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Abstract

Past empirical studies found that gender is one of the important factors that influence
interviewers’ evaluations on interviewees. However, research findings regarding the impact
of interviewer-applicant gender combination on interview evaluation have not been
consistent. To resolve the inconsistency, this study proposed that the relationship between
interviewer-applicant gender combination and interview evaluation is moderated by the
interviewer’s age level. We sampled 218 professors in universities and the results showed
that female interviewers tend to give lower evaluations to female applicants as opposed to
other interviewer-interviewee gender combination when the interviewer was above forty
years old. Our study results evidenced the so-called “queen bee syndrome” existing in a
relatively high age group. However, whether this finding was due to differences across
generations deserves further investigations.

[ Keywords ] queen bee syndrome, gender combination, interview evaluation

215



CEEY CERNVIEES LS R 2 AR S L E T

= =
K= =T ]

HOEE AR B E SRR - AHARFE R EUE R DS E G RE T R B Bl
wE HERERE - A EEE RS aHEMBANT K - 3E - BOERHVE B4
GIEE IR BUEEGR T ESHIEN - ML EEB R EE - B ERE
75 I EEE A ARHRR o 2RI - S@ERMFEIEH - BEVE R TIESE VB AGHE - AlaEE
2R A EHEEFERNS RBIETCE > ME e S EEE N EA R E L (RS
(Dipboye, 1992; Heilman, Kaplow, Amato, and Stathatos, 1993) - tht 2% - FH#E L H At
MR & - Z MR E rTREAG T R EEE SRR EHE - BRI S Staines, Tavris,
and Jayaratne (1974) f Ry " ZZ FIEERT , (Queen Bee Syndrome) ©

TSR EE ) B IEE LIERS bR H B 2R 20 - SR At R4 R T
HIRBEE RS i & - R AR R ) HEZER M B O R RS R EOEE % - A B
G B AT BRSO e AN R R B A 2 M Pt 75 2 S AR AR R R R - DAEOR
AR FEER TAFH RS2 (Johnson and Mathur-Helm, 2011; Thompson, 2012; &[iZ:
320 1996) o BN - TR E AT RE S AR CoAHIRI PR B R FE B HE ARERR R - ARZKAT
REE BUE B B By 50k 5 - #EMAG a2 EEE SRRV E AFHE < fEBISMNER
HUE E IR R - B T B TR (R B B B A E BOE E A - it
AL HE EEFE I UE R A o B E R RS I FThG T HY
I R EE S 8E (RAXAY{E A (Oliphant and Alexander, 1982; Dipboye, 1992; Mathison,
1986; Heilman et al., 1993) -

AW TR Ty 2 MEAE 3 AR I E 28 R FTRELL BB 1 B R R » At (I S (22
KEYFEIRY - B B EEE SR EREE T - WEERSHES IR G ES
BTt & I8 T o R ZEHE RN EE AR - IR AT RE R 20 MR 22 14 Y
BS2 - ARIM - BN AYFE R B BB I TEAG R A H 8 E 78 /7 U B Z MR (R RV A R R B 2
(e.g., BIEESC » 1996 ; FEFTHLEIZ=S2FE - 2004) - AWFICIEEE ATRENVIRAA — » EL -
B L e R R S R IE R A B BEis - LI T E N R DA [ E B A2 2
MEEFE IR« X B A E B G RN 2 DL A E it &t A Y=
SERALETTHE BRI -

FRS BSRAYIEEE - AWFFOERDIRE AT R EFEE S - TET RS ZETRYEE AR
A MR ARG ERER S - 82N - BRI R R AR & R - PIanREE
HANES AT IR B SR EE W EE - AT 2 L ERE BT &tk -
i AR ER R A E T R ) mEkEHE - MIEF BRI =R - K
S R B 2 AT 2 [T AR AU S4B FE AT M FE I S AE BRI 2238 B « BLAN - AR FeiER
SH B F S AT RERSZERE » Ellemers, van den Heuvel, de Gilder, Maass, and Bonvini
(2004) FIMFZEEEEN - =0 e RH BY 201 280 R R 2 M TR - F 8 A Y B2l AR G AER R 55 TRt

i 0

216



EXEERE £F25 5518

Fe4E - HERERFE M EBER R A HER Bl R - 5 (HR RO PR & FHE & 1 E
e B B A EEEIE - NIART eSS —(E H R i s B Rl e g FHEEHE
B JE A TR & A EREFE AR E -

8l - XEEREUEARER R

— ~ HakaHEN R R F

A F B E R ELEmOE I IR I HBER - S EmEREE
T~ B EECE R E R ST o @ AR A E R R AR R R R AR T EEE
SE(LELTS | AR - RILELEIAIEE (Reliability) BIZGE (Validity) —E 2 F &3
HIRATE (Huffeutt and Woehr, 1999) - £l @& fF & T NUB N TEEER - HalEH N IE
BE R AT EN SRR THIARCR BRI iR 22 - & S HakaHE A A B RAIR2E (Phillips and
Dipboye, 1989; Dunning, Meyerowitz, and Holzberg, 1989) * I » FF LI FEknint& A
PERTE T HWEERE - SR S aE S R (K B A BR TP B L S5 ER 2 HIRI #2 (Posthuma,
Morgeson, and Campion, 2002; Tsai, Chen, and Chiu, 2005) -

AR T - E B T RTEEE YRE T ELR (L P FE AU RE T R = B T A AN -
S B TR TIERBE & (Johlke, 2006) » [l » JE B 18 B 58 1 SRS Fr 225
HISZERE )] - R B AT ENERERNE - 2 - B TREFETEHT
[FIF2 ISR ZERE T MAG TN F 2 HaREEHE » e R (LAY AERE = e e ft (AN
JBRER ~ B ) REBEENABEN - Ml BTG O HEEEEEZRER DR E
fAERA I I 2 ORI P — RS MERIEHE - B E S - BEeHE
HEREE AR G EEFIEA AR E RN T EHEE LA ERE -

T~ A B RE R T L B T R PR I e

A B B 1 B B B T R SR I STk - Arvey and Campion (1982) fE[EIRES
BT AR E ISR R fe Y B 22 1 FE B i E AR B B M FE B AR (L - 2L S 57
B WL RIS - Kalin and Hodgins (1984) AYRFZEth R BN 58 22 TAEFIRAEE
B TAERBFAFHEETER M - DHEEW EE B TE EEI AR - (2
EWICAsREER - FEEGE B B SR M ZEE U 2R (e.g., Almer, Hopper, and
Kaplan, 1998; Hardin, Reding, and Stocks, 2002) » {E45 Bl sl B 1 Bl B2 a4 e R R L
Bk - 2 E B IC U R B R E G TIEBE R E 0 B SR - W mEE
t6 T HE S E WY BE & 4> BUER 5 B =T (Oliphant and Alexander, 1982; Mathison, 1986;
Heilman et al., 1993) o DA ESCERL PR R » Z0VEFEECE N — EWHEETE - (B2 22 mER
EREaIRIEE R Y i

(el BRI a2 B P 1 BAH & B STRR » 300 SURREE HH 22 M T B B BT 20

217



CEEY CERNVIEES LS R 2 AR S L E T

JEECE » Firfa T AU R EHE 53 B s B =THYEA) (Oliphant and Alexander, 1982;
Dipboye, 1992; Heilman et al., 1993) » thEWFEaE I B4 R EAG T 5 L EEE IR
WA= S - (B2 R E AR R B BERE TS A B I FEECE IS - 8 T2 e R
HrOH B B FEE (Hardin et al., 2002) - A5~ » HE HEREERHE& A RER
EiH N E B EEE T ERS S (Dipboye, 1992; Heilman et al., 1993) © fij Staines et al.
(1974) 12t " ZZFIEERE ) BYGmE: - AI DGR AREEEHEIR S - L ISEERFRIE RS
Wy B H B R 2 M B A [F 1 B A F ERIREEEAH S i & - ER R B
CARRE T R SRR R - A4S BRIV B AT - s N g S E 20 147y
AT EE] = B o Keiffer and Cullen (1974) 38R HER 22 FIE (R Srik Sk - 8
R AR 2 M B B AR B R R A R 2 B A BRI E - W Dlss s H R
OB MERAT R R IS PRI ES TT » #5 DUE R 20 R B CAERRES IR
FIEEE2E » 117 Mathison (1986) HYIFFRHIFEHY - Z0ME 1 #H A L BIREMAY 20 B fr
BHBIAEE - W HE B AR o Bt AUFFCIRHRER —a0F ¢

B — e ERE R RS E R BERE KA L ERNAs -

=~ ik SR B 1 K A T P L 5 L v o A B AR G T R

ITFEARE RS O EEF 2B ER DU - it & (BERVESE IR R - 5
a P T o BACPRERYE S EAS I BN i T (- R R R MR 2
THRRFALE ? FHRIFE - A8 A MR - 55— » ZMHEFF RS A
pefe—fE TSR, o BT L AR NER R REER A EET R o NMERR

FRHERZME LIRS - ERFECEEH TIF & ERLHE S - F @ nes - " ZE
ERE A o WUBRREEE Ry Wty B 20 IR RV EAERSS EACIE T RIS D EE M
fELHE EEERRTT R EEHRITHEE CHUS A SR BT - Rt (IR 2R R
Ry MR SR Bk i - - MRS - 5 L H R Rl 2ctt: - sl E AR
s B —ERVERE - KA AO I T REH S B - Ellemers et al. (2004) fF5TsR s
Tl 2R EEE D B RF 20 I 0T R AR AV SRl ARG EL 23R - A B Y 20 1
Azl A I ElER - SEHEERE - iR B AR SRR A TEIAI SR
L o AW FELURER AT BHR R R IR - DTt - MBS WS
MR RERZEN - AERERERIIRI S ISR Rtk - NMEFREEE IR 2RI
HIREEE - [FRFFEEELL A EZNFEERE - SR e E S e
14 R BE S ZC M IE R RO SR SRR B ZOR S Ry iy - FERERHE R - LA Feie i
AUATR

B = ESFES LT RAT S T MREHE @ E QRN LR s -

218



EXEERE £F25 5518

2\ fMRAE
— ~ WFRE S H R

AR FE DL G YRR B2 R A SR AR (AR R BB AT /il & H 2 st 5
FOPAN FNIVASTiPNE 1 RS NS PV E G R RIE i = PN S Ee s koReay ke Sy SISy S RS
2 I E E SRR BRI EZ B g fgus R R ERER S R - LB EEER
ZARTETSLE = B BRI TE R R B R E A E 2 - B AT E R B - %
LGS G 2 PR R F RN R BETE A - e EmE T s mEm=et,
R AW EE TSR EERIEERT - R EHMNSEETRE - B2l E’HHN
BENEHEHEN - B —HAWERARBEESE HEE - 540 - RiF5ekEE R
B INig V) DURKGH <2 3l & B A M E R 7 ) -

ARFFEIETFEH 421 3 RA%E - [B10K 232 7 > [ 55.1% » fIFR 11 (3 S48 (R
EREEOEZE ) % - AR 221 (3 (B EREEERE - BUSRETE 218 (7))
BRIy 52.5% (S BRAEARERHEE N2 ETEF AL T ER T - 8NP
ARCREEF 2R 221 7)) « RFRHIERAR S E S E 44 i KEFefk - Hrp Bz
Al (EEVE ) Ky 142 {7 (62.25%) » 22 E 79 7 (33.75%) » =il & (HEHE ) 18
il o 7 B2 A HA At (4th ) P el FH DU RS RO R E FE s 2 1R - RHET B2 H
RHY B FERE G 133 i (60.18%) » 2z FEEE 88 i (39.82%) - {E[HI sl ' Bl JER
MR A - B E G B EEEH 97 45 (44.50%) ~ FHMEmEEE B 2014 e
#EH 42 # (19.27%) ~ 2 E G EECEH 33 41 (15.14%) ~ ZMEmEE Y
{SZCEEEE S 46 #H (21.10%) - LA - 2l (EHVE ) FIfE 40 5% (&) LN E R
70 A (31.67%) ~ 41 sk L & 151 A (68.33%) ; (FHEELAL AFERI 23 B R /N 3735/ K
B 79 A (35.91%) ~ FAIL G 5E A EE 56 A (25.45%) ~ AT R A B S i E2 e 19 A
(8.64%) ~ RV BB ITE2PE 66 A (30%) -

L s

AWFERIEHIFRERET » B R BRI = H N T2 B0 A E2 AT 3%
TR P EI SRR R LI — (L EEE REIE RN - MR E R E
FH ] 328 FIT P EE HY & R VT FE o SRR M HH OB A8 FTE - BB E SRR Z &SR (2
TRy T AT KRB AT ERIEER - I AR ISR B B B2 [ ek 3% 5 T HA T Bk A Y
rEEEHIE = R - TEERINE - e T EMERESEFHE REEREET
T HEES BREGE (L ERCE RIB SR LG M EECE OB FIEE - DL 6 BE Likert REEZHI
= * Cronbach’s a R 0.92 « AW SCHELT IR T(E Bt & BARF ERAVPER R ZZ 44
i A B B L 1% o R E B S I R R G E 8 (EEEEEHNE - RI(E R
HYSATER S 61.43% @ RIFE A EIIE 045 DAL -

219



R E R H RN A S HBICFREIBE  RERMIRBRA YT E

HR - THREHREMEENEE ) Bl REHREREE T - malE HE
HITERIRE RS - RIBZ R EHERE R @R 4 BRI S « BrEmaE s B e
BE - BUEREHE M EREE - ZEEAE S B EEE - 2R E L
VEFERE - T e FE AT LL 5 AHEETE @ 20-30 % » 31-40 3% ~ 41-50 5% ~ 51-60 AR
61 skl b o 75 EE - BRAEE R TIE 53R 40 B DA EEDAUT 41 -

&t AW TR & RER (Social Desirability Bias) f22801 984558 - 4
WFSeAE R G T F e 2 S E T it F HARF E R & - b & BiFF &= 5251 Hays,
Hayashi, and Stewart (1989) Fr#fEAY 5 &SR » DL 6 Bf Likert REFHIE - 2R
Cronbach’s a R 0.70 « fEAHFFERYA B M B R A T » IR E Bl e /Y 2T
HEFE B AT - BT - B =T - RIS B EEER T D& 55 R 3 1
RO PR E © FIISEAERY SRR (RIS - MR L KRBT
R REE TR T o e (R AT S ST - (HR M E SR b B RIIE T
T R AT NG (ECHE: S5 25 Bl T 3% =0 B S5 BT B 1B - FRAE 25 i SR SRR T HH T Al Y B At
FHHIFHEREIBAMR AT RE T EIFOEIEE A 522 (Fletcher, 1992) - A 5E A EHFERIE FH
G AREHETRERZE - RIS "G ) AT EERETT R 124 -

E2 ~ BEROTEBR

AT e o AT T AR A B it & B 0O 8~ R (ERBREMET TR R
fREER 2% o P B ME AR ET RS SR - B I R HE (M = 4.27; S = 1.16) ~ it & H#A
#F (M =454;S=0.73) - HR » KifFFELL—MBFRIERI (General Linear Model; GLM) i
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The Effects of Interviewer-Applicant Gender Combination on
the Interview Evaluation: An Empirical Study on Interviews of
University Faculty

Hsin-Hsin Lo, Professor, Department of Business Administration, Chien Hsin University of Science and
Technology

Shao-Tzu Lin, Instructor, Department of Business Administration, Chien Hsin University of Science and
Technology

Pei-Ling Liu, Master, Institute of Business and Management, Chien Hsin University of Science and
Technology

Hypotheses

Previous studies have indicated that female interviewers evaluating female candidates
tend to award lower scores or restrict salary (Oliphant and Alexander, 1982; Dipboye, 1992;
Heilman et al., 1993; Hardin et al., 2002). This phenomenon was named “queen bee
syndrome” by Staines et al. (1974). The concept of this syndrome is that successful
professional women adopt a more negative attitude to female subordinates compared to male
subordinates. This is because these women have overcome numerous difficulties to achieve
their current position and status, and thus, are not pleased when other women succeed. This
study analyzes a number of interviews conducted to recruit university professors to examine
whether women provided more negative comments/assessments of female applicants.
Furthermore, this study examines whether interviewer’s age influences the occurrence of this
phenomena in Chinese society. Keiffer and Cullen (1974) asserted that, although women in
the workplace with “queen bee syndrome” typically emphasize that women and men
employed in professional fields are subject to equal and non-discriminatory treatment, they
strongly and aggressively blame the women in the workplace for not exhibiting sufficient
effort, thereby implying that working women should assume full responsibility for the non-
ideal development of their career. Mathison (1986) also noted that female executives hold
negative and aggressive perceptions of active female employees. Therefore, this study
proposes the following hypothesis:
H1: Female interviewers’ evaluation of female candidates is significantly lower than

that of other gender combinations, especially that of female interviewers and male

candidates.

Because of the widespread adoption of information technology in recent years, many
ideas and social values have been rapidly disseminated. In both Western and Eastern
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societies, the notion of equal rights for men and women has gradually become a universal
value. Thus, does the phenomenon of women giving women harsher evaluations still occur?
If so, this study suggests the following two possible reasons for this continued occurrence:
First, the phenomenon in which women give women harsher evaluations may be a
“generational issue.” In other words, the phenomenon tends to be observed in relation to
older women workers. Because the younger generation is familiar with the concept of equal
rights for men and women, the phenomenon of women giving women harsher evaluations
does not tend to occur. The second possibility is that, according to the concept of the “queen
bee syndrome”, women who are considered the “queen bee” in the workplace have devoted
substantial hard work and effort to achieving their position, and they attempt to defend their
status and power to reinforce the significance of their achievements. Thus, they tend to
regard female colleagues or subordinates as competitors, and are typically hostile toward
them. Furthermore, because professional and successful women generally have longer tenure
in the workplace, they hold greater seniority. Ellemers et al. (2004) found that the group
comprising older female professors gave female doctoral students comparatively lower
evaluations of academic commitment; whereas the evaluations provided by the group of
younger female professors did not differ. These results indicate that age may be among the
factors that affect whether women give women harsher evaluations. The research context of
this study was university teacher selection interviews. The researchers found that the group
of older female university teachers had devoted long-term efforts to earning a degree, and
not only completed upgrade tests of equal difficulty to those completed by male teachers, but
also faced greater family responsibilities compared to men. Thus, when serving as
interviewers of new teacher candidates, they were more likely to require a higher academic
performance from the female candidates, and also provide them with harsher overall
evaluations. Therefore, this study proposes the following hypothesis:

H2: The evaluations of older female interviewers regarding female candidates are

significantly lower than those of other gender combinations.

Method
The study samples comprised teachers who participated in recruitment interviews at
their universities. For the investigation, we employed a questionnaire to determine whether
the “queen bee syndrome” existed. We collected job advertisements posted on the website of
the Taiwan National Science Committee. We then telephoned the contacts and queried
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whether the department had completed recruitment interviews in the last 3 months.
Subsequently, the department secretaries assisted with forwarding the questionnaires to the
faculty who participated in the recruitment process. The completed questionnaires were
returned by the secretaries. The questionnaires comprised of not only items regarding the
participants’ demographic variables but also of their evaluations of the applicants. For
example, “Overall, my evaluation of the candidate is high.” In addition, the questionnaires
also measured the participants’ social desirability using the scale developed by Hays et al.
(1989). The number of questionnaires issued was 421, and that for those recovered was 232;
221 of which were valid. The sample was distributed throughout 44 universities; the number
of male interviewers versus male candidates was 97 (44.50%), that of male interviewers
versus female candidates was 42 (19.27%), female interviewers versus male candidates was
33 (15.14%), and female interviewers versus female candidates was 46 (21.10%). In
addition, the number of interviewers aged below 40 was 70 (31.67%), and those over 41
years of age numbered 151 (68.33%).

Result

A general linear model was adopted in this study for hypothesis testing. In such a
model, the researchers used different gender combinations between the interviewers and
candidates, age of the interviewers, their interactions as independent variables, the employed
class combinations and social desirability as the control variables. The analysis showed that
the overall evaluation results for four interviewer and candidate gender combinations
differed significantly (F = 5.93, p < .001). Employing a Scheffe’s post hoc test, we found
that the average evaluation score (M = 3.72) that female interviewers awarded female
candidates was significantly lower than that of the other two gender combinations (male
interviewers regarding male candidates: M = 4.48; male interviewers regarding female
candidates: M = 4.53). By contrast, the average evaluation score that female interviewers
awarded male candidates (M = 4.00) did not differ significantly. However, interaction
analysis of the overall evaluation results for the correlation between gender combinations
and the age of interviewers showed marginal significance (F = 2.36, p < .1). After a simple
main effects test, the overall evaluations of the interviewers in the older age group (M =
3.25) were significantly lower than those in the younger age group (M = 4.40) for the gender
combination of female interviewers versus female candidates. The overall evaluation that
female interviewers in the younger age group gave for female candidates (M = 4.40) was
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slightly higher than that for male candidates (M = 4.08). In summation, H1 proposed in this
study is partially supported by the data analysis results, whereas H2 is fully supported.

Limitations

However, this study had the following limitations: First, universities typically employ a
collegiate system for recruitment, whereas this study examined the interviewers’ subjective
evaluations of the applicants, not the final recruitment decisions. Thus, the results of this
study cannot fully indicate that the female candidates were under-evaluated. Second, the use
of post hoc research, where the interviewers recalled the recruitment processes that had
occurred in the past three months, may have resulted in bias based on the decision of the
collegiate system. Nevertheless, further research can investigate whether the phenomenon of
under evaluation by older female interviewers is the result of a generational or age issue.
Future research is expected to clarify this issue using additional samples and longitudinal
processes. If the “gueen bee syndrome” is a generational issue, even when younger female
interviewers reach the age of the older interviewers; the phenomenon of women giving
women harsher evaluations is unlikely to be observed. However, if the queen bee syndrome
is an age-related issue, the younger female interviewers will exhibit a tendency to give
women harsher evaluations when they reach the age of the older interviewers.

Implications

In summary, this study determines that the “queen bee syndrome” does exist in the
recruitment of academics in Chinese society based on the comments older female
interviewers made regarding female candidates, which exhibited the under-evaluated
phenomenon. This finding addresses the literature gap regarding gender combinations and
interview evaluations. This study found that the age of the subjects examined may be one
reason for the inconsistent results reported in previous literature. However, this study used
university teacher candidate interviews as the research context. Because a university teacher
is considered a successful and professional occupation, does this affect the likelihood of the
phenomenon of women giving women harsher evaluations in the context of scarce
resources? Additionally, if occupation is not considered successful or professional, are older
female interviewers’ perceptions of a “glass ceiling” in the workplace reduced? If so, this
would generate different research findings. Future studies can consider how the perception of
the position of university teacher, which is considered a successful and professional
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occupation, affects the likelihood of women giving women harsh evaluations. Additionally,
future studies can investigate whether the perception of the position affects older female
interviewers' notion of a "glass ceiling™ in the workplace.
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