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Introduction. The World Economic Forum reports that in 2018 only 34 % of managerial
positions globally were occupied by women, and the wage gap between male and female
employees constitutes 63 % on average with only 67 % of women doing paid jobs. While
there are multiple economic, social and cultural reasons why women are not being
employed or promoted, the goal of the present study is to look at the linguistic biases
hindering women’s careers. We will be looking at the previous research devoted
language of job advertisements, resumes, job interviews, letters of recommendation and
performance reviews in order to uncover the gender-specific language and its possible
effect on women's employability and analyzing the language of the public professional
recommendations.

Methodology and sources. We looked at the research devoted to the gender-biased
language in the workplace in the last ten years which helped us to formulate three
hypotheses. Then we tested these hypotheses against the data we collected from 80
public professional profiles of male and female managers. Our goal was to discover
guantitative differences in usage of communal and agentic terms in reference to men
and women.

Results and discussion. Confirming previous findings we found out that the difference in
usage of agentic terms is statistically significant across genders. Men are more often
described as “leaders”, “mentors”, and “achievers” and attributed sense of humor than
women. On the other hand, communal terms are equally used for both male and female
managers.

Conclusion. The gendered language can be found in all texts related to recruitment and
promotion and maybe one of the reasons for the professional gender-gap. Continuous
research on the topic and bringing awareness to human resource professionals and career
coaches may be helpful in improving inclusion and diversity especially in higher
management of the companies and in academia.
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BBepeHwme. 10 faHHbLIM BceMnpHOro skoHommyeckoro ¢popyma Ha 2018 r. XXeHLHbI 3a-
HUMaLOT nLWb 34 % ynpasiieHYecknX No3nunii B KOMNaHUAX No scemy Mupy. CpeaHss
pa3sHuLUa B 3apn/aTtax Mexay My>XYnHaMuy 1 XeHLWrHamMy coctasnsaeT 63 %, 1 nvwb 67 %
XEeHLMH 3aHMMAatoTCS onjlavymsaeMblM TPYAOM. MOXHO Ha3BaTb MHOXECTBO MPUYNH - CO-
LManbHbIX, KybTYPHbIX X 3KOHOMUYECKMX, — MO KOTOPbIM XEHLUWNHbI He MOTYT YCTPOUTLCA
Ha onnayMBaemMble JOMKHOCTU UK NpeyCcrneTb B Kapbepe, 04HaKo B JaHHOW cTaTbe 06-
CY>XAA0TCA reHepHble 0COB6eHHOCTM NpodeccnoHaNbHbIX TEKCTOB, Kak O4Ha 13 BO3MOX-
HbIX MPUYMH. Mbl MpoBeAeM aHann3 CyLLeCcTBYOLWMX NCCnefoBaHniA B 06nactu reHaep-
HO NVHIBUCTUKMW, MOCBALLEHHbIX pe3toMe, 06bsBAeHVAM 0 paboTe, NpodecCMOHaNbHbIM
peKkoMeHAaLNAM N OLleHKaM.

MeToaonorma M NCTOUHMKN. CTaTbs pe3toMupyeT UCCNe[0BaHNSA B reHAepHOM TNHIBU-
cTrKe NpodeccMoHanbHbIX TEKCTOB Ha aHIIMINCKOM A3bike 3a nocnegHune 10 net. Vicnonb-
3y NONlyYeHHble JaHHble, Mbl CGOPMYAVPYEM N MPOTECTMPYEM TMMOTe3bl 06 NCMOAb30-
BaHWW KOMMYHa/IbHOM U areHTCKOM NeKCUKN B peKOMeHAALNAX MeHeIKepOB CPesHero n
BbICLLEro 3BeHa.

PesynbTaTtbl M 06Cy)KaeHMe. AHaNV3 NOATBEPXAAET, UTO CYLLeCTBYIOT 3HaUNTeIbHble Pas-
nMyna B NPopeccMoHanbHbIX TEKCTaX, OMUCHIBAOLWNX MYXUNH U XEHLLMH, 3aHNMAaKoLLMX
pPaBHO3Ha4Hble NO3LUU. My>XUMH Yalle XapakTepunsyrT Kak 11AepoB 1 roBOPAT 06 nx Jo-
CTUXEHMAX 1 YyBCTBe toMOpa. XXeHLMH ONMUChIBAOT KaK TPYAONOOUBBLIX UCMOAHUTENEN.
Mbl He OTMEeTUAN 3HAUNTENBbHON Pa3HULbl B MCMNOAb30BaHUN KOMMYHaNbHbIX TEPMUHOB
MeXAY OMUCAHNAMU MYXUNH N KEHLLMH.

3aknioyeHue. leHgepHble pasnnunsa B NpodeccnoHanbHbIX TeKCTax ABASIOTCA O4HOW 13
BO3MOXHbIX MPUYNH, NPENATCTBYOLMNX KaPbEPHOMY PasBUTUIO XeHLUMH. [JaHHoe nccne-
JOBaHVe MOXeT 6bITb MOIe3HbIM He TONbKO ASIF COLMOM0roB, HO 1 ANa NPodeCccCMOHaNoB B
o6nacTn Habopa 1 pa3BUTUSA NePCOHaNa, KOHCYNLTAHTOB U MeHeXXepOB KOMMaHUNA.

KnioueBble cnoBa: reHgepHas JleKCMKa, AUCKPUMUHAUMA MO MNPW3HaKy Mona, reHgepHble
nccnesoBaHns, COUMONVHIBUCTIKA, YIPaBAeHne nepcoHanom.

Ana untnposaHusa: Ctpoit O. O. leHgepHble pa3nnumns B TeKCTax NpoPeccnoHanbHbIX pekoMeHaa-
unii // ANCKYPC. 2019. T. 5, Ne 6. C. 120-131. DOI: 10.32603/2412-8562-2019-5-6-120-131

KoH}nunkT nHtepecos. O KOHGVKTE MHTEPECOB, CBA3aHHOM C AaHHOI Nybankaumeni, He coobLLanoch.

Mocmynuna 09.10.2019; npuHama nocse peyeH3suposaHusa 06.11.2019; onybaukosaHa oHAalH 25.12.2019

Introduction. The World Economic Forum [1] reports that in 2018 only 34 % of managerial
positions globally were occupied by women, and the wage gap between male and female
employees constitutes 63 % on average with only 67 % of women doing paid jobs. While these
numbers vary between the countries, the progress to close this gap is slow and will take over 100
years at this pace [ibid]. While there are multiple economic, social and cultural reasons for why
women are not being employed or promoted, the goal of the present study is to look at the linguistic
biases hindering women’s careers. We will be looking at the language of job advertisements,
resumes, job interviews, letters of recommendations and performance reviews in order to uncover
the gender-specific language and its possible effect on women’s employability.
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Problem overview and goals of the research.

Achieving gender equality in education and work is one of the central goals of the United
Nations [2]. It makes sense that gender bias is one of the most popular topics of social research.
Gender-based bias can hinder women from achieving higher managerial positions or making a career
in traditionally masculine occupations such as engineering, science, and information technology [3].
The World Economic Forum [1] reported a 74 % gender gap in technical professions, with an even
bigger gap in emerging areas such as Artificial Intelligence. Women continue dominating in lower-
paid professions and in addition to that are expected to take up more domestic tasks.

The social role theory explains that sex differences are coming from the traditional division
of labor: men were supposed to be resistant, fast and brave in order to provide for their families,
and women were supposed to stay home and take care of children. As a result, the men are expected
to be agentic (that is, they speak assertively, behave proactively, influence others, be competitive,
control the situation), and women are perceived as communal (that is helping others, maintaining
relationships, displaying kindness and sympathy). In addition to that, it is important to understand
that people are not only described according to gender stereotypes, but also are expected to behave
according to them, which can negatively affect a woman’s chance for a managerial position [4]. It
has been repeatedly shown in the research we will be discussing further, that men are more
frequently discussed in agentic terms (e. g., intelligent, exceptional, leader), while women in
communal terms (e. g., compassionate, friendly, calm). The latest analysis of media shows, that it
is more typical to describe men as “decisive” and goal-oriented, while women, no matter how
much she achieved, is more frequently discussed in ambiguous emotional words [5].

Gender bias or sexism studies have been gaining popularity since the 1960s when they were
fueled by the rise of feminist movements. A sexist understanding is that a woman as more suited
for nurturing occupation such as caring for children and cooking than working outside the house,
more caring and emotional while a man is supposed to be a provider and a leader [6]. While it may
seem that sexism is originating from the male view of the world and the desire of men to dominate,
in reality, gender inequality is actively supported by women’s beliefs in traditional roles. The
system justification theory research showed that women are playing an active part in maintaining
the subordinate positions towards men by emphasizing their traditional feminine qualities and
idealizing patriarchal system [7]. While these trends are not as pronounced in less traditional
societies, as we will see from the research below, women’s behaviors (including linguistic
behaviors) uncover the difference in upbringing between men and women that makes women
appear weaker and less competent. Studies show that women tend to characterize themselves in
more communal terms, as less assertive and less of a leader, in comparison with characterizing
other members of the same group, both men and women [8].

Methodology and sources. While the traditional understanding of family with one male
breadwinner is close to extinct in the modern western society, the stereotypes about the male and
female image are deeply rooted in our minds and reflected in the choice of language used to
describe men and women in everyday conversations, media, fiction, and professional texts.
Gaucher, Friesen, and Kay refer to gendered wording in employment-related texts as
“unacknowledged, institutional-level mechanism of inequality maintenance” in male-dominated
professions [9, p. 109]. When we are talking about employment-related studies, letters of
recommendation have probably been the most researched topic since the 1980s [4, 10-12].
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A number of studies looked at the words in the job description that discourage female candidates
to apply for a position [5, 9, 13]. The impact of the language female candidates use to describe
themselves during the job interviews and in their job applications has a pronounced effect on how
they are perceived by the recruiting managers [3, 14, 15]. And finally, the chances of women
making a career is influenced by the language used by their colleagues and managers in their
performance reviews and informal appraisals [5, 16, 17].

The goal of the current article is to review the latest research of gendered language in
employment-related texts and to collect the main findings. Using this basis, we will analyze peer-
reported professional evaluations of male and female managers to understand the extent to which
gender-bias exists in these types of texts. The value of the present research is the broader view on
multiple types of texts in the context of employment and the ability of correlative analysis of peer
and self-perception of a working individual, as well as first of a kind analysis of public professional
recommendations. The present paper can be used in formulating advice for human resource
professionals, career advisors, managers, and job applicants in terms of using gender-neutral
language in employment and workplace-related texts.

The overview of existing research.

While the research of the gendered language started in the second half of the second century,
we will be analyzing the studies done in the last ten years. As the language is evolving, new
professions and skills are emerging, and the women are becoming more economically active than
ever, we feel that the research done earlier may not be relevant anymore. Most of the articles are
based on the examples in the English language.

Gender bias in job advertisements.

According to the latest study by the social network for job seekers LinkedIn, the word choices
used by companies to describe their work environment, vacancies and requirements for employees,
can attract or disengage potential candidates. For example, 44 % of women (as opposed to 33 %
of men) will avoid applying for jobs that contain “aggressive” in their description, and one in four
women will not apply for a job that is characterized as “demanding”. On the other hand, women
would be more likely to respond to the vacancies including communal personal characteristics
such as “likable” and “supportive”.

Danielle Gaucher, Justin Friesen, and Aaron Kay [9] looked at randomly sampled job
advertisements to reveal the presence of gender-bias in traditionally masculine occupations such as
plumber (1 % women), electrician (2 %), mechanic (2 %), engineer (11 %), security guard (23 %),
and computer programmer (26 %). The authors found that words like “leader”, “competitive”, and
“dominant” were to a greater extent used in male-dominated professions. At the next stage of their
research, they constructed job advertisements that included more masculine wording and found that
women were less likely to apply for such jobs as they were perceived as intended for men.

Cross-linguistic and cross-cultural research in 2017 [13] looked at the usage of gender-neutral
versus gender-specific job-titles in the job advertisements in four European countries: Austria,
Switzerland, Poland, and the Czech Republic. The results showed a correlation between
socioeconomic gender equality and the usage of gender-fair job titles. In more hierarchical
countries, such as Poland and the Czech Republic, it is more typical to use gender-specific
(feminine or masculine) job titles in comparison to Switzerland and Austria. Interestingly, for the
female-dominated areas (such as nursing) and gender-equal fields (such as economics), it was
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more typical to use gender-neutral titles than for male-dominated industries (such as construction),
which further contributes to fostering stereotypes at the workplace.

Gender-bias in letters of recommendation.

Letters of recommendations can have significant implications for one’s career, especially in
academic and medical fields. Thus, this is a fairly well-researched topic in these contexts.

A 2018 study in Nebraska Medical center looked and the difference between the letters of
recommendation given to male and female applicants to transplant surgery fellowship as one of
the possible reasons why more than 80 % of American transplant surgeons are men [11]. To check
for the unconscious bias, the authors analyzed 311 letters, noting the usage of communal versus
agentic terms (Table 1), the length of the text, and mentioning the family life of the candidate.

Table 1. Agentic and Communal Terms

Communal Terms Agentic Terms
Affectionate Superb
Sympathetic Excellent

Nurturing Outstanding
Warm Assertive
Thoughtful Dominant
Delightful Forceful
Compassionate Exemplary
Friendly Confident
Kind Leader
Husband/wife/spouse Strong
Children Efficient
Empathetic Problem-solver
Team player Intelligent
Easy to work with Solid
Well-liked Bright
Communication skills Excel
Conscientious Exceptional
Honest Rising star
Humble Superior
Calm Well-rounded
Congenial Bright future

While no significant difference was revealed in using communal terms, male recommendation
letters were much more likely to contain agentic words and refer to the applicant as a future leader
and an outstanding personality.

Another group of scientists analyzed 332 letters of recommendation written for surgical
residency applicants in 2016-2017 [12]. They also uncovered the existing significant bias towards
male applicants, who received considerably longer references which spoke a lot about their
achievements, abilities and leadership qualities. There was a higher amount of standout adjectives
(such as exceptional). Meanwhile, women were more often described in general terms (e. g.
delightful), and with reference to their physical appearance. In addition to that, doubt raisers were
discovered in multiple female letters of recommendation.

A study of letters of recommendation for applicants to academic positions in 2009 [4] helped
to reveal the gender bias and its influence on the recruitment decisions. The authors found that
women were more likely to be described in communal terms (e. g., warm, kind) and in social—
communal terms (e. g. mother). On the other hand, the letters of recommendation written for male
candidates more often contained agentic terms (e. g. ambitious, self-confident). The second part
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of the research showed that a negative correlation between the communal characteristics of the
candidate and the hiring decision. This means, that the abundance of communal terms in women’s
letters of recommendation reduces their chances to be employed in academic positions.

Gendered language in job applications.

Should a woman behave in a more manly manner or can her advanced communal qualities
help her in getting a job in traditionally masculine areas or higher management positions? A 2015
research called “Should Women Applicants “Man Up” for Traditionally Masculine Fields?
Effectiveness of Two Verbal Identity Management Strategies” [3] tries to answer this question.
The authors evaluated two strategies of the female candidates: emphasizing agentic traits or
acknowledging their gender. The results show that female candidates using the first strategy were
more likely to get a job than those who acknowledged their gender and stereotypes.

Kieran Snyder [18] analyzed the language in the resumes of 1 100 candidates for tech positions
for roles in different areas and on different levels, 512 men and 588 women. She found that female
resumes are longer, they contain 80 % more words on average. However, even though 61 % of male
resumes fit in one page, they manage to provide more specific details about their previous jobs, and
91 % present it in a more readable bullet-list form (while only 36 % of women do the same). Women
tend to include personal details and give more attentional to their interests and hobbies.

The analysis of the job interview summaries of successful candidates for the similar level
positions in the same company over the years and came to the conclusion that different characteristics
are valued and expected of employees based on their gender [11]. For women, intelligence, business,
and technical skills are less valued than for a man. Women are often described in general terms, as
smart, sociable and committed. In the long run, this perception has a negative implication on
women’s compensation package and career advancement: male candidates are seen as keen and
promising professionals and future leaders, while women are hired for their work ethics and ability
to work hard and stay in the same position without too many expectations. This data is supported by
the latest research on the candidates describing themselves during the application process by
LinkedIn [5]. Women are more often than men describing themselves in general and ambiguous
terms such as “likable," referring to their personal traits and ability to work in a team, while men are
talking about their technical and business skills. In general, women tend to show-off their soft skills
in their resumes, while men are emphasizing their hard skills.

Gender-bias in performance reviews and professional evaluations.

The expectations of a woman to behave in a more submissive and friendly manner clash with
career advancement opportunities, especially within male-dominated areas and management
positions. When we talk about the latter, the common perception of a leader is aligned with typically
masculine qualities: speaking up and being assertive, telling others what to do, making decisions.
On the other hand, there has been a recent shift towards the need for emotional intelligence in a
leader which is connected to many feminine qualities such as being a good listener, supporting and
rewarding your team members, and situationally adjusting your communication style. However,
maintaining a balance between agentic and communal traits is a difficult task for a female leader.
Those who tend to demonstrate communion, are perceived as weak, incompetent and indecisive,
while those who behave in a more masculine manner are often characterized as bossy, unsupportive,
and over-confident [19]. In the academic world, male professors more often receive positive
evaluations while students have unrealistically high expectations of their female teachers. The latter
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is expected to be warm and accessible and not too authoritative. However, if they demonstrate too
much warmth they are deemed unprofessional. On the other hand, a male professor who is described
accessible is evaluated much higher than his female counterpart. Male professors are more often
characterized as “brilliant”, “intelligent”, “smart”, “cool”, “funny”, and “genius”, while women are
more often described as “mean”, “hot’, “unfair”, “strict”, and even “annoying”.

An analysis of 248 performance reviews in American high-tech companies revealed that
women are more likely to be criticized for their personality traits. Over 80 % of men received only
constructive feedback, while this number was less than 30 % for women. Only women are
described as bossy, abrasive, strident, aggressive, emotional and irrational [20].

A recent study analyzed peer evaluations of 4344 U.S. Naval Academy students who were
asked to select from the list of leadership characteristics, some of them masculine, some feminine,
and some neutral. The authors found that women received more negative characteristics and they
were most typically feminine, for example, words like “unpredictable”, “indecisive”, “gossip
with”, “passive”. Another study demonstrated that while females are generally associated with
positive traits, such as happy and joyful, than men, they are evaluated negatively in the masculine
professions and in managerial roles, especially by the opposite gender [16].

Gender has an influence on how the employee perceives the written communication coming
from a manager [21]. The research shows, that an email with high usage of masculine language
sent by a male manager is perceived as the most effective, while the feminine language in the man-
written message is seen as the least effective. Interestingly, the language style of the female
manager had little effect on their efficiency as a leader.

Gendered-language in the public recommendations.

For the current article, we collected the data from recommendations of male and female
managers published on the public professional profiles on the LinkedIn.com website. LinkedIn is
a platform that allows professionals to share resumes publicly in order to connect within their
network and with potential employers. The users of the platform can also ask for recommendations
and skill endorsements from peers and managers registered on the platform.

We randomly selected the profiles of 80 mid- and senior managers working in the area of
education, informational technology, sales, and marketing and looked at their recommendations.
The goals of the research were to check the following hypothesis:

1. Male and female candidates receive the same amount of recommendations on average.
Previous research did not show a statistical difference in the number and length of the
recommendations based on gender.

2. Male professionals are more often characterized in agentic terms than female professionals.

3. The usage of communal terms does not differ significantly for managers of different genders.

Results and discussion. Out of 80 profiles picked for the analysis, we discarded the ones that
had no recommendations displayed and profiles with recommendations that were not relevant to
the person’s managerial position or written in a language other than English. After this selection,
we analyzed the language given to 26 male and 26 female managers.

Addressing the first research question we concluded that the average length of the resume
received by a woman does not differ from the one received by a man. Concerning the number of
received recommendations, we encountered more female profiles without any recommendations
than males. However, for the profiles with recommendations, the number of recommendations
didn’t significantly vary.
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In terms of the gender of the recommenders, there was no dependence on whether men or
women tend to write more recommendations for people of their own gender. On the other hand,
we did notice that recommendations created by women tend to be about 1.5 times longer on
average than the ones written by men.

We collected the words used to characterize men and women separately and categorized them
using the list of terms presented in Hoffman’s research [11] we discussed before as a base.
As predicted, we discovered that men are described in agentic terms far more frequently than men.
For example, the word “leader” was used 76 times versus 39 times for women, often multiple
times within one recommendation. This also goes for other words connected to leadership:
“mentor” was used 16 times vs 5; “to drive” (e.g. in combination with words like “success”,
“team”) was used 21 times vs 9, “to coach” was used 9 times vs 4; “strategic” — 14 times vs 7;
“respected” — 10 times vs 6.

The words describing the manager as an achiever, for example, “deliver”, “achievement”,
“success” were seen 3—4 times more often as characteristics for men. In addition to that, we noticed
that the recommenders very frequently pointed out the uniqueness and superiority of the
recommended male manager utilizing the words like “exceptional”, “great”, “outstanding”, and
“unique”. These words were used less than 50 % less often in the female recommendations.

One of the most fascinating discoveries was that men are much more likely to be described
as fun and easy-going. “Sense of humor” was attributed to a woman only once, while it was
mentioned 10 times for male managers. Also, men are about 3 times more likely to be described
as positive and fun. Even though the sense of humor may not be the agentic term per se, it may be
connected to perceiving a person as a leader.

When it comes to communal characteristics such as “communication skills”, “teamwork”,
“care”, and “calmness” we couldn’t see statistical differences across genders. This supports
previous research discussed above and is also explained by the fact that these characteristics are
required for a person to reach the management level.

We were also curious to see what are the most frequent words to describe female managers.
While leadership was more often attributed to men, women are rather characterized as “great
managers” who knows how to “help the team grow and develop”. Compared to men, women are
twice as likely to be described as “hardworking”, “committed”, “motivated” and “performing”,
about three times more likely to be called “dedicated” and “organized”. Women are also apparently
perceived as more emotional. Words like “energetic” and “passionate” are more frequent in
recommendations written to female managers (Table 2).

Table 2. The most frequent words used to characterize male and female managers in public recommendations

Category Word Female Male
Agentic Leader 39 76
Strategic 7 14
Mentor 5 16
Vision 2 7
Outstanding 4 9
Exceptional 4 8
Great 15 40
Deliver 4 11
Result 12 22
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Category Word Female Male

Agentic Insights 4 9
Drive 9 21
Respected 6 10

Exceed 1 7

Guide 2 9

Communal Nurture 3 4
Friendly 6 6

Communication 23 25

Reliable 13 15
Support 14 16

Ethics 8 9

Calm 3 2
Generic Sense of humor 1 10
Fun 2 5

Positive 10 17

Knowledge 23 30

Motivated 7 3

Committed 12 7

Energetic 13 8

Passionate 14 10

Organized 15 6

Hardworking 15 7

We can conclude, that our analysis showed a significant difference between recommendations
displayed on male and female profiles. Even for professionals who have reached comparable
career level, leadership attributes are less likely to be attributed to women than to men. Communal
characteristics inherent for an emphatic manager are present equally in both male and female
recommendations. Women also receive fewer recommendations in general.

Limitations and opportunities for further research.

While job recommendations is not a new area of research, public recommendations and job
profiles are still a new topic in this area. For the present article, we only looked at a small sample
of profiles and only at the ones written in English.

For future research, it would be interesting to segment the recommendations based on whether
they were written by a manager, a peer, or a subordinate of the recommended professional. It will
also be relevant to look at the correlation between the gender of the person who wrote the
recommendation and the usage of agentic and communal words to describe a male or a female
manager. In addition to that, while all the analyzed recommendations were written in English, we
did not take into account the national origin and the cultural background of both the recommender
and whether English as their native language.

Conclusion. While inclusion in a buzzword in organizations of today, the prejudices against
men as a care-providers and women as top-managers persist. The words chosen to describe a
professional in their curriculum vitae, cover letters, interviews, references, and performance
reviews plays an important part in determining people’s careers. Furthermore, organizations
should be aware that the job description can contain hidden gender-bias that may discourage
women from applying and will negatively reflect on the diversity in the workspace.

When it comes to public profiles and of the job candidates on LinkedIn, hiring managers to
see a combination of self-evaluation and recommendations, which can include hidden gender-bias.
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As we have seen in the previous and our own research, women are less likely to be seen as leaders
and more likely as hard-working performers. This conclusion may help us understand why the
gender gap is so big, especially in the managerial and executive roles.
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