to the measures used in this study,
this corresponds to high ratings in commitment, communication, and emphasis of high
standards, and low ratings in the foundation of knowledge and focus. The results indicated
there was no significant main effect of skill on overall scores (F (1,158) = 2.99, p = 0.086,
η2

p = 0.19). However, there was a significant interaction between skill and gender in terms
of average scores (F (1,158) = 8.41, p = 0.004, η2

p = 0.51), such that male team members
scored higher in skills that were outcome-based and female team members scored higher in
skills that were process-based (see Figure 2). For this test, the assumption of homogeneity
of variances was not met. This is further explored in the discussion of the limitations of
the study.
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Figure 2. Average Scores of Male and Female Participants in Outcome- and Process-Based Skills.

On average, participants scored higher in process-based skills (M = 4.49, SD = 0.45)
compared to outcome-based skills (M = 4.42, SD = 0.44). A further breakdown of these
categories showed that for outcome-based skills, the average scores of male participants
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(M = 4.42, SD = 0.56) and female participants (M = 4.42, SD = 0.34) were extremely close.
However, for process-based skills, female participants scored slightly higher (M = 4.55,
SD = 0.33) than male participants (M = 4.39, SD = 0.57). While male participants scored
higher in outcome-based skills (M = 4.42) than in process-based skills (M = 4.39), female
participants showed the opposite pattern, scoring higher in process-based skills (M = 4.55)
compared to outcome-based skills (M = 4.42), showing support for Hypothesis 3 and role
congruity theory (see Table 5).

Table 5. Descriptive Statistics for Skill-Based Ratings in Male and Female Participants.

Skills

Gender

Outcome-Based Process-Based

M SD Min. Max. M SD Min. Max.

Male 4.42 0.56 2.63 5 4.39 0.57 2.5 5

Female 4.42 0.34 3.34 5 4.55 0.33 3.66 5

Total 4.42 0.44 2.63 5 4.49 0.45 2.5 5

5. Discussion

This study explored the nature of performance evaluations characterized by rater and
ratee gender in student teams to observe whether ratee gender identity acts as a moder-
ator of the relationship between rater gender and assessment of peers. The hypotheses
particularly directed attention to the dynamics of female-to-female peer ratings, providing
further insights into the relationship between women in teams. Finally, continuing the
research into gendered-skills, this study investigated how a ratee’s gender interacts with
perceptions of their performance in areas aligned with and opposing their gender identity.

More specifically, the results of this study align with previous findings on gender-
based socialization and role congruity theory, revealing nuanced patterns in peer ratings
that reflect institutional and cultural influences. The data show that male participants score
more highly in outcome-based skills compared to process-based skills. Conversely, female
participants scored more highly in process-based skills than in outcome-based skills. This
trend supports the notion that traits and skills are culturally gendered, as articulated by
Donley and Baird [3].

Interestingly, the first two hypotheses were not supported. Despite sufficient evidence
to show gender prejudice in performance appraisals from previous studies [16,18], we did
not have enough evidence to support the idea that female team members would receive
harsher team ratings than their male counterparts or that female team members would
rate their female peers more harshly than male team members. It is possible that a pattern
of lower female ratings was not detected in this study, despite being found in others,
for a few reasons. Firstly, such close overall average scores between male and female
participants suggest that the study’s participant sample may have influenced this particular
pattern of results. Over three quarters of the student data collected were sourced from
graduate classes; therefore, it is important to consider that the participants all had a great
incentive to work hard and perform well to achieve a desired grade. Beyond this, though
the majority of the selected courses were mandatory classes, it is possible that students who
elected to study psychology at the graduate level were already primed to understand rating
biases. Alternatively, it could also be that the strength of gender’s influence is lower among
students compared to other populations, though there is ample evidence in the literature
to suggest that gender biases are still present in college students [35,36]. Considering that
gender biases are expected to exist among students and influence academic peer ratings, it is
likely that these biases were not effectively captured by the assessment measures; thus, they
were not detected among the study’s participants. However, additional research would
need to be conducted to confirm, support, or negate either of these possible explanations.
Further interpretation is discussed in the limitations of this study.
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Furthermore, it is possible that this finding did not support the Queen Bee phe-
nomenon because of the team structure. Participants were not prescribed hierarchical
positions within their teams; thus, there is not the same power dynamic that exists in
settings where the Queen Bee phenomenon is observed. As main effects for these outcome-
based skills, male and female participants had, on average, virtually the same scores.
Interestingly, this was the category predicted to show the most difference. It may be that
the participant sample was biased toward high-achieving students and therefore reflected
high levels of capability and standards. Supported by role congruity theory and stereotype
threat, an alternative explanation is that female participants are indeed bringing in more
knowledge and focus but their ratings are lower than their true performance because they
are being compared against traditional gender roles for outcome-based skills that tend to
favor male versus female participants. In terms of process-based skills, female participants
scored slightly higher than male participants, with a small difference between the two
averages. Considering the participants of the study, the path toward graduate school
requires a high level of self-efficacy and sophistication in process-based skills, particularly
as psychology majors, translating to elevated scores in this category [37,38]. An alternative
explanation could be that men are showing higher levels of process-based skills but women
are being favored due to their nurturing and communal stereotypes.

The findings of this study show an overall pattern that indicates that the gender of
both the rater and ratee is complex in determining peer evaluations, as it relates to a given
skill or category. These null results may provide further evidence for how performance
evaluations are often biased, particularly in ambiguous situations, with women needing
more evidence of competence to be rated equally [39,40]. This suggests that gender acts as
a moderator during the rating process, as shown previously in Figure 1.

5.1. Limitations

Though efforts were made to mitigate the weaknesses and shortcomings of this study,
there are limitations of its design and analyses. In terms of participants, there was an
unequal number of male and female participants in the study. This equates to a gender
breakdown of 59.4% female and 40.6% male. With gender playing such an important role
in the study, a more even breakdown of participants would have been optimal, especially
when determining overall performance ratings in response to Hypothesis 1. Thus, it is
possible that the study’s gender profile could help to explain why effects of previous studies
showing lower ratings in female participants than male participants were not supported by
the results of this study.

As referenced by the results of the Hypothesis 3 analysis, the assumption of homo-
geneity of variances was not met. This indicates that the spreads of the two populations,
i.e., male and female ratees, were not considered equal. As a result, the populations of this
study must be considered heterogeneous. However, ANOVA tests are, by nature, robust
and are not overly influenced by small violations of assumptions. Nevertheless, this is a
limitation of the study.

In addition, regarding limitations in analyses, it is important to note that average
scores were used as the primary data rather than raw scores. Data were collected by
collapsing raw scores for each measure into an average. Considering that these data were
drawn from a series of classes spanning years, it was not possible to locate original raw
scores. Because of this, reliabilities for each of the five measures could not be conducted.
While this is a limitation, the ITP Metrics Assessment tool has been used numerous times
in other studies, with support for the reliability of these measures coming from the scores
of 30,486 raters, as mentioned previously [34].

Continuing to explore the study’s participant sample, a possible limitation arises in
the nature of the teams observed. With the use of student teams rather than employee
teams, it is important to consider the limited extent to which results can be generalized
to a professional setting. Though student teams function similarly to project teams in the
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workplace, their outcomes differ in a few important ways, posing potential obstacles in
extrapolating the findings to this study from an academic environment to a professional one.

The first difference is seen in how the rating system itself is used in conjunction with
the outcomes and rewards of a team. For students, the desired outcome is a certain grade
which many, if not all, students can achieve if they earn it. In a professional environment,
promotions and upward mobility are the desired outcomes of performance appraisals,
in which only a handful of employees will be elevated to a select number of managerial
positions. Therefore, the same competition that exists in a corporate setting is not at play in
a classroom environment. It is plausible that the effects found in this study would be more
pronounced in an environment in which competition is also more pronounced.

The second difference between student and employee teams is related to the nature
of their assembly and timeline. Student teams are often temporary with short lifecycles;
the depth of relationship, trust, and collective efficacy between team members are much
shallower than in an employee team that has worked together over many years or across
many projects. There is also a relational aspect to this limitation. For students, the short
timeline of project teams may influence the amount of attention paid to resolving problems.
For most students, the cost/benefit of addressing an underperforming team member is not
worth the effort, especially without the incentive of future teamwork with this peer [41].
However, for an employee team, resolving conflict is a much higher priority in the interest
of protecting future working relationships.

5.2. Future Research

In response to the limited sample in this study, future research should focus on whether
the results of this paper are replicated in professional working teams. Drawing from the
role congruity theory and Queen Bee phenomenon, both highly applicable to corporate
contexts, a similar analysis of peer ratings with consideration of gender would be important
in advancing our theoretical understandings of gender prejudice.

Alternatively, research focusing on the breakdown of outcome-based and process-
based skills would give further insight into how gendered skills influence peer ratings.
The interaction found between gender and skills suggests that there is a relationship
between a ratee’s gender and their scores in particular skills. However, with some overlap
between the measures and, therefore, skill groupings, as identified previously, further
research is necessary to distinguish between behaviors considered to be more ‘masculine’
or ‘feminine’. A behavioral anchored rating scale (BARS) could be used to observe these
behaviors and compare them to the subjective ratings. The extent to which perception and
real performance converge is important to explore.

Even if the findings of this study showed support for female team members receiving
harsher performance evaluations from their female peers compared to their male peers, the
reasoning behind this phenomenon remains uncertain. It may be that role congruity theory
offers an explanation, specifically, the subsequent incongruity between the female identity
in academic and in professional roles. Alternatively, it may be that women perceive each
other as threats, therefore rating each other more harshly to account for their competition.
As discussed in connection to social identity threat theory, it could also be that women
underperform in response to negative stereotypes about women in the workforce. Beyond
this, it may be that female coworkers who observe this underperformance ascribe lower
peer ratings as a means to distance themselves from women who fulfill these negative
stereotypes. Yet another perspective could argue that this effect is entirely unconscious
and is instead an indication of the cycle of socialization, in which women are socialized
to be more passive, sensitive, and introverted. As an extension, lower female-to-female
ratings could be a result of misalignment between these social female identities and the
measures included in the rating tool. There could be many other alternative explanations
for the results of the study; thus, it is apparent that further research is necessary.
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6. Conclusions

This study contributes to the understanding of gender dynamics at play in 360-degree
feedback assessments, specifically in relation to their influence on the perception of gen-
dered skills. The results showed that male participants tend to score more highly in
outcome-based skills and female participants tend to score more highly in process-based
skills, aligned with the behaviors socially ascribed to the female identity. These patterns
reflect broader cultural and institutional influences consistent with role congruity theory
and gender-based socialization. However, contrary to previous research, we did not find
evidence that female team members receive harsher team ratings or rate their female
peers more harshly. This discrepancy could be due to the unique characteristics of our
sample, such as their academic background and motivation, or the specific context of the
study. Additionally, the absence of hierarchical team structures might have mitigated the
Queen Bee phenomenon. The interaction shown between skill type and gender, specifically
process-based skills, provides a foundation for future research to address the disparity
between female allyship in social and in professional environments.

On a practical level, this paper calls for organizations and educational institutions to
be aware of potential biases in performance evaluations and to develop training programs
that address gender stereotypes. Implementing more structured and objective assessment
criteria could help mitigate these biases. Theoretically, this study supports the notion
that gender-based socialization and role congruity theory play significant roles in shaping
peer evaluations, but it also suggests that these influences may vary depending on the
context and population. Future research is needed to explore these dynamics in different
contexts and to develop more robust ways to capture subtle gender biases in performance
evaluations. Overall, these results underscore the complexity of gender as a factor in peer
evaluations and suggests that biases may not be uniformly present across all settings.
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