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INTRODUCTION

SAVITA KUMRA, RUTH SIMPSON, AND RONALD J. BURKE

THE issue of gender in organizations has attracted much attention and debate over a number of years. The focus of examination is inequality in opportunity between the genders and the impact this has on organizations, individual men and women, and society as a whole. It is undoubtedly the case that progress has been made with women participating in organizational life in greater numbers and at more senior levels than has been historically the case—challenging notions that senior and/or influential organizational and political roles remain a masculine domain. In 2013, 12.7 million women were in the workforce, compared with 15.3 million men. According to the 2011 Sex and Power Report published by the Equality and Human Rights Commission (EHRC), women comprise 22.2 per cent of members of parliament in 2011, compared with 18.1 per cent in 2003. They constitute 17.4 per cent of members of cabinet, compared with 23.8 per cent in 2003. In business, 12.5 per cent of directors (executive and non-executive) in FTSE 100 companies were women, up from 8.6 per cent in 2003, and 9.5 per cent of editors of national newspapers were women in 2011, compared with 9.1 per cent in 2003. Small progress has been made in public appointments, with women comprising 29.2 per cent of civil service top management in 2011, compared with 22.9 per cent in 2003, and 12.9 per cent of senior judiciary (high court judges and above) in 2011, rising from 6.8 per cent in 2003. There has been some improvement for women represented in senior positions in education, with women constituting 14.3 per cent of university vice-chancellors in 2011, up from 12.4 per cent in 2003. Women also represent 31.4 per cent of health service chief executives in 2011, compared with 28.6 per cent in 2003. The report describes the progress of women to positions of authority in Britain as ‘tortuously slow’. As we can see from these statistics, progress is not even—it waxes and wanes or even reverses in some areas. The report explains that women are on a level pegging with men in their twenties but several years later a very different picture emerges. Many have disappeared from the paid workforce ‘or remain trapped in the “marzipan layer” below senior management, leaving the higher ranks to be dominated by men’. It estimates that, if women were to achieve equal representation among Britain’s 26,000 top jobs, approximately 5,400 missing women could rise through the ranks to positions of influence.

Women now comprise over 40 per cent of practising solicitors and 42 per cent of members of chartered accountants in England and Wales. As Bolton and Muzio (2008: 282) note: ‘There seems little doubt that women have made huge progress—numerically dominating areas of the labour market and entering and succeeding in previously male dominated occupations and professional groups.’ They also comprise 15 per cent of directors of FTSE 100 companies and 6.6 per cent of FTSE 100 executive directors (Sealy and Vinnicombe 2012).

Therefore, while women have made inroads into key areas of public life, advancement has been slow, leading some commentators to argue that, in the context of management and organizations, progress has ‘stalled’ (Cohen et al. 2009).

Given these observable differences in organizational outcomes between men and women, this Handbook focuses on organizations and the way in which their processes and practices systematically work to produce gender inequities. Drawing on Sturm’s (2001) conceptualization of ‘second generation’ gender discrimination, it seeks to problematize organizational work cultures and practices which appear superficially neutral, but result in differences in experience and treatment between men and women (Kolb and McGinn 2009). In contrast to first generation gender discrimination which typically involved intentional acts of discrimination, second generation gender issues appear objectively based and to contain no intentional bias. However, through their reflection of masculine values and life situations they inevitably contain a disadvantage for those with different values and life experiences (Kolb and Blake-Beard 2009). Here, Ely and Meyerson (2001) have identified a number of practices that serve to perpetuate gender inequity in organizations, for example, gendered jobs, gendered work, gendered definitions of leadership, and the gendered structure of social capital. These gendered processes can be concealed within taken-for-granted norms, practices, and values. Thus, it has been shown that equal opportunity policies, through discourses of meritocracy and gender justice, can serve to conceal continuing gender disadvantage beneath a persuasive rhetoric of ‘best person for the job’—institutionalizing invisible forms of gendered normativity (Lewis and Simpson 2010).

The Handbook develops and discusses a number of these issues through critical examination by leading authors in the area of gender and organizations. In so doing, it provides a basis for elaboration and elucidation on questions and challenges confronting those interested in better understanding and tackling gender issues. We are of course aware that the contributions to the text cannot address conclusively all the questions that concern the field. However, we can capture some of the disparate voices and provide a focus for ongoing examination, dialogue, and debate of critical issues related to gender in organizations.

We have grouped chapters into four comprehensive sections that highlight some of the key developments in the field: (1) Theorizing Gender and Organizations, (2) Gender in Leadership and Management, (3) Gender and Careers, and (4) Masculinities in Organizations. We recognize that many of the dynamics discussed within each section go beyond one specific dimension and address, simultaneously, different themes. However, they provide a good starting point in terms of highlighting key contemporary issues relating to men’s and women’s experiences at work and serve to map out what has now become a broad terrain.

The first section, Theorizing Gender and Organizations, examines some of the major theoretical developments and provides an overview of how work in gender and organizations has evolved. The increasingly diverse literature on gender and work can be charted from the 1970s, which sought, at a fundamental level, to bring women into theorizing on management and organization. Such literature often explored differences (e.g. in career progress, career experiences) between women and men—where those differences were assumed to be both observable and stable. Recent work has focused on gender as a process—reproduced through performance and practice as well as on how gender and other categories of difference may be mobilized and resisted, and how they intersect. This broad movement is reflected to a large extent in the six chapters in this section which draw out the different ways of seeing and understanding gender and how these understandings both inform and are informed by contemporary organizational contexts.

Our first chapter: ‘Theorizing Gender and Organizations: Changing Times … Changing Theories?’, by Marta Calás, Linda Smircich, and Evangelina Holvino, provides a comprehensive and thought-provoking account of the theoretical perspectives that form the conceptual contours of the gender and organization literature as it has taken shape over the last forty years. Based on an evaluation of these conceptual framings, they argue that we need to incorporate more fully the changing conditions within the contemporary landscape of gender disadvantage into these understandings. In particular, they address the changing contours of inequality under current global circumstances, which they see as requiring new theorizing. They raise thought-provoking issues regarding the role that some theorizing has had in the perpetuation of inequality and how contemporary literatures outside the realm of gender-and-organization may become the framing for new organizational theorizing on sex/gender inequality.

In ‘Disturbing Thoughts and Gendered Practices: A Discursive Review of Feminist Organizational Analysis’, Mariana Ines Paludi, Jean Helms-Mills, and Albert Mills take a historical and discursive approach to explore how feminist organizational analysis has developed over time. Here, they move away from seeing this development as a linear and/or progressive history and instead focus on how and why particular accounts were/are received and how dominant (e.g. positivist, managerialist) accounts have influenced the development of the field. They highlight some of the historically grounded politics of exclusion as women’s voices were ignored, whilst showing how different discursive contexts and positions have created a rich array of (plural, contextual) feminist contributions. Here, they argue that, in order to deal with discrimination within organizations, we need to question and problematize the underlying histories that serve to support and legitimize management and organization studies as a discipline, and treat both MOS and feminist theory as a reaction to certain discursive realities. In this way, attention can be focused on the discursive nature of organizational analysis and the implications for feminist change strategies.

In ‘Organizations as Symbolic Gendered Orders’, Silvia Gherardi adopts a symbolist approach to grasp the ambiguity and diversity of gendered meanings in organizations, e.g. around emotionality, subjectivity, sexuality. Drawing on a cultural approach, she shows how the symbolic realm is a dimension of reality and helps us understand how gender is ‘done’ at work, and how organizations as cultural products ‘do’ gender. Both play an active role in gender performativity through the interplay of ceremonial and remedial work that underpin the symbolic ordering of an organizational culture. Through the rich symbology of the dragon, she provides fascinating insight into organizations as symbolic gendered orders. In so doing, she highlights how gender symbolism is maintained, reproduced and culturally transmitted through the ceremonial work that takes places within organizations—while remedial work restores the symbolic order of gender following instances when it has been challenged.

Heather Höpfl, in her aptly titled ‘Was will der Mann?’ seeks to reverse Freud’s famous question about what women want. She draws on Freud’s veneration of the phallus and the orientation to women as ‘deficiency’ and ‘lack’ to speculate on the possibility of a discourse of maternity which might bring the possibility of social change. The chapter addresses how the relationship between the valorized and the deficient can be seen in organizations and their practices. As she points out, conventional patriarchal representations of the organization reduce organization to mere abstract relationships, rational actions, and purposive behaviour (forecasting, monitoring) that are synonymous with the phallus and with masculinized regulation and control. This renders all organizational members deficient in relation to targets which have to be achieved—with the double consequence for women, since there is already the acknowledgement of a lack which precedes entry. Through evocative stories and examples, Hopfl shows how, through the privileging of metrics, potentially transformative maternal values such as care and nurture are set aside in favour of (disembodied) volume and frequency—both of which are primarily patriarchal, phallogocentric measures.

In a her stimulating chapter, ‘Feminism, Post-feminism, and Emerging Femininities in Entrepreneurship’, Patricia Lewis draws on cultural phenomenon of post-feminism to explore the neglected issue of femininity and entrepreneurship. As she argues, the potential alignment between the agentic, self-reinventing post-feminist subject and the autonomous, self-regulating entrepreneur means that post-feminism is a useful (but often neglected) cultural frame for exploring the issue of femininity and entrepreneurship. The fluidity regarding what femininity means in contemporary times allows us to examine contemporary changes in the relationship between home and work and how this contributes to the emergence of different modes of entrepreneurial femininity. Lewis draws on three post-feminist factors: individualism, choice and empowerment; notions of ‘natural’ sexual difference; and retreat to the home. In a highly persuasive analysis, she connects these factors to four emerging entrepreneurial femininities including individualized entrepreneurial femininity, maternal entrepreneurial femininity, relational entrepreneurial femininity, and excessive entrepreneurial femininity. As she argues, these are embedded within a historically specific post-feminist context and incorporate transformations in popularly available understandings of femaleness and women’s positioning in the contemporary world of work. In so doing, Lewis articulates how post-feminism can help us develop a more nuanced understanding of gender dynamics in organizations.

In our final chapter in this section, ‘Meaning that Matters: An Organizational Communication Perspective on Gender, Discourse, and Materiality’, Karen Lee Ashcraft and Kate Lockwood Harris develop new understandings regarding a ‘constitutive’ view of discourse. This departs from a more conventional view of discourse as merely expressing, transmitting, or maintaining already existing realities and better accounts for contemporary concerns regarding materiality. Referring to the split in current work between discourse and matter, they advance the development of a new (fifth) frame, communication as discursive-material evolution, which highlights the ongoing interpenetration of discourse and matter in everyday life. This ‘post-humanist’ conception of communication fuses discourse and materiality into ‘meaning that matters’. To facilitate this development, they draw on organizational communication theory and theorize communication as the process through which symbol and material meet and meld into the tangible realities of work and organizational life. To demonstrate the potential of this lens, they present a powerful analysis of the material-discursive interpenetrations of gendered violence, drawing specifically on the recent Penn State scandal in the US. They show how the frame ‘reorganizes’ the discursive and material complexities of gendered violence and offers conceptual resources, not yet shared among gender and organization scholars, that can help us reimagine how discourse ‘matters’.

In our second section, examining Gender in Leadership and Management, we argue experiences of advantage and disadvantage manifest more clearly at higher levels of the organization. Here, dominant notions of ‘good leadership’ often support and are underpinned by masculine values—further entrenching traditional gender based difference. This has been both supported and refuted by research that has explored gender differences in management and leadership; that has considered leadership as part of masculine discourse; that has promoted a feminization of management thesis; and that has suggested a colonization of the feminine within the masculine leadership domain. This section explores these key issues and others in the context of contemporary organizations.

In the first chapter in this section ‘Female Advantage: Revisited’, Alice Eagly, Leire Gartzia, and Linda Carli provide a critical review of evidence to date that women have particular advantages and disadvantages as leaders. They focus on a key contention evident in the literature that women more than men evince a transformational leadership style, which has been linked to enhanced leader and organizational performance. Women’s higher emotional intelligence, ethical standards, and endorsement of benevolent and universalistic values may also confer benefits in some contexts. However, they reflect against this backdrop that women leaders continue to experience organizational prejudice, discrimination in pay and advancement, and difficulty in obtaining desirable developmental job opportunities. Given this blend of advantage and disadvantage, prevailing evidence in respect of women’s leadership effectiveness provides a mixed picture. Women leaders are more effective than men; particularly in less masculine settings. Gender diversity enhances team performance, but only when teams are managed to overcome group conflict, and enhances corporate financial outcomes only in firms that are poorly governed or that emphasize innovation. They conclude that increasingly favourable attitudes towards women leaders and the emergence of a more androgynous cultural model of leadership bode well for women leaders in the future.

In the second chapter in this section, ‘The Rocky Climb: Women’s Advancement in Management’, Isabel Metz and Carol Kulik argue that women’s advancement is impeded by both traditional and modern barriers. They thus liken women’s advancement to a ‘rocky climb’, involving a great deal of effort relative to the amount of upward progress, and with significant opportunities for backsliding. They identify ‘traditional’ barriers as those which have persisted over time, including decision-makers’ denial of gender discrimination, social gender roles, stereotypes and perceptions, and organizational culture. Moving on to consider contemporary issues, they observe that overt gender discrimination has been replaced by a more covert form, modern sexism, and ‘gender fatigue’ have emerged as new barriers to women’s advancement. To address the complexity of the issues identified, the authors advocate a customized, step-by-step approach to assist in overcoming ‘gender fatigue’, thereby boosting ‘gender equity’ in organizations. The anticipated outcome of such an approach is to change the ‘rocky climb’ to just a plain old ‘climb’ up the hierarchical ladder for those women who wish to advance in management.

In their thought-provoking chapter, ‘Leadership: A Matter of Gender?’, Yvonne Due Billing and Mats Alvesson tackle the long-lasting and, they argue, possibly not very useful question of whether women’s and men’s leadership are similar or different. They further explore possible explanations as to why we do not yet have conclusive answers to this fundamental question. Their chapter discusses different stances of the no-difference and the gender-stereotypical views and the problems in investigating the subject—including complications in how to determine and motivate whether there is a difference in women’s and men’s ways of leading. Arguing that it is not necessarily very fruitful to seek general patterns in terms of gender and leadership, the authors posit that understanding gender and leadership calls less for a strict adherence to a specific theory and law-like patterns than an ability to consider a variety of key aspects and dynamics and a variation of tendencies and empirical outcomes.

Considering gender and leadership from an alternative perspective, Sharon Mavin, Jannine Williams, and Gina Grandy in their chapter ‘Negative Intra-Gender Relations between Women: Friendship, Competition, and Female Misogyny’, tackle the thorny issue of the nature of women’s negative intra-gender social relations, with a view to offering new insights into gendered organizations and how gendered organizing processes impact upon social interactions and relationships between women. They theorize women’s negative intra-gender relations by fusing theory in the areas of doing gender well and differently; gendered contexts; homophily and homosociality; women’s intra-gender competition and processes of female misogyny, as complex interlocking gendered practices and processes. The chapter contributes a conceptual framework of women’s intra-gender relations, which reveals under-researched, often hidden forms of gender in action. Through their analysis, the authors seek to extend the theoretical development of women’s negative relations by recognizing that they have the power to limit the potential for homosocial and homophilous relations between women and conclude by offering questions to guide future research agendas.

‘Sex, Gender and Leadership: What do Four Decades of Research Tell us?’ is a comprehensive and insightful contribution from Gary N. Powell. In the chapter he reviews four decades of research on the linkages among sex, gender, and leadership by examining status, preferences, stereotypes, attitudes, behaviours, and effectiveness associated with the leader role in relation to gender stereotypes and roles. The chapter begins by reviewing women’s status over recent decades. It then considers preferences for male versus female leaders in general, moving on to compare leader stereotypes with gender stereotypes, examining whether leader stereotypes have changed over time. Attention then turns to a review of attitudes toward female leaders, with a consideration of whether (and if so, how) female and male managers differ in their behaviour and overall effectiveness as leaders. The chapter concludes with a discussion of implications for future theory, research, and practice.

In the final chapter in this section ‘Gendered Constructions of Merit and Impression Management within Professional Service Firms’, Savita Kumra argues women may be disadvantaging their career advancement opportunities within professional services firms by ignoring the benefits impression management activities can bring to them, preferring to rely instead on principles of meritocracy. The chapter considers the concept of meritocracy and assesses its key characteristics. Also considered are some of the inherent contradictions within the concept and the gender implications of these. Attention then turns to an analysis of impression management, contrasting the key characteristics of the two concepts. The chapter concludes with consideration of the nature of career advancement processes within the professional services, with particular emphasis on the performative nature of this process; gender implications are then assessed and discussed.

Our third section on Gender and Careers highlights the different obstacles and challenges that managerial and professional women face largely because of the gendered or masculine nature of organization (Catalyst 1998). These include long work hours and ‘extreme jobs’ that are highly demanding in terms of time and effort and which women may be unable or unwilling to undertake (Hewlett and Luce 2006); job responsibilities that ‘support’ (e.g. human resources, public affairs) rather than those which are central to the business or organization and hence may offer limited opportunities for career advancement; gendered notions of mobility that prioritize availability and international movement as prerequisites for some global careers and the paradoxical nature of career gaps or career breaks which, though provided and promoted by organizations, have been found to be detrimental in terms of promotion and pay (Schneer and Reitman 2006).

Women may also face cultural barriers to building human and social capital that have detrimental effects. Here, two kinds of social relationships have been shown to facilitate the career development and advancement of managerial and professional women and men: mentoring relationships and networking. Mentoring improves both protégé and mentor job performance advantages in the form of protégé socialization, support for long-term human resource planning, informing succession planning, and leadership development (Allen et al. 2004). However, most mentors are male and women find it much more difficult to develop mentor relationships than men (O’Neill and Blake-Beard 2002). Further, cross-gender mentoring relationships raise unique issues, including questions surrounding the appropriate levels of intimacy or distance, perceptions of bias towards the protégé held by outsiders, perceptions of sexuality, and actual sexual relationships (Clawson and Kram 1984).

Networks have many benefits to both individuals and organizations (Cross and Parker 2004). Individuals get access to information, greater visibility, more support, and increased chances for advancement. Effective networking is associated with career and business success. But organizational culture will clearly impact the effectiveness of women and men’s networking activity. Much of networking occurs after work hours and involves socializing after work; often including drinks, sports, and sometimes strip clubs. Women and men have different networks that are not well integrated with each other (Ibarra 1992). Women may lack access to men’s networks (even though they prefer and place greater trust than men in their networks for high-risk issues) and their networks are smaller and can contain members with less power and centrality. Women and men also see different benefits and values in networking—with women perhaps less likely to appreciate the career-enhancing benefits of the activity and hence needing to reconsider their relationship with this key organizational activity.

Not surprisingly, our contributions addressing gender in organizations and careers are consistent with and support previous writing. Valerie Streets and Debra Major in their chapter ‘Gender and Careers: Obstacles and Opportunities’, directly address such career issues—what they term the ‘leaky pipeline’ for women—at two stages: as girls in school and women entering the workforce. Girls in school have limited access to successful role models, are low in self-efficacy, and low in self-image. As a result they tend to perceive low opportunities and have low expectations. Women entering the workforce are less likely to enter male-dominated occupations, and because of ‘stereotype threat’ perform below their talents. They also encounter sexism (think manager, think male). Gender-based discrimination manifest through mechanisms such as wage, performance evaluations, and promotion gap (the glass ceiling). Women may also be ‘punished’ for displaying agentic characteristics (i.e. behaving in non-stereotypical ways). The authors offer suggestions for addressing these obstacles for both girls and women entering the workforce.

Susanne Bruckmüller, Michelle Ryan, Floor Rink, and Alexander Haslam in ‘The Glass Cliff: Examining Why Women Occupy Leadership in Precarious Circumstances’, document still another challenge managerial and professional women face—the glass cliff. Instead of ‘think manager, think male’ the glass cliff represents ‘think crisis, think female’. When women get ‘promoted’, more often than not it is to a high-risk job. In these jobs women receive less reward, face greater scrutiny, and are at greater risk of being unsuccessful. The glass cliff is another form of gender discrimination, reflecting both sexism and the expendability of women. It also reflects the stereotype that women are better able to handle crises than are men. In addition, in-group favouritism by men supports the preference to appoint men to low-risk jobs, with a greater likelihood of success.

In ‘Power and Resistance in Gender Equality Strategies: Comparing Quotas and Small Wins’, Yvonne Benschop and Marieke van den Brink consider two strategies for improving both the work experiences of women in the workplace and their career advancement possibilities. As they point out, progress in these areas has been very slow. They consider the use of quotas and ‘small wins’ as possible change strategies and focus on power and resistance as central to change efforts. Quotas address issues of structural inclusion of women (their numbers) while small wins attempts to bring about structural change. Resistance today tends to encompass both overt and subtle forms, depending on the situation. The use of quotas tends to engender resistance. They usefully examine the pros and cons of each strategy, advocating in the end a combination of both.

Sandra Fielden and Carianne Hunt in ‘Sexual Harassment in the Workplace’ consider the highly emotive issues of sexual harassment in the workplace. Sexual harassment appears to be a fairly common occurrence, though often under-reported. Sexual harassment reflects male dominance and power over women. In a unique account, they review and analyse this behaviour from the perspective of perpetrators as well as victims. They offer primary, secondary, and tertiary interventions to reduce levels of sexual harassment in organizations.

In ‘Organizational Culture, Work Investments, and the Careers of Men: Disadvantages to Women?’, Ronald Burke, using gendered or masculinized organizations as the setting, considers ways in which men are advantaged (women disadvantaged) in terms of their work experiences and career progress. Organizations were designed by men for men; women are less comfortable in them and less likely to fit. The literature has documented the following barriers facing women managers and professionals: women have difficulty travelling, women are not interested in international assignments, women are adversely affected by career breaks or career gaps to raise children, women face sexual harassment, women are less likely to take part in after-hours socializing, women are given more risky assignments, women are scrutinized more closely, they have greater levels of home and family responsibilities, less access to mentoring and networking relationships, they are excluded from the ‘old boys’ club’, unable or unwilling to work the long hours required in some jobs, and there is little agreement between women and men about the obstacles facing women. Burke reviews some of the solutions that address these concerns

Barbara Bagilhole, in her chapter ‘Challenging Gender Boundaries: Pressures and Constraints on Women in Non-Traditional Occupations’, considers the experiences of women in non-traditional occupations. These occupations exhibit both horizontal and vertical segregation—women are typically at lower organizational levels and clustered in a small number of occupations. She documents pervasive barriers for these women. These include obstacles in recruitment, career development, selection and promotion, working conditions, lack of geographic mobility, hostile reactions from men, men preferring to work with other men, limited access to men’s networks, limited socialization to the occupation, being given harder jobs, few other female role models, a chilly climate, sexual harassment, and potential threats to masculinity of male colleagues. She paints a bleak picture of women’s experiences in non-traditional occupations, concluding that dramatic change is needed if improvement is to be achieved.

Our final section, Masculinities in Organizations, explores some of the ways in which masculinity and masculine values have been concealed in the context of managing and organizing and some of the implications this can have for the experiences of women. As we have seen in different chapters in this book, organizations are sites of gendered power and reflect gendered values and practices including rationality, instrumentality, measurement and, through homosociability, a preference by men for men. Further, organizational practises such as target setting, skills audits, and the production of performance metrics can be seen to reflect and reinforce masculine discourses based on a desire for control. Recent accounts of gender in organizations have shown how such issues may be concealed under a rhetoric of gender neutrality or implicit assumptions concerning the validity of some forms of knowledge and of the ‘appropriate’ positioning of women and men. In this respect, men are often blind to issues of gender in their own behaviours and practices as well as how the advantages and privileges of masculinity are normalized and hence obscured. In Whitehead’s (this volume) terms, men are invisible as gendered and privileged subjects—and gender is accordingly only seen in the context of harm that attaches to women. Against this background, the chapters in this section variously undertake a ‘gendering’ of men and masculinity in order to develop a greater understanding of men’s practices and men’s power.

The first chapter, ‘Contextualizing Men, Masculinities, Leadership, and Management: Gender/Intersectionalities, Local/Transnational, Embodied/Virtual, Theory/Practice’, by Jeff Hearn, provides a welcome overview of some of the key developments in the area of masculinity and leadership/management research—pointing to the diversity of ‘leadership masculinities’ and to the gendering as well as the often non-gendered status of understandings of the field. Hearn offers personal reflection on the area as a prelude to examining recent developments in Critical Studies on Men and Masculinities (CSMM)—an area that has been very much shaped by his work. Hearn identifies three ‘absences’ within critical accounts of gender and leadership: gender and intersectionalities which moves away from a singular focus on gender and which can incorporate multiple divisions such as age, class, ethnicity, and sexuality; localization and transnationalization that rejects ‘methodological nationalism’ for a focus on globalization, transnationalization, and postcolonialism and how these are implicated in gendered leadership behaviours, and practice; and embodiment and virtualization and how developments such as the spread of ICT in the doing, experiencing, and being affected by leadership. Hearn concludes the chapter with some illuminating insight into the importance of these developments for the relations of theory and practice.

In ‘Masculinities in Management: Hidden, Invisible, and Persistent’, Stephen Whitehead draws on some of the issues raised by Hearn and critically explores the reasons why masculinities persist in management, highlighting the ways they remain hidden and invisible even while heavily influencing the wider organizational culture. As he acknowledges, despite the increasing presence of women in management, most organizations continue to be heavily masculinist in culture. Here he highlights how a prevailing ‘masculinist’ organizational culture is largely sustained through managers taking up those gender discourses which reflect masculine ways of being. Drawing on feminist poststructuralist theories of gender identity and particularly the masculine subject, the chapter examines managerial practices such as performativity and how such practices serve to sustain both a masculinist organizational paradigm and many managers’ sense of self—both influencing and being replicated within organizational cultures and management practices and reinforcing masculine-management subjectivities. Whitehead concludes by recognizing that while women managers do, for the most part, occupy a different discursive place to most men managers, their experiences of becoming a leader/manager invariably require them to convincingly replicate masculine discourses as gendered subjects.

Nick Rumens opens his chapter ‘Masculinity and Sexuality at Work: Incorporating Gay and Bisexual Men’s Perspectives’ with the acknowledgment that gender has often been afforded priority over other aspects of difference such as sexuality. Here, he points to the heteronormative nature of critical organizational scholarship on men and masculinities and the tendency to normalize white, middle-class, heterosexual, able-bodied gender norms. These, he argues, unhelpfully maintain dualistic modes of understanding sexuality and gender and routinely overlook, despite the poststructuralist emphasis on plural masculinities, ‘gay’ and ‘bi’ (bisexual) men. As he observes, while the organizational literature on men and masculinities directs attention to how men are expected to work as ‘men’, there is gap in terms of the examination of how and why men are expected to be particular kinds of men. Gay and bi-identified men do not regularly figure in the critical masculinities literature and Rumens identifies some of those missing men and masculinities by drawing on the sexuality of organization scholarship, focusing specifically on gay and bisexual men. Here he argues persuasively for a greater dialogue between organizational scholars interested in men and masculinities and those scholars involved in examining gay and bi sexualities at work. Queer theory, that underscores the oppressive effects of heteronormativity and allows us to see how lives and identities can be constructed differently, is presented as one way forward here and, through this, Rumens calls for a richer organizational literature on gender that can account fully for how gender is shaped by a range of sexualities.

In ‘Doing Gender Differently: Men in Caring Occupations’ and drawing on her research in Australian and the UK, Ruth Simpson explores some of the ways in which men ‘do’ gender in a non-traditional occupational context. The chapter looks at the challenges men face in a non-traditional (e.g. service and/or caring) role and the strategies adopted to manage gender and occupational identity. As she argues, the context of ‘feminized’ work, where masculinity is highly visible and vulnerable to challenge, is a powerful one for exploring masculinities and how they are constructed, resisted, and maintained. The chapter highlights some of the challenges men face in a non-traditional role. Further, through accounts of the significance of bodies and embodiment, of the gendering of service and care and of gendered spaces, Simpson illustrates the diverse ways in which men manage gender in these contexts. As she argues, a focus on distancing strategies, where men withdraw from meanings attached to femininity, may hide more complex and often contradictory processes as, for example, men negotiate the marking of their bodies as ‘out of place’ in ways that then support essentialized notions of men’s non-suitability for the job and as men invoke masculinity through strategies of ‘new manhood’ that seek to reject its status while, paradoxically, reifying its normativity. The chapter highlights how, by entering a non-traditional occupation, men simultaneously ‘do’ and ‘undo’ gender acting to reinforce as well as to destabilize gender in its stereotypical forms.

David Knights and Maria Tullberg, in ‘Masculinity in the Financial Sector’, problematize ‘malestream’ writing that generally denies or denigrates the significance of gender in the study of management and organizational practice. As they point out, while men and masculine discourses dominate management and organization, their conceptualization and interrogation are neglected even in critical studies of work and organization. Through an examination of the highly topical context of the financial sector (given the numerous scandals that followed the global financial crisis of 2007–8), they show how homosocial constructions and masculine performances reproduce power and privilege for men. The feminine is kept at a safe distance and women are prevented from invading a protected space that is characterized by a particularly aggressive macho competitiveness and preoccupation with financial reward. As they argue, such distancing minimizes the threat of the Other to masculine discourses and their performative outcomes in a context where the greatest fear is to fail to be a ‘real man’. The chapter aptly illustrates this dynamic through the aggressively instrumental and competitive pursuit of the highest level of economic reward within the sector—drawing links between the gendered dynamics of the sector and discourses of masculinity in contemporary management and organizational contexts.

In our final chapter, ‘Masculinities in Multinationals’, Janne Tienari and Alexei Koveshnikov draw on insights from critical studies of men as well as feminist theory to revisit three influential texts on the management of multinational corporations. As they point out, management in multinationals is infused with specific masculinities as the top echelons of these organizations are taken up by a particular type of man and the ways in which they operate routinely exclude others from positions of influence. A masculinist image of the ‘ideal’ corporate executive is accordingly reproduced based on a form of ‘geocentric’ man who is free of national sentiment, constantly available, and willing to move at short notice. Through their fascinating and insightful analysis, that draws in part on telling stories of heroism and masculine success, they show how the texts (re) construct an idealized image of management based on problematic assumptions, e.g. around mobility and about family status and arrangements, and that they carry meanings far beyond the openness and cultural sensitivity which is claimed. As they show, assumptions about management in multinationals have repercussions far beyond the boundaries of these organizations. Privileged key people within multinationals draw from and reproduce a global system of inclusion and exclusion, which serves to perpetuate inequality within and across societies.

In conclusion, through the chapters summarized briefly above, this Handbook captures the diverse and complex ways in which organizational processes and practices systematically work to produce gender (dis)advantage. Leading authors in the field of gender and organizations have come together in this unique edited volume to highlight some of the key contemporary issues facing men and women in organizations and how gender dynamics can be understood. Through their insightful and thoughtful commentaries we provide a basis for discussion and elaboration on some of the key questions and issues that underpin a better understanding of gender in organizations.
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PART I

THEORIZING GENDER AND ORGANIZATIONS


CHAPTER 1

THEORIZING GENDER-AND-ORGANIZATION

Changing Times… Changing Theories?

MARTA B. CALÁS, LINDA SMIRCICH, AND EVANGELINA HOLVINO

THIS chapter maps theoretical perspectives forming the conceptual contours of the gender and organization literature as it has taken shape over the last forty years. Our concern is with the trajectory of this literature and how it has changed—or not—with the purpose of reclaiming the social change potential that marked its beginning.

As we see it, the necessary motivating condition for the continued existence of the gender-and-organization literature is the persistence of sex/gender inequality in organizations and society. We cannot imagine a more general explanation for the staying power and proliferation of this literature as well as for the variety of theories that have appeared. With this as our point of departure, we focus critically on how this theorizing has been and continues to be done in organization and management studies, and what it may have accomplished so far.

The initial turn to gender within organization and management studies occurred during the 1960s and 1970s when feminist and other social movements brought about heightened attention to sex/gender inequality in public life. It was not the first time. Earlier feminist and abolitionist movements had already done so. However, ‘second wave’ feminism in the 1960s articulated the limits to women’s rights in relation to men’s rights as a significant social concern with economic consequences. In most affluent nations organizations were salient settings where these limits were evident and remedies were to be applied, in particular through legal mandates such as EEO/Affirmative Action policies. Against this background of cultural and political change, researchers began to explore obstacles facing women as they entered various areas of the economy. Yet, despite enacting mandates, and establishing several forms of remedies, changes in policies, organizational programmes, assorted managerial strategies, and regardless of changes in social and economic contexts, sex/gender inequality in labour markets and organizations remains. How have scholars of organization studies accounted for this persistence?

That the organizational landscape continues to be marked by persistent patterns of gender inequality is not in dispute. Documentation on the enduring sex segregation of organizations and occupations, on the stubborn fact of pay disparities between women and men, on the continued devaluation of women’s work, and on women’s absence at higher levels of organizations, is voluminous. Yet, we question, can the scholarly literature do more than document such facts?

Further, the backdrop against which sex/gender inequality exists today has fundamentally changed since the 1960s, including altered geopolitics, economic and cultural changes articulated in globalization processes, and, in particular, the expansion of neo-liberal market ideology worldwide. Has gender and organization theorizing changed sufficiently to address these changing circumstances?

These questions guide us as we examine gender and organization theorizing, considering its location in time and place. The conceptual framings developed and analyses conducted in the 1960s or 1970s are of interest both in terms of the history of the theoretical premises they employ, as well as the context in which they were deployed. But it is possible that some theoretical perspectives have become of little value for addressing sex/gender inequality under contemporary conditions—unless we assume that since their appearance nothing has changed in culture and society and in conceptualizing ‘gender’ and ‘organization’.

Our approach is not a neutral evaluation of which theoretical explanations may be better—in general—to account for the persistence of sex/gender inequality in organizations. Rather, it asserts that this persistence is an outcome—a manifestation—of various social dynamics and social processes changing over time, and thus requires understanding the changing conditions of its reproduction. It requires asking, as well, what theoretical premises about gender-and-organization may be needed now, and which may require rethinking or abandoning.

While these may seem to be bold claims, some facts are worth considering. For instance, the ‘gender gap’, a catch-all phrase now circulating widely to signify sex/gender inequality, refers to both systematic sex differences in numbers of people participating in economic activity and systematic differences in economic rewards (Goldin 1990). As a general trend, the percentage rate of women’s labour force participation worldwide has steadily increased, but occupational and income disparities associated with sex/gender inequality continue (e.g. Blau and Khan 2000; World Bank 2013). In management studies some see the situation today as ‘stalled progress’ (Cohen, Huffman, and Knauer 2009).

Meanwhile important but by no means radical transnational institutions as diverse as the UN, the World Economic Forum (WEF), and the International Labor Organization (ILO) have acknowledged that the problem is fundamental and are increasingly vocal in their concerns about the economic and social consequences of the gender gap and its persistence worldwide. As an example, a recent WEF report admonishes countries and companies as follows:


Women … constitute a burgeoning portion of the talent pool available to companies today. Over time, therefore, a nation’s competitiveness depends significantly on whether and how it utilizes its female talent…. Governments play an important role in helping create the right environment for improving women’s economic participation … However, it is then primarily the imperative of companies to create ecosystems where the best talent—both male and female—can flourish.

(Zahidi and Ibarra 2010: p. v)



These ongoing conversations—inside and outside the academic realm—offer an occasion for assessing what may have been accomplished in management and organization studies to address these issues, and to reflect on what else might be needed now. Ours is not a comprehensive review of the literature (for a recent review, see Broadbridge and Simpson 2011). Rather, we illustrate the literature’s contours seen from our vantage point, as critical gender-and-organization scholars and practitioners located in the contemporary context of the USA.

The chapter is organized as follows: The next section, Contours, distinguishes the literature meta-theoretically. It contains two subsections, Theorizing ‘Gender in Organizations’ and Theorizing ‘Gendering Organizations’, contrasting theoretical approaches which developed sequentially. Nonetheless, both approaches continue to be followed at present and we note that this is in itself remarkable, for one has tended to obscure conditions promoting inequality in organizations, while the other has made these even more visible as well as more complicated. In light of this we ask, up to what point does certain gender and organization literature still produced today contribute to perpetuating the situation it purports to be studying? A second section, ‘The Changing Contours of Inequality’, addresses how contemporary literatures mostly outside the realm of gender-and-organization may become, of necessity, the framing for new organizational theorizing on sex/gender inequality. Their explicit focus on social change under current global circumstances may provide a new and much needed impetus for re-examining relationships between scholarly production on this topic and its effects in ‘the real world’. In a brief concluding section we offer further reflections on institutional conditions bearing on the production of knowledge on gender and organizations and more generally.

CONTOURS: THEORIZING ‘GENDER IN ORGANIZATIONS’ OR THEORIZING ‘GENDERING ORGANIZATIONS’?

At the most general level we can identify two main meta-theoretical approaches in the gender and organization literature. The first and older approach—theorizing gender in organizations—follows a more ‘naturalistic’ or ‘common-sense’ orientation towards gender; understands sex as biological characteristics—male and female—and gender as social or cultural categorization usually associated with a person’s sex, i.e. masculinity and femininity, often conceived as stable traits or roles (Alsop, Fitzsimmons, Lennon, and Minsky 2002). Issues of gender and organizations are typically framed as having to do with conditions for women, often in comparison to men. Thus, from within this perspective the title originally assigned for this chapter by the editors, ‘Theorizing Gender in Organizations’, makes sense, as the literature tends to assume people as sexed/gendered beings acting within the confines of a neutral ‘container’—‘the organization’. The organization functions as a stage on which individuals act but—with few exceptions—the stage is rarely examined.

The second approach—gendering organizations—‘de-naturalizes’ the common sense of gender using processual, social constructionist theoretical approaches. Rather than positioning individuals at the centre of inquiry and assuming binary notions of ‘women’ and ‘men’, or ‘feminine’ and ‘masculine’ roles, the focus instead is on gender as a social institution which is socially accomplished through gender relations. This brings the analyst’s attention not simply to the sex of participants as embodied actors, but to the cultural production of their subjectivities and the material production of their lives, including the ongoing production/reproduction along gender lines of social structure/ing. In contrast to thinking of gender as a possession or attribute of people working in organizations, social constructionist accounts consider the ways gender(ing) is an outcome or a co-production of organizing processes. If this chapter were exclusively concerned with this second approach the suggested chapter title would change to ‘Theorizing “Gendering Organizations”’.

Thus the title we ultimately chose, ‘Theorizing Gender-and-Organization’, is a way for us to highlight distinctions between the two approaches as we recount their basic tenets and expand on their differences.

Theorizing ‘Gender in Organizations’: Gender = Sex = Women (and Men)

In the 1970s, as a consequence of the changing aspirations and opportunities for women in industrialized societies, and their greater presence and influence in the economy and the academy, a field of academic inquiry began to take shape under the umbrella term ‘women-in-management’. With business organizations no longer legitimately the exclusive provenance of men, this research, much of it conducted by those affiliated with the Women in Management division of the US Academy of Management, explored issues related to the status of women in organizations, including their under-representation at higher levels. Most attempted to establish whether or not there were sex differences across an array of topics of concern to the field and what accounted for women’s secondary status in organizations. The underlying question was ‘why don’t women achieve?’

There were echoes of liberal feminism in this question, for underneath it all women were assumed to be as good as men (i.e. the assumption of abstract individualism) and therefore deserving of the same rewards in a meritocratic society. As empirical research on these themes continued into the 1980s, the term ‘gender’ replaced the term ‘sex’. Yet there was no shift in research logic; research continued to be about women in management and the problems they face. Much contemporary gender research in organization studies follows the path initiated at its beginning: the study of ‘gender in organizations’ is still primarily the study of the conditions women face in organizations centred on a fulcrum of ‘difference’.

One of the longest lines of research in this tradition closely associated with the gender gap focuses on women and positions of authority. A pattern of inquiry was established when psychologically oriented research showed that respondents’ general conceptions of ‘a successful manager’ included characteristics identified with men—but not women (Schein 1973, 1975). Numerous replications, across multiple countries, supported what came to be called the ‘think manager—think male’ association (e.g. Heilman, Block, Martell, and Simon 1989; Dodge, Gilroy, and Fenzel 1995; Schein, Mueller, Lituchy, and Liu 1996; Schein 2001, 2007; Ryan, Haslam, Hersby, and Bongiorno 2011).

Other research at this time showed that women leaders were held to different standards of evaluation, even when under experimental conditions their behaviour was identical to men’s (Bartol and Butterfield 1976). Subsequently this ‘double standards’ finding has also been reproduced numerous times, for example in assessment of job candidates, evaluations of performance, or awards of pay or promotion (e.g. Eagly, Makhijani, and Klonsky 1992; Foschi, Lai, and Sigerson 1994; Kulich, Ryan, and Haslam 2007; Roth, Purvis, and Bobko 2012).

Using somewhat different terminology, researchers echoed and extended similar observations over the decades, painting an ever sharper picture of women being disadvantaged because they did not ‘fit the mould’ within organizations (e.g. Heilman 1983, 2001; Morrison, White, and Van Velsor 1987; Biernat and Fuegen 2001; Eagly and Carli 2007), a situation presumed to be responsible for their being blocked from advancement by a ‘glass ceiling’. In contrast, men who entered female-dominated professions often benefited from an apparent ‘glass escalator’ on which they could ascend to the higher ranks (Williams 1992; Maume 1999). More recently, some researchers observe that women who do ‘break through’ are over-represented in situations of precarious leadership, a situation dubbed the ‘glass cliff’ (Ryan and Haslam 2007) where female leaders are ‘more likely to be appointed in a time of poor performance or when there is an increased risk of failure’ (Ryan et al. 2011: 472). Under such contextual conditions the ‘think manager—think male’ association becomes a ‘think crisis—think female’ association.

How do researchers in this tradition explain continuing differential conditions? Where do they direct their attention for explanations?

Theorizing Gender in Organizations through Cognitive Processes: An Individual Lens

Research in the ‘gender in organizations’ tradition tends to theorize these conditions as outcomes of cognitive mechanisms—social judgement processes, involving implicit theories of leadership, in which stereotypes about traits and abilities interfere with, or shortcut, accurate perceptions of women. Typically they theorize the underlying dynamics via social role theory (Carli and Eagly 1999), where gender is associated with roles appropriate for each sex, and via status characteristics theory (Ridgeway 2001; Ragins and Winkel 2011) where gender is associated with desirable characteristics, such as competence, attributed differently by virtue of sex category membership.

Role Theory: Gender as a Social Role

Early research by organizational psychologists invoked the notion of sex roles (Parsons 1942) to account for the ways women were assessed as leaders. Subsequently the preferred terminology shifted to gender roles and then more recently to the more general ‘social roles’ (Eagly 1987; Powell and Butterfield 2003), but in any version these accounts trace differences between women’s and men’s social influence and achievement in organizations to the historical division of labour from which specific norms and expectations for the behaviour of each developed. As noted by Carli and Eagly, ‘[T]he tendency of men and women to occupy different roles, which require somewhat different behaviors, fosters gender roles by which people expect each sex to have characteristics that equip it for its sex-typical roles’ (1999: 207). Gender roles are thus understood to be descriptive of the ways people act and prescriptive of the ways they should act. Hence, in practice, researchers note that women are disadvantaged because stereotypes suggest they ‘don’t fit’.

Status Processes: Gender as a Diffuse Status Characteristic

In contrast, sociological research identified ‘status generalization’ as an alternate mechanism behind the creation and recreation of gender inequality (Rashotte and Webster 2005). In the 1970s, sociologists studying small task-focused groups observed that performance expectations, and expectations for the legitimacy of competitive or dominating behaviour, were affected by status processes (Berger, Cohen, and Zelditch 1972; Meeker and Weitzel-O’Neill 1977). Their ‘expectation states’ research indicated that when people interact in goal centred situations, such as in the workplace, their beliefs about status shape their interaction and the enactment of social hierarchies (Ridgeway 2001). Within this formulation gender, as well as age and race, is understood to function as a diffuse status characteristic, carrying cultural beliefs about the relative competence of group members in terms of knowledge, ability, or influence, with more status being attributed to men (Carli and Eagly 1999; Ridgeway 2001; Roth et al. 2012). Status beliefs thus explicitly imply both difference and inequality, with inequality being grounded in group membership itself (Ridgeway 2001).

Whereas role theorists and status theorists make similar observations about the difficulties women face in exerting influence, for status theorists this is not a problem of role incongruence or lack of fit, but a problem of legitimacy. Further, while role theorists are more inclined to talk about gender differences, status theorists are more likely to talk about hierarchical inequality.

Gender as a Primary Cultural Frame

Ridgeway brought together these two traditions by arguing that gender is a ‘primary cultural frame for coordinating social relations’ (2011: 88). As people automatically and routinely sex-categorize one another they implicitly draw on gender stereotypes in which status beliefs and beliefs about traits and roles are embedded. She notes that in the ongoing need to coordinate social relations in the workplace, the gender frame ‘offers a too convenient cultural device’ (2011: 122). Its activation provides ‘an ever-available framework for filling in the details of an uncertain work task, setting, or person and for providing an overarching, simplifying interpretation of complex circumstances’ (2011: 93).

Where does this Leave Women?

Though offering somewhat differing views on the cognitive mechanisms through which women are judged, whether their actions are filtered through conceptions of roles, status, or cultural beliefs, this scholarship continually points to a dilemma facing women in situations of authority. As Rudman and Phelan (2008: 70) note: ‘the research evidence clearly points to negative consequences for female agency’. The implicit stance in the literature, as Kolb (2009) aptly puts it, is: ‘too bad for the women’. They confront a ‘catch 22’ or ‘double bind’. In order to be seen as a ‘proper leader’ they must act in ways to disconfirm female gender stereotypes, but in so doing they risk coming across as socially deficient, and not as a ‘proper woman’ (e.g. Marshall 1984; Ryan and Haslam 2007: 551). As many have observed, women especially face a ‘backlash’—social and economic reprisal for acting counter-stereotypically (Rudman 1998; Eagly and Karau 2002; Brescoll 2012). Accordingly as individuals they encounter ‘an impression management dilemma’ (Rudman and Phelan 2008: 62) whereby they must remain vigilant about appearing ‘too emotional’, ‘too assertive’, ‘too angry’ (Brescoll and Ullman 2008), and so on.

Unfortunately, such reckoning places the problem of backlash on the laps of women. They are the ones who must ‘work around double binds’ (Kolb 2009: 12) and engage in the extra effort of ‘self-monitoring’ (Rudman and Phelan 2008) by, for instance, adopting stereotypically low-status, more indirect approaches in negotiation (Bowles and Flynn 2010) or, in the case of high-power women, adjusting how much they speak so their level of volubility matches that of ‘low-power women and low-power men’ (Brescoll 2012: 636).

This last example is said to demonstrate that powerful women are correct in assuming they will suffer backlash if they talk more than others. The article concludes by saying ‘from the vantage of women’s ability to achieve success in an organization [the study] suggests that existing power hierarchies may be quite difficult for women to navigate and may require some creative strategies that may work better for them than for men’ (Brescoll 2012: 637–8). Another instance of ‘too bad for the women’!

To really address gender inequality, however, a research study would not end there but rather this would be the starting point for raising more questions. For instance, a logical question would be: if the amount of talking powerful men do is different from women’s then how is a greater amount of talking associated with actual capabilities for performing the job?—i.e. the focus of the study would turn to demonstrating the absence or presence of such an association.

Unfortunately, under these approaches such questions are rarely raised. Rather the system is assumed to be gender neutral, and so are the norms by which members are judged and the relationship of these norms to desirable outcomes. Where does this leave women? They remain the ones who have to engage in ‘creative strategies’, carrying the burden of being ‘different’. Instead of highlighting how women are disadvantaged under assumed systemic gender neutrality, in this research tradition commonly called for remedies include exhortations for ‘more education’, or vague calls for ‘changing the culture’—as if were possible to stop the impossible: sex/gender categorizing.

Epistemologically, these approaches stem from sociological theories of the 1970s, including role theory, when functionalism and positivism dominated scholarship in the USA. As well, the strong presence of psychological perspectives in US business schools, supporting the emergence of organizational behaviour as a subdiscipline during the 1950s and 1960s, continues to influence explanations for ‘sex/gender differences’ in organizational outcomes while seldom mentioning ‘inequality’. Theorizing and research from these perspectives emphasize neutrality and generalizability, with findings to be translated into actionable practices based on cognitions, as if remedies could be located inside the heads of people. That these theoretical approaches have been followed for so many years while there has been so little progress in remedying the situation of gender inequality in organizations is sufficient to make us wonder whether these lines of research should continue. In particular, some of this work has been critiqued (see e.g. Ely and Padavic 2007) as falling into tautological explanations, where sex differences in outcomes attach to a priori assumptions of women’s differences. This almost comes full circle to the starting point of this literature, which under assumptions of abstract individualism is fundamentally asking if women are as good as men.

Organizational Mechanisms of Stratification: An Organizational Lens

The literature discussed so far concentrates on what are understood as mostly cognitive processes of categorization and stereotyping engaged in by individuals in judgment situations. Researchers explain conditions disadvantageous for women by referring to gender beliefs resulting in ‘glass ceiling’ effects. As indicated earlier -and with some exceptions (e.g. Ridgeway 2011), in these approaches ‘the organization’ remains in the background. As noted by some, this literature fails to fully attend to the organizational mechanisms linking beliefs held by individuals to unequal workplace outcomes (Reskin 2005; Stainback, Tomaskovic-Devey, and Skaggs 2010).

Recently, an alternative, organization-centred approach, mostly pursued by organizational sociologists in the US—attends to the organizational processes through which gender (and racial) stratification occurs (e.g. Bielby 2012; Castilla 2012). Research in this tradition investigates the everyday organizational practices through which organizations recruit, evaluate, compensate, and promote employees to assess whether—and how—gender (and racial) disparities are produced, for example, how organizations become stratified by sex. Unfortunately, this type of theoretical approach is seldom used in US business schools.

An exception is Castilla (2012) who, using longitudinal personnel data on over 8,000 employees of one large service organization, investigated the effects of its merit-based performance management system on race and gender inequality at three key stages. His analyses identified significant gender and racial disparities across multiple stages of assessment, such as the performance evaluation, salary, and career setting, despite the firm’s supposed merit-based practices. In the long run, employees who had received the same performance ratings received different salary increases, as well as different outcomes in key career decisions such as terminations and transfers, depending on their gender, race, or nationality.

In another study, notable because it involved objective measurements of performance, Madden (2012) investigated the gender wage gap among stockbrokers. With access to data from two of the largest US stockbrokerage firms in the 1990s, she conducted a ‘natural experiment’ to test for the sources of differences in compensation by sex. Were women’s lower wages within formalized merit-based pay plans due to their lesser sales capacity, i.e. attributable to ‘true performance’ differences, or were they due to some other organizational factor? Madden tracked internal transfers of customers’ accounts among stockbrokers, demonstrating that women in these firms received ‘inferior account assignments’ (i.e. accounts with lower historic commissions and/or asset values). At the same time, her analyses showed that when accounts with equivalent prior sales histories were transferred, there were no gender differences. Madden concluded that the gender pay gap among stockbrokers in these firms was attributable to management’s discretionary assignments of sales opportunities.

When it comes to theorizing gender in organizations with a concern for reducing sex/gender inequality we see more promise in these approaches. Instead of offering social or cognitive psychological explanations articulating gender differences, this literature focuses on the non-neutrality of organizational decision making and organizational practices, and goes to the heart of organizational conditions creating inequality. Therefore, potential remedies are directed towards organizational change.

Nonetheless, scholars in all ‘gender in organizations’ theoretical traditions are seeking to chart generalizable patterns resulting in observed disparities between women and men. Though the term gender is used, all these approaches rely on ‘body-counting’ as evidence that something may not be right when sex inequality persists (Martin 1994). In fact, none of these approaches theorize gender. They are primarily applications of conventional psychological and sociological concepts to explain the ‘problem’ of low numbers of women in positions of authority in organizations, and not about understanding the reproduction and persistence of sex/gender inequality. What else to do?

From Theorizing ‘Gender in Organizations’ to Theorizing ‘Gendering Organizations’: Produced, Producing, and Reproducing

The theoretical approaches in this section originally appeared during the late 1970s and 1980s in feminist sociology, mostly in the US and the UK, and by the 1990s in organization and management studies primarily in European locations, and also Australia, Canada, and New Zealand. Still, they remain under-represented in organization and management studies in US business schools.

To fully appreciate the distinguishing characteristics of these approaches it is important to introduce them in contrast to those in the prior section. Their differences go beyond the matter of the time in which they first appeared and the geographical and disciplinary locations where they are mostly adopted. It is in a discussion of their meta-theoretical premises where their fundamental differences would be best understood. These differences have important implications when examining sex/gender inequalities in organizations.

First, different from the functionalist and positivist orientation of the theories framing the literature in the prior section, with gender and sex usually understood as discrete variables, the theoretical approaches discussed in this section share a social constructionist understanding of gender/sex, conceiving of these as social processes. That is, ontologically, gender is an emergent feature of social situations, not something one ‘has’ as an individual, but something humans ‘do’ in relation to each other as an ongoing accomplishment in social life (West and Zimmerman 1987). Similarly, sex is not ‘naturally’ meaningful as a relevant social category; it is produced as socially relevant by agreeing, in West and Zimmerman’s words, ‘upon biological criteria for classifying persons as females or males’ (1987: 127).

Understandings of sex and gender as two intertwined, stable, and usually binary properties of people in organizations in the prior section are instead conceived as simultaneously enacted social processes contributing to the production of institutional contexts (e.g. organizations) as gendered spaces. As well, the notion of levels of analysis (e.g. micro or macro) pervading the prior theoretical approaches and allowing for the separation of persons and organizations is recast. Processual understandings assume the mutually constitutive outcomes of social practices: humans as social beings who produce and reproduce what then is reified as social structure and experienced as resources or constraints for human actions. As such ‘structures’ are precarious, contingent, and potentially ephemeral; maintaining their appearance of durability relies on much social effort, but it also means they can be changed.

Second, rather than assuming the existence of gender mechanisms (e.g. Ridgeway 1997), be they psychological and/or sociological, with an aim towards obtaining generalizable and predictable understandings of gender inequality in organizations, the question of inequality is turned around towards understanding its production and reproduction in situated circumstances where gender is done as power relations. In the traditions discussed in this section gender is understood as a historical and culturally institutionalized system (Lorber 1994). It is produced and reproduced through relations of subordination and domination: hierarchical relations which precede any particular person in any particular organization. Organizations are thus seen as ‘gender factories’ (Williams 2010) or ‘inequality regimes’ interconnecting organizational processes that produce and maintain racialized and gendered class relations (Acker 2006a).

In these theoretical approaches gender differences—and attributions made about them—are not a matter of perceptions when people face each other in organizations; rather organizations are already gendered (and racialized and classed) as people enter them—for they (people and organizations) are part and parcel of a social system based on historical hierarchical differentiation by sex, class, and race (Anderson 1996; Acker 2006b). This argument is currently further articulated in notions of intersectionality, which we discuss in the next section.

Third, most gender in organization theorizing is framed through liberal humanist assumptions, where abstract individualism sustains the possibility of a meritocratic society, and where gender neutrality and just outcomes are assumed to be the norm. In contrast, gendering organization theorizing is framed through critical, mostly feminist philosophies, including socialist and poststructuralist theorizations often addressing the historical and cultural reproduction of a patriarchal system where domination and inequality are the norm. They are gendering process theories. In light of these different framings, basic conceptualizations of ‘sex/gender inequality’ in organizations will necessarily change.

Assuming abstract individualism leads to inquiries about numerical differences between men and women in hierarchical positions. If unbalanced numbers are found, this outcome is attributed to potential deficiencies in particular individuals, for instance cognitive barriers of those judging women as inferior and/or explicit discriminatory practices by some in organizations. Under these approaches sex/gender inequality is mostly a disturbance of a neutral system. Explanations must reside in antecedents of the disturbance (stereotypes; roles; status characteristics) which may lead to apparent discrimination, but which eventually can be used as justifications to dispel such beliefs—e.g. people do not discriminate intentionally on the basis of sex; it is that people who seem ‘different’ are imputed stereotypical characteristics affecting how they are perceived as capable or not. However, the way ‘difference’ is judged within the logic of this argument is based on comparisons with an accepted value norm—the ‘not-different’—which is seldom explicitly stated. Leaving this norm unstated often makes for a tautological argument, sex differences explaining sex differences, which comes very close to blaming the victim through abstractions. This type of theorizing and research rarely leads to dispelling stereotypes, and even less to reducing inequalities.

Assuming gendering processes, in contrast, leads to addressing how humans’ relational practices may produce different outcomes for men and women, opening a way for observing the production and reproduction of socially systemic inequalities as they thicken into hierarchical institutional forms. These approaches pay immediate attention to justifications of any taken-for-granted norm. How is it possible that ‘gender differences’ have become an explanation for sex/gender-based inequality in organizations? From the ‘gendering organizations’ perspective ‘(t)he point is not that women are different, but that gender difference is the basis for the unequal distribution of power and resources’ (Wajcman 1998: 159–60). A central question to be asked then is: how is ‘difference’ done and maintained, and to what effect? (e.g. West and Fenstermaker 1995).

Gendering, thus, is constitutive of social and organizational processes where practices, images, and ideologies, as well as distribution of power, contribute to the production and maintenance of gender inequality. This inequality is based on a historically located but persistent gendered substructure of society—the division of production and reproduction into to different spheres of social life (public or private) and belonging to different people (men or women). Organizational practices and activities are concrete relational contexts where the creation and recreation of the gendered substructure is negotiated and often contested in everyday life and where gendering processes may become visible (Acker 1990, 1992b).

Fourth, as these two different approaches to theorizing gender-and-organization start from fundamentally different ontological and epistemological assumptions about sex and gender, organizational research on sex/gender inequalities would also be framed through substantially different methodologies (Calás and Smircich 2009). Both approaches may start from similar general questions. How can we know what is happening? How can we know how it happens? What to do next? But, as discussed, the specific questions asked would arise from different understandings of the notion of inequality, both theoretically and empirically.

These different understandings would lead to different research design and methods. Research from the gendering organizations perspective would proceed by scrutinizing how ‘gender’ and ‘difference’ are done, how organizations become gendered under these processes, and what are their power effects. This requires closeness to the actual happenings for it is there that gendering is done. In this case, methodologies and methods such as those of ethnomethodology, and institutional ethnography would be appropriate. This stands in contrast to the distancing conceptual abstractions (e.g. stereotypes; roles) and aims of generalization typifying most approaches discussed in the prior section where appropriate methods include, for instance, laboratory studies and statistical analysis of archival data.

As well, research outcomes would lead to different implications and contributions. Research in the prior section may treat its findings as an objectively observed problem addressed by noting how meritorious individuals may not be justly treated in a hierarchical but presumably gender-neutral institutional domain. Implications are often subtly stated as generalized cognitive or structural limitations but little is said about how to remedy the injustices which these may create. By contrast, research in this section observes reflexively how ‘gender/sex inequality’ is ingrained in the reproduction of a hierarchical power relations system (organizations) which often becomes normalized under meritocratic ideologies. Understanding gendering processes might then lead to making visible power relations maintaining inequality as a ‘natural’ or ‘inevitable fact’. Such knowledge would open space for potential, even if contested, systemic change.

Finally, observing who the subjects of the research are is also revealing of the different orientations in these two approaches for theorizing gender-and-organization. The literature on gender in organizations focuses primarily on subjects deemed likely to occupy management positions. Its managerialist orientation ignores the existence of other members of the organization as relevant for understanding the production and consequences of sex/gender inequality. No surprise that leadership is an important topic, for this is mostly an elitist organizational literature.

In contrast, gendering organization approaches address a range of subjects as they ‘do’ gender. The focus is on how gender differences and inequalities may be produced and reproduced in many different contexts by various people engaged in everyday relational processes occurring through organizing practices. Mostly the interest is to observe relationships, but not necessarily those predefined by formal hierarchical structural positions. Rather, the focus on gendering processes provides a lens for understanding how formal structures become hierarchically organized along gender lines as if it were a natural objective fact.

Below we illustrate gendering organization theoretical approaches with research on two of its key themes: doing/(un)doing gender and embodiment. These themes are central for understanding the production and reproduction of gender inequality in organizations.

Doing/(un)doing Gender

Organization and management scholars have produced a considerable amount of theoretical and empirical work under this theme since the 1990s by following the original insights of West and Zimmerman (1987) on ‘doing gender’ as well as Acker’s theories (1990) of gendered organizations. More recently Butler’s work (1990, 2004a), in particular her notions of performativity and (un)doing gender, has joined this scholarship. We offer general illustrations of research under this theme, and follow them with two subthemes addressing how gender is done in organizational practices and organizational knowledge. All examples focus on the production of gender inequality.

In early examples, Gherardi (1994), addressed how ‘doing gender’ at work produced an organizational culture governing what is fair in the relationship between the sexes; while Benschop and Doorewaard (1998) argued that both the persistence of gender inequality and the perception of equality emerge from a set of often concealed power-based gendering processes, systematically reproducing gender distinctions, a gender subtext. More recently, Kantola (2008) used Acker’s theories to examine the ways in which hidden discrimination and the gendered organization work together, and Benschop, Mills, Mills, and Tienari (2012) called for a revaluation of the hierarchical order in organizations. Their call aimed at changing gender as a structure by changing everyday organizational routines and interactions (re)producing gender inequalities.

The notion of (un)doing gender (Butler 2004a) has also appeared in this research. While some have confused this notion with the possibility of transcending gender, the bulk of this work has followed Butler’s insights, observing what happens when trying to transgress the norms of gender. Confusion has also occurred when Butler’s performativity is interpreted as another ethnomethodological approach to ‘doing gender’. Yet, Butler (2004a, 2004b) has provided clarifications that the basic insight of performativity is not ‘doing gender’; rather, performativity aims to describe what makes gender intelligible, its conditions of possibility, within a context as well as addressing the norms of gender in such a context.

Following these insights, Pullen and Knights (2007) addressed how gender gets done and undone in organizing and organizations and with what consequences. Other examples include Hancock and Tyler (2007), Jeanes (2007), and Powell, Bagilhole, and dainty (2009). Further, Kelan (2010) contrasted ethnomethodological (e.g. West and Zimmerman) and performative (Butler) on doing/(un)doing gender, recognizing that (un)doing gender as such is a way of doing gender.

Gendering Practices

Sex/gender inequality as the outcome of ‘practising gender’ in everyday life, i.e. the micro-practices of ‘doing gender’, has also received much attention in these literatures (e.g. Poggio 2006). In several articles Martin (2001, 2003, 2006) has theorized and further demonstrated the productive work of gender practices by differentiating their content (what one says or does) from the literal practising (the processes involved in actual sayings and doings). She argues that attending to their interface contributes to understanding how gender inequities are accepted and perpetuated in organizations. Similarly, Tienari, Søderberg, Holgersson, and Vaara (2005) focused on language as carrier of social practices of doing gender through specific worldviews when studying how male executives accounted for gender inequality in the higher echelons of merged organizations. Yet, Benschop (2009) sees a more optimistic outcome of these dynamics in a study of networking as gendering practices in organizations. Her micro-political analysis suggests that networking may open possibilities for changing the gender order and does not necessarily reinforce gender inequality.

Gendering Knowledge

Some literature addresses how linguistic categories, used in scholarship and actual organizational practices, reflect and produce gendering effects. Most of these works attest to the reproduction in workplaces of the gender substructure of society as noted by Acker, and to its persistence over time. For instance, Smithson and Stokoe (2005) studied how trying to use ‘genderblind’ terms for promoting equality in organizations, in particular neutralizing terms already associated with women’s assumed cultural roles as mothers, may not work in masking or minimizing their gendered associations. Rather, terms such as ‘flexible working’ became recoded as female gendered and had little impact as a means for advancing gender equality. Similarly, Kugelberg (2006) examined the construction of motherhood and fatherhood in workplaces as important to the production of gender stereotyping. She described the production of stereotypes as an inter-discursive contest constituting focal points for separating women from men in the workplace, with effects that reduced work opportunities for women. See also Nentwich (2006) on the construction of meaning for ‘equal opportunities’; and Bendl and Schmidt (2010) who analysed the value of two different metaphors, ‘glass ceiling’ and ‘firewalls’, for describing potential gender discrimination in organizations.

Embodiment

Not only is gender done through practices and linguistic categories; this second theoretical theme brings in aspects of gendering processes where the materiality and materialization of the human body as gendered play an important part in the production of sex/gender inequalities in society and organizations. The body is both a visible cultural signifier for ‘gender differences’ and implicated in practices and processes that produce, reproduce, and naturalize those ‘differences’. This theme is amply theorized in what is known as corporeal feminist scholarship, which has also influenced the gender-and-organization literatures (see Calás and Smircich 2006: 311–12). Here we focus first on embodiment as a general gendering process in the production of inequality, and later we discuss research examples in two subthemes where sexuality and masculinity also play a part.

A well-known example under this theme is Sinclair (2005), where she contrasts the general ‘disembodiment’ of management theory with conventional associations of women as bodies, and argues that this renders invisible the male bodies in organizations while casting women’s bodies as problems. Her reflections on the body and management pedagogy speak to the multiple meanings of bodies, seeking to emphasize liberating possibilities of attending to bodies in management practices and in classrooms. Yet, Davies, Browne, Gannon, Honan, and Somerville (2005: 351) highlight the difficulties of doing so for a group of women academics under the effects of neo-liberal discourses, where primacy is given to flexible, self-controlled individuals who propel themselves into the ‘ever-re-invented demands of the institution’.

Other research addressing the production of sex/gender inequality examines embodiment in non-academic workplaces. In one example, Pettinger (2005) studied how gendered attributes of workers’ bodies function as important dimensions for understanding stratification, such as when they are used to promote and differentiate store brands. Others have studied women’s embodiment as professionals. For instance, Haynes (2012) notes that women’s embodiment in the context of accounting and law firms produces a particular form of commodification and physical capital associated with the traditional masculine norm of these professions.

The pregnant body at work has also received attention. A recent example is Gatrell (2011), who focused on the experiences of pregnant workers as their bodies continue to reaffirm the association of women with reproduction and the home. While they are seen as transgressing the boundaries of the workplace by being pregnant, they try to survive as workers; and they do so by having recourse to strategies of secrecy, silence, and overperformance. Studies such as this demonstrate that the pregnant body in management and organizations, as noted by Martin (1990), continues to be a very visible sign of women as ‘matter-out-of-place’ (e.g. Game 1994). It reiterates the persistent reproduction of a taken-for-granted private/public ‘divide’ as a gendered substructure of society and organizations.

Sexuality

As noted by Pullen and Thanem (2010), sexuality in the workplace has been part of the management and organization literature at least since the mid-1980s. However, in recent years its appearance in organizational literatures has increased, gaining traction through Butler’s theorizations on questions of sexuality and the body, in particular the association of her work with the heterosexual matrix and with ‘queer theory’.

Sexuality and embodiment come together in Warhurst and Nickson (2009), who examine interactive services, such as bartending. They observed that employees’ interactions with customers may include some sexual connotations personally initiated by the employees but that these modes of interacting may then become appropriated by their organizations. At the end, to gain a desirable corporate look, the worker’s corporeality may become commodified through aesthetic labour strategically prescribed by the organization. This point was also made by Bruni (2006), who further observed that when sexuality is commodified in organizations, for instance in relationships with customers, it is done so according to a model of heterosexual relationships which often underlie hegemonic masculinity.

Others have noted the presence of heterosexual norms in organizations as well as their reiteration by bringing them to visibility in reference to non-heterosexual organizational members. For example, Pringle (2008) reframes gender as ‘heterogender’ to highlight how gender as done in organizations is intertwined with heterosexuality. Specifically, she argues that gender has been constructed as stereotypical heterosexual femininity and masculinity binary, and wonders if visible lesbian managers would expose the heterosexuality of organizations in the same way the presence of women exposed the ‘man’ in management. However, Schilt and Connell (2007) show how the context of the workplace limits the potential impact of transsexual/transgender people for challenging gender inequality and binary views on gender in organizations. See also Rumens (2008) and Tyler and Cohen (2008).

Masculinity, Hierarchy, and the Gender Order

While masculinity has been amply theorized in organization studies since the 1990s, in particular in the formulation of hegemonic masculinity and beyond (e.g. Connell 1987; Collinson and Hearn 1994), the few examples we discuss are explicit in addressing masculinity as embodied, e.g. the hegemony of men (Hearn 2004), and related to the production of sex/gender inequality in organizations.

Hall, Hockey, and Robinson (2007), for instance, consider how men’s masculine identity is done in different occupational cultures usually stereotyped as masculine (e.g. firefighting) or feminine (e.g. hairdressing). In particular, the study explores the embodied experience of members of these occupations showing how they conform to, draw upon, and resist these gendered stereotypes. However, the authors also note the possibility that men involved in stereotypical feminine practices of care and empathy within occupations traditionally done by women represent an appropriation of women’s resources. See also Simpson (2011). In contrast Blomberg’s (2009) study focused on the gender regime in the world of finance where the processes he observed among brokers and analysts were less about subordinating women than about changing status relationships among categories of men.

At the end, it is important to highlight how masculinity performs by symbolic excess, whether or not the bodies of men are the majority of organizational members. In a relevant example, Gregory (2009) studied homosociability processes in advertising agencies over time to address the maintenance of a gendered labour market. Using the metaphor of the ‘locker room’—as men’s spaces constructing workplace opportunities—she observed relationships between gender, discrimination, and corporate work. Her findings noted that hegemonic masculinity is still prevalent in the discrimination encountered by female advertisers despite the fact that women are half of the industry’s labour force, which also caters to a 50 per cent female clientele. See also Pacholok (2009).

In Summary: Is ‘Gendering Organizations’ Enough?

We have contrasted two approaches to theorizing gender and organization, focusing on their potential contributions for addressing the persistence of sex/gender inequality: ‘gender in organizations’ and ‘gendering organizations’. Our starting argument was that these theoretical approaches are not necessarily of equal value for addressing such persistence today. Some have lost relevance, partially on account of changes in the context where they first developed, and partially on account of limits in their original theoretical inspirations, such as role theory, which has been amply criticized (Connell 1987; Acker 1992a; Ferree, Kahn, and Morimoto 2007).

Specifically, we see much of the sex/gender differences literature based on cognitions within gender in organizations as fairly exhausted. It is as if the original focus of the research—a contribution to noting organizational conditions predominantly affecting women—has been forgotten and researchers have become content with repeating what we already know: women face difficulties in organizations and they are judged as inferior to men. Meanwhile, the assumed scientific neutrality of the research has increased with ever more methodological prowess and theoretical abstractions while obscuring the actual conditions promoting inequality in organizations. This is, at its most fundamental, a conservative literature with a managerial orientation which, under a mantle of ‘objectivity’, may in fact be hurting women while becoming an obstacle for organizational change.

Nonetheless, the literature on gender stratification, still within gender in organizations, offers a glimmer of hope by focusing on actual organizational activities, some standard practices but often clearly discriminatory practices, which affect women (and others such as non-white people) in disproportional numbers. Documenting these conditions is a minimal requirement for any process of organizational change. Note, however, that this literature seems to be a recent response to the limits observed in the cognitive approaches after many years of repeating the same explanations without much success for changing conditions of inequality (e.g. Reskin 2005).

In our view, therefore, it is the gendering organizations literature that holds the most potential for intervening on gender inequality in organizations and society at present, even with several caveats discussed in the next section. First, this is a critical literature which places itself on the side of those women and others wrestling for recognition and justice in organizations. It is not a ‘neutral’ literature but one centrally located in the power and politics of organizational life. In this work gender stratification in organizations, as noted above, would serve as the evidence for then observing everyday struggles holding together apparently neutral organizations, benefiting some members at the expense of others.

Documenting how this happens, from micro-practices to macro-structures producing and reproducing these conditions, is however a laborious process. Researchers must be embedded in these happenings, documenting their ongoing outcomes as they occur. With these approaches organizational changing towards reducing inequality would always proceed without guarantees, for there is no end to the processes producing and reproducing it. Paradoxically then, ‘gendering’ theoretical approaches and research have made the reproduction of gender inequality in organizations more visible but they have also highlighted the immense complications entailed in its eradication.

Table 1.1 summarizes and illustrates the contrast between the two theoretical approaches discussed in this section. But this does not complete the story. As there is no end to the processes reproducing inequality in organizations, there is no end to theorizing its contours. Thus, contemporary conditions, including globalizing processes furthering human inequalities, and the increasing non-responsibility in organizations for human reproduction and survival (Acker 2004), require additional theoretical considerations which we discuss next.

Table 1.1 Theorizing gender and organization








	 

	Gender in Organizations

	Gendering Organizations




	Origins and Disciplinary Orientations

	Late 1960s: the US civil rights and women’s movement; civil rights legislation, like Title VII and EEO/AA policies

	Late 1970s, 1980s: common roots, insights by West and Zimmerman (1987), Acker (1990; 1992a,b)




	 

	Social psychology theoretical frameworks Some sociological approaches to organizational stratification

	Critical sociological frameworks
Favoured organization and management research on gender in Europe, Australia, New Zealand




	 

	Favoured gender research in US business schools.

	 




	Sex and Gender

	Two intertwined and stable ‘human properties’ used interchangeably and synonymous with women (and men);

	Something humans do in social relations; an ongoing accomplishment in social life




	 

	Understood as something one is/has as an individual, or identities one acquires.

	Sex: produced as a social category by agreeing upon biological criteria for classifying persons as females or males




	 

	 

	Gender: a culturally institutionalized system produced and reproduced through relations of subordination and domination based on historical hierarchical differentiations by sex (and also by class and race)




	Organizations

	Neutral containers for the activities of men and women; remains in the background. Some note the appearance of gender stratification as an organizational feature

	‘Inequality regimes’ interconnecting organizational processes and practices producing and maintaining racialized, gendered, and classed relations




	Feminist Theoretical Underpinnings?

	Echoes of liberal feminist theorizing, including normative dualism and abstract individualism; tend to neutralize or rationalize women’s disadvantages in organizations.

	Materialist and poststructuralist feminist theorizing; focus on material relations; and/or language, discourse and the cultural meanings of gendering. Focus on implications for inequality and subordination.




	Ideological Underpinnings

	Mostly conservative and instrumental research.

	Mostly critical research. Gender relations are power relations negotiated in everyday organization processes and practices




	 

	Underlying belief that inequality in organizations is to be expected in meritocratic hierarchical societies

	Societies are basically unjust; conflictual sites of power and domination




	Theoretical Frameworks

	Psychological and socio-psychological theories; cognitive processes seen as explanations for observed sex differences in organizations. Generic psychological or sociological theories adapted to explain gendered phenomena

	Social constructionist gender theorizing; gendering process theories.




	 

	 

	Ethno-methodological and poststructuralist approaches contribute to understanding how taken-for-granted social categories are naturalized and maintained with gendering effects




	Justification for the Research

	Important as organizations may benefit from promoting a variety of qualified individuals to positions of authority (e.g. reduce wasted talent; diversity as source of innovation). It is managerialist research

	Important for denaturalizing and understanding how formal structures become hierarchically organized along gender lines.
Engages with a wide range of organizational actors whether or not in positions of authority. It is critical research




	Research Contributions

	Documents the existence of disparity between women and men in organizations, and its persistence over the years. Emphasis on ‘gender differences’ has sometimes led to tautological explanations

	Offers situated understandings of processes and practices leading to gender and other inequalities.
Addresses gender inequality directly; offers analyses of its production and reproduction as these occur




	Value for Addressing Sex/Gender Inequality

	Has become mostly ineffective. Offers explanations for the status quo with little critical analysis. Primary focus is on the ‘numbers problem’

	Somewhat effective. Repositions gender/sex inequality as an outcome of socially constituted gendering processes and practices of societies and organizations; problematic precisely for its persistence




	 

	Psychological inspired research suggest that individuals—rather than organizations—are expected to change

	Gender inequality as social construction which can be changed; yet acknowledged as a contested situation embedded in hierarchical power relations




	 

	Some gender stratification research is more promising in addressing gender disparity as an organizational issue which could be changed

	Shows the complexity of these processes





THE CHANGING CONTOURS OF INEQUALITY: GENDERED ORGANIZATIONS, GENDERED GLOBALIZATION, GENDERED WORK

As we argued at the start, the persistence of sex/gender inequality in organizations and society is a manifestation of changing social dynamics requiring scholars to attend to the changing conditions of its reproduction. Globalization and a transnational work system where ‘capital, production, finance, trade, ideas, images, people and organizations … flow transnationally across the boundaries of regions, nation-states and cultures’ (Chow 2003: 444) are changing the contours of inequality and imply a need for different approaches to analysis. Feminist analysts, in particular, have ‘gendered globalization’. Their work demonstrates the ways gender is embedded in the logic, structure, and processes of globalization, constructing unequal power relations between men and women, and documents the differential consequences, the gendered effects, of globalization.

Important questions to be asked when gendering globalization include, for instance, where do women do paid work around the world? Which women do what paid work around the world? What are the interconnections among organizations and other social spaces where these women do their work? And to whom and to where do the benefits from these interconnections accrue? (Dallafar and Movahedi 1996; Acker 1998, 2004; Chow 2003; Pyle and Ward 2003; Metcalfe and Rees 2010; Anthias 2012). These analyses thus imply that understanding gender-and-organizations under conditions of globalization requires understanding the structural positions of both gender and organizations in the context of Global North and South political economies and the development continuum gap, especially its intersections with sex, race, class, and other social relations of power, and including the location from where the theoretical perspectives for analyses emerge.

Acker (2004) has argued that theoretical discourses of globalization are represented as gender- and often race-neutral, making invisible the dominant masculine standpoint of much social theory. To produce a better understanding of global issues may require gendering, racializing, and ethnicizing the discourses of globalization. In doing so discontinuities between the ways mainstream scholarship articulates global processes and the realities of actual people’s lives under these processes would be revealed. In her relational analyses, Acker shows how gender is embedded in globalizing capitalism and neo-liberal processes, which construct a separation between production and reproduction and sustain claims of non-responsibility for the latter.

This means, for instance, transnational corporations recognizing only the value of profit-making activities of workers while disregarding their needs, as well as ignoring the value of other activities non-paid members of society may perform (e.g. homemakers, children) and from which they also derive benefits. Stated in these terms, non-responsibility is an incentive for moving production from high wage countries to poorer, low wage, ones and contributes to the further realignment of poverty and inequality along gender and race lines worldwide. In these analyses Acker notes the emergence of a competitive global form of hegemonic masculinity in which a few powerful women are also implicated and, by contrast, she notes as well how gender is a resource for globalizing capital in the form of existing local gender relations. For instance, in some countries contract workers may work from home as a whole-family enterprise but still organized through patriarchal control.

Examples of these processes and new forms of inequality abound. While often the supposed benefits of globalization rely on a discourse of women’s empowerment and progress, these assumptions about women’s progress under globalization obscure the devastating effects of a neo-liberal agenda sustaining the ‘inevitability of unrestrained global capitalism’ (Fairclough 2000: 147). ‘Globalization is a double-edged process as far as women are concerned’, argue Fernández-Kelly and Wolf (2001: 1246). For instance, free trade zones in developing countries offer intensive manufacturing opportunities that ‘liberate’ women from subsistence conditions and provide ‘choices’ for working outside the home and fields, often redefining women’s roles under traditional patriarchal control; but these same ‘opportunities’ also generate new patriarchal and capitalist controls (Williams 1988; Ward 1990; Wichterich 2000).

From this gendered perspective, one also observes the unequal and contradictory results of globalization on diverse women, especially as forms of ‘feminisms’ are coopted under neo-liberal corporate agendas to mean ‘individualism and the right to participate in the market economy as a worker or entrepreneur in one’s own name, separated from one’s roles as a wife and/or mother’ (Eisenstein 2005: 498). These ideologies conceal, for instance, the barely subsistence wages received by many women in manufacturing activities in the Global South often supplying goods for affluent consumers in the Global North. They also conceal the failures of microenterprises, another favoured Global North recipe for ‘lifting’ poor women out of poverty. These schemes have not lived up to their promises, except for the benefits accrued by the many financial institutions around the world now engaged in facilitating micro-loans to the poor (e.g. Keating, Rassmussen, and Rishi 2010)

This brief discussion merely illustrates the changing contours of inequality, which require resituating gender differences and gendered organization theorizing within an evolving globalization which is also gendered. Below we suggest two major tasks moving forward: evolving theories of differences and power with intersectional and transnational feminism at the level of organization, and from there, retheorizing transnational organizational change and praxis.

CHANGING THEORIES OF GENDER INEQUALITY IN ORGANIZATIONS: TOWARDS INTERSECTIONAL AND TRANSNATIONAL FEMINIST ANALYSES

While there are important differences in the histories and focus of transnational and intersectional feminisms, in this chapter we want to bring them together. Considered together it is possible to appreciate how these approaches offer important relational understandings for analysing changing forms of inequality under globalization processes, as well as for intervening in them (e.g. Anthias 2012). Thus, we treat these intellectual influences as mutually supportive for advancing ‘gendering organizations’ theorizing and for reclaiming the focus on gender equality in a globalized world.

Intersectionality studies and transnational feminisms have emerged as important conceptual spaces for theorizing subordination and inequalities of differently situated women and men. They share many ontological and epistemological premises such as locating at the centre of analysis the experiences of ‘non-white’ women and the interactions of gender, race, ethnicity, class, sexuality, and other social differences implicated in the production of inequality. These approaches treat gender as an unstable, but useful historical and socially constructed category, which serves to illuminate differences among women and to problematize theory and praxis forged on assumptions about women’s solidarity and universality.

These approaches highlight as well that gender is not only about women but rather how different forms of gender relations are implicated in the production of inequality and subordination. Both of these approaches are committed to analyses of inequality oriented towards social justice and change; both understand differences as power relations with subjective and material effects, but that are also amenable to disruption and change; and both articulate the complex interrelations among sites of differences such as sex, race, ethnicity, and sexuality and the micro and macro practices that form and transform them (Ifekwunigwe 1998; Mendoza 2002; Choo and Ferree 2010; Holvino 2010; Weber 2010).

Transnational feminist analyses centre their study around social differences and the ways in which differences are constituted through various gender, power, and work relations among and between different people in the world. Under globalization, these relations change work and organizations (Kim-Puri 2005; Tsing 2005; Calás and Smircich 2006, 2011; Kim 2007). These analyses also highlight the interconnections among gendered textual and cultural representations and the material consequences of these discursive positions (Desai 2007). Mapping these relations and connecting them to a neo-liberal corporate agenda gone global reveals (pre)dominant constructions of global subjects in organization studies and the material consequences of these constructions (Holvino, Özkazanç-Pan, and Scully 2012).

Under these premises, theorizing gender shifts from the never-ending search and explanation of differences between men and women (‘gender in organizations’) to tracing how privileged gendered subjects in organizational studies, i.e. men and women managers, relate to other actors in interconnected systems of labour, which are also raced, classed, sexualized, and so on, within and between heterogeneous social fields and networks stretching around the world. Analyses of gender practices (‘gendering organization’) become analyses of maps of relations of ruling (Smith 1987; Mahler and Pessar 2001; Nagar, Lawson, Mcdowell, and Hanson 2002; Mohanty 2003; Acker 2004) and of global inequality work regimes (Acker 2004, 2006b).

In all, transnational feminist analyses decentre privileged subjects in organizations such as managers and expatriates, and focus instead on relations among the multitude of subjects and processes which labour in the global economy in specific times and spaces. A constellation of unequal societal relations are charted, such as those between transnational workers and managers and other unlikely management subjects like pimps, caretakers, soldiers, and ‘higglers and hacklers’ (Freeman 1997; Banerjee and Linstead 2001; Holvino 2003; McDowell 2008; Berry and Bell 2012).

Meanwhile, intersectionality, an analytical tool, a metaphor (Cuadraz and Uttal 1999; Acker 2011), an ideograph (Alexander-Floyd 2012), a research paradigm (Hancock 2007; Dhamoon 2011), refers to how social and cultural categorizations such as gender, race, class, sexuality, interact on multiple and often simultaneous levels, contributing to systematic social inequality. Intersectionality theorizations indicate that traditional conceptualizations of oppression based, for instance, on gender or on race, are not independent of one another; rather they interrelate, creating a system of oppression reflecting the simultaneous effects of multiple forms of discrimination. Intersectionality also refers to the interlocking and mutually constitutive relations of gender, race, class, and other categories of difference in individual lives, social practices, institutional arrangements, and cultural ideologies and their differential outcomes in the lives of women and men (Crenshaw 1989; Collins 2000; Knudsen 2006; Dill, McLaughlin, and Nieves 2007; Valentine 2007; Davis 2008; Weber 2010).

Intersectionality studies identify social processes where race, class, gender, ethnicity, sexuality, caste, and nation, for example, are salient in social relations and in representations of subjects and identities at work, attending, as well, to those identities that are invisible, subjugated, or marginalized at particular points of intersection. Similar to transnational feminist arguments, these analyses surface invisible actors in a global economy seldom mentioned in the organizational literature, such as immigrant, sex, domestic, and microenterprise workers, and help to explore how their ‘disadvantaged’ subject positions are mutually constituted by other social processes and categories of difference, maintaining dominant actors in their positions of privilege (Collins 2000; Chow 2003; Berger and Guidroz 2009; Dill and Zambrana 2009; Bell, Kweisga, and Berry 2010).

Thus, analyses of intersectionalities combined with a transnational feminist framing would highlight the co-constitution of identities, subjectivities, and organizational practices through societal processes of globalization (Winker and Degele 2011; Bose 2012; Purkayastha 2012; Tatli and Özbilgin 2012). Such an approach would help identify the myriad ways in which identities, subjectivities, and modes of organizing are challenged, reformed, and reshaped through ongoing interconnections occurring in transnational contexts (Calás and Smircich 2011; Yuval-Davis 2011; Choo 2012).

The importance of bringing together transnational feminist and intersectionality analyses is highlighted in Poster’s (2008) ethnography of a multinational corporation. Here she noted complex hierarchical relationships between the US headquarters and an India subsidiary during the transfer of diversity programmes from headquarters to subsidiary. These relationships were mediated by the North–South locations of these countries in the global political economy and also by a decentralized organization structure of the multinational giving some voice to the local Indian managers. Poster notes the deployment of ‘global/local’ rhetoric by both management sides involved in the transfer of these programmes, where a gendered rhetoric dominated the US side even when employees reported ethnic/racial discrimination, and a racialized rhetoric dominated in India even when employees reported gender discrimination. Both sides tended to ignore the intersections of gender, race, and class inequalities; instead, the diversity policy became ‘the symbolic focal point for expressing tensions managers have with these various global and local actors’ (Poster 2008: 336), while transnational power relations of managerial domination/subordination were negotiated.

Bringing together analyses of intersectionality and transnational approaches has further contributed to retheorizing both of them. In particular, contemporary transnational literatures addressing the mobility of populations around the world have also brought to visibility that transnational spaces exist beyond nation-states—e.g. transnational social fields (Glick-Schiller, Basch, and Blanc-Szanton 1992; Levitt and Glick Schiller 2004; Levitt and Jaworsky 2007). Observing the mobility of populations across transnational spaces has facilitated rearticulating conceptualizations of gender, race, class, and so on outside the dominant Euro-American conceptualizations of intersectionality. For example, Purkayastha (2012) describes how both a Ugandan Black immigrant woman and a Ugandan Indian immigrant woman would be racially marginalized in the US but in different ways consistent with racist ideologies, interactions, and institutional arrangements of this country. Yet, if they return home to Uganda, the Black Ugandan, as part of the majority population in her country, may experience a more privileged situation than her Indian counterpart. In Purkayastha’s words, ‘[t]here are variations of who is part of the privileged majority versus the marginalized minority within a country, and these hierarchies do not always fit the white-yellow/brown-Black hierarchy extant in Western Europe and North America’ (2012: 59).

Anthias (2012) extends this argument. Still with a focus on transnational mobility, she notes that all people inhabit transnational spaces, for all are interconnected in a network of global processes. Thus a transnational lens must pay attention to the hierarchical positions of different nations as well as how all actors are hierarchically positioned through global dimensions of power. Such an understanding also calls for repositioning ‘the concept of intersectionality away from the idea of an interplay of people’s group identities of class, gender, ethnicity, … to intersectionality being seen as a process’ (2012: 107). Intersectionality as social process allows for observing actors’ contradictory locations of domination and subordination at different times in different places. In Anthias’ view, the notion of ‘translocational positionality’, which she developed (2002, 2008) to make sense of intersections between different structures and processes, can be a useful accompaniment to notions of intersectionality for it brings to the fore social context and temporality. Analyses from these perspectives would help make visible ‘the existence of contradictory and shifting social locations where one might be in a position of dominance and subordination simultaneously on the one hand or at different times and spaces on the other’ (2012: 108). In her argument, seeing these contradictions opens possibilities for transforming social locations of subordination.

Unfortunately, these advances in intersectionality theory and transnational feminism are seldom noticed in management and organization studies despite their importance for analyzing complex networks of social power relations at present.

What Kind of Theorizing on ‘Gender and Organizations’ is Necessary Next?

A major contribution of both of these analyses is confirming that, under conditions of globalization, continuing to describe differences between universal men and women without tying them to relations of privilege and disadvantage across a whole set of social relations will no longer do. Some progress has been made bringing intersectionality to organization studies (e.g., Adib and Guerrier 2003; Styhre and Ericksson-Zetterquist 2008; Baines 2010; Holvino 2010; Zander, Zander, Gaffney, and Olsson 2010; Healy, Bradley, and Forson 2011; Tatli and Özbilgin 2012); less so with transnational feminism. Still additional efforts must be made to bring them more fully together into the field.

In order to advance this agenda Holvino (2010) proposes three specific methodological approaches which she calls the ‘simultaneity of differences’: exploring identities, subjectivities, and identity practices at the intersections of social differences of dominance and subordination/marginalization; articulating the differential material impact of social differences and their representations in organizations; and understanding/interpreting organizational dynamics, such as the discourses of organizational theory, within the broader context of social, economic and geopolitical processes and interconnections in globalization.

Nonetheless, such arguments beg the question: what interventions for organizational and societal change flow from these analyses? How to theorize organizational change in ways that focus on change agendas for justice and equality in organizations in the context of globalization?

While the call for ‘gendering change’ has already been made (Benschop et al. 2012), more complex moves that complicate gender with intersectional and transnational analyses suggest that ‘gendering change’ is not enough. Perhaps more needed now are ways to rethink organization change strategies that can move us closer to social justice with an expanded understanding of social inequality beyond those allowed by theoretical framings from the Global North.

How to retheorize organizational change in ways which develop positive-aspirational visions of gender-race-sexual-religious-class-ethnic justice in a transnational-intersectional world? For instance, how can the work on gender mainstreaming, originating in the field of international development with a gender equality and institutional and organization change focus, be rethought by incorporating its critique (Hawthorne 2004; Squires 2005; Verloo 2006; Eveline, Bacchi, and Binns 2009) to further the kind of complex organizational transnational-intersectional change we hope for?

Truthfully, we could not come up with a term to accurately express the complex meanings of doing intersectional-transnational feminist analysis and practice for organizational change and social justice. Evidently, we still need more interdisciplinary work, more creative language, and more theory–praxis connections amongst us and many others in the world.

REFLECTIONS

This chapter has mapped theoretical perspectives forming the conceptual contours of the gender and organization literature with a focus on gender inequality as it has taken shape over the last forty years. The landscape is made up of scholarly communities existing in almost separate worlds, sharing an interest in ‘gender’ and ‘organization’ whatever that means for them, and therefore focused on different questions and vastly different approaches to theorizing and research.

The theoretical and epistemological position of researchers producing the literature we have discussed cannot be easily separated from the locations from where their work is done. That ‘sisterhood’ is not global is quite clear. Differences in who and what is the subject of research—e.g. which women are included, what questions are asked in their names—are evident across different institutional domains, with those in more privileged locations in the US also addressing more privileged populations. They are as well more willing to adopt non-critical implications for their findings, and more willing to state scientific claims for them. If anything, they are more willing to make ‘the business case’.

For us, making these remarks serves a purpose broader than issues about gender and organization research and theorizing. As we see it, the fact that the US literature, from business schools in particular, is marked by a state of repetition, with little awareness of other possibilities, speaks both to the insularity and ethnocentric orientation of much of this research. It also speaks to the consequences of such ethnocentrism in other ways beyond limitations in modes of theorizing and research. Provincializing this literature—i.e. showing how it passes as ‘universal’ when it is in fact a very ‘local’ set of ideas—is not difficult in a day and age after ‘the postcolonial’. More difficult, however, is noting how other places in the world which either had abandoned or were never part of this mode of scholarship now find themselves involved in situations which may require them to adopt it.

Increasingly, it seems scholars outside the US are being asked to publish in dominant US management academic publications as part of worldwide institutional isomorphism, copying the North American model of the university (or at least the business school) as ‘global’ with the intent of becoming ‘globally ranked’. What this means for gender research and theorizing (and for many other areas of theory and research, critical research in particular) is that the limited US modality will continue to be, and is likely to become, even more dominant.

That this theorizing and research is limited and exhausted—and even anachronistic—for addressing sex/gender inequality at present is no longer the only relevant issue. Rather, more relevant is that scholars working in the more processual gendering organizations tradition, and who would be interested in newer theorizing and research addressing the changing contours of inequality, may be unable to do so. Thus, keeping an eye on changing academic institutional contours worldwide and resisting their limitations may become an added task for those of us wanting to further the possibilities of social justice and contribute to reducing gender and other inequalities. A never-ending task if there ever was one!
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CHAPTER 2

DISTURBING THOUGHTS AND GENDERED PRACTICES

A Discursive Review of Feminist Organizational Analysis

MARIANA INES PALUDI, JEAN HELMS-MILLS, AND ALBERT J. MILLS

INTRODUCTION

IN this chapter we undertake a discursive review of selective feminist contributions to organizational studies, to assess the issues involved in developing feminist organizational analysis and the implications for addressing workplace discrimination.

Our lens is feminist and discursive, which indicates something of our initial starting point and biases. Although this reveals our sympathies with feminist poststructuralist accounts (Calás and Smircich 1992), we are also open to the manifold understandings of gender and organizations that other feminist approaches have to offer (Calás and Smircich 2005), as well as the strategic uses that feminists have made of Foucauldian discourse analysis (Ferguson 1984).

Nonetheless, in seeking to provide something of a historical account of feminist organizational analysis, we are aware of the need to take a reflective and transparent approach to history and the past (Munslow 2010) in order to avoid the pitfalls of the ahistorical and unreflective accounts of the past that dominate much of the extant literature of management and organization studies (Booth and Rowlinson 2006; Durepos et al. 2012). To that end, we draw on new historicism and Foucault’s notion of discourse (Foucault 1979, 1982) as a way of framing our review of feminist organizational analysis over time.

By adopting a discursive lens, we avoid the problem of trying to represent a series of events (i.e. the development of feminist organizational analysis) as a linear and/or progressive history. This allows us to focus not only on what is said but the context in which it is said, thus facilitating analysis of how and why particular accounts were/are received. We also avoid the problem of presenting feminist organizational analysis as more or less true. Like all accounts, our approach is selective in its focus and should be read at best as one account of the development of the field. Part of the selective process includes our own starting point (in the construction of histories of management and organization studies) and the various researches we choose to discuss. Our selections were chosen not only in terms of time and space but also in terms of our own discursively shaped interests.

The end result is the development of a greater understanding of the contribution of feminist organization analysis to employment equity. In particular, we set out to show how different discursive contexts and positions have created a rich array of feminist contributions, whose paradigmatic differences may have served to obfuscate rather than enlighten a way forward for feminist organizational analysis. To that end, our conclusions centre on discussions on paradigmatic interplay as a way forward for feminist research.

DEFINING THE FIELD: HISTORY AND MANAGEMENT AND ORGANIZATION STUDIES

To understand something about the contribution of feminist theory to Management and Organization Studies (MOS) we need to understand something about the field itself, specifically how it came to be defined; and the role of ‘history’ in the process of definition.

Management History and the Development of MOS

Historical accounts of MOS exist in several forms. One (formal) form exists as conscious attempts to write a history of the field. Examples include various works by George (1968, 1972), Urwick (1938, 1963; Urwick and Brech 1957b), and Wren (1979, 1994, 2005; Wren and Bedeian 2009). Another (informal) form can be found in textbook accounts that discuss specific aspects of management (e.g. motivation and leadership theory) by tracing their development or evolution (e.g. in the respective work of Maslow and Lewin, Lippitt and White).

To state the obvious, history is written backwards, i.e. the historian writes about the past while located in the present. As such, he or she is subject to the discursive processes in which they are located (Foucault 1973). Such processes, arguably, serve to create rather than uncover the phenomenon under research (White 1973; Jenkins 1991). Thus, it can be argued that the historian of Management and Organization Studies has not so much written a history of the field as constructed a powerful account of what constitutes MOS.

This is not to argue that historical accounts are wholly or centrally responsible for defining a given disciplinary field. Clearly they draw on existing definitions of the field (see e.g. Drucker 1954; Koontz 1962; Astley and Van de Ven 1983) and associated practices (Khurana 2007). What we are arguing is that the definition of a field is an iterative process that relies on historical accounts, theoretical debates, and existing practices (Khurana 2007). Nor are we contending that notions of what constitute MOS as a field of study are uncontested (Burrell and Morgan 1979; Clegg and Dunkerley 1980) but rather that there are dominant (positivist, managerialist) accounts that have strongly influenced the development of the field and understandings of its history.

Although most histories of MOS (either formal or informal accounts) locate its ‘beginnings’ at the start of the twentieth century there is some indication that the historical accounts themselves were largely developed in the 1970s (George 1968, 1972; Burrell and Morgan 1979; Clegg and Dunkerley 1980; Khurana 2007) and were based largely on practices developed during the Cold War era (Cooke 1999, 2006; Cooke, Mills, and Kelley 2005; Kelley, Mills, and Cooke 2006; Runté and Mills 2006). This may help to explain a dominant view of the field that was developing throughout the 1970s and has influenced accounts since: namely, that Management and Organization Studies is a disciplinary field that is characterized as managerialist (focused largely on business organizations and outcomes of efficiency and effectiveness), scientifistic (drawing primarily on the methods of the natural sciences), objectivist (taking a neutral, value-free stance to the research process), ahistorical (adopting a decontextualized, and universalistic approach to the research process), profoundly gendered, and Westernized (Burrell and Morgan 1979; Hearn and Parkin 1983; Donaldson 1985; A. Prasad 2003; Booth and Rowlinson 2006).

Drawing on these various cues, historical accounts have helped to solidify a particular view of MOS as a discipline that largely excluded research focused on government and not-for-profit agencies, humanist concerns that do not rely on bottom-line outcomes, and methods of research centred around subjectivity and meaning at work (Donaldson 1985, 1988). In the process, ‘the founders’ of MOS are, with few exceptions, characterized as men whose research contributed to the making of the field; in particular those men whose research in the major corporations of the United States (e.g. Bethlehem Steel; the Hawthorne Works of Western Electric) were seen as developing important ‘schools of thought’ (Koontz 1962; Astley and Van de Ven 1983), including ‘scientific management’ and the ‘human relations’ school in the pre-Second World War era (Urwick and Brech 1957a, 1957b; Rose 1978), and human relations, socio-technical systems, contingency theory, population ecology, New Institutional Theory, organizational culture, and several other theoretical developments in the post-Second World War era (Burrell and Morgan 1979; Clegg and Dunkerley 1980; Buchanan and Huczynski 1985).

These various accounts and related practices (Khurana 2007) have served to present a particular image of a discipline that rarely included female theorists (Genoe McLaren and Mills 2008; Tancred-Sheriff and Campbell 1992), ignored gender (Hearn and Parkin 1983; Wilson 1996) and race (Cox 1990; Nkomo 1992), and excluded as ‘schools of thought’ those approaches, such as feminism, that were not seen as contributing to explanations of organizational and managerial efficiency and effectiveness (Mills 2004).

The Problem with History

Like much of MOS itself, histories of the field have been dominated by positivist accounts that view history as a discovery and recounting of facts, helped no doubt by narrative, but narratives that are viewed as ultimately subservient to the facts themselves (Iggers 1997). This view of history has consequences for how people come to understand not only a field of study but also constructions of the people who inhabit that field. In the process, this can reinforce supposedly existing workplace philosophies and the role of women (Clegg and Dunkerley 1977; Alvesson and Billing 1997).

Drawing on poststructuralist historiography, we argue that the ‘past’ is ontologically unavailable and is thus only mediated by ‘historiography, language, employment, voice, ideology, perspective or physical and/or mental states of tiredness, ennui, and so on’ (Munslow 2010: 37). Facts are invented not discovered (White 1985) and rely as much on the narrative style of the teller (historian) and the context in which he or she is writing (White 1973; Jenkins 1994; Green 2007).

In terms of context, as suggested above, it is interesting to note that much of our sense of MOS as a field of study comes from the post-Second World War era during the height of the Cold War, when it was considered politically unsafe to associate with or write about political projects such as women’s rights, racial equality, and militant labour union activities (Filippelli and McColloch 1995; Schrecker 1998; Cherny et al. 2004). These concerns not only affected labour activists but also reached into the heart of the universities, influencing what didn’t get written as much as what did (Schrecker 1986). Some historians have argued that the internal Cold War, or McCarthyism, was in large part a delayed reaction to the New Deal era and the growth of militant labour unionism (Schlesinger 1959; Morgan 2003). That may go some way to explaining the absence of references to the New Deal in management textbooks (Foster et al. 2012). In any event, the work of a number of feminist activists, including Mary Van Kleeck and Betty Friedan, was disrupted by McCarthyism (Horowitz 1998; Nyland and Heenan 2005) and MOS took on a largely managerialist focus, devoid of political commentary on the nature of organizational work and its impact on people (Mills and Helms Hatfield 1998; Cooke 1999, 2006). To take but one example, the North American management textbook has had little to say about women at work, race/ethnicity, class or trade unions for much of the post-Second World War era. Nor, as we shall discuss later, has the management textbook acknowledged such major socio-political events as the Cold War, the Korean and Vietnam Wars, the March on Washington, the advent of women’s liberation or various anti-colonialist struggles (Mills and Helms Hatfield 1998; Mills 2004).

The outcome was a field of study that Burrell and Morgan (1979) described as dominated by apolitical, ahistorical and managerialist accounts that largely neglected the impact of business organizations on people’s social, psychological and material well-being (except where it affected the bottom line), and which rarely included as management theory those studies that utilized other than positivist methods. Burrell and Morgan failed to add, however, that the field was also highly gendered. Such was the condition of MOS that confronted feminist theorists in the 1970s.

ALTERNATIVE READINGS OF THE DEVELOPMENT OF MOS

In assessing the role of history in the construction of MOS, the fate of Lillian and Frank Gilbreth; Max Weber and Mary van Kleeck; Frances Perkins, Harry Hopkins, and Harold Ickes; and Mary Parker Follett are instructive.

Lillian and Frank

The role of Lillian Gilbreth is often played down in comparison with that of her husband Frank (Tancred-Sheriff and Campbell 1992). As Graham (2000: 285) points out, Lillian Gilbreth generally ‘remembered as a mother of 12 children … was in fact not only a wife and mother, but also a pioneer of scientific management who earned a PhD in psychology and then worked as a partner with her husband, Frank Bunker Gilbreth … in their industrial engineering firm’. Graham (2000: 285) goes on to argue that, along with husband Frank and Henry Gantt, Lillian Gilbreth was the leader of ‘a revisionist movement in scientific management which aimed to make it more responsive to human needs and concerns’. As we shall argue below, this focus on the human factor was creating a bridge between scientific management and the so-called Human Relations School. Finally, Graham (2000: 285) goes on to suggest that the marginalization of Lillian Gilbreth’s contribution to MOS was in part due to ‘sex discrimination from the business and engineering communities’ following the death of her husband in 1924.

Max and Mary

Innumerable accounts of Max Weber contend that he was ‘the father’ of organization theory (in North America), playing a pivotal role in the development of MOS as a contemporary of Taylor and the early theorists of scientific management (Durepos et al. 2012). In particular, Weber’s theory of bureaucracy is singled out as an important contribution to our understanding of the relationship between efficiency and organizational structure. Regardless, a number of recent accounts have argued that, far from being a pioneer in the development of MOS, Weber’s work did not really have an influence until at least the late 1940s, with prominent translations by Talcott Parsons (Clegg and Lounsbury 2009). Furthermore, it is argued that many accounts of Weber’s notion of bureaucracy are misplaced and just plain wrong in reducing Weber’s social action philosophy to a simple reductionist framework (Burrell and Morgan 1979; Clegg and Dunkerley 1980; Cummings and Bridgman 2011).

In 1904 Weber, the future ‘founder of organization theory’, made his only trip to the United States—to present a paper at the Congress of Arts and Sciences in St Louis. His visit had little or no impact on US sociology, let alone Management and Organization Studies for another three decades or so (Swatos et al. 1998; Scaff 2011). That same year Mary Van Kleeck graduated from Smith College. The following year she engaged in several social work activities, involving work with feminist reformers. Over the years she combined her feminist concerns with an interest in scientific management and its potential for assisting social change. Her pioneering efforts on behalf of women at work led to important legislative changes and appointments to high levels of government, including director of the US Department of Labor’s Women in Industry Service, President Harding’s Conference on Unemployment, and the Labor Department’s Federal Advisory Committee of the United States Employment Service of the Franklin Roosevelt administration. Van Kleeck also went on to serve as President of the Taylor Society, advocating a number of sweeping socio-economic changes, including the need for socio-economic planning and social insurance.

Yet, despite her prominence, van Kleeck’s contribution to MOS has gone unheeded until very recently (Nyland and Rix 2000; Nyland and Heenan 2005) and has still to be recognized. The reason for the neglect of van Kleeck’s work is likely two-fold. First, much of her work did not fit the narrow confines of what became known as MOS. Van Kleeck’s central concerns were the impact of technology on the workers, and women workers in particular, and the potential misuse of scientific management efficiencies to create unemployment rather than improve working conditions. Her ideas of socio-economic planning and social insurance, despite or perhaps because of the New Deal, ran counter to pro-business sentiments of the day. Secondly, from the onset of the Depression van Kleeck’s political views became increasingly leftist and from this point onwards she became an admirer of the Soviet Union and her views were steadily associated with those of the United States Communist Party. In 1953 her political views brought her to the attention of Senator Joseph McCarthy’s Senate Permanent Committee on Investigations. In the process van Kleeck’s work may have not so much have been written out of history as not included in what were to become histories of MOS (Cooke 1999; Nyland and Heenan 2005).

Frances, Harry, and Harold

Frances Perkins, Harry Hopkins, and Harold Ickes all played pivotal roles in the ‘New Deal’ polices and programs of the Franklin Roosevelt administration. Ickes ran the Public Works Administration (PWA), which oversaw massive expenditures in jobs and infrastructure; financing over 35,000 projects, including some of the largest infrastructure projects in the history of the US (Graham and Wander 1985; Taylor 2008). Hopkins ran the Works Progress Administration (WPA), which in the span of eight years—1935–43—spent $10.5 billion and employed 8.5 million men and women (Taylor 2008). Perkins, the first woman in US history to be appointed to a cabinet position, as Secretary of Labor developed and oversaw the introduction of far-reaching social security measures, including the Social Security Act (Schlesinger 1959; Hiltzik 2011). All three were part of Roosevelt’s ‘inner cabinet’ and had a profound influence on the concept of work, employment and society through to the present day (Taylor 2008).

Nonetheless, the work of Ickes, Hopkins, and Perkins has gone virtually unnoticed in MOS (Foster et al. 2012). This is quite remarkable given the sweep of their accomplishments, their writings (Ickes 1934, 1953, 1954; Hopkins 1936; Perkins 1947) and the sheer scale of the capital expenditures and employment involved. Undoubtedly Bethlehem Steel (the second largest steel producer in the United States in Taylor’s day) and Western Electric (supplier of 90 per cent of all telephone equipment in the United States at the onset of the Hawthorne Studies) occupied an important role in the US economy of the day, and their sheer size and importance were factors of legitimation of the management theorizing by Taylor, Mayo, Roethlisberger and Dickson. Yet the WPA, PWA, and the various programmess of the Social Security Act dwarf them in significance as, arguably, do the contested achievements of the New Deal, when compared to the speculative theories of Mayo, Roethlisberger and Dickson (Foster et al. 2012).

There are various theories to explain the absence of Perkins, Ickes and Hopkins in the emergent post-Second World War Management and Organization Studies. For one thing, the field was being defined in and around the needs of, and developments within, the business schools and so was less likely to include activities deemed outside of the business realm (e.g. government, social work). Government agencies were seen as either the province of public administration and/or political science and the social work roots of Perkins, Ickes, and Hopkins likely put them outside the realm of business research. Another equally powerful reason for ignoring Perkins et al. was their association with the New Deal, which was increasingly unpopular with the business community that became associated with the post-war backlash against the left and formed part of the McCarthyite atmosphere (Morgan 2003): even during the pre-war era Perkins and Hopkins came under fire from the Dies ‘House Un-American Activities Committee’, accused of supporting communistic activities through their New Deal programmes (Taylor 2008).

Mary Parker Follett

In terms of historical recognition, the fate of Mary Parker Follett has varied widely over the years. In recent years there has been considerable debate—largely among feminists—as to the contribution of Follett to MOS (and associated disciplines) and explanations as to her fluctuating reputation in the field. At the time of writing, it is fair to say that there is considerable recognition of Follett’s contribution to MOS, but we note two things: first, this was arguably due in large part to the efforts of numerous feminist analyses, and second, there is still some sense, at least among feminists, that Follett’s reputation remains unstable (Ansell 2009; Phipps 2011). Over the past two decades or so feminist organizational scholars have pointed out the relative neglect of Follett’s contribution to MOS. Tancred-Sheriff and Campbell (1992: 32), for example, complain that despite Follett’s early emphasis on ‘the motivating desires of the individual and the group’, and the fact that her ‘writings bridge the transition from the Scientific Management School to the Human Relations School … [she is] hardly a household name among organizational researchers’. Similarly, Schilling (2000: 224) contends that, although Follett’s writing ‘predates the field of stakeholder theory by almost 60 years … no reference to her work is found in the stakeholder literature’. Eylon (1998: 16) argues that Follett was in fact a pioneer in the identification of workplace empowerment and decries the fact that, despite ‘her innovative ideas, Follett has been a relatively unrecognized contributor in the social sciences’. Phipps (2011: 273) discovers in Follett’s work the roots of the current interest in spirituality at work but argues that Follett and other ‘female “laborers” that have helped to cultivate the field have received much less attention’ than their male colleagues’. Godwin and Gitten (2012: p. xvi) view Follett as ‘arguably the founder of the interactionist approach’ to organizational studies and set out to ‘restore [her] to her rightful place as a foundational thinker in the sociology of organizations’ (p. xxiii). Others, however, speak of a ‘revival’ of Follett’s work (Kolb et al. 1996: 16) and suggest that the ‘significant attention’ currently being paid to Follett’s work is of recent vintage (Ryan and Rutherford 2000: 207).

What is of interest here is how and why feminist organizational theorists felt the need to confront the historical accounts of MOS. Simply put, it can be argued that depictions of what constitutes the field of MOS and legitimate areas of study within that field are imbued with embedded historical accounts (Booth and Rowlinson 2006; Burrell and Morgan 1979). In various ways feminists have revealed the limits of those accounts. In the process they have opened the field to gendered accounts and concerns but in some cases may have strengthened some of the other problematic areas of MOS history.

Following in the footsteps of Rowbotham (1974), a number of feminist have set out to ‘rediscover’ women in MOS and its history, largely through accounts written by and about women but also by those written from a feminist point of view (Humphreys 1994). The first approach owes much to the consciousness-raising philosophy of the second wave women’s movement of the 1960s, and focuses on bringing a ‘women’s point of view’ to organizational analysis. This is seen in several accounts where it is argued that the gendered character of MOS is linked to the male dominance of the field, which has led to the neglect not only of gender at work but also of key female writers. Phipps (2011: 279), for example, concludes her analysis of Mary Parker Follett and Mary Gilson by stating, from ‘an historical viewpoint further research should be conducted to uncover other worthy female contributors’; arguing that in ‘terms of practice, organizations would benefit from incorporating the values endorsed by these women in daily life to achieve the best results from their employees’. The second approach centres on ‘including women in the historical record’ (Davis 1994) and permeates various feminist accounts that discuss the neglect of female theorists and the loss of a women’s perspective from MOS. Stivers, for example, argues that what is interesting about Follett is not only what we can learn about theories of work and organization but how those theories were shaped by her experiences as a woman: ‘Considering Follett’s own life and work for a moment, certain aspects do seem to have been shaped by her sex; indeed, given the sharp gender differentiation of the time, it would have been quite extraordinary for any person of her era not to have been so affected’ (Stivers, 1996: 161–2). The third approach focuses on deconstructing historical (and contemporary) accounts of MOS in terms of the ‘history of the conceptions of gender (i.e., of “men” and “women” as social not natural beings) and of the social relationships and experiences to which gender ideologies are tied, rather than as the history of “women” in isolation’ (Humphreys 1994: 87). Calás and Smircich (1996b: 147) provide an illustrative example by emphasizing the hope that ‘an ongoing reading of Follett … will lead us to thinking about management and organizations in very different terms from that of the contemporary organizational “mainstream”’. In particular they contend that ‘a reading of Follett from a particular feminist standpoint … might result in a heightened appreciation for her work’ and that by reading ‘from the intersections of class and gender at a particular point in time we would notice more of Follett’s view of the world, and the potential of her work for today’s organization studies’ (p. 150, emphases in the original).

In addition to issues of gender, explanations for the neglect of Follett’s work include the observation that her writings fell outside the norm of business concerns, focusing on issues of the role of the state and the democratic process (Calás and Smircich 1996b; Stewart 1996; O’Connor 2000); that her views were ‘politically incorrect’, becoming ‘increasingly associated with socialism, which itself fell increasingly out of favour’ (O’Connor 2000: 187); and that her work fell out of favour when the American Business School was overtaken by the ‘winds of positivism’ (Calás and Smircich 1996b: 149).

History, Feminism and MOS

These various feminist accounts reveal a number of problems with existing histories of MOS. As we have seen above, a number of feminists have raised the issue of gender and how that has served to neglect or exclude the work of female theorists from mainstream histories of MOS (Tancred-Sheriff and Campbell 1992; Stivers 1996; Phipps 2011). These accounts question the problem of designating founders (Eylon 1998; Godwin and Gitten 2011; Phipps 2011); the periodization and construction of schools of thought; and defining the boundaries of a discipline built around paradigmatic difference (Kuhn 1962; Burrell and Morgan 1979).

Arguably the first two problems are linked to the latter. For example, the characterization of scientific management as the first major approach to MOS (Rose 1978; Burrell and Morgan 1979; Buchanan and Huczynski 1985) privileges people like Frederick Taylor with foundational qualities but excludes people like Mary Parker Follett, who, using a similar kind of logic, could conceivably have been seen as presaging the Human Relations school (Tancred-Sheriff and Campbell 1992). Indeed, it may be argued that the social work background of Follett, van Kleeck, Ickes, Hopkins, and Perkins could just as easily be seen as constituting a Social Security school of thought that overshadowed the much more limited Human Relations studies at the Hawthorne Works.

Several feminist theorists have argued—both directly and indirectly—that the definition of a field of interest depends in large part on who is involved and the context in which those definitions are being developed. This point is made indirectly by Ryan and Rutherford (2000), who argue that in her time Follett’s work was extremely influential because it was in line with the dominant thinking of the time but fell out of favour as that thinking changed. Similarly, Frye and Thomas (1996: 18) contend that, as seen from today’s perspective, ‘Follett’s writings are driven by a questionable philosophical premises and her perspective is, at best, partial’. Both sets of authors fail, however, to explain how the work of other (male) writers, who fit a similar description, continued to be popular through to today. In a similar vein, Kolb et al. (1996: 153) trace the ‘resurgence of interest in Follett, in part, to societal changes regarding the value of negotiation as a means of dealing with differences’. More directly, as we have seen above, Calás and Smircich (1996b: 149) trace the demise of interest in Follett’s work to the dominance of positivist thinking and the ‘difficulties in twisting her ideas to fit smoothly into the positivist camp. It was perhaps easier to consign her to the category of eccentric woman.’ They go on to suggest that Follett’s demise may also have had something to do with her ‘dissenting theoretical and philosophical concerns’ (p. 150). The latter suggestion is shared by O’Connor (2000) who concludes that perhaps ‘with the end of the Red Scare and the Cold War, Follett has finally found a congenial time, for her work in increasingly seen as relevant’ (p. 187). In other words, we are in a different discursive space where evaluations of the gendered history of MOS can be undertaken.

However, these various feminist attempts to revise neglected women theorists are not without problems and in some aspects may reinforce the mainstream philosophical underpinnings of MOS histories. Calás and Smircich (1996b) caution against attempts to fit female theorists into existing ways of thinking. Calling Follett a prophet of management, or someone ‘ahead of her time’, for example, may actually fulfil ‘various purposes in support of the ideas of contemporary theorists while often submerging the ideas of “original authors”’ (p. 148, emphasis in the original). They also warn against the associated rhetorical problem of fostering ‘a sense of “progress of knowledge” [where] … a line of thought is shown to have evolved to higher levels of sophistication, i.e., as exemplified by contemporary theorists’ (p. 148, emphasis in the original). They also warn against the tendency to treat Follett and other female researchers of her generation like historic figures; noted and then ‘put back on the (library) shelf once the celebration has passed’ (p. 147).

These debates around the role of women and feminist theory in MOS, however, did not take place until the 1990s, long after the field had experienced the emergence of a series of challenges to the dominant positivist paradigm (Burrell and Morgan 1979; Clegg and Dunkerley 1980), including various feminist challenges (Hearn and Parkin 1983; Mills and Murgatroyd 1990; Mills and Tancred 1992).

FEMINIST THEORY, ORGANIZATIONAL ANALYSIS, AND CHANGING DISCURSIVE GROUNDS

With the approach of the 1970s a number of socio-political struggles rocked the Western world and revealed a profound questioning of many of the established tenets of a modernist world in turmoil. In the United States, race riots, desegregation marches, and even armed conflict questioned the basis of racist thinking (King 1968; Seale 1970; X and Haley 1965). Anti-colonialist struggles were culminating in the ending of the Vietnam War and the widespread protests against US involvement (Fanon 1970; Zinn 1999). Across Europe and North America new traditions of postmodernist thought began to appear, including the work of Foucault (1965), Lyotard (1979), and Said (1979), and new forces for radical change were emerging to challenge the status quo, East and West (Marcuse 1969; Klimke et al. 2011), including ‘second-wave feminism’, or the women’s liberation movement, which burst onto the scene questioning all aspects of patriarchal thinking (Friedan 1963; Greer 1970).

Critique and Application: ′A la recherche du genre perdu

In this context, the work of sociologists Joan Acker and Donald van Houten (1974) appeared (in the Administrative Sciences Quarterly) as a critique, in line with radical feminist in politics, against male bias in the analysis of organizations.

Although feminists in other fields of study (e.g. sociology) had, for some time explored the relationship of women to paid work (Hearn and Parkin 1983) such contributions were absent from established MOS journals and textbooks until this point. The work of Acker and van Houten (1974) was important for its ‘revisiting’ of ‘classic’ (Rose 1978; Wren 1979) organization studies, including the Hawthorne Studies, to suggest that gender had been neglected in the collection and analysis of data in the original studies. They contended that from the evidence available there was a ‘sex power differential’ at work in the relationships, not only between the male managers and the female employees but also between those same employees and the male researchers. In making their argument, Acker and van Houten also made reference to the socio-economic climate of the time and place of the Hawthorne Studies. This article was important not only in raising questions about gender and organizations but also about the gendered character of organizational studies (i.e. the way they were theorized). It also pointed to the need to take into account the sociological context in which organizations operate. Another important factor was that the work suggested a shift away from essentialist notions of men and women to more of a focus on the social construction of gender at work. Nonetheless, Acker and van Houten (1974) did not question the validity of the Hawthorne Studies as classic management studies. It was the first of a number of similar critiques that raised the gendered nature of particular aspects of so-called classic studies of management and organization (Feldberg and Glenn 1979; Cullen 1992; Benschop and Doorewaard 1998) but those critiques were few and far between.

The article by Acker and Van Houten represents a milestone in the field for several reasons. First, and not least, because they managed to get it published in a mainstream MOS journal. Second, they used a historical approach to draw attention to contextual factors in the making of gendered relationships. Third, they took issue with the gendered character of MOS theorizing. Fourth, they drew attention to sexuality at work, an issue that would remain relatively neglected even in feminist analyses of organization for some time (Hearn et al. 1989; Hearn and Parkin 2001). Fourth, they contended that organizational context needed to include gendered relationships that are reproduced across the domestic–public divide. Fifth, they also suggested that organizations are sites of the reproduction of gender inequities.

Accommodation: Women and Management Theory and the Modern Era

In 1977, still at a time when scholarly books gained as much, if not more, attention than scholarly articles, Men and Women of the Corporation, written by another feminist sociologist Rosabeth Moss Kanter, made an important impact on the emergent field of feminist organizational analysis.

Although coming from similar sociological roots, Kanter’s work differs markedly from Acker and van Houten in its approach. For one thing, Kanter’s approach eschews history, preferring a more decontextualized view of the internal working on a corporation. For another, Kanter moves from critique to application in attempting to spell out an agenda for change within organizations. This stands in opposition to Acker and van Houten’s critique of organizational analysis, designed to effect broader social change. The one area of overlap between the two studies was a focus on structure and its relationship to gendered outcomes but even here Kanter’s more managerialist position fit more neatly into Burrell and Morgan’s (1979) mainstream functionalist paradigm, while the position taken by Acker and van Houten (1974) is more appropriately described as radical structuralist.

Despite its accommodation with existing mainstream approaches to organizational analysis and Kanter’s own career development, her 1977 book has rarely been cited in business textbooks (Mills 2004). It did, however, but give birth to the development of a body of research that became known as the ‘Women in Management’ (WIM) perspective.

Largely essentialist in nature, WIM or ‘liberal feminism’ (Calás and Smircich 1996a) tends to focus on ways to improve women’s position in the corporate sectors of society. In other words, WIM research has been oriented to develop comparative analyses of men and women in managerial positions, albeit ignoring how those managerial positions have been designed. It pursues equity (or gender justice) rather than the elimination of inequality (i.e. acknowledging issues in the premises that support the institutions which disadvantage particular groups). Issues that have drawn attention include different leadership styles (e.g. Eagly et al. 1992); job stress; job satisfaction; organizational commitment; and gender stereotypes (Brenner et al. 1989; Schein and Mueller 1992; Schein et al. 1996; Schein 2007); the glass ceiling phenomenon (Bullard and Wright 1993; Catalyst 1993; Powell and Butterfield 1994; Ragins et al. 1998; Daily et al. 1999; Meyerson and Fletcher 2000; Wright and Baxter 2000; Dreher 2003); organization demography; careers (Heller 2004, 2011) and social networks (Ibarra 1993, 1997), equal opportunity, affirmative action, and discrimination; sexual harassment and work/family issues (Baylin 2007—see Calas and Smircich, 2005 for a review).

Even multinational organizations like BID, OECD, the World Bank adopt the WIM perspective to develop international programmes encouraging gender equality (see OECD 2008; BID 2009; Rodriguez Gusta 2009). Women in Management scholars want to explain the causes of sex segregation in organizations using mainly quantitative methodologies. Here, the sex and gender concepts are variables, not an analytical framework (Smircich 1985; Alvesson and Due Billing 1997). Among other assumptions, gender neutrality and universality of organizations and management theory rest in this tradition. In this regard, it has been also criticized for being a hegemonic theory based on the experience of white women (Holvino 2010: 250).

Postmodern and Poststructuralism: Work in Progress

During the 1980s some researchers were noting a number of rapid changes in the socio-political and economic landscape, including the end of the Cold War, the decline and fragmentation of the left and the eventual collapse of the Eastern Bloc, the development of globalized technologies and economies, and the fragmentation of numerous aspects of social life and attendant thinking (Toffler 1981; Burrell et al. 1994; Adler et al. 2006). This may, in large part, explain the growing interest of organizational scholars during this period in postmodernism and poststructuralist theory (Burrell 1988).

In this context two works appeared in 1984 that drew on poststructuralist thought to address feminist concerns: one was by Gibson Burrell (1984) and the other by Kathy Ferguson (1984). Both drew on the work of Foucault, Ferguson more ‘strategically’ than Burrell’s committed poststructuralist position.

Burrell’s (1984) work was important for its focus on sexuality and attempt not only to ‘elevate “sexuality” to a position of theoretical relevance in the analysis of organizations’ but also to view it as a construct, which needs to be understood historically (p. 98). In other words, ‘sexuality’ should be viewed as discursive, i.e. the outcome of interrelated practices and ideas at a given point in time.

In a similar vein, Ferguson (1984) argued that bureaucracy was not so much about structure as about discourse; a discourse that equates bureaucracy with masculinity and, in the process, marginalizes women. Ferguson’s (1984) work was also important for both its embrace of politics within organizational analysis and the 1960s feminist notion that ‘the personal is the political’. In contrast to Kanter’s (1977) appeal to give managerial tools to women to gain equity in the workplace (by changing the structure), Ferguson forces us to think about the impact of organizational discourse on identity and a sense of self. One of her main suggestions was the development of alternatives to the bureaucratic organization, embedded in feminist discourse.

Beyond Modernity and Structure: A Postcolonial View

Since the onset of the 1990s we have seen the development of postcolonialist theorizing in MOS (A. Prasad 1997; P. Prasad 1997, 2005), including feminist postcolonialist work (Calás 1992; Mirchandani 2004). This work was a long time coming in Western MOS journals and followed on from a series of events that included the process of decolonization since the end of the Second World War; the development of globalized technologies; the collapse of the Cold War notion of the Third World, with the inclusion of associated countries in one or other of the two world powers (the USA and the USSR); the continued growth of the multinational corporation and the advent of powerful economic unions (e.g. the European Economic Community); post-war immigration trends; the advent of a series of global wars (e.g. Iraq, Afghanistan); civil rights struggles in the United States; the collapse of Apartheid in South Africa; the events and aftermath of September 9/11 in the United States; and a multitude of other events that provided the space to question the Western project and the Othering of so-called non-Western people (Said 1979, 1993; Mignolo 1991; Bhabha 1994).

To have a postcolonial framework in research means to acknowledge global capitalism and its implications within organizational analysis (Calas and Smircich, 2006). In contrast with feminist poststructuralist research that acknowledges the importance of knowledge production and the representation of the ‘others’ within Western hegemonic discourses, postcolonialism goes further and emphasizes the Western imperialism in global institutions (P. Prasad 2005).

This tradition questioned the male dominance of national liberation movements; feminist movements dominated by white Western women; Eurocentric academic discourses; movements that privilege heterosexuality; and Marxist analyses privileging class struggle (Holvino 2010).

At the same time as Ferguson’s (1984) book was released, a ground-breaking article from Mohanty (1984) criticized the way that Western scholars develop their discourse on Third World women as a single monolithic subject. Nonetheless, it would take a further six years before issues of race (Cox 1990; Nkomo 1992), let alone coloniality, would be raised in MOS in any substantial and coherent way. These studies include Calás’s (1992) work on the absence (and possible representation) of ‘Hispanic Women’ in organizational texts, arguing that such texts need to be recognized as ‘produced by privileged “voices of the West” … [and] published in the privileged spaces of Western scholarship, inspired by a Western critique of Western epistemology’ (p. 219, emphasis in the original).

Intersectionality: The Complexity Forgotten

With the opening of various spaces in feminist debates attention turned to intersectionality, or the study of the impact of overlaying discriminatory experiences due to any combination of race, ethnicity, sexual orientation, ethnicity, national origin, and gender (hooks 1994; Acker 2006). In an early iteration, Crenshaw (1991), exploring race and gender dimensions of violence against women of colour, argued that to understand racism and sexism it is necessary to understand how they intersect in the identity of ‘women of color’.

As a theoretical framework intersectionality allows researchers to emphasize those identities neglected by others. Also, the notion of organization becomes complex and emergent to the local context. For example, the work by Pringle (2008) on lesbian managers in New Zealand makes evident that to manage gender means to manage heterosexuality. She argues that a reframing of gender as ‘heterogender’ foregrounds heterosexuality and gender as intertwined, thus providing another understanding as to how gender is ‘done’ in management. This means that organization becomes a process of heterosexualization. Moreover, globalization exacerbates heterogeneity and brings difference together. The continued growth of multinational corporations, with headquarters in developed countries and branches overseas, or outsourced organizations like call centres in underdeveloped countries—e.g. India, Argentina, Mexico, Chile—allows different ways for people to relate to each other through organizational forms. One potential outcome is that tensions will emerge when those different identities converge in space and time (see Kosmala 2008).

Recent work by Holvino (2010) argues that the intersections of race, gender, and class should be reconceptualized as simultaneous processes of identity, institutional and social practice. Her work makes two major contributions to the study of gender, organizations and intersectionality. On the one hand, she proposes a theoretical change where gender, class, and race are reconceptualized as simultaneous processes of identity, institutional and social practice. On the other hand, she suggests a methodological intervention, expanding the simultaneity of race, class, and gender to include new categories of ethnicity, sexuality, and nation in organizational analyses.

FINAL THOUGHTS

In this chapter, we set out to locate the advent and development of feminist organizational analysis in a series of discursive spaces over time. In so doing, we have attempted to make a number of observations.

First, and foremost, we have raised questions about the role of history in the development of MOS and the implications for feminist organizational analyses. Here our central point is that, in order to deal with discrimination within organizations, we need to retheorize the disciplinary fields in which the notion of organization is conceptualized. Acker (1990) contends that feminists need to deal simultaneously with the gender substructure of organizations and the organizational logic out of which understanding of organizations is generated. In so doing, however, we further argue that process should include a coherent questioning of the underlying histories that serve to support and legitimize MOS as a discipline.

Second, we suggest that feminist organizational analysis needs to be viewed as plural, contextual, and, hence, always in a state of transformation (Calás and Smircich 2005).

Third, we contend that feminist theories of MOS arise within and as a reaction to certain discursive realities. As such, they need to treat both MOS and feminist research itself as reflections of and contributions to particular discourses of managing and organizing. In the process this may encourage focus more on the discursive than the supposed truths of the situation. For example, Dye and Mills (2012) suggest that changes in the gender regime of a major airline company may in large part be due to the advent of competing organizational discourses that were the outcome of both the widespread activities of the women’s liberation movement and the changing economic realities in which the company was operating. This may entail strategies for fusing particular feminist positions with understanding of the role of discourse in the construction of particular gendered subjectivities (Calás and Smircich 1992).

Fourth, and finally, we have attempted to make sure that our own account should not be seen as a definitive history of the advent of feminist organizational analyses. Our concern has been to problematize history, in the role of gendered relations at work, by showing how analyses of the past, including our own selected account, are contested narratives (White 1973). This, nonetheless, is set to focus attention on the discursive nature of organizational analysis and the implications for feminist change strategies.
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CHAPTER 3

ORGANIZATIONS AS SYMBOLIC GENDERED ORDERS

SILVIA GHERARDI

GENDER AS THE SYMBOL OF DIFFERENCE

GENDER is one of the most powerful of symbols; indeed, the very word ‘gender’ encapsulates all the symbols that a culture elaborates to account for biological difference (Gherardi 1994, 1995). Therefore a symbolist approach is particularly able to grasp the ambiguity of gender relations, since the function of a symbol is to express a polysemy, to contain and to convey ambiguity. Symbols signify what something is and what it is not.

For example, in Chinese culture the Yang-Yin symbol represents the dualistic distribution of forces between the active, masculine principle (‘yang’) and the passive, feminine one (‘yin’). This distribution is symbolized by a circle divided by a sigmoid line indicating the dynamic interpenetration of the two principles. The light half of the figure is the ‘yang’ force and the dark one the ‘yin’ force, but each half contains a small circle of the opposite shade which symbolizes that each principle contains the germ of the other. This symbol is a cross-section of a helicoid structure which links opposites and generates constant movement; a metamorphosis through contrary positions and situations. The vertical axis at its centre constitutes the ‘mystical centre’ where there is neither turbulence, nor impulse, nor suffering. The three levels of signification are therefore present in this symbol, just as they are in other Hindu or Hebrew symbols which elaborate sexual difference as separation and inseparability.

The symbolic realm is a dimension of reality and a dimension of signification, but it does not replace other levels of reality, nor does it deny them. Indeed, as Mircea Eliade writes:


There is no need to believe that symbolic implication annuls the concrete and specific value of an object or of an operation. Symbolism adds a new value to an object or an action without affecting its own, immediate or historical, values.

(Eliade 1952: 57)



Taking an example from Cirlot (1971: 7), and positing an analogy between an organization and the facade of a monastery, we can see in the latter: (a) the beauty of the whole; (b) the architectural technique used in its creation; (c) its architectural style and its geographical and historical implications; (d) its implicit or explicit cultural and religious values; but also (e) the symbolic significance of its shapes. The understanding of what is symbolized by an ogival arch beneath a rose window is a form of knowledge very different from the others listed above.

Likewise, we may possess aesthetic, technological, historical, cultural, and symbolic knowledge of an organization: paradigm plurality is implicitly assumed by the symbolic approach. Likewise, we may explore gender in relation to power, dominion, inequality, or difference.

Unlike science based on the dichotomous code of true/false, mythical expression is grounded on that of sacred/profane, which constitutes one of the ordering principles of social reality (Durkheim 1912). This, according to Cassirer (1923), is the ‘fundamental antithesis’ which patterns reality according to a qualitative characterization. Cassirer (1923) described humans as symbolic animals in that symbols mediate between objective reality, the world or perception, and the knowing subject. Science is a specific form of expression of culture which employs signs to refer to things and universes of objects, and which performs a logical denotative function. Yet cultures are symbolic textures in which other expressive forms are at work, myth especially. Myth is a symbolic form in which the signifying function entails a relationship of reciprocal reference between signifier and signified. The symbolic medium


thus assumes a density, a concreteness which the symbols of other expressive forms lack. Hence its structuring function of social experience: the values which regulate our behaviour, which indicate communalities and divergences in our systems of belonging, have this mythical cultural configuration.

(Bolognini 1986: 88)



Symbolist theory is based on the following principles (Cirlot 1971: 32):

(a) There is nothing that does not matter. Everything expresses something and everything is meaningful.

(b) No form of reality is independent: everything stands in relation to something else.

(c) The quantitative is transformed into the qualitative at certain essential points which constitute the signification of quantity.

(d) Everything is serial. Seriality includes both the physical world (the spectrum of colours, sounds, shapes, landscapes) and the spiritual world (virtues, vices, sentiments).

(e) There are correlations of situation among different series, and of meaning among series and their constitutive elements.

If we take any particular symbol—the sword, for example—and analyse it, we first find the object in itself stripped of every relation, and then the object in its instrumental function. Finally we come to its symbolic function, which is the dynamic tendency of its quality equivalent to those located at the corresponding points in every analogous series. The symbolic function is to denote a general meaning, one which is often ambivalent and allusive. The multiplicity of which is never chaotic, however, because it moves to a shared rhythm. Thus the sword, iron, fire, the colour red, the god Mars, the Rocky Mountains, are interconnected and meet in a symbolic direction of equal significance: the desire for psychic determination and for physical destruction (Cirlot 1971: 33). These symbols unite with each other, they call upon each other because of the inner affinity that unites them, the shared rhythm that enables connections to be established among the diverse levels of reality. For example, the ovoid shape, undulating rhythm, high sounds conjure up a female rhythm which projects itself onto nature by taking things and shapes and translating them into personages in the drama.

Returning to organizations, let us take one of these rhythms and examine what it is that ties gender as a symbol to organizational cultures.

GENDER AND ORGANIZATIONAL CULTURES

In this section I shall set out a conception of the cultural approach to organizations in the tradition of symbolist thought, with principal reference to the cultural and philosophical legacy of symbolic interactionism (Mead 1934; Goffman 1977; West and Zimmerman 1987; Denzin 1992) at first and the linguistic turn after (Martin 1990, 2002; Tyler 2011).

It is extremely difficult to define the cultural approach, for it has become a field in which it is easier to draw distinctions than to unify. Corporate culture, organizational cultures or subcultures, cultural organization, postmodern approach to organizational culture: these are some of the labels adroitly deployed by Linstead and Grafton-Small (1992). In the postmodern perspective organizational cultures are seen as a textual space and the application of intertextuality to organizational analysis means treating culture, identity, symbols, and actions as interwoven texts that create one another via mutual referencing.

For the moment, I am interested in the features shared by the many approaches to cultural production—and organizations are a cultural product—and which differentiate them from others which reify culture and search for its properties. Appropriate here is a definition as broad in its scope as the title of an article by Czarniawska-Joerges (1991): culture is the medium of life. Drawing on Latour’s (1986) distinction between an ostensive and a performative definition of society, Czarniawska-Joerges draws a parallel distinction between an ostensive definition of culture which assumes that, in principle, it is possible to discover properties that are typical of a given culture and which can explain its evolution, although in practice they might be difficult to detect, and a performative definition which assumes that, in principle, it is impossible to describe properties characterizing any given culture, but in practice it is possible to do so. Under an ostensive conception of culture, actors are useful informants and social researchers, using appropriate methodology (what Denzin (1992) calls ‘ethnomethodological voyeurism’), uncover opinions, beliefs, myths, and rites and arrange them into a picture. Under a performative conception, there are no actors who know any more or any less, and researchers ask the same questions as any other actor, although they might use a different rhetoric in formulating their answers. Thus ‘ostensive definitions are attempts to explain principles, whereas performative definitions explore practices’ (Czarniawska-Joerges 1991: 287).

I therefore use the term ‘cultural approach’ to refer to a performative definition of organizational culture as the system of meanings produced and reproduced when people interact. An organizational culture is therefore the end-product of a process which involves producers, consumers, and researchers. Thus the construction of meaning is purposive, reflexive, and indexical.

Within the broader cultural approach, organizational symbolism is an area of research more sketched than thoroughly explored (Gagliardi 1990; Turner 1990; Frost et al. 1991; Alvesson and Berg 1992). It is a set of intuitions more than a methodology, and as such is graphically depicted by a dragon tearing up an organization chart, the symbol of organizational rationality. The dragon is a root metaphor for the symbolic approach to organizational cultures. The dragon is a potent symbol, one common in both Western and Eastern cultures and which represents the beast par excellence, the adversary, the devil. Combat with the dragon is the supreme test. Yet, on the other hand, the tamed dragon with five legs is the Chinese emblem of imperial power, of wisdom, and of rhythmic life.

Ambiguity and duality are the distinctive features of every symbol, since the symbolic function resides simultaneously in the force of coagulation (i.e. in the synthesis, by images and correspondences among symbols, of a multiplicity of meanings into one) and in the force of dissolution (i.e. in a return to chaos, to the mixing of meanings, to dissolution).

Dragons were conventionally portrayed with the bust and legs of an eagle, the body of an enormous serpent, the wings of a bat, and a coiled tail with an arrow-shaped tip. These images represented the fusion and confusion of all the elements and all the faculties: the eagle stood for celestial power, the serpent for occult and subterranean power, the wings for the flight of the intellect, and the tail for submission to reason.

Since 1984 the SCOS dragon is the logo of the Standing Conference on Organizational Symbolism and it ‘was meant to symbolize the ambiguity of corporate or organizational cultures. On the one hand there was the terrifying, collective “beast” lurking beneath the smooth corporate surface; on the other hand, the dragon was to symbolize the ancient and inherited wisdom built into social structure and artifacts’ (Alvesson and Berg 1992: 3). SCOS folklore has developed a real and proper ‘draconological discourse’ (Sievers 1990). And from this organizational symbolism we may deduce that the dragon is present to the consciousness of those who study organizations using a cultural approach as the intellectual unease provoked by the fact that, although rational explanation and refined theory have their logical and empirical foundations, there still remains the unexplored continent of shadowland, where the most interesting phenomena of organizational life occur, and to which the concepts and languages of normal science do not apply. Science and scientific discourse are based on distinction, on separation, on analyticity, and on logico-temporal sequence; their subject matter, by contrast, is untamed, its causations are multiple and reciprocal, its boundaries are uncertain and constantly shifting, and the very action of studying such matters transforms them before our eyes. On the contrary, the organization-as-dragon may provide a metaphor for what is hidden, suppressed, slumbering beneath the surface, the irrational, the feminine, the devouring mother (Höpfl 2003).

The symbology of the organizational dragon as the beast of dread condenses everything that is unconscious, everything that lies in the deeps, within the bowels of the structure, everything that may rise up to assault the Conscious Ego, the seat of rationality. Organizational scholars have always been aware of the dark side of organizational life, as expressed in the dichotomies of formal/informal, on the stage/behind the scenes, upper world/underworld; or in the spatial symbolism where above = managerial world = planning rational, below = workers’ world = resistance = irrationality; or in the cognitive patterns where top–down = rationality moving downwards towards its implementation, bottom–up = institutionalization of social practices. In its battle to repel chaos and the irrational, management reincarnates St Michael or St George, although it is less aware of the gender symbolism implicit in the dragon.

In its positive symbology, the dragon blends the Ego with the richness and the creativity of the unconscious to produce a richer ‘subjectivity’. The dragon (‘culture’ for Smircich 1983: 347–8):


promotes a view of organizations as expressive forms, manifestations of human consciousness. Organizations are understood and analyzed not mainly in economic or material terms, but in terms of their expressive, ideational, and symbolic aspects. Characterized very broadly the research agenda stemming from this perspective is to explore the phenomenon of organization as subjective experience.



This is the romantic dragon (Ebers 1985) that we have inherited from the cultural tradition of the nineteenth century; the healer of profound conflicts because it shows ‘the organization’s expressive and affective dimensions in a system of shared and meaningful symbols’ (Allaire and Firsirotu 1984: 213) and because it has transcendental functions for a humankind ‘emotional, symbol-loving and needing to belong to a superior entity or collectivity’ (Ray 1986: 295).

Culture conveys into organizational analysis subjectivity, emotionality, ambiguity, and sexuality, all themes associated with the symbolism of the female in its fundamental psychological ambivalence: the good mother and the devouring mother.

We now know a great deal about the organization/dragon, but one intriguing question is still unanswered: what sex is the animal? Very little is known about the sex of the dragon; draconology is somewhat reticent on the matter. With so little known directly about the sexual and reproductive life of dragons, we may indirectly deduce their gender by considering the relationships that humans have established with these strange beasts.

By far the best known relationship with the dragon is heroic combat and the dragon’s slaughter (Dégot 1985), with the victor then absorbing its strength or, through a drop of its blood, achieving supreme knowledge. A broad array of Christian male saints, apart from St George and St Michael, have fought with dragons; but only two female ones: St Martha, who vanquished the dragon with holy water, and St Margaret, whose burning cross slew the monster. Male saints instead confront the dragon with a variety of weapons and in open combat. Combat is generally a type of social relation which arises among men, and it is valued more highly, the more it takes place between equal adversaries and according to the chivalric code. A man and a beast cannot share the same code of honour (cultural product) in combat, and there is nothing to prevent the beast from being female but ferocious and wicked. Yet combat is an activity which is assumed to be male and generally conceptualized within a male symbolic universe. Even the magic solution presupposes that it is a male dragon which is tamed—either by the Russian sorceress Marina or by the French ghost Lady Succube. The dragons of science fiction, too, are tamed, albeit by other means.

There are also good grounds for arguing that the dragon symbolizes the female gender: ‘since the Middle Ages the dragon became a container for the often conscious anxieties related to sexuality …, a symbol of the pleasure of the flesh and lasciviousness which then had to be projected by men into women’ (Sievers 1990: 217), In the Jungian psychoanalytic tradition, the dragon is the archetype of the ‘great mother’, of the most inaccessible level of the collective unconscious. The image of the Madonna with the dragon subdued beneath her feet is a symbol of the wholeness of the female self, and so too in the Christian tradition is the image of Mary crushing the head of the serpent (synonymous with the dragon).

The dragon ripping up the organization chart in the SCOS logo belongs to the subterranean world of shadows, of the intuitive, of the female, and of what has been erased. Corporate identity belongs to the domain of the conscious, of the public, and of the rational, whereas the dragon is the Jungian shadow, the unaccepted split-off part of it, irrational and emotional reality. The organization as dragon metaphor leads to several meanings. A possible interpretation is that the female hides behind the organization chart, but the female is both seductive and terrifying. An alternative interpretation is that the cosmic dragon represents chaos; it has no sex, it is Uroborus, the eternal flux, indeterminacy, and symbolizes process, becoming, the passage from organization to organizing.

Bearing in mind the three ways to handle the dragon (Sievers 1990)—slay it, tame it, or ingratiate oneself with it—let us look very briefly at their treatment in the literature on gender and the organization.

First of all, it is extremely difficult to take seriously the contention that ‘gender and organization’ is a neglected topic, given that so many articles have been written to make precisely this point. It may be that this view is only the romantic expression of nostalgia or, even worse, the grumbling of those who have been excluded. Broadly speaking, the literature adopts one of two equally good strategies to cope with the problem of gender: the functionalist strategy of treating gender as just one variable amongst others (Harding 1987), and therefore to be considered only when the need arises (Hearn and Parkin 1983), and the emancipationist strategy which emphasizes the fundamental ‘sameness’ of men and women and which stresses gender as a social structure that accounts for sex differences in work and positions within organizations (Kanter 1977; Risman 2004).

Equal opportunities and equal rights are consequently the preconditions for women to become as good as men. The literature contains a broad strand of prescriptive recipes on how to tame the dragon. I refer to the ‘fit-in’ school of thought, which instructs women on how to enter organizations and management. Evidently it is taken for granted that women and organizations do not ‘fit’ together naturally, especially at managerial levels, and that women must therefore be socialized to roles, jobs, and organizations that are by definition neuter. Another way of taming the dragon is to exploit, to the organization’s advantage, the sexual division of labour in a society which differentially socializes men and women to diverse roles in family life, in order to obtain cheap labour from women (Calás and Smircich 1993, 2011) and a stable male labour force to be assigned the best jobs.

There is, finally, the strategy of ingratiating oneself with the dragon by recognizing the increasing feminization of all work, especially white-collar occupations. This strategy acknowledges the strategic importance of service, understood both as the tertiary sector and as the factor ‘service’ within the industrial sector, and therefore positively evaluates the different skills deployed by women because they have been socialized differently and because their skills are valuable to organizations. Following Chodorow (1978) and Gilligan (1982), the difference between the sexes which appoints women as care-givers and assigns to men a greater ‘denial of relation’ is an incentive to organizations to appropriate what is good (for them) in women and to preserve it.

I have employed the symbology of the dragon to convey multiple messages, but mainly to provide the reader with a first insight, more empathic than analytical, into organizations as symbolic gendered orders. I have sought to give an idea of the plurality and fragmentation of the subject, to show that various textual strategies can be used to address gender, depending on how the relationship between gender and organization is conceived. I have moved on various levels because symbolic understanding allows exploration of the area that lies between being and non-being. In the next section I shall give analytical treatment of what is meant by symbolic approach.

THE TOOL KIT OF THE SYMBOLIC RESEARCHER

It is not always easy to understand symbolic representations, nor to define the way in which they structure social experience. The difficulty stems from the nature itself of the symbol, which is so much the significans as to be indeterminate and constantly to defer its significandum, and which requires an indirect language, one which establishes relations and conserves transformative power. The invention of the symbol is a creative act which rests upon the ability to see a thing as what it is not (Castoriadis 1987: 137). Symbolic understanding is therefore generated on the borders of ambiguity, where being and non-being merge, where the indeterminate is about to transform itself into the determinate, and where possibilities are in nuce.

Is it possible to speak unambiguously about ambiguity, non-symbolically about symbols? Is it possible to identify a symbolist methodology and to specify symbolist research techniques? A radical answer would point to hermetic language and aesthetic experience as the only possibilities (indeed, for that matter, symbolism was born of the arts). However, linguistic mediation is possible if one wishes to remain in the field of organizational studies, even more so now that new metaphors taken from literary criticism are being used to rethink and rewrite the organization as a text.

Let us look more closely at the distinction between these two forms of analysis in organizational studies; a distinction drawn with extreme clarity by Alvesson and Berg (1992: 118–26) and which can be summarized as follows:

(a) Symbolists do not start from the assumption that there is a culture in a company; they instead study organizations from a symbolic perspective;

(b) Symbolists also differ from many culture researchers in that they emphasize the aesthetic, ethical and emotional dimensions of human life, rather than simply examining its cognitive and axiological dimensions;

(c) Symbolists dissolve the difference between the subjective and the objective; they link symbols, images, metaphors, etc. together: the mythic mode of symbolling;

(d) Symbolists assume that there are clear and impassable parameters within which reality can be moulded. Despite considerable lack of agreement as to what these parameters actually are, they have been communicated across generations and across cultural frontiers, and they express relationships with other human beings, the purpose of existence, of nature, etc.

In other words the symbolist has the following distinctive features:

• S/he is a qualitative researcher who prefers to see things through the eyes of the subject. S/he is interested in meanings, in the process of their attribution, in how they are sustained, in the way that some meanings prevail while others disappear.

• S/he is a participative researcher, who knows that s/he is part of the production of meaning and of the narration of stories, as both the narrating and the narrated subject.

• S/he is the product of contextual understanding of actions and symbols, not only because they are inseparable but because all symbols are value-laden and meaningful only in terms of their relationship to other symbols.

• S/he is a wanderer among the realms of knowledge seeking to reconstruct the links among the various levels of reality created by a symbol through individual symbolic production, the collective unconscious and artistic production: the immanent with the transcendent, the mental with the physical, with action, with transformation.

The symbolist is interested in three principal areas of enquiry (Turner 1992):

• matters of style, the aesthetic qualities of a way of life, the generation and maintenance of identities, the symbolic construction of community;

• archetypes, allegories, myths, as the ways in which the collective unconscious—or the transpersonal production of culture—enter the phenomenal world of the organization and its processes;

• the imaginary capacity, as the mental and social ability to create symbols, evoke images, create a social imaginary as the context in which meanings, values, and the prefigurations of will and action take shape. This is the locus of prospective symbols, those which create and develop a vision.

In order to see how symbolic orders of gender are created and recreated within organizational cultures we need to focus on the centrality of language.

THE SYMBOLIC APPROACH AND THE LINGUISTIC TURN: FROM DIFFERENCE TO DIFFÉRE(A)NCE

The use of language by definition involves separation and differentiation, but also power. Male and female stand in a dichotomous and hierarchical relation: the first term is defined in positive as the One, the second is defined by difference, by default, as the non-One, that is, the Other. This was the lesson taught by Simone de Beauvoir (1949), from whom we have inherited the concept of second sex; an extremely useful analytical category both to describe female experiences of subordination and, by extension as in Ferguson (1984), to describe the clients of the bureaucracy, who are second-sexed whether they are men or women. When, immediately after the Second World War, de Beauvoir described the woman as the Other, the problem of language was not yet paramount, although the ontological problem was. Subsequently both issues were to be radically problematized by feminism and by other currents of thought which came under the label of ‘postmodernism’ and ‘poststructuralism’.

It is not my intention to review the long debate on language conducted by feminism, and how it was revitalized by the impact of French poststructuralism. What is certain is that the feminist critique of language, and through this of the concept of person, of selfhood, and of subjectivity, rapidly and importantly developed a wide range of themes over a period of around twenty years.

Language was denounced for a masculine bias which underpinned a form of ‘power over’ others and expressed the experiences of the oppressors and their construction of reality. In parallel with this assault on language as a form of domination, the question arose as to whether a language of liberation could be created. French feminism was closely involved in this linguistic enterprise, for example, in the wide-ranging work of Irigaray (1974, 1977), who examined the concept of woman as Other from a psychoanalytic perspective and proposed the body as a writing instrument. Research at the end of the 1970s sought to create space for a relecture interpretante (interpretative rereading) of theory on the female subject, in which to ‘speak female’ (parler femme) and speak to each other without the interference of men (Irigaray 1977; Kristeva 1988; Höpfl 2011).

Another point of view, which argued against the project of a feminist discourse, described language users as hiding behind a variety of irremovable masks. Some of these masks are (Elshtain 1982): the mask of purity (presuming the victim’s language to be untainted by her world), the mask of orthodox Marxism (presuming that discourse is nothing but rationalization for exploitative relations), the mask of militancy (the language of grim personal renunciation), the mask of systematic know-it-allism, or of unquestioned inner authenticity based on claims to the ontological superiority of the female being-in-itself. This latter point is particularly important because it leads directly to the trap of language as the grammar constitutive of human experience.

If male and female stand in an oppositional and hierarchical relationship, and if they constitute the One and the Other, can the Other be defined in positive without running the risk of reversing the relation while failing to resolve the contradiction? The question is anything but grammatical, for as soon as the political project predicated on difference—as opposed to the project in pursuit of equality—seeks to define difference, to valorize the female, to empower women with assertiveness and pride in female principles, it is in danger of reproposing the self-same relation by defining man as non-woman. It may be politically useful to reverse the relation in order to redress the balance of power, but theoretically it does not provide a way out of the gender trap. One way to reframe the question is to accept the position aptly expressed by Kristeva (1981) as ‘women can never be defined’.

In the 1980s, French feminism continued its critique of language in semiological terms, adopting a position coherent with the school of thought that launched the attack on structuralism—Lacan, Derrida, Foucault—and called itself poststructuralist. Its essential thesis was that all social practices, including the meaning of subject and subjectivity, are not simply mediated by language but are constituted in and through language. Hence it follows that one must examine the tradition by which language has been understood, and to deconstruct that tradition in order to understand how persons are constituted in social and linguistic practices. The self as the centre of consciousness, the person as a distinctive whole and as a bounded and integrated unity, are linguistic inventions, artifices with which to give spatial and temporal location to the Self which speaks and has one body.

Social psychology joined this current of critical thought by dissolving the boundaries between individual and society and analysing the role of language in sustaining self-construction and the social construction of personhood (Harré 1984; Shotter and Gergen 1989; Butler 1990). Concepts such as the multiple self (Elster 1986), the saturated and populated self (Gergen 1991), the masquerade or pastiche personality, completed the decentralization of subjectivity, and the postmodern revolution was therefore accomplished. The autonomous self of the romantic and modernist tradition, the centre of consciousness, the agent par excellence, was relativized and dismissed as conviction, a way of talking and a product of conversation. Language was a form of relatedness, sense derived only from coordinated effort among people, and meaning was born of interdependence. In Baudrillard’s (1981) words, ‘we are terminals of multiple networks’. Our potential is realized because there are others who sustain it, who possess an identity deriving from the social processes in which we participate, and who are the type of person that the linguistic games we play enable them to be.

Several currents of thought were involved in the project to deconstruct the self and to create a relational self (Sampson 1989). Alongside feminism, social constructionism contributed analysis of the individual as a social and historical construction; systems theory with the ontological primacy granted to relations rather than to individual entities; critical theory—the Frankfurt School—with its unmasking of the ideology of advanced capitalism; and deconstructionism as a perspective internal to post-structuralism. Although these approaches belonged to very different disciplinary traditions, they converge on a conception of subjectivity in which ‘the subjects are constituted in and through a symbolic system that fixes the subject in place while remaining beyond the subject’s full mastery. In other words, persons are not at the centre … but have been decentred by these relations to the symbolic order’ (Sampson 1989: 14).

The symbolic order of gender that separates the symbolic universes of the female and the male sanctions a difference whereby what is affirmed by the One is denied by the Other. The One and the Other draw meaning from this binary opposition, which forms a contrast created ad hoc which maintains a hierarchical interdependence (Derrida 1967, 1971). The interdependence-based symbolic order is a relational order which rests upon difference and the impossibility of its definition. Male and female are undecidable, their meaning is indeterminate and constantly deferred.

The origins of the widely used concept of ‘difference’ (Derrida 1971) warrant examination. By ‘difference’ is meant a form of self-reference ‘in which terms contain their own opposites and thus refuse any singular grasp of their meanings’ (Cooper and Burrell 1988). In order to stress the processual nature of difference, Derrida invented the term différance, which in French is pronounced the same as différence and incorporates the two meanings of the verb différer: defer in time, and differ in space. Male and female are not only different from each other (static difference) but they constantly defer each other (processual difference), in the sense that the latter, the momentarily deferred term, is waiting to return because, at a profound level, it is united with the former. The difference separates, but it also unites because it represents the unity of the process of division. There are therefore two ways of conceiving gender difference: as two separate terms—male and female—and as a process of reciprocal deferral where the presence of one term depends on the absence of the other. Derrida calls these two modes of thought ‘logic of identity’ and ‘logic of the supplement’ respectively.

Because of their multi-individual dimension and supra-individual duration, male and female as symbolic systems possess a static aspect, which creates a social perception of immutability, of social structure and institution. But male and female is also a social relation dynamic whereby meaning is processually enucleated within society and individual and collective phenomena. The symbolic order of gender is static difference and processual difference. Put better, it is the product of their interdependence: the impossibility of fixing meaning once and for all sanctions the transitoriness of every interpretation and exposes the political nature of every discourse on gender.

Feminism is a discourse on gender, but internally to it there exist many different voices (Calás and Smircich 1996, 2006). Whence derive various proposals for the maintenance of ambiguity and instability in the analytical categories of feminism (Ferguson 1991). Ferguson compares the hermeneutic account, to which she attributes an ontology of discovery in order to interpret the patriarchal domination of women, with the deconstructionist account based on genealogy, i.e. a posture of subversion towards fixed meaning claims. Interpretation, as a project which articulates the voice of women, and genealogy must be taken with a pinch of pragmatic irony, because ‘affirmations are always tied to ambiguity and resolutions to endless deferral’ (Ferguson 1991: 339). Hence it follows that differences must be articulated and contextualized.

Positioning gender is an approach which does not seek to posit a subjectivity of women or men in oppositional terms. It is instead an approach which reflects the essential indeterminacy of the symbolic order of gender, governed as it is by the endless process of the difference and deferral of the meaning of male and female. Positioning gender introduces a concept of subjectivity in which the subject is open-ended and indeterminate except when it is fixed in place by the culturally constituted symbolic order of gender. For Davies and Harré (1990), the concept of positioning belongs to social psychology, and their use of the term ‘positioning’ contrasts with the concept of human agency as role player. It is therefore useful for analysis of the production of self as a linguistic practice within the dynamic occasions of encounters. A subject position incorporates both a conceptual repertoire and a location for persons within the structure of the rights pertaining to those who use the repertoire. A position is what is created in and through conversations as speakers and hearers construct themselves as persons: it creates a location in which social relations and actions are mediated by symbolic forms and modes of being. It is within a particular discourse that a subject (the position of a subject) is constructed as a compound of knowledge and power into a more or less coercive structure which ties it to an identity. Positionality presupposes a discoursive order where gender relations are the outcome of discourse practices; that is, they derive from the way in which people actively produce social and psychological realities.

In the next section I use this concept because I want to account for the dynamic that unites the production of gender relations at the level of interaction with the cultural structures that transcend concrete behaviour. This dynamic both produces and is produced by a symbolic order of gender. The concept of positionality recognizes the constitutive force of a symbolic order of gender which shapes discourse practices and also people’s ability to exercise choice in relation to those practices.

POSITIONING THE SYMBOLIC ORDER OF GENDER WITHIN AN ORGANIZATIONAL CULTURE

Doing gender involves symbols, using them, playing with them, and transforming them: shuttling between a symbolic universe coherent with a static difference of gender identity and the symbolic realm of a processual gender difference. We do gender through ceremonial work and through remedial work. In the former kind of behaviour we stress the difference between the symbolic universes of gender; in the latter we defer the meanings of gender to situated interactions. It is in the way that we weave these two forms of behaviour together that resides the possibility of doing gender as a situated performance.

Men and women are engaged in the ceremonial work of giving proper representation to the attributes and behaviour of their own gender, of acknowledging and anticipating that others will do the same, and of legitimating this ceremonial in appropriate discourse strategies. It is impossible to avoid ceremonial work, because our first act of social categorization when encountering the other is to cast gender on the person. Consider the relational difficulty that arises when we must telephone or write to somebody whose gender we do not know because she or he has an uncommon first name. Or, even more embarrassingly, when we have engage in face-to-face interaction with an interlocutor who does not provide clear codes for the attribution of gender and does not emit appropriate gender display (Goffman 1976).

In the rituals demanded by etiquette, the sexes pay homage to the prerogatives of their gender (e.g. gentleness or strength), and in so doing they sanctify it and demonstrate competent gender behaviour. Recognition of the gender position of another comes about both through precedence-granting and other courtesy gestures, and through the verbal appreciation of the ‘gifts’ of the other gender. A well-known example is the way in which thanks are expressed for help given even though it was not compulsory: a male colleague who fixes the lock on a desk is thanked by having his skills as a handyman praised—‘a real man about the house’ (and office!)—while the female colleague who suggests an appropriate present for a child’s birthday is thanked for her female intuition.

The courtesy system, in fact, provides an interesting example of a ‘double-bind situation’ (Watzlawick et al. 1967). In effect, there is a paradox in relations which is not to be found in analogous situations of social inequality: unlike other groups of disadvantaged adults, women are held in high consideration (Goffman 1977), and this consideration is manifest in social situations as due acknowledgement of their gender identity and therefore as an expression of their inequality. Failure to respect the courtesy system marks an adult male as socially incompetent, but it establishes a asymmetric relation in which the man is in the one-up position.

The courtesy system, in fact, is not as innocent as it may appear when considered solely as an occasion for the reciprocal recognition of gender identity or for the display of considerateness towards idealized femaleness. It is the prime arena for conveying relative rank: deciding who decides, who leads and who follows, who speaks and who listens, who has the power to position the other, and so forth. Most organizational structures already contain a definition of the relative ranks of those who engage in interaction, and they often provide constructs organized along gender lines where men occupy a ‘naturally’ higher position, one which is the ‘natural’ expression of their natural abilities. We may take this as an extreme form of a social situation legitimated by social beliefs about gender: the position of the woman is clearly a female position which requires considerateness and care from a man occupying the one-up position in every respect and who positions himself as the provider and the honourer. The gender performance that thus takes place reconfirms beliefs about the differing human natures of the two sexes. We may deduce that it is relatively simpler for women to assume a one-down position; to be those who receive orders, listen, execute, follow, and so on, since this position is inscribed in social situations as institutional reflexivity. In other words, the one-down situation does not contradict gender identity; indeed it may bring advantages or specific resources in interaction, and it does not necessary require all the face-work necessary to overcome the asymmetry of the relationship. The opposite is the case for men, who interpret subordination and the one-down position as a slight on their virility.

The political nature of gender rituals is highlighted by interactions among colleagues belonging to a peer group, or when the authority structure is at odds with gender lines. Patricia Martin (2001, 2003) interprets these kind of interactions in terms of ‘mobilizing masculinities’ (practices wherein two or more men jointly bring into play masculinity/ies) and ‘practicing gender’. She defines practising gender as a moving phenomenon that is done quickly, directionally (in time), (often) non-reflexively, informed (often) by liminal awareness, and in concert with others. The aim of the approach to gender as a social practice (Bruni and Gherardi 2001; Poggio 2006; Martin 2006; Simpson and Lewis 2007) is to show gender dynamics as they happen, through what is said and done in situated interaction and within a wider cultural frame that see gender as a social institution. The situated dynamic of practising gender takes on Connell’s (1995) claim that behaviour is gendered only because and when enacted within a gender order (or institution) that gives it meaning as gendered.

Genderism is competence in organizing social situations, and it may constitute a resource for a deliberately manipulative strategy, since celebration of the attitudes and activities of each sex is normative-complementary in character. The strength of the man is complementary to the frailty of the woman, the mechanical ability of the man to the ineptness of the woman, his determination and assertiveness to her care and compliance, his belligerence to her diffidence, and so on. If women assume the femaleness position (and the same applies to those men who do not adhere to maleness values), they automatically withdraw from the competition, and leave room for the ‘tough who get going when the going gets tough’. Gender prerogatives can be used to mark out the boundaries of competition. The threat used to exercise social control is directed towards sexual identity. Or else it operates both as a threat and as a system of self-exclusion. It is in this situation that the organizational culture may make a major difference in the structuring of these social situations: the more the description of the work, of the talents required to perform it well, of the characteristics necessary to get ahead, of the dedication required to the work and/or to the organization are defined within a symbolic universe of the masculine, the more female competition is discouraged, is self-selected, is defined as unfair competition, and the less the men who do not support this value system are ‘real men’. The corollary to this organizational culture is that when a woman competes or when she achieves high status, it becomes legitimate to suspect or to insinuate that she has lost out on femininity. She’s married, she has children, she has a happy and female domestic life; what has she had to give up in order to become an organizational woman?

There is a certain class of celebration work which comprises ratification rituals (Goffman 1971). These are performed for or towards someone who has changed his or her status in some way, and they function as reassurance displays. The examples range from congratulations, through expressions of welcome to a new situation, to friendly (or apparently friendly) teasing.

These ratification rituals may disguise an ambiguous position if they are repetitive and if they involve people who meet frequently. A recurrent case is one in which a work group is predominantly single sex: here the lone woman or the lone man usually receives expressions of welcome, insistence on the exceptional nature of the situation, reassurances of non-aggression, and protective displays—as long as s/he is not in a position of authority. If the person is a woman and if the ratification ritual is repeated, elaborate and lengthy, the exceptional nature of her presence, and the benevolence of the group which accepts her as an equal and pays homage to her femininity, is insinuated even more strongly. In this case, what is ratified is a condition of symbolic subordination and the object of the reassurance is the group, which feels threatened by diversity (Gherardi and Poggio 2007).

In our working lives we create both material products and the symbolic product of a role assumed by a sexed body and performed by a gendered actor for an audience which not only judges the appropriateness and coherence of the performance with the symbolic universes of gender, but actively participates in the production of competence rules.

We might say that the first competence rule imposes the celebration of the symbolic order of gender as the archetype of separateness and univocality between what is male and what is female and the symbolic subordination of the latter to the former. The second competence rule prescribes the behaviour required to overcome the ambiguity of the experience that reveals the dual presence and which historicizes the forms of subordination according to the place, according to the circumstances, and according to the local culture which expresses what is ‘fair’ in the relationship between the sexes and in the discourses that constitute the social representation of gender.

The ceremonial work which sustains the symbolic order of gender (where male is male, and the female is second-sexed) is one of Durkheim’s (1912) positive rituals; namely, those rituals which involve doing, paying homage, recognizing, or celebrating. Negative rituals, by contrast, involve avoiding, maintaining distance, forbidding; and when in interaction the symbolic order is broken, then remedial work is required (Goffman 1971; Owen 1983). The dual presence, that is, the transverse experience of gender, is a breach of the order, and as such requires a ceremonial which is simultaneously ‘supportive of the symbolic order of gender’ and ‘remedial’ of the offence.

Table 3.1 The deferral of the symbolic order of gender (Gherardi 1995)







	1st STAGE

	Symbolic order of gender based on the separation of male and female




	ACTION

	Ceremonial work




	COMPETENCE RULE

	Acknowledgement of gender as separatedness and univocality




	2nd STAGE

	Symbolic order of gender based on the dual presence




	ACTION

	Remedial work




	COMPETENCE RULE

	Acknowledgement of gender as ambiguity and the discursive construction of a situated meaning of gender





This collusive manœuvre is a celebration of the symbolic order of gender, but the kinds of interaction in which this manœuvring takes place differ, because ‘doing gender’ stands at the intersection between the difference/deferral of the meanings of male and female and the material and symbolic structures which create inequalities on the basis of difference (second-sexing).

When we speak of ‘doing gender’ as a social practice, situationally and historically constructed, we are defining the rules and norms which regulate equal gender citizenship in a particular culture and therefore determine the amount of remedial work required—along a continuum ranging from gender ‘play’ (and playfulness) to the open conflict of the war between the sexes. An organizational culture expresses the ceremonial work and the remedial work implicit in doing gender.

In Table 3.1 I have tried to sum up the dynamics that sustain the practice of doing gender. I have started from the assumption that the presence of women in the workplace breaks with the symbolic order of gender based on the separation between male and female, public and private, production and reproduction. The co-presence of the sexes in the spheres of the social gives greater ambiguity to gender-based social differentiation, and the way in which people handle the dual presence—and the dilemma between diversity and inequality—creates the space for a historic transformation of gender. In interaction, gender is celebrated as a ritualization of separateness; in the second, the ambiguity of the dual presence is remedied-each ritual requires a specific competence rule.

CONCLUSIONS

A symbolic approach to organizational cultures as symbolic orders of gender aims to articulate a performative espistemology based on a poststructural understanding of gender as a discursive, situated, and organizational practice.

In the previous sections I illustrated the contribution of organizational symbolism to the analysis of gender cultures and highlighted both how gender is ‘done’ at work, and how organizations ‘do’ gender. Both play an active role in gender performativity through the interplay of ceremonial and remedial work underpinning the symbolic ordering of an organizational culture. Gender symbolism is maintained, reproduced, and culturally transmitted through the ceremonial work that takes places within organizations, while remedial work restores the symbolic order of gender following instances when it has been challenged.

Within a symbolic approach to gender as a social practice the issue of gender as difference and gender as power become entangled in a dynamic of practising gender as the site of continual contestation, struggle, and deferral. In fact power is seen as both a repressive and productive multiplicity sustaining static and processual gender difference.

REFERENCES

Allaire, Y., and Firsirotu, M. (1984). ‘Theories of Organizational Culture’, Organization Studies 5(3): 193–226.

Alvesson, M., and Berg, P. O. (1992). Corporate Culture and Organizational Symbolism. Berlin: De Gruyter.

Baudrillard, J. (1981). For a Critique of the Political Economy of the Sign. St Louis: Telos Press.

Bolognini, B. (1986). ‘Il mito come espressione dei valori organizzativi e come fattore strutturale’, in P. Gagliardi (ed.), Le Imprese come cultura. 89–101, Milan: Isedi.

Bruni, A., and Gherardi, S. (2001). ‘Omega’s Story: The Heterogeneous Engineering of a Gendered Professional Self’, in M. Dent and S. Whitehead (eds), Knowledge, Identity and the New Professional, 174–98. London: Routledge.

Butler, J. (1990). Gender Trouble: Feminism and the Subversion of Identity. London: Routledge.

Calás, M., and Smircich, L. (1993). ‘Dangerous Liaisons: The “Feminine-in-Management” Meets Globalization’, Business Horizons (Mar.–Apr.): 73–83.

Calás, M., and Smircich, L. (1996). ‘From “the Woman’s Point of View”: Feminist Approaches to Organization Studies’, in S. R. Clegg et al. (eds), Handbook of Organization Studies, 218–57. London: Sage.

Calás, M. and Smircich, L. (2006). ‘From “the Women Point of View” Ten Years Later: Towards a Feminist Organization Studies’, in S. R. Clegg et al. (eds) Handbook of Organization Studies, 284–346. London: Sage.

Calás, M., and Smircich, L. (2011). ‘In the Back and Forth of Transmigration: Rethinking Organization Studies is a Transnational Key’, in E. L. Jeanes, D. Knights, and P. Y. Martin (eds), Handbook of Gender, Work and Organization, 411–28. Chichester: Wiley.

Cassirer, E. (1955). The Philosophy of Symbolic Forms. New Haven: Yale University Press (orig. 1923).

Castoriadis, C. (1987). The Imaginary Institution of Society. Oxford: Polity Press.

Chodorow, N. (1978). The Reproduction of Mothering. Berkeley, CA: University of California Press.

Cirlot, J. E. (1971). A Dictionary of Symbols. New York: Philosophical Library.

Connell, R. (1995). Masculinities. Berkeley, CA: University of California Press.

Cooper, R., and Burrell, G. (1988). ‘Modernism, Postmodernism and Organizational Analysis: An Introduction’, Organization Studies, 9(1): 91–112.

Czarniawska-Jorges, B. (1991). ‘Culture is the Medium of Life’, in P. J. Frost, L. F. Moore, M. R. Louis, C. C. Lundberg, and J. Martin (eds), Reframing Organizational Culture, 285–97. Newbury Park, CA: Sage.

Davies, B., and Harré, R. (1990). ‘Positioning: The Discursive Production of Selves’, Journal of the Theory of Social Behaviour, 1: 43–63.

De Beauvoir, S. (1949). Le Deuxième sexe. Paris: Les Éditions de Minuit.

Dégot, V. (1985). ‘Editorial’, Dragon, 1: 3–6.

Denzin, N. (1992). Symbolic Interactionism and Cultural Studies. Cambridge: Blackwell.

Derrida, J. (1967). De La Grammatologie. Paris: de Seuil.

Derrida, J. (1971). L’Écriture et la differance. Paris: de Seuil.

Durkheim, E. (1912). Les Formes élémentaires de la vie religieuse. Le Système totemique en Australie. Paris: Alcun.

Ebers, M. (1985). ‘Understanding Organizations: The Poetic Mode’, Journal of Management Studies, 11(2): 51–62.

Eliade, M. (1952). Images et symboles. Essais sur le symbolisme magico-religieux. Paris: Gallimard.

Elshtain, J. (1982). ‘Feminist Discourse and Its Discontents: Language, Power, and Meaning’, Signs, 7(3): 603–21.

Elster, J. (ed.) (1986). The Multiple Self. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Ferguson, K. (1984). The Feminist Case Against Bureaucracy. Philadelphia: Temple.

Ferguson, K. (1991). ‘Interpretation and Genealogy in Feminism’, Signs, 16(2): 322–39.

Frost, P. J., Moore, L. F., Louis, M. R., Lundberg, C. C., and Martin, J. (eds) (1991). Reframing Organizational Culture. Newbury Park, CA: Sage.

Gagliardi, P. (ed.) (1990). Symbols and Artifacts. Berlin: de Gruyter.

Gergen, K. J. (1991). The Saturated Self: Dilemmas of Identity in Contemporary Life. New York: Basic Books.

Gherardi, S. (1994). ‘The Gender we Think, the Gender we Do in Everyday Organizational Life’. Human Relations, 47(6): 591–609.

Gherardi, S. (1995). Gender, Symbolism and Organizational Cultures. London: Sage.

Gherardi, S., and Poggio, B. (2007). Gendertelling in Organizations: Narratives from Male Dominated Environments. Copenhagen: Liber.

Gilligan, C. (1982). In a Different Voice. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press.

Goffman, E. (1976). ‘Gender Display’, Studies in the Anthropology of Visual Communication, 3: 69–77.

Goffman, E. (1971). Relations in Public. New York: Harper & Row.

Goffman, E. (1977). ‘The Arrangement between the Sexes’, Theory and Society, 4: 301–31.

Harding, S. (1987). ‘Introduction: Is there a Feminist Method?’, in S. Harding (ed.), Feminism and Methodology, 1–14. Bloomington, IN: Indiana University Press.

Harré, R. (1984). Personal Being. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press.

Hearn, J., and Parkin, W. (1983). ‘Gender and Organizations: A Selective Review and a Critique of a Neglected Area’, Organization Studies, 4(3): 219–42.

Höpfl, H. (2003). ‘Maternal Organization: Deprivation and Denial’, in H. Höpfl and M. Kostera (eds), Interpreting the Maternal Organization, 23–39. London: Routledge.

Höpfl, H. (2011). ‘Women’s Writing’, in E. L. Jeanes, D. Knights, and P. Y. Martin (eds), Handbook of Gender, Work and Organization, 25–35. Chichester: Wiley.

Irigaray, L. (1974). Speculum. De l’autre femme. Paris: Les Éditions de Minuit.

Irigaray, L. (1977). Ce sexe qui n’en est pas un. Paris: Les Éditions de Minuit.

Kanter, R. M. (1977). Men and Women of the Corporation. New York: Basic Books.

Kristeva, J. (1981). ‘Women Can Never Be Defined’, in E. Harks (ed.), French Feminism. New York: Slocken.

Kristeva, J. (1988). Etrangers à nous mêmes. Paris: Fayard.

Latour, B. (1986). ‘The Powers of Association’, in J. Law (ed.), Power, Action, and Belief: A New Sociology of Knowledge?, 264–80. London: Routledge & Kegan Paul.

Linstead, S., and Grafton-Small, R. (1992). ‘On Reading Organizational Culture’, Organization Studies, 13(3): 331–55.

Martin, J. (1990). ‘Deconstructing Organizational Taboos: The Suppression of Gender Conflict within Organizations’, Organization Science, 1(4): 339–59.

Martin, J. (2002). Organizational Culture: Mapping the Terrain. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.

Martin, P. Y. (2001). ‘“Mobilizing Masculinities”: Women’s Experiences of Men at Work’, Organization, 8: 587–618.

Martin, P. Y. (2003). ‘“Said and Done” vs. “Saying and Doing”: Gendering Practices, Practicing Gender at Work’, Gender and Society, 17: 342–66.

Martin, P. Y. (2006). ‘Practising Gender at Work: Further Thoughts on Reflexivity’, Gender, Work and Organization, 13(3): 254–76.

Mead, G. H. (1934). Mind, Self and Society. Chicago: University of Chicago Press.

Owen, M. (1983). Apologies and Remedial Interchanges. Berlin: Mouton.

Poggio, B. (2006). ‘Outline of a Theory of Gender Practice’, Gender, Work and Organization, 13(3): 232–3.

Ray, C. A. (1986). ‘Corporate Culture: the Last Frontier of Control?’. Journal of Management Studies, 23(3): 287–96.

Risman, B. (2004). ‘Gender as a Social Structure: Wrestling with Activism’, Gender and Society, 18(4): 429–50.

Sampson, E. (1989). ‘Foundations for a Textual Analysis of Selfhood’, in J. Shotter and K. Gegen (eds), Texts of Identity, 54–65. London: Sage.

Shotter, J., and Gergen, K. (eds) (1989). Texts of Identity. London: Sage.

Sievers, B. (1990). ‘Curing the Monster: Some Images of Considerations about the Dragon’, in P. Gagliardi et al. (eds), Symbols and Artifacts: Views of the Corporate Landscape, 135–153. Berlin: de Gruyter.

Simpson, R., and Lewis, P. (2007). Voice, Visibility and the Gendering of Organizations. Basingstoke: Palgrave Macmillan.

Smircich, L. (1983). ‘Concepts of Culture and Organizational Analysis’, Administrative Science Quarterly, 28(3): 339–58.

Turner, B. A. (1990). Organizational Symbolism, Berlin: de Gruyter.

Turner, B. A. (1992). ‘The Symbolic Understanding of Organizations’, in M. Reed and M. Hughes (eds), Rethinking Organization, 218–57. London: Sage.

Tyler, M. (2011). ‘Postmodern Feminism and Organization Studies: A Marriage of Inconvenience?’, in E. L. Jeanes, D. Knights, and P. Y. Martin (eds), Handbook of Gender, Work and Organization, 9–24. Chichester: Wiley.

Watzlawick, P., Beavin, P., and Jackson, D. (1967). Pragmatic of Human Communication: A Study of Interactional Patterns, Pathologies and Paradoxes. New York: Norton.

West, C., and Zimmerman, D. (1987). ‘Doing Gender’, Gender and Society, 1(2): 125–51.


CHAPTER 4

WAS WILL DER MANN?

HEATHER HÖPFL

IF Nancy Meyer’s 2000 film, What Women Want, has any contribution to make, the answer to Freud’s famous question ‘Was will das Weib?’1 is ‘not very much’. According to the Hollywood view of gender, it seems that women want little more than attention, romance, someone to listen to them. To Freud, women were something of an enigma: dominated by their reproductive function, by penis envy, and hysteria rooted in sexual fantasy. Well, of course, this is a gross simplification and a much contested terrain. Irigaray has said of Freud that he is not speaking of two sexes but of one: that when speaking of women, ‘The “feminine” is always described in terms of deficiency or atrophy’ (Irigaray 1991: 119). Thus, for Freud, the feminine is always defined by lack, by the desire for the male organ. As Irigaray contends, in Freudian theory, the feminine is defined as the necessary complement to the operation of male sexuality. The masculine defines, the feminine complies. The masculine creates and stages a text. It enacts via a verbal fiat. The feminine is placed in a position of deference to it: always the lesser, always in a position of supplication. Made to submit, women are repeatedly punished for their irremediable lack.

Cixous (1981) relates in her well-known paper Castration or Decapitation the story of the Chinese king who calls on one of his military generals and asks him to train his 180 wives how to be ‘male soldiers’. The story does not make clear why he wants to do this but the general, Sun Tse, lines up the women and puts in charge of each column two of the king’s favourite wives. Sun Tse explains that when beats a drum two beats they are to move in one direction and when three beats another. The women listen to the instructions but when the drum is beaten, they all laugh and do not do as they are instructed. This happens several times. Then the general, with determination, calls for the two favourite wives to come forward and, in front of all the other wives, they are decapitated. The training is continued. He beats the drum. The women responded in silence and did not make a single mistake. However many times I read this story, I still find it chilling. So, what do men want: order, control, power? Well, to a great extent these are just the things that, according to Freud, men desire:


men are not gentle creatures, who want to be loved, who at the most can defend themselves if they are attacked; they are, on the contrary, creatures among whose instinctual endowments is to be reckoned a powerful share of aggressiveness. As a result, their neighbour is for them not only a potential helper or sexual object, but also someone who tempts them to satisfy their aggressiveness on him, to exploit his capacity for work without compensation, to use him sexually without his consent, to seize his possessions, to humiliate him, to cause him pain, to torture and to kill him. Homo homini lupus [man is wolf to man].

(Freud 1961:58–9)



The phallocratic order establishes a powerful presence which demands deference. Such stories as that of Sun Tse function to regulate and reinforce a set of values, to remind us of the disciplined regime of the father, to show hierarchy and its rewards, to show who is to be rewarded and for what. The point is that such stories hold a terrible and implicit notion of male power. This is entirely taken for granted.

We are surrounded by images of powerful men: politicians, sports stars, business leaders. They are frequently defined by their commitment to ruthless behaviour, determination, power, ambition, relentlessness. There is no malice or conscious intent in these constructions yet they operate nevertheless in a way which reminds all of us of our place and of who has the power to define what is valued and worthy and what is not, what is lacking and deficient. However, by venerating ‘the phallus’ in this way, the feminine is rendered not only lacking in terms of a physical organ, but also in terms of the qualities which the valorization of the phallus represents. In effect, the emphasis on the father leaves us motherless and bereft of the values that remind us of a common humanity, of community, and of nurture.

One of the questions which this chapter seeks to address is how this relationship between the valorized and the deficient can be seen in organizations and their practices. Conventional patriarchal representations of the organization reduce organization to mere abstract relationships, rational actions, and purposive behaviour. Under these constraints, organization becomes synonymous with regulation and control. This is achieved primarily by the imposition of definition and location: in other words, by the defining characteristic of the masculine. Under such circumstances, organization comes to function in a very specific sense to establish a notion of what it considers to be good order, and to establish what can be taken for granted in administrative and managerial practice.

The presentation of the organization as an abstract entity requires the construction of the organization as a purposive entity with a trajectory towards a desired future state (Höpfl 2007). Strategy, as fore-casting, involves the representation of strategic intentions as future realities, as imaginings of future states and achievements. For this reason, many of the organizational metrics which regulate organizational life and with which we are so familiar are concerned with the achievement of this future state, the measurement of progress towards this state, and the use of corrective measures to modify and improve deficient performance. Such aspirations are always premised on the notion that the future will be a progression from the present—once targets are achieved, goals met, rewards assured, promises fulfilled. There is a privileging of the future over the present: a vicarious attachment to immediacy. Moreover, this means that not only is the present itself lacking what achievement will bring but also that, by implication, all members of an organization, a society, are deficient relative to the targets which have to be achieved (Höpfl 2007). For women this has a double consequence since there is already the acknowledgement of a lack which precedes entry. Without a phallus, membership is at best only partial and conferred only at the discretion of those who have the power to define the boundaries of the organization and the conditions of entry.

This might be compared to the early pagan celebrations of May Day when the maypole was erected on the village green as a symbol of the Great God and crowned with a wreath of hawthorn as a symbol of the Great Goddess. This was followed by dancing which weaved together the numerous ribbons which were attached to the top of the maypole as a symbol of the fruitful union of male and female. Nowadays the symbolism is rather more one-sided. Metaphorically speaking, the maypole still presides over the celebrations but it is no longer a symbol of union. In the privileging of rationality and logic, and more particularly in the obsessive commitment to abstraction, there is a loss of the flowering hawthorn, a loss of the physical and consequently a very distorted and partial notion of reproduction. This is reproduction as text and idea, concept as against conception. As Irigaray says, ‘the whole of our society and culture, … at a primal level, … function[s] on the basis of matricide’ and she continues that the maternal function ‘is always kept in a dimension of need’ (Irirgaray 1991: 76), is censored, repressed.

But what of the power of the erection? The erection is the focus of all attention, around which all must dance and to which deference must be shown. According to legend, the Greek god Priapus’ appearance was so unappealing that he was cast out from Mount Olympus and cursed by the Goddess Hera with impotence. He found consolation with Pan and the satyrs who are usually associated with dancing and drinking and lewd behaviour. However, as the story goes, his persistent and unsatisfied lust gave him a permanent and large erection. Therefore, Pan gave Priapus the task of guarding the entry to forest, and when intruders came along, Priapus would raise his tunic and scare them away with the sight of his enormous appendage. Consequently, Priapus became a god who guarded the entry to places—doorways, gardens, woods, vineyards, cross-roads. Statues were erected to serve as a warning and those who encountered these statues would touch the statue’s phallus for protection, to appease the angry phallus as they passed.

The main point of this short account of Priapus is not so much to draw attention to the enormity of the phallus but rather to consider the implications of the status of the enormous phallus as a warning. It is interesting in this context to consider the etymology, of the word monition. In organizations obsessed with monitoring it is salutary to consider that to monitor comes from the Latin word, monere, meaning, to warn. Monitoring, which as an activity has become increasingly prevalent in organizations in the last twenty or so years, is fundamentally about deference to the phallus. It is undertaken in order to warn whether or not performance is adequate to the achievement of goals but it is used widely and generally. It is an aspect of a culture based on the reciprocal relationship between definition, that is the power to define, and deference, the requirement to submit. Therefore, in order to be admitted—to the organization, to the role, to the occupation, to the club—it is necessary to accept the warning: to defer to the power of the enormous erection: to acknowledge the phallus which marks the point of entry.

Elsewhere (Höpfl 2007), I have examined what a commitment to metrics and other abstract representations of the organization have excluded from organizational life. It is apparent to anyone who works in an organization, picks up a textbook, watches television or reads a newspaper that there are numerous ways in which the organization constructs itself in textual and representational terms: the explicit use of rhetoric in marketing the products and images of organizations is one such construction. It is also present in the construction of statements, strategies, and structures, in its use of representation for regulation of staff: the endess self-evaluation, self monitoring, peer-reviews, line reviews, external reporting, responding, explaining, evaluating, accounting—endless accounting for one’s position and evaluating one’s performance. As much as a quarter of activities in organizations can be accounted for by monitoring activities and reporting: perhaps more. The fundamental characteristic of the organization as a purposive entity is its directedness and, clearly, there is a relationship between the direction (as in course of action) and direction (as command) of the organization and the rhetorical trajectory.

Of course, this manic obsession with monitoring is all about regulation by male discourse and male reflections, male theorization and male constructions. In other words, it is about the phallus. The motif of the erection stands as a powerful emblems of corporate constructions. However, this is not merely a reference to phallic symbolism. It is about the role of standing and authority, about the power to construct, about location and definition, and it is about the power to demand that women account for themselves and confront the erection. At the same time, it is true to say that both men and women are required to defer to the erection. The erection alone stands as a symbol of reproduction because it has usurped the site of physical fertility and replaced it with text, hopes, aspirations, and rhetoric. The phallic tower (Figure 4.1) is Babel itself and likewise doomed to collapse.

In conventional terms, the strategic direction of the organization involves the construction of the organization as a purposive entity with a trajectory towards a desired future state. Consequently, many of the organizational metrics with which we are all so familiar are concerned with the achievement of this future state, the measurement of progress towards this state and the use of corrective measures to modify and improve deficient performance. There is a privileging of the future over the present. Moreover, the aspirational goals of the trajectory mean that, in the present, we are all deficient relative to the targets which we have to achieve. In such movement into the future, the organization in its actions takes precedence over the individual and, therefore, any ambivalence experienced by the individual about the purpose of the action must be concealed both as the price of membership and as a demonstration of commitment.

[image: Image]

FIGURE 4.1 Swiss Re Tower, Financial District, London

Source: 2. http://www.copyright-free-pictures.org.uk/london-england/10-gerkin.htm

In organizational terms, this can be seen in the frenetic formulation and definition of future and idealized states: in strategic planning. In seeking to construct themselves both as sublime manifestations of male desire and as unattainable ideals, organizations lay themselves open to a range of problems. The therapeutic project of saving the organization, via the rule of logic, via insistent authority, and via psychology, is a process of mortification and the first victim is ‘the mother’. Moreover, it is founded on a masculine sublime fabricated to reflect the male ego, narcissistic and inevitably melancholic. Women have no place, no reflection, no role in this construction other than to the extent that, in an entirely selective way, they serve as objects within the construction. In this construction, women are hysterical and have to be kept out because, by posing a threat to such representational forms (to mimesis), they threaten good order. Only if women are prepared to submit themselves to the symbol of the erection, primarily as objects of desire but also as homologues, can they enter into reflection. However, they must show proper deference. If they lack propriety they are nothing. If they reject the phallocratic order they have no part to play. They must enter what Irigaray has termed ‘the scenography that makes representation feasible … that is, the architectonics of its theatre, its framing in space-time, its geometric organizations, its props, its actors …. That allows the logos, the subject to reduplicate itself, to reflect itself by itself’ (1991: 123).

These are the defences which protect philosophy, protect apparent coherence, from failure and subversion by women; a phallocentric psychology which credits itself with the initiative and defends its position by either relegating women to its borders or making ‘them homologues of men when it educates them’ (Lyotard 1989: 114): an education in the style of Sun Tse. Clearly, part of such a strategy of defence rests on power over the control of reflection, theorization and discourse, and on the control of categories and their meanings. Lyotard argues that this desire to control women and to neutralize difference is exercised by making women into men (making women into objects), ‘let her confront death, or castration, the law of the signifier. Otherwise, she will always lack the sense of lack’ (Lyotard 1989: 113).

Organizations want to create the heroic sublime and this is inevitably male. Perhaps this account goes some way towards providing insights into the process. However, the author too is rendered melancholic by the process of theorization and caught in the ‘trap of insight’. The very theorization that seeks to address the issue is the demonstration of the fall into homologation. Perhaps the appropriate reversion (L. vertere, to turn) is to the hystera but Irigaray cautions that if we turn that way ‘a dizzy delusion answers to the optical illusion of the fakes’ (Irigaray: 1985: 278). Rather, Irigaray says that women privilege touch over vision and that to get away from the (male) speculations requires a language of the body. Woman is required to remain silent or to present herself according to the representation of herself as viewed through the male gaze: to produce a version of herself in a way which effaces her. There is no place to turn that is, in itself, not subject to capture.

In the organizational world, women’s deficiencies can, it seems, be corrected by reason. In this sense, conformity requires submission to psychology (regulation of the psyche by the logos). If that which is defined as deficient will only submit to superior logic she will realize the extent of her disorder. She can be saved by surrendering to the logos, by abandoning her threatening femininity. When she is truly converted she might be permitted to play a role as long as she plays it in compliance with male expectations. When she does this, she will be rendered impotent as the price of membership. She will then be conformed to psychology: ‘the wisdom of the master. And of mastery’ (Irigaray 1985: 274). If the logic of organization can convert women to the power of the logos, it is able to demonstrate control over hysteria and disorder. In other words, women are permitted entry precisely because they are no longer women.

To return to the question Was will der Mann? De Certeau (1986) has said that a particular characteristic of rhetoric is that its trajectory is completed by the other. That is to say that rhetoric requires something from the audience to which it is directed. It is completed by a response. In a specific sense, the organization then, first as an expression of male desire and second, as a rhetorical entity wants something of the other—the employee, the customer, the competitor, the supplier, the general public. Ironically, the organization as an abstract entity transfers its own lack to its members who are thereby rendered deficient in relation to the abstract desires of the organization. This is the subtle fear of falling below some expectation: of failing to have a big enough member. It is a male fear. In response to the endless rhetoric which outlines the implications of failure and the endless commitment to monitoring, it is not surprising then that the consequence is a paralysing state that sets the individual at odds with the world, alienated from it, terrified of it, unable to act, react, or to adopt a moral disposition: unable to sustain the erection. So everything falls, institutions collapse, membership is lost, the erection falls. It is what happens in the face of the fear of the disordered other. It is the fear of disorder brought by women as the already deficient other (Lacoue-Labarthe 1989: 129). Irigaray maintains that ‘All desire is connected to madness. But apparently one desire has chosen to see itself as wisdom, moderation, truth and has left the other to bear the burden of madness it did not want to attribute to itself, recognize in itself’ (Irigaray 1991: 35). To refuse to conform to logic is to be declared ‘mad’ and the remedy for madness it seems is death. As Cixous (1981) has argued, the remedy is decapitation. So whereas men might fear madness and castration, physical and symbolic, so women are confronted with the power of logic and the threat of the severed head.

The fear of castration is the most primitive of fears. In his discussion of the role of the phallus, Žižek says of those symbols which confer power such as the insignia of office, the sceptre or the crown, are external to the wearer and worn only in order to exert power. As a consequence, he argues, they ‘castrate’, and deprive him of his virility. So that symbolic castration


introduces a gap between what I immediately am and the function that I exercise (i.e., I am never fully at the level of my function).… [this is] the castration that occurs by the very fact of me being caught in the symbolic order, assuming a symbolic mandate. Castration is the very gap between what I immediately am and the symbolic mandate that confers on me this ‘authority’.

Žižek (2003):87



Leaving aside for a moment the gender implications of this statement, of course, my symbolic mandate is more equivocal, authority in such terms is like a mantle that signifies office. Authority then resides in the symbolic order and likes to make its presence felt in the behaviour of a community, displays of potency, the destruction of difference. After all, as Žižek argues, this constructed phallus is an ‘organ without a body. … an excessive supplement’ (Žižek 2003: 87) and it demands deference. We cower under the power of the erection. To act with authority requires that contradictions, discontinuities, collisions of meaning, and so forth must be regulated to preserve the appearance of order: the need to maintain the coherence of the scenography. This makes monitoring and measuring important activities which preserve the erection of order. Hence, in the service of the organizational visions and plans, in other words, in the service of the organization as a rhetorical entity, a man can be potent and effective (that is, have the power to bring about ‘results’) or he else he is rendered effete (worn out, exhausted, no longer fertile, from the Latin, effetus, meaning worn by breeding, ef-fetus). Likewise, a woman can commandeer phallic power and become a man (albeit a man manqué) or be herself, and demonstrate her own power, in which case she bears the risk of expulsion from the site of performance. It is this issue, which concerns the control of reproduction, which is the basis of the theoretical notions which underpin this chapter.

The organization comes to be regulated by the phallus and the phallus is the single most important determinant of membership. At the same time, the emphasis on rigidity and tumescence is a symbolic one. As such, ironically, it signifies that the organization has lost contact with the physical bodies of which it is made up. To repeat, it is an ‘organ without a body … an excessive supplement’ (Žižek 2003: 87). Not surprisingly, women can only enter into membership by the acquisition of a metaphorical phallus: by becoming ciphers of men and real membership has status over symbolic membership on every count. ‘A woman will only have the choice to live her life either hyper-abstractly (original italics).…in order thus to earn divine grace and homologation with the symbolic order; or merely different (original italics), other, fallen.… But she will not be able to accede to the complexity of being divided, of heterogeneity, of the catastrophic-fold-of-‘being’ (Kristeva 1983, in Moi 1986: 173). What Kristeva is saying here is that women must either live as male constructions or be found wanting. In this sense, to lack a phallus is a very serious deficiency from the point of view of the male subject. It induces anxieties that the same fate might befall him. Therefore, it is a necessary condition of the male delusion of wholeness for women to be construed as castrated. She is always the deficient other.

Consequently, the need for performance measures suggests a fundamental need for reassurance that the organization is, after all, a sustainable erection. Of course, the trajectory of strategic development is not only about an organization establishing parameters of normal expectations but also about improvement: about bigger, better, and more. It is abundantly clear from the study of any organization that there is a contemporary obsession with measurement. Organizations are preoccupied with the idea that planning is the means of achieving targets; that metrics are the way of ensuring that progress into the future is being achieved. The league-table is an established way of understanding the pecking order of any number of institutions: universities, schools, hospitals, and, of course, football teams. There is a belief that destinies can be determined by analysis, prediction, and monitoring and an emphasis on progress and improvement leads to a concern with measurement.

Organizational life is replete with the exhortation to increase and extend, to do more, achieve more, to ‘be the best’, to seek improvement without end. So, all aspects of organizational life are subjected to the discourse of strategic management, human resource management, culture change, or whatever is the current vogue in change terminology. Management tools, the surrogates of the phallus, are one means by which this discourse reinforces itself. Its logic is not only phallogocentric, it is self-reinforcing phallogocentric reassurance. Consequently, if women do not defer to the logic of measurement and comparison it is sufficient reason for their exclusion. The construction of tools which facilitate measurement and comparison demands admiration and approval and this should preferably be both visible and sustained. However, the situation is worse than this. In order for the organization to sustain itself it must erect for itself symbols of what is lost to logic and rationality. It must erect the feminine emblematically. If real women cannot be admitted, what is lost to the organization must be elevated to fill the gap. Instead of flesh and blood, the organization creates for itself a representational version of what is no longer there. So, the organization erects itself in diagrams and charts, texts, and metrics which seek to uphold the representation of the feminine, the body, but which inevitably achieve a cancellation. It is little wonder, therefore, that notions of quality and care, the ubiquitous valorization of staff, the commitment to service improvement, and so forth, have more in them of absence rather than presence. To repeat Irigaray’s point, such constructions reassure themselves that they are not mad by appealing to logic and the therapeutic quest, madness is all that is other, madness is alterity: the feminine. Hence, the phallocratic organization is concerned with logic and order and rationality, with location and hierarchy, with allocation and definition. It is organization which has lost contact with the body.

So what can the feminine do in response to definition and mortification, perhaps deal with the mother, seize phallic power and become a man as the price of entry but in so doing, she renders all relationships with men homomorphic. However, to do otherwise or to seek to be other or different requires the patronage of men. As Eagleton argues, ‘The law is male, but hegemony is a woman; this transvestite law, which decks itself out in female drapery is in danger of having its phallus exposed’ (Eagleton 1990: 58). This is apparent in the familiar ways in which organizations seek to create the lost feminine. This is rather similar to the idea put forward by Baudrillard in his critique of rationality in which he argues that the reduction of male and female to categories has produced an artificial distinction which objectifies the feminine. By this line of argument, the feminine is now constructed as a category of the masculine and, by implication, the power of the feminine to manifest itself in ambivalence is lost. Baudrillard sees feminism, per se, as ensnared within the construction of a phallic order (Baudrillard 1990). In organizational terms, these constructions of the feminine are intended to console. The vicarious and representational has more seductive power than the physical and disordered other. These emblems function as an anamnesis to register what is no longer present as representation. For this reason alone, the emblem of loss is melancholic and pervades the organization with melancholy. It cannot offer consolation because it can only recall that there is a loss. It cannot reassure because it arises from a mere erection. This is only a shadow of the feminine and it is a travesty. It is the feminine constructed in the image of masculine desire to meet the needs of sterile perfectionism and rationality. It is a feminine which in this form is tidy, logical, entirely representation and without power, ambivalence, and sexuality.

So, the organization constructs itself in diagrams and charts, texts and metrics which seek to uphold the representation of the feminine, the anima, the body, but which inevitably achieve a cancellation. It is little wonder, therefore, that notions of quality and care, the ubiquitous valorization of staff, have more in them of melancholy abstractions than of physicality. Embodied reproduction is then replaced by the reproduction of concepts and the fertility of the site is given up to the fertility of concepts and theory. The physical matrix reproduces from itself and matter is made incarnate. The patriarchal matrix, however, deals on the level of the abstract alone. Here, perfection comes from striving. In contrast to the maternal process, the ‘patriarchal consciousness’ has a preference for rationality and the direction of the will, the ‘patriarchal order of society’ (Dourley 1990: 50) and with this comes a commitment to ‘sterile perfection in the divine as a hallmark of patriarchal consciousness’ (Dourley 1990: 51) ‘which could easily have been avoided by paying attention to the feminine idea of completeness’ (Dourley 1990: 50). Consequently, the matrix gives birth into a world of obsessive reproduction and insatiable desire. Paternal reproduction arises from the sense of lack that only the acknowledgement of the unconscious, of the maternal matrix, could satisfy and give a sense of completion. Hence, the patriarchal matrix is concerned with logic and order and rationality, with location and hierarchy, with allocation and definition. The maternal matrix, however, knows in embodied experience and this knowledge is sufficient to itself when it finds expression in embodied action.

What then might be possible in relation to the maternal function? Is there a place for the maternal matrix? I have been intrigued in recent years and in the time of the TV programme Sex in the City to read in glossy magazines of the new sexuality and the behaviour. Advocates of this have been called ‘metrosexuals’. Perhaps it doesn’t matter but it does seem strange to speak in terms of new sexual values in terms of the sexuality of the mother, for this is precisely what metrosexual means. In the late nineties, I published a paper, The Mystery of the Assumption: Mothers and Measures (Höpfl 2001) in which I tried to examine the two terms which derive from the Greek word meter, that is, metros, meaning Mother and metron, meaning Measure. So, for example, one might compare, metronome, metronomos as measure/law with metropolis, mother/city. The metropolis is the mother city, the place of the mother, the womb, the locus amoenus. It is the place of polity of process and order. Polis is normally rendered city or city state yet, as Heidegger (1976) points out, the term polis means more than this, it is ‘the place, the there, wherein and as which the historical being-there is’ (Heidegger 1976: 152). It is a coincident word that brings together the body and the law, mother and order: metropolis. The trouble is that organizations have become more metron than metros, more measure than mother and consequently they have not valued the people who work in them.

By privileging metrics, maternal values such as care and nurture have been set aside in favour of volume and frequency both of which are primarily patriarchal measures. This can be seen in the obsessive commitment to quantification and taxonomic structures for collecting data on virtually everything. In universities these days the staff are more assessed than the students. Metrics function to regulate behaviour in the present and to guide actions towards specific targets in the future. Yet, it is worse than this. The representations of metros produce counterfeit structures, simulated qualities which derive from absence, from unacknowledged male deficiencies, and which have little in common with embodied experience. As Žižek argues, they are disembodied, empty symbols of power: castrated but without the insight to acknowledge the extent of their emasculation.

Following Kristeva’s (1987) concern to establish a discourse of maternity and Irigaray’s (1991) concern for the primacy of the maternal function as the basis of social order, it seems appropriate to attempt to attempt to say something about what men might actually want: matricide. However, the act of matricide must not be perceived as a mad act in order to preserve the patriarchal order. It must be subject to the rule of logic and rationality. The killing of the mother and her subjection to the rule of patriarchy, which incidentally involves the usurpation of her arcane powers, requires the substitution of the mother with a representation and deferential emblem which retains a captive version of the feminine albeit in a now entirely effete way.

A maternal discourse is concerned with the very ambivalence which is concealed and regulated by such actions. The notion of a maternal discourse thus releases itself from the deferential position it holds in relation to the dominant social discourse to challenge order, rationality, and patriarchal regulation. What this contributes to organizational theory is the capacity to make transparent the effects of the production of meaning, to render explicit the paternalistic quest of the organization, and to make problematic the notion of trajectory, strategy, and purpose.

By dealing with the conception of the organization as maternal, the notion of maternal organization seeks to break the body of the text in order to allow reflections on the mother/motherhood/maternal imagery to enter the text. Thus, the embodied subject speaks of division, separation, rupture, tearing, and blood whereas the text of the organization speaks of regulation and representation, of rational argument and rhetorical trajectory. By breaking the text, the implications of ‘the sterile perfectionism’ of the patriarchal consciousness (Dourley 1990: 51) is made transparent. So, maternal organization stands against the way in which conventional accounts of management are presented, poses alternative ways of understanding organization, and offers insights into the organization as embodied experience. Moreover, to give voice to the view that, despite the feminine being always defined in terms of its relationship to the phallocratic order, it might have what Irigaray has termed ‘its own specificity’ (Irigaray 1991: 119).

The notion of a maternal discourse of organization implicitly threatens the process of definition, that is to say, finalization, the taxonomic thinking which attaches to phallocratic order, and so inherently subverts power relations in the organization. This is the greatest threat. It is what Docherty calls ‘indefinition’ (Docherty 1996: 67). Lacoue-Labarthe (1989: 129) indicates what Plato has identified as the major threats to representation as being women and madness and, indeed, women and madness as themes spiral together as surely as hystera (Gk. womb) and the psychological condition of hysteria (as a disturbance of the nervous system thought to be brought about by uterine dysfunction) find a common origin in the function of reproduction. The fear is that in Kristeva’s terms (1987) the Law will be undermined by the intrusion of the Body.

Well then, what do men want? Certainly, not what is under discussion here. A discourse of maternity establishes a metropolitan order, a place of the mother: a place from which to consider ‘the possibility of politics’, alterity, and ethics. A maternal discourse runs counter to the frenetic quest for sterile perfectionism which is ‘the hallmark of the patriarchal consciousness’ (Dourley 1990: 51). It resists de-finition which is the root of so many social problems, political and economic objectives and organizational drives. It presents political possibilities for fundamental change in social life. However, the drum beats and survival depends on compliance.

NOTE

1. What does a woman want? ‘The great question that has never been answered, and which I have not yet been able to answer, despite my thirty years of research into the feminine soul, is “What does a woman want?”’ Die grosse Frage, die nie beantwortet worden ist und die ich trotz dreißig Jahre langem Forschen in der weiblichen Seele nie habe beantworten können, ist die: Was will das Weib? Letter to Marie Bonaparte, in Ernest Jones, Sigmund Freud: Life and Work, ii/3, ch. 16. London: Hogarth Press.

REFERENCES

Baudrillard, J. (1990). Seduction. London: Macmillan.

Cixous, H. (1981). ‘Castration or Decapitation’, Signs, 7(1): 41–58.

de Certeau, M. (1986). Heterologies, Discourse on the Other. Manchester: Manchester University Press.

Docherty, T. (1996). Alterities: Criticsm, History, Representation. Oxford: Clarendon Press.

Dourley, J. P. (1990). The Goddess, Mother of the Trinity. Lewiston, NY: Edwin Mellen Press.

Eagleton, T. (1990). ‘The Ideology of the Aesthetic’ in P. Hernadi (ed.), The Rhetoric of Interpretation and the Interpretation of Rhetoric. Durham NC: Duke University Press, pp 75–87.

Freud, S. (1961). Civilisation and its Discontents. NY: Norton Inc.

Heidegger, M. (1976). An Introduction to Metaphysics. New Haven: Yale University Press.

Höpfl, H. J. (2001). ‘The Mystery of the Assumption: Of Mothers and Measures’, in N. Lee and R. Monro (eds), The Consumption of Mass. Sociological Review Monograph Series. Oxford: Blackwell, pp. 46–60.

Höpfl, H. (2007). ‘The Codex, the Codicil and the Codpiece: Some Thoughts on Diminution and Elaboration in Identity Formation’, Gender Work and Organization, 14(6): 619–32.

Irigaray, L. (1985). Speculum of the Other Woman, tr. G. Gill. Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press.

Irigaray, L. (1991). Feminist Theory: Psychoanalysis and Feminism. London: Routledge.

Kristeva, J. (1987). Tales of Love, tr. L. Roudiez. New York: Columbia University Press.

Lacoue-Labarthe, P. (1989). Typography. Stanford: Stanford University Press.

Lyotard, J.-F. (1989) The Differend Phrases in Dispute. Minneapolis, MN: University of Minnesota Press.

Moi, T. (1986). The Kristeva Reader. Oxford: Blackwell.

Žižek, S. (2003). Organs without Bodies: Deleuze and Consequences. London: Routledge.


CHAPTER 5

FEMINISM, POST-FEMINISM, AND EMERGING FEMININITIES IN ENTREPRENEURSHIP

PATRICIA LEWIS

INTRODUCTION

WOMEN-OWNED businesses in America are now the fastest growing segment of the small business sector with the number of female run businesses growing faster than businesses owned by men throughout the 1990s and into the 2000s (Loscocco and Bird 2012). In contrast the increase in female businesses in the UK has been more restrained, with the proportion of women-owned firms ‘resting’ at 29 per cent of the self-employed total, with limited fluctuations since 1984 (Carter et al. 2012). A 2009 report (Greater Return on Women’s Enterprise) produced by the Women’s Enterprise Task Force set up in 2006 by Gordon Brown, the then British Prime Minister, stated that 900,000 more businesses could be created in the UK resulting in £23 billion to the economy, if British women set up businesses at the same rate as their American counterparts. Further, if British women’s start-up rate was at the same level as their male colleagues, this would result in 150,000 extra businesses per year in the UK.

The growth in the number of women setting up their own business, alongside concern at the reserved nature of this growth in countries such as the UK, has contributed to a significant increase in the amount of research attention directed at the relationship between gender and entrepreneurship. As this work is largely concerned with the disadvantages faced by women when embarking on business ownership, with attention directed at how the level of disadvantage experienced can be reduced, much of this research can be characterized as feminist in nature. From this research it would appear that the most consistent finding is that women-owned businesses are smaller in size and less lucrative in terms of earnings and profitability than those owned by men but the research is less uniform in terms of explaining why this is the case, possibly because the degree and nature of critique varies across different feminist perspectives (Marlow 2002; Calas et al. 2007, 2009; Loscocco and Bird 2012). A dominant strand of this research adheres to the tenets of liberal feminism, a second-wave feminist perspective which focuses on the ‘woman entrepreneur’ and understands women business owners as ‘carriers’ of gender into the entrepreneurial arena (Green and Cohen 1995; Berg 1997; Calas et al. 2007). From this perspective the entrepreneurial realm is perceived to be non-gendered or gender neutral, such that differences in the entrepreneurial experiences of male and female business owners are attributed to factors such as women’s lack of business experience, as opposed to ascribing it to entrepreneurship per se (Marlow 1997; Greer and Greene 2003; Lewis 2006). Calas et al. (2007: 80) also identify the radical and psychoanalytic feminist perspectives as focusing on the ‘woman entrepreneur’ because like liberal feminism these perspectives also work from the assumption that women’s disadvantage is a consequence of their condition as women.

In contrast, an alternative strand of feminist research asserts that gender in the entrepreneurial sphere does not simply originate from women’s presence, rather gender is a principle of social organization and should be understood in relation to structures, institutional, and cultural practices, and discourses connected to entrepreneurship and not simply as something connected to individuals. From this perspective what is highlighted is the gendered nature of entrepreneurship and that this gendered nature can be characterized as masculine (Allen and Truman 1993; Green and Cohen 1995; Mulholland 1996; Reed 1996; Berg 1997; Gamber 1998; Mirchandani 1999; Ogbor 2000; Bruni et al. 2004a; Ahl 2006; Lewis 2006; Marlow et al. 2009; Bourne and Calas 2012. Calas et al. (2007: 90–1) locate the second-wave socialist feminist perspective and the third-wave poststructuralist/postmodern and transnational/(post)colonial feminist perspectives within this strand as all three understand gender in terms of process and practice ‘produced and reproduced through relations of power among differently positioned members of society, including relations emerging from historical processes, dominant discourses and institutions, and dominant epistemological arguments, all of which become naturalized as the way it is’. Specified as a gendered activity, entrepreneurship has been identified as an economic arena within which gender is ‘done’, with gender and entrepreneurial activity being mutually constitutive, that is, gender is part of entrepreneurship and entrepreneurship is involved in the enactment and shaping of gender relations (Bruni et al. 2004a). This ‘doing’ of gender is evident in the symbols, images, rules, and values that overtly and covertly guide, validate, and rationalize gender distinctions in the entrepreneurial arena, with feminist studies of entrepreneurship exposing how masculinity is central to the enactment of successful entrepreneurship.

While there has been a strong focus on the masculinity of entrepreneurship and the implications of this for female business owners, less attention has been directed at the issue of femininity and its relationship to entrepreneurship. This is not unusual as a similar situation pervades the general area of gender and cultural studies where masculinity is a central area of study but femininity is not (Reay 2001; Gill and Scharff 2011). An exception here is the work of Caroline Essers and Yvonne Benschop (2007, 2010) which looks at the identity work of female entrepreneurs of Moroccan or Turkish origin in the Netherlands. Through the development of the notion of female ethnicity, Essers and Benschop (2010) explore the meanings and positioning of femininity in entrepreneurial identity constructions for Muslim immigrant business women. In doing this they place an emphasis on the intersectionality manifest in a concept such as female ethnicity, arguing that if we are to understand the multifaceted impact of gender and ethnic processes in the construction of an entrepreneurial identity and if we want to achieve a better specification and understanding of entrepreneurship, an intersectional approach is crucial. Nevertheless while this chapter also explores the issue of femininity and its relationship to entrepreneurship and entrepreneurial identity it does not include a notion of intersectionality. Rather it explores the issue of femininity and its relationship with entrepreneurship through the lens of post-feminism and its connection to second- and third-wave feminism. In focusing only on gender I am not seeking to postulate that within the context of entrepreneurship gender is the privileged mark of difference. Instead the theoretical privileging of gender is adopted to facilitate a focus on femininity and its changing (post-feminist) form given its neglect in the gender and entrepreneurship literature.

Post-feminism as a cultural phenomenon is a useful frame for exploring the issue of femininity and entrepreneurship given its focus on the factors which contribute to a greater degree of fluidity regarding what femininity means in contemporary times. Femininity can be understood in terms of Connell’s (1987) notion of emphasized femininity or femininity as ‘super girly’. Emphasized femininity manifests as a set of embodied traits and practices—passive, supportive of men, attractive to men, infantile—that women, from the viewpoint of second-wave feminism in particular, are compelled to take up and which denote their subordinate status to men. Thus for second-wave feminist perspectives such as liberal feminism, emphasized femininity as traditionally articulated is something which must be rejected and overcome as it does not benefit women (Schippers and Sapp 2012). However, over recent decades ‘feminist ideas (e.g. equality of opportunity in education and the workplace) have slowly worked their way into the material and ideological structures of society, and have become part of the general culture of femininity’ (McRobbie 1993: 409). The cultural presence of feminism contributes to the celebration of qualities such as individuality, autonomy, dynamism, and agency in women—characteristics which are associated with entrepreneurship. Indeed the ‘autonomous, calculating, self-regulating subject of neoliberalism’ in the person of the entrepreneur has much in common with the ‘active, freely choosing, self-reinventing subject of post-feminism’ (Gill and Scharff 2011: 7). The insertion of feminist ideas into the culture of femininity therefore means that emphasized femininity is no longer ‘the constrained embodiment of oppression imposed by one group (men) upon another (women) or a fixed set of bodily practices to signify subordination’ (Schippers and Sapp 2012: 30). Instead, this evolution of the general culture of femininity means that women who embark on entrepreneurship are celebrated as living out the ideal of economic liberation fought for by second-wave liberal feminists.

Alongside this feminist egalitarianism there remains a strong current of traditional familialism which emerges through the ‘well-disguised rearticulation of traditional gender stereotypes’, particularly in connection to the domestic realm (Thornham and McFarland 2011: 66). The conflicting currents of feminist egalitarianism and traditional familialism which are at the centre of contemporary manifestations of femininity in general (McRobbie 2004, 2009; Cotter et al. 2011) are also present in the context of entrepreneurship. Issues of family responsibility and domesticity and the tension between this and entrepreneurial achievement have always been a key focus of considerations of women’s entrepreneurship and used to explain the perceived weakness of women’s business performance (Ahl 2006). Exploring this tension and other aspects of women’s entrepreneurship through the lens of post-feminism allows us to examine contemporary changes in the relationship between home and work and how this contributes to the emergence of different modes of entrepreneurial femininity. Such an examination is timely for two reasons: first, focusing on femininity and entrepreneurship allows us to examine how gender in the context of entrepreneurship is lived, experienced and represented by women business owners. We can also consider how women’s entrance into the realm of entrepreneurship is characterized not only as a manifestation of change but also as one of continuity. Women’s lives are increasingly characterized by transformation and stability such that, while they are now free to enter the world of work, they have not yet managed to exit the world of home. The second reason why our attention should be directed at the issue of femininity is the increasing level of diversification which characterizes women’s entrepreneurship. Heightened diversification among women business owners and the emphasis placed on multiplicity, plurality, and difference signals that we should be considering modes of entrepreneurial femininity. Thus this chapter will explore the variety of modes of entrepreneurial femininity constructed and taken up in entrepreneurship in post-feminist times and the variations in ‘doing’ business associated with different entrepreneurial femininities. In the next section the notion of postfeminism is explored further and used as a means in the following section to identify four modes of entrepreneurial femininity based on existing studies of women’s entrepreneurship.

POST-FEMINISM


Why does being a feminist mean you can’t be somebody’s wife? I’m very happy to be ‘the wife of …’. (Livia Firth, the wife of the actor Colin Firth, The Sunday Times, 4 Dec. 2011)



Despite its ubiquitous usage, post-feminism is a contested term with a range of meanings attached to it. As an expression it was first used in a New York Times magazine article titled ‘Voices from the Post-feminist Generation’, with debates about post-feminism largely being played out in America and Britain (Holmlund 2005). At this point in time four different interpretations of this cultural phenomenon can be identified. First, it has been understood as an epistemological break within feminism in the wake of its encounter with difference. In this sense it refers to the intersection of feminism with other ‘posts’ such as postmodernism, postcolonialism, and poststructuralism, with the ‘post’ prefix signalling change and ongoing transformation within feminism itself (Budgeon 2001; Gill 2007a). Second, post-feminism has been used in a historical sense to refer to the passing of a particular period of feminist activism (the 1970s) but not the passing of feminism itself. Third, post-feminism has been understood in terms of a backlash against feminism with backlash discourses taking a number of contradictory forms (Gill and Scharff 2011). The work of Susan Faludi (1991) is well known for its claim that, after a period of gains, women are now experiencing a backlash led by the new right and fundamentalist conservative groups. Within this context feminism is blamed for causing women’s unhappiness by trying to ‘have it all’ (Budgeon 2001; Braithwaite 2002; Gill and Scharff 2011).

For the purposes of exploring entrepreneurial femininities this chapter will adopt the fourth interpretation of post-feminism developed by Rosalind Gill (2007a). Gill (2007a) characterizes post-feminism as a distinctive sensibility which incorporates McRobbie’s (2004) suggestion of a double entanglement manifest in the coexistence of neoconservative values and processes of liberalization in relation to gender, sexuality, and family life. According to Gill (2007a: 163):


What makes a post-feminist sensibility quite different from both prefeminist constructions of gender and feminist ones is that it is clearly a response to feminism (but not just that). In this sense, post-feminism articulates a distinctively new sensibility … because of its tendency to entangle feminist and anti-feminist discourses … (making its) construction of contemporary gender relations … profoundly contradictory … Yet these contradictions are not random, but contain the sediments of other discourses in a way that is patterned … The patterned nature of the contradictions is what constitutes the sensibility, one in which notions of autonomy, choice and self-improvement sit side-by-side with surveillance, discipline and the vilification of those who make the ‘wrong’ choices …



The notion of a sensibility facilitates the identification of a range of stable features—femininity as a bodily property; the shift from objectification to subjectification; the emphasis upon self-surveillance; the prominence given to individualism, choice, and empowerment; the ascendancy of a make-over paradigm; the revival and reappearance of notions of ‘natural’ sexual difference; the resexualisation of women’s bodies and finally the retreat to the home as a matter of choice not obligation—that constitute a post-feminist discourse (Gill 2007a; Negra 2009; Gill and Scharff 2011). In addition, and as pointed out in the introduction, feminism now has a general cultural presence and this permeates post-feminism. However, this takes a specific form, that of second-wave liberal feminism. As a perspective liberal feminism argues that as human beings women and men are equal to one another and so therefore should be equal in the context of work, electoral institutions, and the private sphere of the home (Changfoot 2009). A ‘good’ society from the viewpoint of liberal feminism is one based on the notion of ‘abstract individualism independent of social context’ where all individuals can exercise autonomy to secure access to the resources that a society has to offer (Calas et al. 2007: 81). The aim is to promote equality within what are generally believed to be neutral societal and business structures, with an emphasis placed on the notion of equal rights to scarce resources and the securing of ‘gender justice’ (Calas and Smircich 1996, 2006; Simpson and Lewis 2005, 2007). As a perspective, liberal feminism is reflective of a ‘politics of optimism’ whereby gender differences can be eradicated allowing women to advance on a non-conflictual basis, inciting little response from men (Blum and Smith 1988; Childs and Krook 2008). However liberal feminism has been criticized, first, because it establishes a ‘gender dichotomous logic’ which sets up a zero sum tension between male and female, i.e. if one group is doing well, the other must be doing badly (Ringrose 2007). Second, liberal feminism overlooks a gender bias that favours masculinity as a source of cultural priority and relative advantage (Lewis and Simpson 2012), an issue we will come back to below.

As liberal feminism is the feminist perspective which permeates the contemporary cultural milieu, three of the post-feminist features highlighted by Gill (2007a) have particular relevance for female entrepreneurship. These are individualism, choice, and empowerment; notions of ‘natural’ sexual difference and retreat to the home as a matter of choice not obligation. These three elements capture the tension between feminism (understood in terms of entrepreneurial achievement in the public world of work) and femininity (understood in terms of domestic responsibilities in the private world of the home) between which, I suggest, entrepreneurial femininities emerge.

Individualism, Choice, and Empowerment

Commentators such as Giddens (1991) and Beck and Beck-Gernsheim (2001) argue that changes in economic and social life have contributed to the disintegration of previously existing institutions and social categories such as family and class, which no longer shape and determine the form that people’s lives will take. This has contributed to an increased importance being attached to the individual, with a particular emphasis placed on the role individual choice plays in the outcomes of people’s lives. There is a contemporary assumption that individuals shape their own destinies through the choices they make and as such are required to construct, perform, and pull together their biographies themselves (Beck 1992). Thus, in contemporary times the ‘self’ is understood to be something which is produced and constantly reflected upon so that ‘we are, not what we are, but what we make of ourselves’ (Giddens 1991: 75). From this perspective inequalities connected to position in the social structure, such as whether an individual is male or female, are understood as individual problems and attached to this is the belief that individual energy, effort, and achievement is enough to surmount social constraints (Rich 2005; Scharff 2011). This obscuring of underlying social structures by individualism, translates into a pervasive belief, particularly among young women, that while gender inequalities may persist they believe that they do not impact them. Alternatively if they do ever face gender constraints they assert that they can overcome such restrictions through their own personal effort and determination (Gonick 2004; Rich 2005; Scharff 2011). The demonstration of entrepreneurship through the setting up and running of a business is a particular manifestation of individualization which is perceived to emphasize independence, self-reliance, energy, and control, which fits neatly with contemporary assertions that through individual effort limitations connected to gender can be circumvented (Skeggs 1997).

Post-feminism and neo-liberalism both place a strong emphasis on individualism and completely disregard the possibility that individuals may be subject to constraints and restrictions which are socially located, that is, emerge from outside of them and which may have the potential to hinder individual activities. As such neither post-feminism nor neoliberalism recognize that individualization can be characterized as masculine, in that the notion of ‘the individual’ associated with it derives from discourses of Enlightenment rationality which discount and ignore women. According to Cronin (2000: 274), gender, race and other forms of difference have been ‘structured out’ as ‘the individual’ is ‘an exclusive and politically privileged category’. Access to this category is restricted to men who have discursive admittance ‘to the ideal of a unitary, temporally and spatially bounded selfhood’. What this means is that post-feminism, and the notion of choice associated with it, relies upon an unacknowledged masculine subjectivity which women must adopt if they are to succeed ‘in carving out (a) definitive path towards freedom’ (Changfoot 2009: 18). In addition, through the emergence of a post-feminist discourse women are required to self-manage and self-discipline to a much greater extent than their male colleagues. Women are required to transform the self, pay close attention to their every move, and to convey the notion that everything they do is freely chosen, leading Gill (2007a) to ask if women are constructed as the ideal subjects of neo-liberalism and the entrepreneurial activity associated with it. In exploring how processes of individualization are experienced by women, McRobbie (2009) coined the phrase ‘female individualization’ to highlight that it is a gendered concept. Specifically she argues that, while women are now able (or required) to ‘write’ their own biographies and to create their own life in similar ways to their male colleagues, they must do so while still maintaining a foothold in the domestic realm, a positioning which they cannot easily ‘shake off’ and which, through the theme of retreatism (discussed below), they are encouraged to return to.

‘Natural’ Sexual Difference

The pursuit of equality in the 1960s and 1970s was justified on the grounds that men and women were the same, i.e. they were both ‘human’ and as such both were entitled to have access to the resources that society had to offer. In the 1980s and 1990s this gave way to the notion of a fundamental distinction between male and female, connected to the emergence of a discourse of difference based on the notion of absolute ‘natural’ sexual variation, leading to an emphasis on particular features which distinguish masculinity from femininity. This notion of variation has given rise to a number of feminisms of ‘difference’, including a liberal feminism of difference which while continuing to place an emphasis on equality of rights also stresses the complementarities of ‘natural’ difference (Calas et al. 2007). ‘Natural’ difference is also central to gender-cultural feminism which accentuates a feminine ethic of care and nurture and has been taken up within organization studies through the women in management literature, a body of work which is consistent with liberal feminist thinking. This corpus of research argues that women’s difference should not be seen as a defect or fault but rather as an advantage for corporate effectiveness in the twenty-first century (Calas et al. 2007). While some writers (e.g. Rosener 1990) have suggested that ‘women’s ways of knowing’ should inform contemporary management practice, the reality is that organizational and management rituals and procedures informed by a female ethic exist (if they manifest a presence at all) alongside those connected to men’s traditional dominance of organizations, with interpretations of this coexistence varying between feminist perspectives.

For feminist perspectives such as radical feminism or poststructuralist feminism, this coexistence is not characterized by equality or complementarity but an ongoing privileging of masculinity. These feminist perspectives connect women’s subordination to their difference from the masculine norm and the hierarchical relationship between masculinity and femininity, with the former being prioritized over the latter which is ‘constituted within binary logic as nothing’ (Paechter 2006a: 123). Within this dualism masculinity is associated with the mind, rationality, science, the economy, politics, and public life in general, while femininity is linked to the body, irrationality, emotion, the domestic, and the private realm. One consequence of the continued privileging of masculinity is the asymmetrical change in men and women’s performance and experience of activities associated with one or other gender. While women have made significant inroads into educational arenas traditionally dominated by men, integrating into occupations which were in the past male-dominated, such as management, law, or medicine, men have not entered into ‘female’ fields in the same numbers largely due to the ongoing devaluation of activities and arenas associated with the feminine (England 2010). In the personal sphere, conventions symbolizing male dominance are even more entrenched—girls play with boys’ toys but not vice versa; women routinely wear trousers but men rarely wear skirts; men rarely take women’s last name upon marriage while women often take the name of their male partner. This asymmetry is connected to the ongoing disparagement of those aspects of social life which are culturally defined as feminine (England 2010). As Changfoot (2009: 22) argues, equality ‘won for women, while substantive in the moment, could be short-lived especially in a context where masculine subjectivity predominates and its inherent constitutive dynamic predicts a relentless dynamic that “others” women’. Nevertheless, despite the extensive research which highlights the hierarchical relationship between masculinity and femininity, this hierarchy is not recognized within post-feminism. Rather what is emphasized is the notion of complementarity which connects to the issue of choice, with ‘difference’ understood as a key reason for variations in women’s ‘choices’ when compared to those of their male colleagues.

Female Retreatism—Return to the Domestic

In her article ‘Come Back Superwoman, the World Needs you!’, Zoe Williams (2011) asks ‘Didn’t our mothers just toss us into the garden and go back to chatting to their friends? When did parenting become so hands-on?’ The answer to this question is connected to the phenomenon of retreatism (also referred to as ‘opt-out’) which is one of the key social practices of post-feminist culture and is connected to the repositioning of women in the home. Retreatism is characterized by less continuous condemnation of the ‘working mother’ and more emphasis placed on the notion of ‘choice’. From this perspective women’s relocation back within the terms of traditional gender hierarchies by staying at home with children is interpreted as a matter of choice rather than obligation. The retreatist ‘plot’ entails the presentation of professional work as unrewarding and location in the domestic sphere as a form of salvation—summed up by Probyn (1990: 151) as follows: ‘the world’s a crazy place and you have to fight for yourself but at the end of the day you can always go home’. Embedded in this ‘plot’ are themes of ‘miswanted’ professional aspirations and ‘adjusted ambition’ which seek to discredit the meaning and value of work for women. This important element of post-feminism is a significant break with second-wave feminist perspectives such as liberal feminism which has at its centre the polemically and historically formative opposition between feminist and housewife (Brunsdon 2000; Johnson and Lloyd 2004). This opposition is succinctly summed up in the film The Iron Lady when Margaret Thatcher (though she did not align herself with feminism), says in the context of being proposed to by her future husband:


I will never be one of those women Dennis who stays silent and pretty on the arm of her husband or remote and alone in the kitchen doing the washing up for that matter … One’s life must matter Dennis beyond all the cooking and the cleaning and the children, one’s life must mean more than that. I cannot die washing up a teacup….



The tension between highly valued public achievement and less valued domesticity is clear here, with the solution from the perspective of second-wave liberal feminism being to ‘leave home and the domestic behind’. In this sense liberal feminism didn’t allow for ‘choice’ as, from its perspective, the ‘choice’ to work was obvious, leading it to advocate that opting for independence through work, at whatever price, was worth it (Brunsdon 2000). In contrast, post-feminism permits what Probyn (1990) refers to as ‘choiceoisie’, that is, the possibility of choosing between home or career, family or success in the world of work. However ‘choice’ here has become more than an ‘either/or’. Unlike feminism which prioritizes work, the cultural expectation surrounding work in a post-feminist era is that women don’t choose home or work but home and work. In situations where women remain in the workforce, a psychological distance from work is established, contributing to the downgrading of the significance of employment such that engagement with the workplace is characterized by social compromise (McRobbie 2009). Thus as Zoe Williams (2011) argues it is no longer thought sophisticated to be the type of woman who does an important job well and does motherhood less well. Rather women are now expected to adjust their ambition and work at a job which interests them and they do well but does not interfere with or negatively impact on any aspect of home life, such that motherhood and home-making are also done well. This is not ‘having it all’ but ‘having just enough’, an orientation which has profound implications for patterns of female labour-force participation and gender equality, requiring that limits be placed on women’s engagement with the world of work. In addition it is important to highlight that this ‘choice rhetoric’ connects women’s position (or lack of) in the workforce to their personal tastes and preferences, disconnecting individual women from social structures and presenting their decisions as operating outside any system of constraints (Stone and Lovejoy 2004; Negra 2009). Thus in answer to the question ‘what do women want’, post-feminism suggests that they want choice but, according to Probyn (1990: 156), ‘it is choice freed of the necessity of thinking about the political and social ramifications of the act of choosing’.

Post-feminism and Emerging Entrepreneurial Femininities

All three of the post-feminist themes outlined above connect into the ‘doing’ of entrepreneurship between feminism and traditional femininity (Hollows 2003) and contribute to the emergence of entrepreneurial femininities within a post-feminist gender regime. While the feminist element is associated with individualization and the unacknowledged privileging of masculinity within the theme of ‘natural’ sexual difference, the femininity element is associated with retreatism and the devaluing of the feminine. This coexistence of feminism and femininity is striking given that second-wave feminism has always been critical of femininity and has always called for women to unreservedly reject its imposition as it signifies women’s subordinate status to men (Schippers and Sapp 2012). However the emergence of a post-feminist gender regime has not only led to the move of liberal feminist principles into mainstream culture but has also facilitated the embodiment and enactment of femininity by women not as something which is imposed on them, but rather as something connected to individual choice. Here choosing to embody femininity can be a source of confidence which within a post-feminist gender regime can happily coexist, to various degrees, with the pursuit of ambition in the public world of work. The relationship between these three themes and how they link feminism and femininity are summarized in Figure 5.1.

Following this, in Figure 5.2, the entrepreneurial femininities are summarized. These, I suggest, are embedded in a historically specific post-feminist context and incorporate transformations in popularly available understandings of femaleness and women’s positioning in the contemporary world of work. These femininities include individualized entrepreneurial femininity connected to the character of the ‘entrepreneur’, maternal entrepreneurial femininity encapsulated in the figure of the ‘mumpreneur’, relational entrepreneurial femininity represented by the ‘female entrepreneur’, and finally excessive femininity understood in terms of the ‘nonpreneur’.
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FIGURE 5.1 Positioning of emerging entrepreneurial femininities in a post-feminist representational regime
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FIGURE 5.2 Post-feminism and entrepreneurial femininities

Individualized Entrepreneurial Femininity—Entrepreneur

In considering women’s current levels of entrepreneurship in the UK, the Women’s Enterprise Task Force identified a range of barriers—age, cultural issues, the delivery of public support services, taking time out to care for children—which it argued impede women’s entrepreneurial progress. Glenda Stone, one of the co-chairs of the task force stated that her aim was ‘to take women’s enterprise in Britain from primarily “cottage industries” to ones that actually generate wealth, jobs and make a significant contribution to the economy’ (Tyler 2007). She argued that this can be achieved by improving women’s skills in business finance and technology and encouraging them to put making money and profit first. Stone’s perception is that women must be empowered to make the right ‘choice’ of business through the removal of barriers and the provision of support and education. This will enable them to develop the ‘right’ skills to facilitate the ‘choice’ to establish a growth business which is focused on profit, as opposed to a ‘hobby’ business which makes no money.

In articulating such a position Glenda Stone can be characterized as manifesting an individualized entrepreneurial femininity which emphasizes the gender neutrality and meritocracy of the world of entrepreneurship, and asserts that the ‘doing’ of business basically requires ‘the ability to abide by “universal” standards of good business’ practice (Lewis 2006: 458). From this perspective women aren’t as successful as they could be because they set up the wrong type of business or don’t have the appropriate skills. Success in entrepreneurship is therefore understood as the effective performance of fundamentally gender-neutral methods, routines, and rituals, allied to a strong belief that individuals have an equal chance to succeed if they are ambitious and hard-working. The post-feminist subtext embedded in this mode of entrepreneurial femininity is that women are no longer ‘oppressed’ but instead are active, dynamic individuals who can ‘choose’ the nature of their entrepreneurial activities. Women who ‘do’ individualized entrepreneurial femininity establish a strict separation between home and work by living a ‘dual sphere life’. According to Bourne and Calas (2012) this requires that an active ongoing separation is performed between the domestic sphere which contains ‘not-real work’ and the public sphere which contains ‘real work’. Thus, instead of bringing home motherhood, and entrepreneurial activity together as mumpreneurs do (see below), these women are involved ‘in symbolic forms of behavior to differentiate between their domestic and market-based activities, no matter how intertwined these may [seem] to a casual observer’ (Bourne and Calas 2012: 5).

The emphasis placed on ‘choice’ and ‘neutrality’ in terms of ‘doing’ business in the form connected to this particular entrepreneurial femininity offers a rational, unified, and deliberate image of the women who perform it. Indeed, the autonomous, freely choosing subject who ‘does’ this individualized entrepreneurial femininity and ‘does’ business as a neutral activity ‘appears peculiarly affectless, apparently not governed by any force’ except herself (Gill 2007b: 76). This belief in neutrality alongside the postfeminist claim that prospects have never been better for women since gender ‘issues’ have been ‘solved’ means that these women are silent about the masculinist paradigm in which entrepreneurship is embedded (Bruni et al. 2004a; Lewis 2006). In this sense a woman who emphasizes neutrality and ‘does’ this mode of entrepreneurial femininity acts as if she is ‘contextless’ and cannot openly acknowledge the inherent masculinity of the entrepreneurship she does nor how the power of this works through her as a subject ‘not in terms of crude manipulation, but by structuring (her) sense of self, by constructing (a) particular kind of (masculine) subjectivity’ (Gill 2007b: 76). Nevertheless while the women who do entrepreneurship through the doing of an individualized entrepreneurial femininity do not acknowledge their doing of masculinity, they do so indirectly by distancing themselves from the practices and traits of traditional femininity and from women (e.g. mumpreneurs) who engage in conventional feminine behaviour. This highlights their understanding of the gender rules they are subject to. Distancing behaviour is engaged in so that women who ‘do’ individualized entrepreneurial femininity will not be perceived as being different from the (unacknowledged) masculine norm of entrepreneurship (Lewis 2006). Thus in emerging between feminism and femininity, this individualized entrepreneurial femininity is located more on the side of (liberal) feminism. Women who ‘do’ individualized entrepreneurial femininity are trying to forge a way of being an entrepreneurial woman who is not associated with the domestic, private world of home and conventional femininity. Thus femininity is present in the mode of individualized entrepreneurial femininity largely through its repudiation secured through the stress placed on the neutrality and meritocracy of the entrepreneurial world and the establishment of clear boundaries between home and entrepreneurial work.

Maternal Entrepreneurial Femininity—Mumpreneur

The mumpreneur represents a new mode of entrepreneurial femininity based on the maternal and epitomizes the contemporary post-feminist entrepreneur being a ‘willing subject of economic capacity while also undertaking to retain (her) traditionally marked out role in the household’ (McRobbie 2009: 81). The mumpreneur can be connected to the long-standing view that a key reason why women set up a business is to secure flexibility around the performance of domestic and childcare responsibilities, a necessity referred to as the ‘double shift’ (Marlow 1997). Nevertheless, it is important to note that, with the emergence of a post-feminist sensibility and its elements of individualism, retreatism, and ‘natural’ sexual difference, the relationship between home and work for women in general and mumpreneurs in particular has different cultural connotations attached to it. Conventionally much of the research which explores the tension between domesticity and entrepreneurial achievement highlights the negative impact that the former has on the latter (Hamilton 2006; Rouse and Kitching 2006). For example, Hundley (2000, 2001) has outlined how marriage has a negative effect on the earnings of women business owners, with income decreasing when family size and time spent on domestic duties increase. Similarly research by Jennings and McDougald (2007), based on a comparison of male and female business owners and the economic performance of their businesses, concluded that differences between men and women around the work–family interface can account for the smaller number of employees, the lower levels of revenue, and the depressed income levels characteristic of many female-owned firms. Women in this position are normally advised to establish a clear division between home and the business, that is, to leave their ‘home selves’ behind so that they can be more ambitious, take risks, and expand their entrepreneurial activities. However, what appears to be a choice between independence and femininity in general or entrepreneurial achievement and domesticity in particular is one which assumes a unified and coherent feminist subject (see individualized entrepreneurial femininity above) connected to second-wave liberal feminism. This unified subject is held out to women as something which they are required to pursue but is a problem for women today, given the emergence of changing modes of femininity (Johnson and Lloyd 2004). For example, the maternal femininity manifest in the figure of the mumpreneur in the entrepreneurial realm is a clear rejection of such a choice, as central to the activities of the mumpreneur is the establishment of a specific link between her motherhood and entrepreneurial activities, not the rejection of home-making and mothering endeavours.

The emergence of the ‘mumpreneur’ as an entrepreneurial character is a fairly recent phenomenon. However, despite positive accounts of the mumpreneur experience, the contradictions associated with being a business person and mother manifest in this particular entrepreneurial femininity means that women who seek independence and self-reliance through entrepreneurship do so by setting limits on their participation in the business world. Thus domestic and childcare responsibilities are not something which are overcome on the way to entrepreneurial success but rather create tensions and determine the limits of entrepreneurial endeavours (Lewis 2010; Duberley and Carrigan 2012). Nevertheless the living of this femininity means that mumpreneurs are engaged in what Carlson (2011: 88) refers to as ‘the strategic crossing of gender boundaries’, being engaged in both masculine and feminine-marked realms. Thus while the symbolic space for entrepreneurship and the self-actualization associated with it is normally the public world of work, for mumpreneurs the symbolic space for ‘doing’ maternal entrepreneurial femininity is the spaces and places of motherhood such as the home and school gate. A key trait of mumpreneurial activity is the valorization of mothering and the home as a source of entrepreneurial skills, creativity, and innovation. This contributes to the emergence of an alternative mode of entrepreneurship connected to an ethic of care, with mumpreneur businesses tending to offer a product or service which is associated with family and motherhood. Thus the mumpreneur’s focus is on what will not only fill a market gap but also connect to women’s traditional caring responsibilities of looking after home and children (Lewis 2010; Ekinsmyth 2011).

Relational Entrepreneurial Femininity—Female Entrepreneur

Commentators such as Fletcher (1998) have argued that the dominance of masculinity, built into the structure of work and organizations, has silenced ways of working connected to a relational or stereotypically feminine belief system which emphasizes that development is more likely to flourish in a context of connection. According to Fletcher (1998: 167), ‘it is the preeminence of connection over individuation in the developmental process that gives relational theory its potential as a destabilizing alternative voice in organizational discourse and marks it as feminine’. The post-feminist emphasis on ‘natural’ sexual variation has, within the context of organizations, contributed to increased recognition of and value placed on the skills, attributes, and leadership styles of women. The emergence of a discourse of difference highlights the special contribution that women’s so-called uniquely feminine viewpoint can bring to management and organizations, emphasizing its dissimilarity from the conventional masculine character of managing and organizing (Calas and Smircich 1993; Fletcher 1994; Metcalfe and Linstead 2003). By drawing on this discourse women’s difference is produced through suggestions that women lead through participation, power-sharing, and information exchange; demonstrated by a preference for putting relationships with people ahead of money and possessions; rejecting hierarchical relationships in favour of a team-based approach characterized by understanding and sympathy for others; valuing intuition over reason and decisive argument; favouring interdependence over an ideal of independence and putting an emphasis on cooperation and networking over competition and growth (Simpson and Lewis 2007).

This position is present in the entrepreneurship literature where, according to Bird and Brush (2002: 43), ‘it is reasonable to assume that masculine and feminine aspects will be incorporated into … new venture(s) … (but) the feminine aspects of organizational creation and feminine dimensions of new ventures are not well articulated, and if articulated, not identified as feminine’. Nevertheless Bruni et al. (2004b) point out that there are studies which claim that an enterprise culture for women entrepreneurs has emerged which advocates that women should adopt a transformational leadership style that aims to share power, promote relations of trust with employees, and pursue collective as opposed to individual goals. Women who enact such an approach can be categorized as ‘doing’ relational entrepreneurial femininity and can be differentiated from those who do individualized entrepreneurial femininity by their rejection of a growth-dominated orientation to business. Research which examines such women suggests that this ‘feminine’ way of doing business challenges conventional definitions of what it is to be a successful entrepreneur by demonstrating commitment to an entrepreneurial model which advocates ‘small and stable’ business. As part of this such women also reject the implementation of management strategies which establish a divide between home and business, arguing instead for a more equal balance between the two realms (Chaganti 1986; Lee-Gosselin and Grise 1990; Buttner 2001; Fenwick 2002). While this latter element of relational entrepreneurial femininity connects those women who ‘do’ this femininity to the maternal entrepreneurial femininity of the mumpreneur, they are not primarily concerned with bringing motherhood and entrepreneurship together as the mumpreneur is. Rather there is greater emphasis placed on relational interaction, mutual empathy, and mutual empowerment in the way women do business. While Bruni et al. (2004b: 264) are critical of such research, arguing that it is based on ‘essentialist or culturalist assumptions’, it has contributed to the notion of a masculine versus a feminine way of ‘doing’ business. The suggestion is that women can draw on masculine or feminine discourses to either ‘masculinize’ (individualized entrepreneurial femininity) their identity or go through a process of ‘femalization’ by doing relational entrepreneurial femininity.

Yet despite the emphasis on a feminine way of doing business, Lewis (2011) highlights how women who can be categorized as doing relational entrepreneurial femininity also activate a project of masculinity. This is done by additionally drawing on a discourse of professionalism as a means of countering the danger that they will not be perceived as serious business people, due to emphasizing their difference from the masculine norm of entrepreneurship. Combining the notions of professionalism and difference allows these women to distinguish themselves from the traditional masculine approach to business which they shun, while also demonstrating that they embrace the values of a competitive market world.

Excessive Entrepreneurial Femininity—‘Nonpreneur’

According to McRobbie (1993) what is notable about contemporary processes of individualization is that, while they have contributed to the extraordinary ‘unfixing’ of women’s position in society, leading to a higher level of variability in terms of what femininity means and its location in social reality, the continued dominance of masculinity means that the rearticulation of femininity incorporates and embodies both masculine and feminine elements such that women now have to inhabit both realms and juggle both sets of attributes. This means that the work of ‘doing’ femininity requires that women perform and embody the feminine characteristics of nurture, emotion, passivity, attractiveness alongside the masculine traits of assertiveness, rationality, autonomy, economic and emotional independence (Gonick 2004; Walkerdine and Ringrose 2006; Ringrose 2007; Ringrose and Walkerdine 2008; McRobbie 2009). This new negotiation between the masculine and the feminine is now argued by some commentators to be constitutive of contemporary femininity. Thus, ‘while there are sanctions for women who exclusively perform masculinity, doing femininity without doing (or having done) masculinity seems increasingly less tenable, less desirable and less (economically) liveable; rather an “independent” woman who can balance masculinity and femininity seems increasingly culturally validated’ (Carlson 2011: 80).

This hybridized notion of femininity is important when considering excessive entrepreneurial femininity, which refers to those women who are deemed to display the wrong amount and wrong kind of femininity (Lawler 2001) within a business context. In recent years femininity has increasingly being constructed as valuable in both existing and new organizational contexts. While our exploration of maternal and relational entrepreneurial femininities demonstrates how femininity has been inserted very firmly into the realm of entrepreneurship (Lewis 2011), it would appear that acceptance of ‘doing’ femininity in the entrepreneurial arena is dependent on two things. First, the enactment of femininity within the world of business must be ‘measured’ and not perceived as disruptive. In other words women must be ‘properly’ feminine, that is, be feminine enough to benefit business but not engage in unnecessary or unwarranted feminine displays (Lewis 2012). Second, when women do enact stereotypically feminine behaviours within the domain of entrepreneurship, this encroachment must be compensated for by other behaviours which conform to the masculine norms of this arena, for example, displays of masculine professionalism. Thus while femininity has certainly established a presence within the world of business, conventional masculinity—even manifest in extreme forms—is still firmly anchored and constructed as valuable within the entrepreneurial context. Those who are deemed as being excessively feminine without the counterweight of masculinity will be interpreted as violating the hegemonic norms that are valued in an entrepreneurial context and risk rejection, which can take extreme forms. What is notable here is that, within a post-feminist representational regime, it is likely that such rejection will be seen as connected to the shortcomings of individual women and not associated with their minority presence in the ranks of entrepreneurs (Lewis 2012). This suppression ‘of tracking down the links connecting individual fate to the ways and means by which society as a whole operates’ (Bauman 2001: 9) means women who display what are perceived to be extreme feminine behaviours will be designated as ‘nonpreneurs’, i.e. not legitimate business people, and blamed for their own exclusion, with little attention directed at the structural and cultural constraints which act on them (Lewis 2012).

CONCLUSION

This chapter began by identifying two different approaches to the study of female entrepreneurship—a strand which concentrates on the individual woman entrepreneur and an alternative perspective which explores how gender, specifically masculinity, is a principle of the social organization of entrepreneurship. While women’s entanglement with masculinity has been extensively examined in the female entrepreneurship literature, a neglected aspect of women’s experience of business ownership is the ‘doing’ of femininity within the entrepreneurial arena. This chapter has sought to redress the inattention to femininity and entrepreneurship by mapping out the emergence of four entrepreneurial femininities, that is, individualized entrepreneurial femininity, maternal entrepreneurial femininity, relational entrepreneurial femininity, and excessive entrepreneurial femininity. Identification of these femininities is novel within research on female entrepreneurship, particularly within the context of a post-feminist sensibility (Gill 2007a). Extensive consideration of both femininity and post-feminism is currently absent from the literature on gender and entrepreneurship in particular and gender and organization studies in general and the contention here is that attention to both is valuable.

The value of inserting the notion of post-feminism into considerations of female entrepreneurship is that it has facilitated the depiction of multiple entrepreneurial femininities by making connections between feminism and femininity, highlighting the diversity among women business owners in terms of how they ‘do’ entrepreneurship. Balancing home (femininity) and work (feminism) and the diverse strategies adopted to do this by different women may at first glance appear to be nothing more than a mundane necessity which gives rise to different entrepreneurial femininities which are freely ‘chosen’ by women and simply coexist alongside each other. Post-feminism here is useful in highlighting the multiple ways by which women deal with the transformative impact of work alongside the continuity of domestic responsibilities through the enactment of these different entrepreneurial femininities. However, while advocating the insertion of the concept of post-feminism into an area such as female entrepreneurship to facilitate exploration of the femininity associated with women’s entrepreneurial activity, it is also important to adopt a critical stance to post-feminism itself. Adopting a critical orientation to post-feminism ensures that femininity and its relationship to entrepreneurship is not simply understood as individual ‘choice’, with the embodiment and enactment of feminine behaviours chosen for reasons of individual confidence and self-empowerment. Rather a critical orientation involves understanding that the performance of any particular entrepreneurial femininity does not occur in a vacuum but is connected to broader relations of inequality within a particular social context. What this means is that ‘access’ to any particular entrepreneurial femininity is influenced by the structural position of individual women and not simply dependent on women’s individual choice. So for example access to maternal entrepreneurial femininity and the take-up of the identity of ‘mumpreneur’ can be dependent on the class position of the woman involved. Specifically possession of a partner/spouse who can provide financially for the family without requiring input from the ‘mumpreneur’ is more likely to be associated with middle-class women.

As post-feminism does not take into account ongoing systemic and structural inequalities within a field such as entrepreneurship, both second-wave (e.g. socialist feminist theorizing) and third-wave feminist accounts (such as post-structuralism and transnational/(post-)colonial feminism) of women’s entrepreneurial experiences continue to be important as they recognize that the take-up of any mode of femininity occurs within the structural conditions of masculine dominance and other forms of social power (Schippers and Sapp 2012). Thus the suggestion is that there is a need for post-feminism as a concept within the female entrepreneurship research arena, as it is useful in exploring the notion of femininity, but that to secure full benefit from its introduction into the female entrepreneurial research arena it should coexist with the range of feminist perspectives (Calas et al. 2007) already in use in the entrepreneurship field.
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CHAPTER 6

‘MEANING THAT MATTERS’

An Organizational Communication Perspective on Gender, Discourse, and Materiality

KAREN LEE ASHCRAFT AND KATE LOCKWOOD HARRIS

FOR the last twenty years, gender and organization scholars have treated discourse as a consequential matter. In its broadest sense, ‘discourse’ is used to signify a range of symbolic activities, such as language, interaction, imagery, story-telling, and loose amalgamations of texts and practices. Typically, discourse has been ascribed to the ideational and social rather than material realms. Increasingly, however, discursive activity is said to manifest materially—to constitute not only social and psychological realities, but also corporeal, temporal, spatial, economic, and institutional realities. Gender and organization scholarship that explicates the material force of discourse is aligned with a ‘constitutive’ view, in that it departs from a more conventional view of discourse as merely expressing, transmitting, or maintaining already existing realities (Ashcraft et al. 2009).

A constitutive view is evident, for example, in the common definition of discourse among poststructuralist feminists as ‘practices that form the object of which they speak’ (Foucault 1972: 49). This definition asserts the ‘performativity’ of organizing—a concept meant to capture not only the dramaturgical texture of everyday life, but also how mundane performances serve a generative function (Butler 1999). In brief, discourse brings into being the material of organizing. Gendered organization occurs as we enact narrative formations—like entrepreneur, stewardship, professionalism, the boss–secretary pairing, feminine leadership, or sexual harassment—which make it possible for us to know, inhabit, and configure ‘work’ and ‘organizations’ in circumscribed ways. In gender and organization studies, poststructuralist feminism has become the primary way to explicate the material force of discourse, though it is not the only means.

This chapter aims to further develop a constitutive view for the context of gender and organization studies. It proceeds along two tracks: introducing those less familiar with the discourse literature to the contours of a constitutive view while advancing constitutive theorizing such that it contends more fully with materiality. We begin by reviewing available claims that discourse ‘en/genders’ work and organization; and we argue for a more nuanced account that renders the discourse–materiality relation such that neither is privileged and their persistent division dissolves. To facilitate this development, we draw on our ‘home’ discipline of organizational communication theory, which offers conceptual resources that are not yet shared among gender and organization scholars but can help us reimagine how discourse ‘matters’. Specifically, we theorize communication as the process through which symbol and material meet and meld into the tangible realities of work and organizational life. To demonstrate the potential of our proposal, we analyse how it ‘reorganizes’ the discursive and material complexities of gendered violence. Finally, we sift this analysis for the future tasks it signals.

DISCOURSE MAKES A DIFFERENCE: CONSTITUTIVE CLAIMS IN GENDER AND ORGANIZATION STUDIES

By way of context, we briefly consider how scholars have conceptualized discourse in gender and organization studies. Addressing this question nearly ten years ago, Ashcraft (2004) identified four major frames—or ways of seeing the relationship among gender, discourse, and organization—that characterize the literature. The first frame, ‘discourse as outcome’, holds that different styles of interacting stem from gender identity. Those identified with masculinity tend to share a transactional, outcome-centred view of communication, whereas those identified with femininity lean towards a relational, process-centred view. This binary split in perception yields predictable habits of interacting in organizations: contrasting modes of leading, engaging in conflict, working in teams, and managing emotion, for example.

The causal direction declared by frame one is reversed in frame two, ‘discourse as performance’. Instead of casting one’s interaction style as a stable byproduct of the gender binary, proponents of this frame maintain that apparently stable, binary difference is an effect of interaction. Put another way, we constantly manage our organizational behaviour in light of normative expectations for gender difference, and we do so in concert and negotiation with others—in short, through interaction (West and Zimmerman 1987). Gender here is an ongoing accomplishment, achieved through audience participation. In this light, the so-called feminine style of leading is an organizational expectation that women managers face. Whatever aptitude some may display stems from years of situated pressure and responsive rehearsal, not from a psychological trait they possess and express. Two strands of this frame are apparent in gender and organization studies: (a) the ’doing gender, doing difference’ model associated with West and colleagues’ sociological, ethnomethodological approach (see Fenstermaker and West 2002); and (b) the performativity model associated with Butler’s (1993, 1999) poststructuralist approach.

Whereas frames one and two stress micro-interaction, the third frame, ‘text–conversation dialectic’, refigures organization structure or form of governance (e.g. bureaucracy) as a regulatory ‘text’ (i.e. durable formation spanning space and time) that scripts ‘conversation’ (i.e. lively, transitory local interaction).1 According to frame three, gender difference is an organizing principle of such scripts, which prescribe gendered divisions, hierarchies, enactments, and controls of labour before members enter the door. Like frame two, this premise upends frame one’s suggestion that people bring fully formed gender skills with them into gender-neutral organizations. Frames two and three agree that mundane interaction may tweak the very scripts it follows, yielding innovations in organizational form. But while frame two highlights such performances, frame three brings into relief how organizations are culpable for producing, not only profiting from, so-called gender skills. A range of conflicting theoretical influences—radical and post-structuralist feminisms, for example—co-mingle in the literature associated with this frame (for more, see Ashcraft in press).

The final frame, ‘discourse as social text’, can be called extra-organizational, in that it leaves the physical sites of work to examine where else scripts for gendering work and organization develop. Scholars adopting this frame have explored representations of gendered organizing in science (e.g. management and organization theory) as well as trade and ‘popular’ culture (e.g., industry and occupational imagery, television and film), motivated by the performativity premise that these cultural formations condition our participation in work and organizing. Social texts are gendering agents that actuate organizational possibilities; they do not simply and passively reflect extant practice. Most studies emanating from this frame are avowedly poststructuralist.

Research rooted in these frames has yielded rich theoretical, empirical, and practical insight. Frame one, for example, exposed how preferred modes of organizational interaction (e.g. ‘competent’ professional, ‘authoritative’ manager) privilege norms associated with masculinity. By challenging the ontological security of the gender binary, frame two surfaced the remarkable variety of gender performances (i.e. masculinities and femininities) possible as gender entangles with other social identity norms in situated organizational interaction. Frame three revealed the vital role of organizational form-as-text in the pursuit of gender equity at work and advanced creative hybrid scripts (e.g. feminist bureaucracy) to help members navigate associated dilemmas of power and participation. Frame four instigated awareness that gendered organizing has many cultural stages, not only within but well beyond ‘the workplace’.

Pertinent to our effort here, this review prompts several interlinked observations about how the four frames conceive of discourse per se. First, (a) as a phenomenon or object of study, discourse shifts rather wildly in meaning across the frames—from a personal communication style determined by one’s gender disposition (outcome), to ongoing interaction that creates the seeming ‘reality’ of gender difference (performance), to enduring local scripts that members follow and occasionally improvise (text-conversation), to societal narratives that activate working subjectivities (social text). As this hints, (b) the discursive phenomena of interest are increasingly abstracted across the frames, moving from ‘micro’ to ‘macro’, or from lower to upper case d/Discourse (Alvesson and Karreman 2000). Specifically, the spotlight turns from the individual expression of an internal state (outcome), to the daily negotiation of highly situational scripts (performance), to the heavy influence of isomorphic ‘meso’ scripts (text-conversation), to the potent formation of broadly shared cultural constructions (social text). Of course, the progression implied here is complicated in practice. Several studies, for instance, reach across levels of discursive activity (e.g. Nadesan and Trethewey 2000). Our point is that what counts as ‘discourse’ in gender and organization studies has grown in scope over time.

A third observation follows from this expansion of level and scope: (c) the ‘containment’ of discourse also varies across the frames, as does curiosity about the ‘container’ itself. Frames one (outcome) and two (performance) highlight gender in organizational settings. Even as they differ, both accept ‘the organization’ as a kind of housing for interaction. Frame three (text-conversation) emphasizes the gender of organization, bringing the container under scrutiny such that it is exposed as an active, evolving textual agent, not a neutral, static receptacle. To date, this is the frame most engrossed with the ontology of organizing, at pains to show how gender and organization are mutually constitutive, though the demonstrations often lack precision (Britton 2000). Frame four (social text) shatters the container, or severely stretches its boundaries, by insisting on the relevance of discursive formations that seem detached from actual workplaces. This frame maintains that discourse permeates and transcends site—a premise captured by the concept of ‘intertextuality’ (see Taylor 1999). In this sense, frame four challenges the previous three by problematizing organizational boundaries. Yet its explanation of how sites and levels of discursive activity become coupled (i.e. the ways in which texts ‘travel’ over place and time) often remains vague as well.2

Fourth, we can observe that (d) the dimensionality of discourse—to what extent it is ‘flat’ or multifaceted, fixed or moving—differs across the frames. Discourse in the first frame (outcome) is a practice born of reflex, steady and unidimensional, caused by a predisposition resistant to change and context. In the second frame (performance), discourse appears most fluid and animated. Indeed, research in the vein of frame two has drawn fire for risking the impression that we make ourselves anew in each idiosyncratic interaction—a criticism refuted, for example, by West and Fenstermaker (1995) with the notion of accountability, and by Butler (1993, 1999) with a conception of historicity. In frames three (text-conversation) and four (social text), discourse seems to ossify somewhat. It congeals into familiar, imposing formations that transcend time and space, even as they are vulnerable to the local performances that interest frame two. This sort of ossification (i.e. solidity or steadiness) is of an entirely different quality, not merely degree, than that depicted by frame one. Whereas frame one employs the metaphor of variable relations (i.e. cause–effect, stability as predictability), frames three and four evoke the metaphor of crystallization (i.e. multifaceted, not wholly stable, morphing on the liquid–solid border) or, especially in frame four, the metaphor of rhizome (i.e. multiple, roving connections with no traceable origin, organization, or end; see Deleuze and Guattari 1987; Chia 1999).

Finally, (e) the potency,3 or adherence to a constitutive view, of discourse varies across the frames. As evident in its title (i.e. discourse as outcome), frame one rejects a constitutive view; but the remaining three (performance, text-conversation, social text) assert strong claims to the generative force of discourse. For these frames, discourse continually delivers the gender binary as a patent ‘fact’, a ‘natural’ means to organize work. Discourse is so powerful that it (re)fashions our identities, relations, and behaviours, our anxieties and pleasures, currencies and institutions, even the ‘undeniable imperatives’ of bodies, time, and space. Discourse, in short, has material effects.

The upshot of a constitutive view for gender and organization studies is this: it is no longer tenable to speak of gender as a physical, psychological, or cultural trait, skill set, or vector of bias that individuals import into the workplace. Rather, organizing and working ‘en/gender’ systems of self and power; and discourse—not human will, itself a discursive product—is the engine propelling this condition. Phrased in a stronger poststructuralist voice of performativity, it is the condition. Discourse does not merely produce the materiality of work and organization, including the tangible limits of our agency as ‘employees’ and ‘managers’. It is that material, the ‘practices that form the object of which they speak’ (Foucault 1972: 49). Literally, then, discourse ‘matters’.

As it places discourse in a primary or privileged position, this kind of constitutive view, increasingly popular in gender and organization studies, is vulnerable to charges of naïve constructivism, text positivism, and nominalism, well abridged in Barad’s (2003: 801) pithy declaration, ‘Language has been granted too much power’. Put simply, a constitutive view risks the reductionistic claim that work and organizations are whatever we say they are. It turns the tables to manœuvre a better seat for discourse yet minimizes ‘how matter makes itself felt’ (Barad 2003: 810) and perpetuates the division and conflict of materialism versus idealism. It can be read as a reaction to the enduring Enlightenment hierarchy that splits real/material from thought/ideational and prioritizes both over symbol/discursive, such that ‘mere’ talk seems separate from and subordinate to action and philosophy. Such a reaction is understandable, indispensable, productive, and ultimately unsatisfactory. Is it not the case, for instance, that physical environments and bodily facts profoundly narrow our discursive options for gendering work and organization?

Comparable questions are finding traction across organization studies, prompting some to declare that the constitutive view of discourse goes too far and must be reined in by robust theorizing of materiality (for a recent example, see Alvesson and Karreman 2011). A rousing conversation about the discourse–materiality relation is gaining steam, particularly among those affiliated with critical management studies (e.g. Chia 2000, 2003; Reed 2000, 2004, 2005; Ford and Harding 2004; Fleetwood 2005; Mumby 2005; Willmott 2005; Cheney and Cloud 2006). Little has been said about the implications of this conversation for gender and organization studies, and pertinent developments in feminist theory are often absent from the debate. We seek to address both silences next, as we outline and illustrate the prospect for a new, fifth frame.

TOWARD A FIFTH FRAME ON GENDER, DISCOURSE, AND ORGANIZATION: ‘COMMUNICATION AS DISCURSIVE–MATERIAL EVOLUTION’

For a starting point, we turn to the field of organizational communication studies. We understand that most gender and organization scholars are likely to be unfamiliar with this field of inquiry. Hence, we hope to share emerging resources from a field that has undertaken the most explicit efforts to theorize a constitutive view (e.g. Taylor 1993; Taylor et al. 1996; Cooren 2000; Kuhn 2008; Putnam and Nicotera 2008), and where recent work attempts the precise task of interest here: developing constitutive claims that are responsive to criticisms regarding materiality (e.g. Ashcraft et al. 2009). For those less familiar with the terrain of discourse studies, ‘organizational communication’ and ‘organizational/business discourse’ operate as subfields within larger disciplines—communication and management studies, respectively. These subfields share many common interests, theoretical influences, and analytical approaches. Not surprisingly, there is much productive overlap and exchange among them. As in most interdisciplinary relations, useful differences can also be drawn (for more, see Ashcraft et al. 2009).

In particular, many communication scholars, ourselves included, are inclined to theorize ‘communication’ as a specific kind of discursive process, and to distinguish it from ‘discourse’ for several reasons. As Cooren (2006a) suggests, this is due in part to our abiding concern for symbols in use and in abstraction. In subtle yet significant contrast, many ‘organizational discourse’ scholars are prone to emphasize discourse in the social text sense outlined above (see frame four), wherein ‘a Discourse’ is a loosely coalescing formation of texts, a crystallized narrative construction in wide circulation (see Grant et al. 2004). Meanwhile, scholars affiliating with ‘business discourse’ often prioritize detailed analyses of highly localized discourse (e.g. a meeting transcript), excluding or downplaying larger Discourses that may be at play in the interactions studied (see Bargiela-Chiappini 2009). Communication scholars are more apt to hold these together and interrogate their meeting through a conception of communication as the dynamic site wherein local, fleeting discussions encounter enduring, translocal constructions (Barge and Fairhurst 2008; Jian et al. 2008). Taylor and Van Every (2000), for instance, theorize that organization comes to be as communication continually ‘tiles’ textual and conversational modalities.4

Specific to gender and organizational communication studies, this distinctive way of treating the discourse–communication relation is evident in Ashcraft and Mumby’s (2004: 116) definition of communication ‘as the dynamic, situated, embodied, and contested process of creating systems of gendered meanings and identities by invoking, articulating, and/or transforming available discourses’. This definition, however, exemplifies the problems with contemporary constitutive views identified above. Namely, it gives a starring role to symbolism and nods to materiality (i.e. with ‘situated, embodied’, and possibly ‘contested’), the muscle of which remains underdeveloped. Human communication ‘creates’, while environmental and bodily exigencies cling to the creative process like inert qualifiers rather than powerful actors. Though the authors go on to explicitly theorize communication as a dialectic of discourse and materiality (and thus move closer to integrating discursive and material forces), the spirit of reciprocity fades out in definition. In any case, the divide of notion and symbol from real and material remains largely intact.

In her appreciative critique of poststructuralist performativity, Barad (2003) applauds such theorizing for taking major strides towards challenging the persistent dualisms that form a representationalist trap: words divided from things, culture from nature, social construction from biology, knower from known, and subject from object—to name a few. And yet, she contends, poststructuralist performativity simultaneously preserves these binaries, albeit through more subtle means. In particular, it continues to split the discursive and material, ironically, by conceptualizing their union in a way that grants the former constitutive force at the expense of the latter: ‘materiality itself is always already figured within a linguistic domain as its condition of possibility’ (801), inviting an ‘implicit reinscription of matter’s passivity’ (809). Hence, ‘it is vitally important that we understand how matter matters’ (803).

This call to more fully rupture the dualism of ideation and material in a way that rehabilitates the agency of matter is echoed in a number of diverse developments across feminist/gender and queer/sexuality studies. For example, drawing on de Beauvoir, Merleau-Ponty, and Moi, among other influences, Young (2005) theorizes the ‘lived body’ as a way to upend the nature–culture binary embedded in the distinction between sex and gender. For Young, the lived body is ‘a unified idea of a physical body acting and experiencing in a specific sociohistorical context’ (16). Bodies always live in situation, which she posits as the meeting of ‘facticity’ (i.e. the concrete relations of bodily existence in physical-social environments) and ‘freedom’ (i.e. the ontological capacity to construct oneself in relation to facticity—to carry out bodily projects like purposive movement). Young’s classic analyses of ‘breasted experience’ and ‘throwing like a girl’ demonstrate keen sensitivity to how matter not only matters but also moves.

Likewise, Grosz (1994) develops a model of the body at the confluence of material, discourse, and idea. She synthesizes corporeal depictions from poststructuralism, psychoanalysis, neuropsychology, phenomenology, and other historical philosophies. Grosz too is concerned with movement and dimension, though of a different sort: from ‘inside out’ and ‘outside in’. Her model hinges around the metaphor of a Möbius strip—not unlike the aforementioned rhizome, but with particular regard for depth. As Grosz (1994: 210) explains, this metaphor


enables subjectivity to be understood not as the combination of a psychical depth and a corporeal superficiality but as a surface whose inscriptions and rotations in three-dimensional space produce all the effects of depth. It enables subjectivity to be understood as fully material and for materiality to be extended and to include and explain the operations of language, desire, and significance.



Although such developments further erode the division of discursive and material, offering compelling demonstrations of their entangled incarnation, Barad’s (2003) analysis suggests an additional problem. Namely, these projects maintain ‘human’ as the custodian of agency, thereby continuing to prioritize discursive over material agency. This is a charge Barad levels at poststructuralist performativity as well; and the critique is especially ironic in light of poststructuralist aims to decentre the pre-existing, autonomous subject of classic humanism. Like the accounts of Young and Grosz, however, Butler’s (1993) treatment of the ‘materialization’ of bodies is premised on an a priori, rather than enacted, distinction of human from other kinds of matter. What we need in order to refurbish the agency of matter, says Barad, are post-humanist accounts of performativity that recognize the inevitable inseparability of material and discursive without reducing the agency of the former to that of the latter or, conversely, returning to nostalgia for the omnipotent material. As Barad (2003: 824, original emphasis) reminds us, the ‘material is always already material-discursive—that is what it means to matter’.

Ashcraft et al.’s (2009: 34) effort to redress such problems in the context of organization studies develops a post-humanist conception of communication as an evolutionary process that belongs neither to the ideational nor material realm but, rather, has a stake in both:


Instead, communication is the mechanism whereby the material and ideational co-mingle and transform accordingly. In communication, symbol becomes material; material becomes symbol; and neither stay the same as a result. Applied to the case of bodies, it is insufficient to say that there are actual bodies and notions of bodies, and that communication employs the former to express the latter. Rather, in communication, ideas materialize in bodies in un/expected ways; ideas take root or shift in response to bodily resistance; and bodies are experientially and literally altered.5



In this view, ‘facts’ and ‘constructions’ can never be entirely disentangled. Each is already embedded in the other; they evolve and can only be apprehended in relation. As the excerpt suggests, the split of material and ideational begins to dissolve in this new understanding of communication, into shape-shifting permutations that rest on their ever-unfolding fusion rather than their dialectical relation. The motif here is not interaction, but interpenetration.6

It is in this commitment to interpenetration that material agency arrives on the scene intact. Meaning is not the sole purview of human talk or thought; it is diffused across a variety of matter dubbed human and non-human. Because the discourse–material relation unfolds through this multiplicity of agencies, we need a fuller accounting of participants in the co-construction of organizational realities (Cooren 2006b); but Barad (2003) cautions that such ‘agents’ are indeterminate until enacted. In this sense, the discursive–material relation plays out in intra-action, not interaction. Whereas the latter ‘presumes the prior existence of independent entities’ acting on one another (Barad 2003: 815), the former suspends such demarcations for given performances:


Agency is a matter of intra-acting; it is an enactment, not something that someone or something has. Agency cannot be designated as an attribute of ‘subjects’ or ‘objects’ (as they do not preexist as such). Agency is not an attribute whatsoever—it is ‘doing’/’being’ in its intra-activity. Agency is the enactment of iterative changes to particular practices through the dynamics of intra-activity. (826–7)



We suggest that, for discourse scholars in organization studies, and gender and organization scholars in particular, ‘communication’ is a productive way to conceptualize and explore the dynamic process of agency evolving in intra-activity. Here, communication is redefined as the ongoing, situated, and embodied process whereby agencies are enacted that interpenetrate discourse and materiality toward ‘meaning that matters’, constituting the very existence and relation of work, worker, organization, member, and affiliated phenomena like gender (for more, see Ashcraft et al. 2009). Phrased in more straightforward terms, communication is not about humans wielding symbols towards material effects. It is, rather, the agentic process through which matter and discourse intertwine and become felt and known. Communication is how discursive–material permutations become ‘real-ized’.

This conception of communication, we argue, has the potential to avoid the twin pitfalls of prioritizing discursive agency and sustaining the discourse–materiality split. As it foregrounds the unfolding formation, transformation, and dissolution of material–discursive permutations, it brings a multitude of agencies—‘human’, ‘non-human’, and their many mergers—into the picture. Equally vital, it stays grounded in the concrete, vibrant, and erratic—in a word, real—environments of everyday life, resisting the temptation to drift into abstractions of infinite possibility. Thus far, however, it may not be evident how this model of communication informs gendered organizing per se. To render our proposal directly applicable and accessible to gender and organization studies, we demonstrate next its potential to ‘reorganize’ gendered violence.

APPLYING THE FIFTH FRAME: THE CASE OF VIOLENCE, GENDER, AND ORGANIZATION

The interpenetrating real-izations of the material and the ideational are especially consequential in violence. Because of the presumed physicality of violence and its associated symbolic weight, those who make efforts to locate violence and its gendering grapple with definitional tensions that the fifth frame brings to the fore. In this section, we highlight these material–discursive interpenetrations of gendered violence and, in so doing, complicate the organization of violent agency.

By way of drawing out these definitional tensions, imagine two scenarios along with us. First, conjure an image of a fistfight in a bar. One of the brawlers throws a punch, and in the moment the fist meets the cheek, the violence is easily visible. The bar-room brawler who leaves with a black eye bears the physical evidence of the violence on his body. This episode may be easily categorized as violence, perhaps because the most readily available ideas of what counts as violence tend to be tethered to materially observable phenomena and outcomes. We invite you now to consider an example that, for some, may be more ambiguous. A male supervisor tells a female subordinate that the only way she can earn a pay bonus is by offering him sexual favours. In the US, this type of interaction could be considered quid pro quo sexual harassment. Unlike the bar-room brawl, this example involves no immediately visible, physical impact. Other material effects, such as the possible loss of an employment benefit, are not in themselves enough to ground a claim to violence (e.g. an employee who is told that her annual bonus is contingent upon satisfactory job performance reviews is not experiencing violence). In this case, a claim to violence seems rooted in coercive interaction: the supervisor uses the threat of money as a type of force that renders free consent to sex impossible. Thus the symbolic reference to material outcomes (in the form of loss of pay or non-consensual sex) is part of the violence of this episode.

Tensions around claims of violence, as illustrated in these two examples, resonate with the dilemmas that motivate a fifth frame on gender, discourse, and organization. Although the recognition of violence is often attached to its physicality in person-to-person interactions, the fifth frame loosens this hold. Instead, it leads us to notice that (a) questions about what ‘really happened’, or what counts as violence, are symbolic-material contests; (b) the coercive elements of violence are embedded in its discursive physicality; and (c) the organization of these contests and elements exceeds any individual.

Making these symbolic–material contests legible is especially important in the context of gendered violence where understandings of rape, other forms of sexual assault, and intimate partner violence have both pragmatic and political consequences. Those who study gendered violence, especially through critical and/or feminist lenses, are at pains to establish the realities of the gendered perpetration of these episodes of violence. Most scholars of violence agree that males are the primary perpetrators of intimate partner violence and other forms of sexual assault (e.g. Kimmel 2002; Katz 2006). The same community of scholars who ground their analysis of violence in a sexed material world is vexed around how to generate the symbolic space for non-violence (e.g. Marcus 1992; Cahill 2001; Mardorossian 2002). By repeatedly asserting the maleness of violent perpetration, scholars risk reiterating an association between masculinity and the ability to enact violence. Under this rubric, both recognizing the masculinity of non-violent men and rendering a politically adept analysis of women who perpetrate violence against men become difficult. Further, theoretical approaches to gendered violence may reinforce a problematic discursive–material binary that casts femininity as anti- or non-violent (and, consequently, easily associated with victimization) and masculinity as always violent (and, thus, readily aligned with agency).

The tangle between discourse and materiality around gender-based violence is clear in critiques of research findings that men and women commit intimate partner violence (IPV) at equal rates. Johnson (1995, 2005), for example, points out that these studies have confused common couple violence (which is not considered IPV) with intimate terrorism (which is considered to be IPV). The difference between the two is the extent to which the violence is part of a more comprehensive system of control and abuse within a relationship, and that system of control and abuse includes elements that are not purely material or exceed the material: verbal and emotional abuse, intimidation, social isolation, and threats. Here, Johnson’s comments reflect an assumption embedded in the most commonly used model for this type of gender-based violence (the one used by the US Centers for Disease Control and Prevention as well as numerous women’s shelters and violence prevention programmes). For an episode of violence to be considered gender-based, it is not enough merely for physical violence to be present. Rather, the ways in which the material and discursive elements interact determines the gendered nature of the violence.

What exactly, though, is the relationship between the material and the discursive in gender-based violence? Some scholars figure the discursive and the material as a continuum where sexual harassment (like the kind described in our second scenario) lies at one end and gang rape on the other (e.g. Kelly 1988). Others suggest that physical and discursive actions have similar effects, such as Projansky (2001: 2–3, original emphasis) who argues that ‘rape discourse is part of the fabric of what rape is … Like physical actions, rape discourses have the capacity to inform, indeed embody and make way for, future actions, even physical ones’. Others still suggest that utterances and configurations of the discursive cause physical manifestations of gender-based violence or make physical violence more likely (e.g. Burt 1980; Edwards et al. 2011). These varied theorizations of the discourse–material relationship have impacts on the recognition of gender-based violence. That is, explanations that slide too completely towards the material or the discursive often exist at odds with projects to eradicate these forms of violence.

Feminist activist groups, such as the US-based Feminist Majority Foundation, have advocated for rape kits that gather evidence following an assault to be available at community centres, including hospitals, for free. They have also agitated for the processing of the massive backlog of evidence collected with these kits. This line of action focuses attention on the material effects of rape. These effects, of course, are crucially important, and the documentation of these effects often is a prerequisite for entry into the justice system. An emphasis on the physicality of rape, however, may reinforce the myth that rape occurs in the presence of overt force and may make sexual violence involving the complexities of coercion and manipulation—the far more common type of sexual violence—less intelligible as such. On the other hand, attention to the interpretive, discursive elements of sexual violence can lead to problematic arguments in which lack of clarity about how to name and define violence is taken to be evidence that violence did not occur (e.g. Roiphe 1993).

This kind of argument played out in public conversations around the allegations of sexual assault brought against former director of the International Monetary Fund, Dominique Strauss-Kahn. The hotel employee who alleged that Strauss-Kahn assaulted her was discredited when her description of the events changed. That is, if the material facts of the case were not clear, then serious doubts about whether violence occurred came to dominate public impressions. Here we see part of why activists work so hard, then, to ground claims of violence in the real. Those committed to the eradication of gender-based violence engage the relationship between the material and the discursive in concert with pragmatic considerations about how theories of the verbal-physical aspects of gender-based violence play out in a collective ability to talk about, respond to, and prevent these assaults.

Thus far, our discussion of gendered violence has focused on its discursive–material interpenetrations. To inflect violence through the fifth frame in relationship to organization, however, not only makes these interpenetrations legible but, in so doing, problematizes violent agency. Common conceptualizations of violence—in part because of their focus on material, bodily injury and a bounded moment in which that injury occurs—tend to be tethered to an individual, human actor. To think of a person who commits violence, a type of violence Žižek (2008) calls ‘subjective’ violence, is relatively straightforward. Yet understandings of violence untethered from an individual person, or violence rooted in complex, diffuse systems and processes are more difficult to conceptualize (Catley and Jones 2002; Presser 2005; Smith 2005). In an assertion that those individual moments of violence committed by a person constitute what violence is, we assume that humans are the sole violent agents.

Yet this emphasis on individuals who commit violence is difficult to reconcile with a communicative approach to materiality which claims that ‘humans and other living creatures do not own action’ (Ashcraft et al. 2009: 36). In what follows, we draw two lines in a sketch for theorizing the organizational aspects of gendered violence in relationship to a dominant tendency to locate violent agency in individuals. This sketch requires that we render violence such that it exceeds an intentional subject yet also accumulates in organizational embodiment.

If, following Barad (1998: 112), we trouble the bifurcation between discourse and materiality and conceptualize agency as ‘an enactment and not something one has’, understandings of violence must move away from a total focus on intentionality.7 That is, to think through organization and violence, we cannot think only of a discrete subject in an organization. Systems, policies, and practices become central concerns, and individual episodes of injury look less like the beginning and end of violence. Ashcraft et al.’s (2009) discussion of knowledge offers a model for how violence would thus be reconceptualized. In this model, knowledge is seen as


an attribution made about practice, not as a discrete entity. Analytical interest thus shifts to processes of knowing—to the activity of problem-solving, which is always embodied, embedded in sites, and connected to the material circumstances through which it emerges … This approach holds that work is not so much interdependent lines of action among autonomous agents … as it is ongoing problem-solving across intra-organizational sites. (38, original emphasis)



Similarly, we might think of violence as ‘an attribution made about a practice’ (i.e. a claim made about gendered interactions and processes), ‘not as a discrete entity’. Some of these attributions are rooted in a moment of intense physicality (such as rape) where others are temporally and physically diffuse (such as hostile environment sexual harassment). This understanding of violence would shift our analytic attention to processes of ‘violence-ing’. We could argue that the activity of violence-ing is always embodied: perhaps an individual has a bodily experience involving fear of violation or has physical reactions to using or hearing violent phrases or symbols.8 To claim, as in the above excerpt, that the material–discursive aspects of violence are ‘embedded in sites and connected to material circumstances through which it emerges’ would call for an analytic attentive to the social, sexual, intellectual, and other forms of capital that circulate in particular organizations and around organizing.

Bourdieu’s work offers a second line to this sketch. Discussing what he calls symbolic violence, or ‘violence which is exercised upon a social agent with his or her complicity’ (Bourdieu and Wacquant 1992: 167), Bourdieu is careful to note that the ‘symbolic’ does not refer only to the realm of language. That is, he does not assume a bifurcation of the material and the discursive. Bourdieu and Wacquant (1992: 172) say that ‘we cannot understand symbolic violence and practice without forsaking entirely the scholastic opposition between coercion and consent, external imposition and internal impulse’. Thinking about violence, we have to conceptualize those individuals who commit violent acts as operating from both internal impulses and also conditions of external imposition. If responses to violence then focus only on the individual, part of the mechanism of violence has been ignored: embodied organizational elements. For Bourdieu and Wacquant (1992: 16), ‘habitus’ describes those ‘historical relations “deposited” within individual bodies in the form of mental and corporeal schemata of perception, appreciation, and action’. It is a ‘structuring mechanism’ that is ‘transcendent to the individual’ (18–19). Integrating Bourdieu with our communicative model, organizational violence is an attribution made about a practice or, in this case, an action that is itself embedded in embodied perceptions and appreciations. Enactments of violence can no longer be considered to emerge from an individual, but from an individual and an embodied accumulation of material–discursive relations (or, to borrow from Barad, intra-actions).

ILLUSTRATING THE FIFTH FRAME: COMMUNICATION AS DISCURSIVE–MATERIAL EVOLUTION IN THE PENN STATE SCANDAL

A close reading of the recent US controversy surrounding the Pennsylvania State University football programme—and, specifically, Assistant Coach Jerry Sandusky’s sexual misconduct and assault of young boys—can demonstrate more vividly how the fifth frame recasts discourse, gender, and organization. Public discussion of the scandal features a persistent concern that knowledgeable individuals did not report information about Sandusky to the police and university administration. Here, communication is figured as solely instrumental, and the problem is cast as the breakdown of channels for relaying messages about a straightforward reality. The Freeh report, for instance, suggests that the incidents at Penn State would have played out differently if only police officials had included a 1998 incident involving Sandusky in the police log. From the constitutive view of discourse advanced by frames two, three, and four (performance, text-conversation, and social text), we would rightly critique the representationalist view of discourse—as mere expression and transmission, or relay of already existing reality—embedded in these discussions. We would underscore, for example, that knowing certain physical acts as ‘sexual abuse’ is a contested process, settled only through discursive negotiation. What we emphasize here, however, is how the fifth frame (communication as discursive–material evolution) retains this insight yet resists a total descent into discursivity.

Against a popular conception that locates violence in its physicality, the fifth frame asks us to consider the interpenetration of the discursive and the material in ways that move beyond a human inflicting bodily injury. A janitor who witnessed Sandusky abusing a child feared he would lose his job and did not want to challenge the powerful football programme. A child worried that he would no longer be invited to sit on the sidelines of football games if someone confronted Sandusky about the inappropriate interactions between Sandusky and the boy. Both of these individuals feared material loss (a job, an ability to attend games), and the material loss was tangled in the symbolic status of the team. The programme’s impressive record includes being one of the winningest, most competitive Division I teams in the US. Using Department of Education statistics, one source estimates that Penn State’s football programme made $31,619,687 in 2010–11, the second highest profit for a US collegiate football team (Jessop 2012). These successes are an element of what the Freeh report calls a ‘reverence for the football program that is ingrained at all levels of the campus community’ (Freeh et al. 2012: 17). This reverence is secured not only through material success, but also through the mobilization of dominant discourses. Part of the prestige of such a profitable team rests in its physical-symbolic invulnerability and impenetrability, key elements of a conquest-oriented, hegemonic heterosexuality that many scholars argue is embedded in athletic competition (e.g. Messner 2002; Enck-Wazner 2009). To acknowledge that a powerful male member of this community repeatedly desired and had sexual, physical contact with young male bodies disrupts the meaning, mattering, and enactment of violence that is woven through the fabric of reverence around Penn State.9

Finally, the fifth frame grounds us in the complexities of meaning and mattering that always exceed individuals. Unmooring violence from its nearly total association with physicality, while reasserting constitutive views of communication, requires that we think beyond centred, intentional, human actors. Public conversations and some aspects of the Freeh report have persistently sought to attach blame to individuals involved in a larger enactment of violence. Mike McQueary, Joe Paterno, Tim Curley, and Gary Schultz have all been criticized during a continual search for the people who let this happen. Although we find the actions of many of these individuals reprehensible and in some instances criminal, the search for discrete origins of violence allows important elements of its enactment to disappear. That is, if we expand the location of agency to encompass not only individual humans but also organizing, we cannot help but shift away from efforts to eradicate violence by removing single people (or the symbolic renderings of those people) from organizations.

A poignant example can be found in the debate over whether to remove a statue of Coach Paterno from the Penn State campus, a conflict that exemplifies our abiding cultural faith in individual freedom of action, especially the feats and failures of ‘great men’. To remove the statue reinforces the rooting of both reverence and blame in a human whose very presence (at once matter and meaning) arguably evolves through an amalgam of forces that enacted ‘his’ agency. Rather than exorcize Paterno’s physical-symbolic legacy, as embodied in this statue, the fifth frame leads us to argue for a refiguring of a meaning of the statue, perhaps through the addition of a reflective plaque that reads: ‘In the wake of our knowledge of rampant abuse perpetrated on these grounds, this statue serves to remind us of the institutions we make; which exceed the sum of individual minds, hands, and hearts; which enable great feats of collectivity; and which in turn make us, inhuman and otherwise’.

Because our rendering of the fifth frame is intended to be both responsive to current academic dialogues and a heuristic for continuing conversations, our reading of violence through the fifth frame both resonates with and departs from some of the existing literature on organization and violence. First, unlike some of the work on organization and violence (especially that on bullying), this approach foregrounds a gender analytic. Consequently, our reading of violence in relationship to discourse and organization is critical of the circulation of power. We do not argue, as some literature on organization and violence does, that organizing is inherently violent (e.g. Bergin and Westwood 2003; Pelzer 2003). Although our approach questions and complicates what counts as violence, we do not want the category ‘violence’ to grow overly capacious, and its limit conditions are established here through feminism. Second, a reading of violence through the fifth frame departs from an extensive literature that considers violence in organizations (e.g. Chaberlain et al. 2008). This collection of scholarship takes violence to be an interpersonal phenomenon that accrues an organizational component because of the location or context in which it occurs. Violence, in this literature, is a fully human enactment. Studies that identify organizational features that make the human enactment of violence more or less likely (e.g. Salin 2003) move towards but do not fully articulate organizational agency, however that extra-human agency tends to take root through discourse (e.g. Conrad and Taylor 1994; Dougherty and Smythe 2004). Third, like Hearn and Parkin’s (2001) work on organizational violation, this approach considers the ways in which violence exists not only in a moment of physical injury, but in a complex interaction between both the material and symbolic aspects of that violence, both of which have material effects. As such, this approach begins to establish agency in violence that includes and extends beyond an individual human perpetrator.

CONCLUSION

This chapter has worked along two simultaneous trajectories: first, (a) familiarizing gender and organization scholars who are less attuned to discourse studies with the nature and contribution of a ‘constitutive’ view; and second, (b) developing, for the specific context of gender and organization studies, a constitutive view of discourse that better accounts for contemporary conversations about materiality. We began with four available frames on the relationship among discourse, gender, and organization (i.e. discourse as outcome, performance, text-conversation, and social text). We then explained how the constitutive view of discourse advanced by the latter three has come under fire in recent years—chiefly, for reinscribing the split of discursive and material as it empowers discourse at the expense of matter, such that material agency is weakened, already prefigured in discursive terms.

In response, we developed a fifth frame—communication as discursive–material evolution—which emphasizes the ongoing interpenetration of discourse and matter in the intra-actions of everyday life. Based on key developments in organizational communication and feminist theory, the fifth frame advances a post-humanist conception of communication as the central process whereby discourse and material collide and fuse in agentic enactments that yield ‘meaning that matters’.10 These evolving fusions constitute the very existence and relation of work, organization, and gender.

To demonstrate how this lens can be particularly useful for gender and organization studies, we examined its potential to help us ‘reorganize’ (i.e. reconceptualize and develop a stronger account of how organization per se ‘matters’ in) gendered violence. Specifically, we showed how the fifth frame loosens gendered violence from the either–or trap that perpetuates the divide and conflict of material and discursive: on the one hand, (a) a representationalist view that casts sexual abuse as a primarily physical reality transmitted through discourse (i.e. omnipotent matter) and, on the other, (b) a constitutive view that casts sexual abuse as a reality made entirely through discursive negotiation (i.e. omnipotent discourse). Despite their apparent opposition, both place the a priori ‘human’ at the centre of violent agency, directing us to hunt for culpable individuals, the perpetrators and co-conspirators. In so doing, both neglect other evolving discursive–material agencies (e.g. the imperative interests of a flourishing football programme)—specifically, organizational agencies—which create and authorize capacities for violence-ing, including those heroic figures of ‘great men’ we rush to praise and blame. In this way, the fifth frame shifts attention from definite origins to distributed enactments of gendered violence—that is, towards performances of violence in ongoing communication, particularly as these come to appear to us like discrete interpersonal incidents between perpetrator and victim. The fifth frame asks not ‘who is to blame’ but, rather, ‘what agencies are enacting this formation of violence’, ‘how are incidents and participants, and the evident boundaries around them, produced’, and ‘what are our investments in the quest for a guilty origin?’

Ultimately, it is our hope that reading gender and organizational phenomena, like violence, through the fifth frame can advance our understanding of discourse and materiality, allowing us to grasp their complex relation and more fully decentre the human. Rather than silence questions of agency, accountability, and transformation, such an approach beckons us to reimagine them in a thoroughly networked or systemic—in a word, organizational—way.

NOTES

1. For an elaboration of ‘text’ and ‘conversation’, see Taylor and Van Every (2000). Ashcraft (2004) employs this framework as a sense-making device: Gender and organization scholars have not often utilized this framework directly, but it provides a useful way to capture what distinguishes frame three.

2. Read in light of this paragraph, the present volume’s title summons only the first two frames.

3. Gender-sexual wordplay is intentional.

4. The depiction of subfield relations provided in this paragraph is intended as a ‘broad brush’ portrait for readers less familiar with discourse and communication studies. We readily acknowledge exceptions to every general trend observed here, but a ‘close-up’ rendering requires far greater nuance than space affords.

5. To avoid confusion, it is worth noting that ‘symbol’ and ‘idea’ are used interchangeably in this quote, and that ‘discourse’ may just as well suffice. The point is that all three constructs, often lumped together as idealist explanations of organizational life, are already imbricated in what we know as material, and vice versa. Moreover, while Ashcraft et al. (2009) refer to human bodies here, Barad’s (2003) point in the previous paragraph guides us to reread this excerpt as including ‘bodies’ of all kinds.

6. Again, the gender-sexual wordplay is intentional. We find the notion of ‘interpenetration’ especially provocative for the mutuality and reciprocity of agency it evokes. Consider the contrastingly passive equality implied by ‘interdependence’, an alternate term we might have used. Also, much like the theoretical shift we trace here, the notion of interpenetration refuses persistent imagery of the symbolic as ‘soft’ against the ‘hardness’ of materiality.

7. A move away from intentionality is not a move away from accountability. This theorization should not be read as a move to excuse those individuals who perpetrate violence. To argue that violent enactment exceeds individuals is not to argue that violence does not involve individuals. Rather, it is simultaneously to condemn the individual perpetration of violence and to complicate our understanding of that perpetration by exploring how agency, for both individual and organization, is figured through discursive–material intra-actions.

8. The work of communobiologists, who document the bodily effects of communicative acts, could offer a useful post-positivist articulation of the material impact on individual bodies of particular utterances or symbolic actions.

9. We are not arguing that success in competitive sporting leads to violence, nor are we arguing that the multiple relationships between athletics of the bedroom and the football field are only detrimental or necessarily dangerous. This is a misreading that relies upon the perpetual search for a discrete origin of violence that we want to write beyond. We are seeking, here, to think broadly about how the physical moments of violence exist in relationship to the symbolic-material successes and status of the programme.

10. We could just as easily use the double entendre ‘matters of meaning’. In other words, our intent here is to prioritize neither matter nor meaning, in keeping with our proposal.
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PART II

GENDER IN LEADERSHIP AND MANAGEMENT


CHAPTER 7

FEMALE ADVANTAGE

Revisited

ALICE H. EAGLY, LEIRE GARTZIA, AND LINDA L. CARLI

HEADLINES in the popular press trumpet a female advantage theme: ‘No Doubts: Women Are Better Managers’ (Smith 2009); ‘Women in Top Jobs Are Viewed as “Better Leaders Than Men”’ (Daily Mail 2010); and ‘The Spectacular Triumph of Working Women Around the World’ (Thompson 2012). These and other newspaper and magazine articles praising women leaders often claim that women have superior leadership styles and that the inclusion of women executives improves companies’ profitability.

The early proponents of such views included writers such as Loden (1985), Helgesen (1990), and Rosener (1990), whose opinions attracted attention, but who evidently failed to persuade the business community, given women’s slow progress, especially at the higher levels of corporate leadership. But perhaps the situation is now changing. Recently, very positive assessments of women as leaders have come from influential voices within the business community. The most prominent example is McKinsey Consulting’s series of four reports labelled Women Matter (described at http://www.mckinsey.com/Features/Women_Matter), whose authors argued that the inclusion of women in leadership groups enhances corporate competitiveness. These reports claimed positive effects of managerial women and ascribed these effects mainly to women’s presumably superior leadership styles: ‘If today’s corporations lack the most effective leadership behaviors to meet future challenges, it is a matter of some urgency to reinforce and develop these behaviors. Developing gender diversity is a key lever to achieve this, since women adopt most of these behaviors more frequently than men. (Desvaux and Devillard 2008: 15).

Accompanying this increasing interest in women managers is academic research exploring women’s contributions to management. High-impact journals relevant to business and management have featured numerous articles on women and gender, including Academy of Management Journal (e.g. Powell and Greenhaus 2010), Journal of Management (e.g. Roth et al. 2012), and Journal of Applied Psychology (e.g. Rosette and Tost 2010). Specialty journals on women and management have also appeared, such as Gender in Management in 2008 and Gender, Work and Organization in 1994. Furthermore, scanning book titles on women and management at the Amazon website reveals a plethora of recent trade books featuring female advantage themes, such as How Remarkable Women Lead: The Breakthrough Model for Work and Life by Barsh et al. (2009); Women Lead the Way by Tarr-Whelan (2009); and The Female Vision: Women’s Real Power at Work by Helgesen and Johnson (2010).

Despite this expansion of popular and academic interest in understanding how gender may affect leadership and management, many questions remain. Previously, Eagly and Carli (2003a, 2003b) and Vecchio (2002, 2003) reviewed existing academic research in a scholarly debate about the possible advantages of women as leaders. Because considerable new research has accumulated in the decade since those articles appeared, the time seems right to revisit these questions.

Before launching into our analysis, we first note that discussions of a female leadership advantage are too often oversimplified. In reality, the phenomenon must be deconstructed into its component parts. One issue is whether women and men behave differently as leaders, either on average or in some particular situations, and if so, whether these differences occur in the types of behaviours that are known to be effective. Also, women may differ from men in consequential ways other than leadership style—in particular, in their values and attitudes. Addressing such issues about sex differences and similarities should not end an analysis.1 As long as leadership remains culturally masculine, the context of leadership is different for women than men. In particular, prejudicial reactions may penalize women but not men even when their behaviours are equivalent. The cultural and organizational context of leadership may thus challenge women in ways that undercut their effectiveness. Nonetheless, given contemporary flux in gender roles and in norms about good leadership, the opportunities for effective female leadership may be greater than at any time in the past. This chapter evaluates the plausibility of this claim.

SEX-RELATED LEADERSHIP STYLES

Given that leaders’ style is an important influence on their effectiveness (Yukl 2010), much of the interest in women as leaders has centred on whether they lead differently than men, and, if so, whether these style differences contribute to their effectiveness. As Eagly and Carli (2003a) reported, research reveals some sex-related differences in leadership style. A meta-analysis of 162 studies of leadership style found that female managers overall adopted a more democratic and less autocratic leadership style than male managers did (Eagly and Johnson 1990). In contrast, no sex-related differences were found among managers in the gender-stereotypical tendencies for men to be more task-oriented and women more interpersonally oriented; these differences were stronger in non-managerial samples, especially among university students. A subsequent meta-analysis added credence to Eagly and Johnson’s findings by revealing stereotypical sex differences in democratic versus autocratic leadership style (van Engen and Willemsen 2004).

Eagly and Johnson (1990) argued that organizational norms about appropriate managerial behavior tend to suppress any sex differences in the aspects of style captured by measures of task and interpersonal orientation. Yet, these norms surely differ across organizations, given that women did tend to have a more interpersonally oriented style than men in leader roles that were less male-dominated. Eagly and Johnson also argued that women’s preference for democratic and participative leadership styles made sense given strong gender norms prohibiting women from leading in an autocratic, directive manner. Yet, this sex-related difference in leadership style was also stronger in less male-dominated leader roles. It thus appears that there is more leeway for culturally feminine leadership styles in contexts where greater numbers of women inhabit leader roles.

Do these findings shed any light on the issue of female advantage? Judge et al.’s (2004) meta-analysis demonstrated that both task-oriented and interpersonally oriented styles were positively correlated with leaders’ effectiveness, but the absence of consistent sex differences in these behaviours precludes them from creating an overall advantage for either sex. More pertinent is the sex difference in autocratic versus democratic leadership style, which pertains to leaders’ sharing of their decision-making power with subordinates. Although earlier meta-analyses found that the effectiveness of autocratic and democratic leadership depended on a variety of situational factors (e.g. Gastil 1994; Foels et al. 2000), subsequent research has suggested that non-linear relationships between these styles and effectiveness may be common. In particular, research by Ames and Flynn (2007) focused on leaders’ assertiveness, understood as actively pursuing and defending one’s own interests versus cooperatively taking followers’ interests into account. This research demonstrated that high levels of assertiveness tend to damage social relationships, whereas low levels limit goal achievement. Because of these trade-offs, the middle ground of moderate assertiveness is, in general, more effective than the high or low extremes. Additional research would be required to determine whether, consistent with the female advantage hypothesis, the tendency for women to lead somewhat more democratically than men typically places women in this advantageous middle ground.

In the last twenty years many researchers have turned their attention to transformational leadership, a style that is attuned to the complexities of leading in modern organizations (Bass 1998; Avolio 2010). Transformational leaders are characterized by their ability to serve as inspirational role models, generate good human relationships, develop followers, and motivate them to go beyond the confines of their job descriptions. Researchers have contrasted this type of leadership with transactional leadership, which involves using rewards and punishments to motivate subordinates, thus appealing to their self-interest. Researchers have also examined a laissez-faire style of leadership that is characterized by a general failure to take responsibility for managing.

A meta-analysis of forty-five studies examined research comparing men’s and women’s transformational, transactional, and laissez-faire leadership (Eagly et al. 2003). Results revealed small sex differences (reported in the d metric of standardized differences, with differences in the male direction given a positive sign). Women were generally more transformational than men (mean d = −0.10) and also more transactional in terms of providing rewards for satisfactory performance (mean d = −0.13). Women’s transformational leadership differed most from men’s in individualized consideration, that is, a focus on developing and mentoring followers and attending to their individual needs (mean d = −0.19). In contrast, compared with women, men showed more transactional leadership by emphasizing followers’ mistakes and failures (mean d = 0.12) and waiting until problems become severe before intervening (mean d = 0.12). Men were also more likely than women to manifest laissez-faire leadership (mean d = 0.16). These results were replicated in a large-scale study of leadership by Antonakis et al. (2003) and also in research reported by Desvaux and Devillard (2008) in the second of the McKinsey Woman Matter reports. Other research has suggested that workplaces with more women in management may have practices that reflect women’s greater transformational leadership. Specifically, Melero (2011) found more monitoring of employee feedback and concern with mentoring and developing employees with more women in management teams.

These findings have implications for female advantage. As confirmed by three meta-analyses (Lowe et al. 1996; Judge and Piccolo 2004; Wang et al. 2011), transformational style and the component of transactional style that involves providing rewards were correlated with effectiveness in contemporary organizational contexts. In contrast, managers’ reliance on the more negative, punishing aspect of transactional leadership was only weakly associated with effectiveness. The transactional component involving delaying action until problems become severe and the laissez-faire style were negatively associated with effectiveness.

Given these effectiveness findings, an obvious implication of sex-related differences in transformational, transactional, and laissez-faire leadership is that the styles favoured by women relate positively to effectiveness, whereas the styles favoured by men either do not or do so only weakly. In support of this interpretation, female managers received higher effectiveness ratings than male managers in the subset of the studies in Eagly et al.’s (2003) meta-analysis that provided effectiveness data. Although the clearest evidence for female advantage in leadership style thus derives from research on transformational, transactional, and laissez-faire styles, the effect sizes for these differences are quite small, raising questions about their importance. Although small differences, when repeatedly enacted across time and settings, can produce relatively large effects (e.g. Abelson 1985), researchers should resist the temptation to label transformational leadership as feminine (see also Billing and Alvesson 2000). Instead, this culturally androgynous style can be comfortably and appropriately enacted by men as well as women.

Any advantage associated with women’s styles could be magnified if people recognized that these sex differences in style exist and that the particular styles favoured by women enhance effectiveness. On the other hand, if people are unaware of the differences in female and male styles or the effectiveness associated with the different styles, or if they evaluate the same styles less favourably when enacted by women than men, any female advantage would be undermined. Exploring such possibilities, Vinkenburg et al. (2011) found that participants asked to identify the leadership style of typical men and women (or typical male and female managers) correctly estimated the sex differences in transformational and transactional style. This accuracy favours the idea of female advantage.

To further explore potential advantages of transformational and transactional leadership styles, a second study by these researchers examined the perceived importance of these styles for women’s and men’s promotion to different levels in organizations (Vinkenburg et al. 2011). One relatively agentic component of transformational style, inspirational motivation, was perceived as more important for men than women and especially important for promotion to CEO. In contrast, the more communal component of individualized consideration was perceived as more important for women than men and especially important for promotion from middle to senior management. These findings revealed conventional gender norms whereby participants prescribed behaviours for female leaders that are more communal, but less helpful for achieving the highest level of corporate success. Moreover, as suggested by Ayman et al.’s (2009) research, male subordinates of female transformational leaders may be less willing than female subordinates to perceive such women as effective. These subtleties of transformational leadership thus can complicate women’s path to high positions.

OTHER SEX-RELATED DIFFERENCES

To complement findings on gender and leadership style, researchers have explored other potential bases for female advantage in leadership. One example is the dispositional trait of emotional intelligence, generally defined as the ability to perceive, use, understand, and manage emotions (Mayer et al. 2004). Business writers have argued that emotional intelligence is crucial to effective leadership (e.g. Goleman et al. 2002). According to a meta-analysis by Joseph and Newman (2010), women are superior to men on performance-based measures of emotional intelligence although not on self-reported ability measures. Consequently, women’s apparently better emotional intelligence might yield female advantage if emotional intelligence enhances leaders’ effectiveness. However, Joseph and Newman’s data also showed that emotional intelligence was associated with better performance mainly in jobs that require considerable emotional labour (e.g. interacting with customers in a consistently cheerful, friendly manner), which may not include all or even most leader roles. Moreover, the relations between emotional intelligence and transformational leadership appear to be quite weak (see meta-analysis by Harms and Credé 2010). Therefore, the conditions under which women’s emotional intelligence may enhance their performance as leaders remain to be discovered.

Also potentially relevant to a female leadership advantage are differences between women and men in values and attitudes. Consistent with Gilligan’s (1982) claims about women’s caring, relational qualities, cross-national surveys have shown that, in general, women accord more importance than men to the social values of benevolence and universalism (Schwartz and Rubel 2005). Benevolence refers to ‘preservation and enhancement of the welfare of people with whom one is in frequent personal contact’ and universalism to the ‘understanding, appreciation, tolerance, and protection for the welfare of all people and for nature’ (Schwartz and Rubel 2005: 1010–11). Similarly, other research has found that, compared with men, women endorse social values that promote the welfare of others (Beutel and Marini 1995) and socially compassionate social policies and moral practices that uphold marriage, the family, and organized religion (Eagly et al. 2004). But do these differences between women and men in general surveys hold up among more elite samples of women leaders? Although research on CEOs and board members of Swedish listed companies did replicate known sex-related differences in benevolence and universalism values (Adams and Funk 2012), considerably more research is needed on the generalizability of such findings.

Sex-related differences in leaders’ values and attitudes are plausibly reflected in the behaviours of women and men in legislatures and on corporate boards. As members of legislative bodies, women are more likely than their male colleagues to advocate for changes that promote the interests of women, children, and families and that support public welfare in areas such as health care and education (for reviews, see Paxton et al. 2007; Wängnerud 2009). Although women are not a monolithic political block, these tendencies in general transcend political parties and nations. Similarly, a study of Indian women village leaders who gained office through a government mandate revealed that women more than men favoured policies that provided for the public good, such as bringing clean water to villages (Beaman et al. 2009). Moreover, the proportion of women on corporate boards in the Fortune 500 predicts the companies’ philanthropy and charitable giving (Williams 2003). Likewise, the mandated addition of women to Norwegian corporate boards was followed by smaller workforce reductions, a change attributed to women’s greater concern with the welfare of employees and their families (Matsa and Miller 2013). A related study found that women-owned private firms in the United States were less likely than firms owned by men to lay off workers during a period of financial stresses (Matsa and Miller in press).

Sex differences in personal ethics are also potentially important for leadership. Meta-analyses of studies on ethical beliefs and decision-making have shown that women are more likely than men to support ethical business practices (Franke et al. 1997; Borkowski and Ugras 1998; see also Kish-Gephart et al. 2010). Consistent with these trends, the representation of women on corporate boards related to more positive social outcomes and greater corporate responsibility, especially through companies eschewing negative, unethical business practices (Boulouta 2013). Likewise, research on mandated women village council leaders in India showed that these women were less likely to pay bribes than their male counterparts (Beaman et al. 2009). Finally, at the national level, larger representations of women in parliaments were associated with less corruption (Dollar et al. 2001; Swamy et al. 2001). Although some researchers have questioned whether this relation survived controls for various confounds, including the possibility that men experience more opportunities for corruption (Goetz 2007), the association between female representation in parliaments and restraint of corruption appears to be robust, including in a controlled experimental design (Rivas 2013).

In summary, although some of the research on leadership style does suggest female advantage, the effects of sex-related values, attitudes, and ethical tendencies also warrant consideration. Whether the outcomes of these other female proclivities produce female advantage would depend on the larger political context. More benevolence and universalism, for example, would fit better with the agendas of some political parties than others. Moreover, in political and business environments where corruption is endemic, ethical office holders and managers might find it difficult to make deals that benefit their constituencies or companies. Nevertheless, research on values, attitudes, and ethics suggests some differences between female and male leaders that can be advantageous for women at least in some contexts.

FEMALE DISADVANTAGE

Despite the advantages that women may possess in leadership style and qualities such as prosocial, benevolent values, and ethical integrity, they often encounter disadvantages that flow from scepticism about their abilities as leaders. The roots of this prejudice are apparent in the incongruity between the characteristics usually ascribed to women and the characteristics typically ascribed to leaders (Eagly and Karau 2002; see also Burgess and Borgida 1999; Heilman 2001). Specifically, people tend to believe that women excel in communal qualities such as niceness, warmth, and friendliness, whereas leaders typically excel in agentic qualities such as assertiveness, competitiveness, and ambition. Because agentic characteristics are thought to be more typical of men, these perceptions disfavour women as leaders and favour men. The incongruity between the group stereotype about women and the requirements of leader roles is the major source of the prejudice against women leaders.

Over several decades, considerable evidence has accumulated that the female gender role is less consistent with leader roles than the male gender role is. Schein (1973) initiated this research with her widely replicated think manager, think male paradigm. In these studies, participants rated men, women, or successful middle managers on a long list of gender-stereotypical traits. The researchers then assessed the correlational relations of leaders’ traits to those of women and of men. In research implementing an agency–communion paradigm (Powell and Butterfield 1979), participants rated leaders on male-typical (agentic) and female-typical (communal) traits. The researchers then determined whether leaders were viewed as relatively more agentic than communal. Also, in a masculinity–femininity paradigm, participants rated various managerial occupations on bipolar scales assessing masculinity versus femininity (Shinar 1975). The researchers then determined whether these occupations were on the masculine side of the androgynous midpoint of such scales. A meta-analysis by Koenig et al. (2011) revealed robust effects across all three of these paradigms. Leadership was perceived as decidedly masculine, especially in the minds of men. Specifically, leaders were viewed as more similar to men than women (e.g. Schein 1973), more agentic than communal (e.g. Powell and Butterfield 1979), and more masculine than feminine (e.g. Shinar 1975).

Relevant to understanding female disadvantage is a distinction that social psychologists often make about two aspects of social stereotypes: descriptive stereotypes, which are consensual expectations about the attributes of members of a social group, and prescriptive stereotypes, which are consensual expectations about the attributes that members of a social group ought to have (Fiske and Stevens 1993; Cialdini and Trost 1998). As we will explain, descriptive stereotypes create a double standard that reduces women’s access to most leader roles, and prescriptive stereotypes create a double bind that complicates women’s task of carrying out leader roles.

Descriptive gender stereotypes coupled with the masculine image of leadership create distrust of women’s leadership abilities. Even those women who possess objectively excellent qualifications generally have to overcome others’ suspicions that they are not well equipped to lead. The result is a double standard: women have to be better qualified for leadership than men (e.g. Lyness and Heilman 2006). Moreover, the descriptive aspects of the female gender role can serve as a self-fulfilling prophecy undermining women’s leadership, as shown in experiments on stereotype threat. In this research, participants were asked to choose a leader or follower role for a group task after first viewing ads with gender stereotypical portrayals of women or non-stereotypical content. Bringing the female stereotype to mind caused the women (but not the men) to express less interest in becoming the group leader and more interest in taking a follower role (Davies et al. 2005). Culturally shared stereotypes about women thus seem to deter women from taking interest in becoming a leader.

Descriptive stereotypes also limit women’s access to high levels of leadership by channelling women into roles that seem more communal. In particular, managerial women are more likely than their male counterparts to hold staff positions rather than line management positions. Yet, line management and its responsibility for profit and loss provide a much surer route to higher executive positions (Galinsky et al. 2003; Catalyst 2004). The concentration of women in staff management is one reason why women on average have less authority than men have, even when controlling for job status, education, and experience (Smith 2002).

Stereotyping also affects the complexity of the tasks that managerial women perform. Compared with male managers, female managers are less likely to gain appropriately demanding assignments, known as developmental job experiences (e.g. Ohlott et al. 1994; King et al. 2012). Being thought generally less competent for management, women are often assigned simpler tasks, or they end up with such work as a result of participatory task allocations (e.g. De Pater et al. 2009, 2010). Women therefore are more likely than men to have relatively unchallenging work that yields only limited rewards, even for outstanding performance.

Despite women’s difficulties in achieving challenging assignments, they are more likely than men to be given highly risky assignments that often produce failures, a phenomenon known as the glass cliff (Ryan and Haslam 2007). Archival research on firms as well as experimental studies have found that women were more likely than men to be chosen for leadership positions in companies experiencing downturns (Ryan and Haslam 2005; see also Haslam et al. 2010; Gartzia et al. 2012). The preference for women in risky contexts derives not from the perception that women would be generally more effective in improving company performance, but from beliefs that traditional feminine traits would enable women to manage people during the crisis and, if necessary, to take the blame for failure (Ryan et al. 2011). The potential hazard in taking highly risky assignments—for example, a CEO position in a company that is threatened with bankruptcy—is obvious. Career success usually depends on access to tasks that are neither extremely risky nor unchallenging, but obtaining such assignments is apparently not straightforward for women.

Compounding the challenges from descriptive gender stereotypes that limit women’s access to desirable leadership roles are prescriptive gender stereotypes that create conflicting demands for female leaders. Women are expected to behave communally, whereas most leader roles call for a good deal of agentic behaviour. These expectations result in a double bind in which communal female leaders may be criticized as insufficiently decisive and authoritative, whereas agentic female leaders may be criticized as insufficiently nice and considerate. Women leaders who violate the prescriptions of the leader stereotype or the female gender stereotype are disliked and experience lower evaluations of their performance (Eagly et al. 1992; Eagly and Karau 2002; but see Livingston et al. 2012 for findings on Black women). Moreover, many studies have revealed a backlash phenomenon whereby women are penalized for appearing to seek power (Okimoto and Brescoll 2010) and engaging in other high-status, dominant behaviours (Rudman et al. 2012). In addition, women, compared with men, are penalized for assertively negotiating for a higher salary for themselves (Bowles et al. 2007; Amanatullah and Tinsley 2012), talking a lot in public settings (Brescoll 2011), expressing angry emotions (Brescoll and Uhlmann 2008), or performing outstandingly in masculine domains (Heilman et al. 2004). This backlash against female agency, which researchers have repeatedly demonstrated, limits the range of behaviours that women managers can deploy to good effect.

Female leaders can alleviate the problem of the double bind to some extent by exhibiting both agentic and communal behaviour (Heilman and Okimoto 2007; Johnson et al. 2008; see also Eagly and Carli 2007). When women do overcome the double standard and the double bind and achieve exceptionally high levels of leadership, they are sometimes credited for having overcome those very barriers (Lyness and Heilman 2006). One study has shown, for example, that a woman described to participants as a successful CEO personally responsible for her own success was seen as more communal, agentic, and effective than a comparably successful man (Rosette and Tost 2010). Moreover, the participants perceived the woman to have relied on more feminine management tactics and to have overcome double standards more than the man, and these inferences mediated the relation between sex of leader and leader effectiveness.

THE EFFECTIVENESS OF FEMALE AND MALE LEADERS

Given the findings on female advantage and disadvantage, it would be rash to predict that women ordinarily would be judged as more effective leaders than men. Indeed, studies assessing leaders’ effectiveness typically rely on participants’ ratings of individual leaders, and undoubtedly such ratings may be contaminated by gender bias. Nevertheless, such ratings have some validity because leaders’ success depends in part on the approval of their colleagues and subordinates. In fact, a meta-analysis of ninety-six studies comparing the effectiveness of male and female leaders in generally comparable leadership roles found no overall difference between women and men (Eagly et al. 1995). However, the findings showed that some contexts clearly favoured male leaders, and some favoured female leaders. Specifically, in masculine settings, particularly the military, men received higher effectiveness ratings than women; in the least masculine settings, such as in education and social services, women received somewhat higher effectiveness ratings than men (Eagly et al. 1995). Therefore, the overall null effect of this meta-analysis was an arbitrary consequence of the distribution of the studies into differing organizational contexts.

Leaving aside the issue of individual leaders’ effectiveness, other research has explored whether groups and teams, including high-level leadership groups, perform more effectively when women are included as members. Gender-diverse groups, like groups that are diverse on other bases such as race, have the potential to outperform less diverse groups because members from a greater range of socio-demographic categories are likely to have more varied perspectives, information, and approaches to problem-solving (Page 2007). Women, for example, may have greater insight than men into certain strategic issues, especially relating to female consumers and employees. However reasonable this argument, gender diversity and other forms of demographic diversity do not consistently lead to superior group performance. The most extensive meta-analysis of the influence of diversity on group performance found that gender diversity had essentially no overall effect on objectively measured performance outcomes, although these relationships were quite heterogeneous across studies (van Dijk et al. in press). To gain from diversity based on demographic attributes, organizations have to leverage this resource by lessening the conflict, communication barriers, and lack of mutual respect that can develop in identity-diverse groups (Van Knippenberg et al. 2004; Rink and Ellemers 2009).

In other efforts, numerous researchers have explored the effects of leaders’ gender diversity on the outcomes of the corporations that they lead. Specifically, interest has centred on the relation between the representation of women among corporate executives or directors and corporations’ financial performance. Several studies examining Fortune 500 and 1000 corporations and broader samples of US companies have found that the higher the percentage of women in such positions, the better the financial outcomes (e.g. Carter et al. 2003; Krishnan and Park 2005; Joy et al. 2007). Also, a McKinsey study of large European corporations found that gender diversity was associated with better financial outcomes (Desvaux et al. 2007).

To the extent that the associations between proportions of women in high-level positions and firm performance have been based on relatively simple correlational analyses, they may suffer from endogeneity—that is, statistical anomalies such as reverse causation, omitted variables, selection biases, and flawed measures (Antonakis et al. 2010). Therefore, it is perhaps not surprising that newer research with more sophisticated controls for endogeneity has not necessarily found that female leadership promoted corporate financial success (see O’Reilly and Main 2012 for review). In particular, in a large sample of US firms, Adams and Ferriera (2009) found an overall negative average effect of the gender diversity of corporate boards when controlling for individual firm characteristics. However, this effect was moderated by how well governed firms were, as mediated by the behaviour of the directors. Specifically, female directors had better attendance at board meetings, evidently inspiring better male attendance as well, and the female directors were also especially well represented on committees involved in monitoring activities. With the greater monitoring that apparently took place in more gender-diverse boards, CEOs were held more accountable for poor performance and had greater turnover. Increased monitoring benefited the performance of firms with weak governance, but not firms that were well governed.

Another study of a similar sample of Fortune 1500 corporations examined gender diversity in top management teams rather than boards of directors (Dezs[image: Image] and Ross 2012). The overall relation between the gender diversity of these teams and firm performance was positive, although this favourable effect was present only in firms whose strategies focused on innovation. It may be that the advantages of women’s more collaborative, transformational and reward-based leadership styles are more likely to facilitate performance within management teams, rather than boards. These stylistic differences may be more helpful when companies face the complex issues involved in innovating new products and services. To realize the potential advantages of gender diversity, it may also be important that organizations foster participative managerial processes that allow all voices to be heard (Richard et al., 2013).

Norwegian companies’ compliance with the government-mandated 40 per cent quota for women on boards of listed corporations has presented a unique opportunity to study the effects of board gender diversity. Econometric analyses have shown a negative effect of this change on corporate profits. Ahern and Dittmar (2012) ascribed this effect to the younger age and lack of high-level managerial experience of the added female directors. In contrast, Matsa and Miller (2012a) ascribed the effect to the fewer workforce reductions that ensued, which increased relative labour costs and reduced short-term profits. The longer-term effects of the Norwegian quota as well as quotas imposed in other nations will allow a more complete analysis of the effects of such shifts in corporate leadership.

In summary, studies of individual managers suggest that masculine settings and highly male-dominated roles continue to be challenging for female leaders, whereas female leaders’ effectiveness is more apparent in less masculine settings and roles that are less male-dominated. Other research has shown that gender diversity has mixed effects at team and firm levels. In the wake of economists’ close scrutiny of corporate data, it seems that adding women leaders does not necessarily lead to increasing firm value; instead, the varying effects of gender diversity are no doubt contingent on factors such as the labour pool of qualified women, the management level of the women, the challenges that corporations face, and the prevailing economic conditions. One difficulty that precludes clear conclusions on the effects of gender diversity on firm performance based on data sets such as those of Adams and Ferriera (2009) and Dezs[image: Image] and Ross (2012) is that most of the gender-diverse firms in their samples had only one woman on their top management teams or boards of directors. The token status of such women leaders could have increased the extent to which they were perceived in gender-stereotypical terms and thereby undermined their influence and authority (see Yoder 2002), weakening any potential benefits of their leadership (Torchia et al. 2011).

THE EFFECTS OF FEMALE LEADERSHIP ON SOCIETAL OUTCOMES

Women’s leadership has broader effects on society than merely influencing organizational outcomes. Gender equality is correlated with greater economic productivity and national wealth (World Bank 2012). Obviously, expanding women’s leadership, especially in the high-level positions where they are now thinly represented, increases societal gender equality merely because these positions become more integrated. In addition, the presence of female leaders can accelerate the inclusion of other women into other leadership positions. In aggregate analyses of US corporate data, higher percentages of women on boards appear to boost the hiring of female executives (Matsa and Miller 2011) and to increase the likelihood that newly appointed CEOs are women (Elsaid and Ursel 2011). In addition, organizational studies reveal that increases of women in top management correlate with increased representation of women in lower-level management (e.g. Cohen et al. 1998; Kurtulus and Tomaskovic-Devey 2012). Also, in a representative national US study, the inclusion of women in higher-level managerial roles was associated with a reduction in the gender wage gap (Cohen and Huffman 2007).

The reasons that female leaders foster an increase of women in leadership roles are no doubt varied. In-group biases may operate, whereby women and men favour the advancement of their own sex. General pro-equality attitudinal shifts are also possible because people have observed women adequately performing leader roles. A unique opportunity to test these hypotheses resulted when gender quotas for women leaders were randomly assigned a portion of Indian village councils. This field experiment revealed that mandated office-holding by women produced greater subsequent participation of women as candidates and office holders as well as favourable changes in attitudes towards women leaders and socially progressive changes in gender role beliefs (Beaman et al. 2009). Furthermore, girls’ career and educational aspirations increased, the gender gap in educational attainment disappeared, and girls spent less time on domestic chores (Beaman et al. 2012). These effects on girls appear to reflect role modelling by female leaders. Such effects are consistent with social psychological research demonstrating that exposure to female leaders produces a reduction in automatic gender stereotyping whereby women are associated with communal traits and men with agentic traits (Dasgupta and Asgari 2004).

THE CHANGING CONTEXT OF LEADERSHIP

One of the most important findings to emerge in the last decade is clear evidence of cultural change in how people think about leadership, a shift that is consistent with the claims of many management experts (e.g. Helgesen 1995; Lipman-Blumen 2000). The meta-analysis that we noted on the masculinity of the leader stereotype thus found that, in all three of the research paradigms that have investigated this stereotype, leadership has changed to become more androgynous, apparently because leader roles are increasingly seen as requiring a good measure of culturally feminine relational skills (Koenig et al. 2011). This shift towards androgyny is consistent with leadership roles becoming generally more hospitable to women.

The increasing numbers of female leaders and favourable attitudes towards androgynous leadership (Carli and Eagly 2011; see also Gartzia 2010) raise questions about what women can do to attain and become successful in these roles and what organizations and societies can do to give more women opportunities to lead. Eagly and Carli (2007) argued that individual women generally gain from a blended leadership style that incorporates both agentic and communal workplace behaviours. Transformational leadership, an androgynous style, provides one type of blending of agency and communion (von Véver 2012; see also Gartzia and van Engen 2012). In this and other androgynous modes, women can address both sides of the double bind: They show that they are directive and assertive enough to be leaders but that this agency does not undermine the warmth and sociability that people expect from women. Flexibly mixing masculine and feminine behaviour in response to situational demands can help women build workplace social capital and may be a particular skill of women who are strong in the self-monitoring trait that favours monitoring and controlling one’s own behaviour in social situations (Flynn and Ames 2006). This idea of situational flexibility of feminine and masculine behaviour harks back to the classic concept of androgyny that was especially popular in gender research of the 1970s (e.g. Bem and Lewis 1975). The advantages of androgyny emerge especially clearly in leader roles.

Now that paths to leadership are more open to women than in the past, meeting gender-related career challenges may be regarded as a problem that women should solve by themselves, but it is also a problem that should be addressed by those organizations that still obstruct women’s advancement. As signs of progress, innovations that have occurred in some organizations’ personnel policies have improved the retention of talented women (see Benko and Weisberg 2007). In favourable circumstances, even highly demanding leadership roles can be compatible with women’s family roles (Greenhaus and Powell 2006), as research on female leaders has shown (e.g. Cheung and Halpern 2010). Because managerial roles and gender roles are in flux due to broader changes in the economy and society, building in innovations that can make organizations as welcoming to women as to men should become a priority.

Our conclusions about female advantage are generally consistent with our claims of a decade ago (Eagly and Carli 2003a). Given some degree of advantage in leadership style, female leadership offers the potential for increasing organizational effectiveness. Yet, to realize these hypothetical gains, organizations must overcome the female disadvantage inherent in cultural stereotyping of women and leadership. This change is under way as more people come to appreciate that a manager gains less from ordering others about than from establishing teams of smart, motivated collaborators who together figure out how to solve problems and get work done. Female as well as male managers can thrive in such environments.

The best news for women in the past decade is that these more androgynous ways of leading have gained cultural currency as they have become more normative and admired (Koenig et al. 2011). Because this shift reflects the greater complexity of the missions of most modern organizations, a return to simpler command-and-control leadership is highly unlikely. Moreover, the financial crisis and other threats should increase openings for women as leaders because gender stereotypes align women more with change and men with stability (Brown et al. 2011). The future is thus promising for women’s greater occupancy of leader roles at all levels of organizations and governments.

NOTE

1. We use the terms sex and sexes to denote the grouping of people into female and male categories. The term gender refers to the meanings that societies and individuals ascribe to these female and male categories. We do not intend to use these terms to give priority to any class of causes that may underlie sex and gender effects (see Wood and Eagly 2010).
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CHAPTER 8

THE ROCKY CLIMB

Women’s Advancement in Management

ISABEL METZ AND CAROL T. KULIK


With the demographic changes and skills shortages that are now upon us, we just cannot afford to waste the talents of any of our people—and women account for 51 per cent of us.

(Elizabeth Broderick, Australia’s Federal Sex Discrimination
Commissioner, Sun Herald, 27 December 2009)



DEVELOPED countries, and the organizations operating in them, have a renewed interest in addressing the gender imbalance in leadership. Two key factors have driven this resurgence: the shrinking labour market in developed countries and the accumulating empirical evidence that women’s participation in the workforce is positively associated with economic growth (e.g. Goldman Sachs JBWere 2009; Hausmann et al. 2010). As a result, we have witnessed the introduction of new or revised legislation and reporting requirements that are designed to motivate organizations to take immediate and creative steps to reduce gender inequities (e.g. ASX 2009; Hausmann et al. 2010; Deloitte 2011). These initiatives aim to address the enduring dearth of women in leadership (EOWA 2010; Hausmann et al. 2010; Soares et al. 2011).

Women have increased their representation at low and middle management levels since the introduction of EEO legislation (e.g. Metz and Tharenou 1999; Cohen et al. 2009; Haveman and Beresford 2012), but their representation at executive and board levels remains in single or low double digits (e.g. EOWA 2010; Hausmann et al. 2010; Deloitte 2011; Soares et al. 2011; Catalyst 2012). For example, in 2010, women’s representation was a mere 8 per cent at executive level and 8.4 per cent at board level of the 200 largest publicly listed Australian companies (EOWA 2010). Further, women comprised 1.8 per cent of Financial Times Europe 500 CEO roles (Catalyst 2011), 11 per cent of chief executives in India (EMA Partners International 2011), and 20 per cent of all senior officials and managers in Sri Lanka (Fernando and Cohen 2011). They held only 12.5 per cent of the board seats in the United Kingdom’s FSTE 100 companies (Vinnicombe et al. 2010), and 5 per cent of the board seats in India (Desvaux et al. 2010). In 2011, women held 16.1 per cent of board seats in the US Fortune 500 companies and 14.1 per cent of the Executive Officer positions (Soares et al. 2011). Of particular concern is the recent decline or stagnation in women’s representation in leadership positions in many countries (e.g. Australia (EOWA 2010) and the US (Haveman and Beresford 2012)).

Why isn’t women’s advancement in management like an escalator, with a smooth upward trajectory? Why, instead, is women’s advancement more like a rocky climb, with a great deal of effort expended relative to the amount of upward progress, and significant opportunities for backsliding? The quest for answers has spawned an extensive body of knowledge in the gender in organizations area. We contribute to this knowledge by reflecting on ‘if and how’ the barriers to women’s advancement in management have changed over time. We commence this reflection with an overview of past barriers used to explain women’s slow advancement, and conclude with a recommendation for change that takes into account different stages of gender equity between countries, organizations, and business units within organizations.

OVERVIEW OF PAST BARRIERS USED TO EXPLAIN WOMEN’S SLOW ADVANCEMENT IN MANAGEMENT

The literature on women’s advancement in management spans several decades. This body of research offers a rich array of explanations for women’s scarcity in management and puts forward recommendations for redress to both women and organizations. For example, over three decades ago, Kanter turned the spotlight on women’s scarcity in management positions in organizations, and on the structural and cultural factors contributing to that scarcity, in her book Men and Women of the Corporation (1977a). One structural factor is the disproportionate number of men in management relative to women. This gender imbalance can lead to stereotyping of minority women managers that obscures women’s professional capabilities and limits their work opportunities (e.g. they are more likely to be viewed as, and treated as, support staff than as managers: Kanter 1977b). Cultural factors include characteristics of the dominant group’s culture (e.g. swearing as acceptable behaviour for men) that are used to exclude women and make it difficult for them to fully participate as employees of equal status to men (Kanter 1977b). Kanter’s work has been widely read by practitioners and cited more than 9,000 times by scholars. Unfortunately, this rich body of knowledge has not translated into organizational change or produced tangible evidence of gender equity, particularly at high levels of organizations, as employment statistics show.

Our understanding of the reasons for women’s slow progress in management is still evolving, as reflected in changes in the research focus and recommended approaches over time. For example, in 1980, Riger and Galligan found that earlier research on women’s representation in management used either a gender-centred approach or an organization structure model to explain sex differences in attitudes to work, work values, and personal management attributes. A gender-centred model accounts for the disparity between men’s and women’s participation rates in management by focusing on factors internal to the individual (e.g. differences in men and women’s abilities or skills). In contrast, an organization structure model emphasizes non-person factors, such as individuals’ ‘positions in the workplace hierarchy and their differential access to the system of workplace rewards’ (Rowe and Snizek 1995: 216), as contributors to or inhibitors of organizational success. Riger and Galligan demonstrated that many person-centred explanations for women’s lack of managerial advancement could be replaced by equally plausible interpretations based on women’s positions within the organizational structure. However, Riger and Galligan (1980) also acknowledged that a focus on organization structure alone was insufficient to understand women’s representation in management. Therefore, Riger and Galligan called for researchers to consider ‘the interaction of both person- and situation-centred variables’ (1980: 908) in explaining the scarcity of women managers.

A decade later, Fagenson (1990) echoed Riger and Galligan’s (1980) call and again urged researchers to examine a more encompassing model to ‘measure factors in the situation that may co-vary with the gender variable, and which may ultimately be responsible for the gender variances found’ (p. 33). Specifically, Fagenson (1990) encouraged research approaches that encompassed the interaction between gender and the organizational and social environments.

By the late 1980s, scholars were responding to these calls to action. For example, Ragins and Sundstrom (1989) offered a multi-level framework for analysing the societal, organizational, interpersonal, and individual factors that might facilitate or inhibit women’s advancement. Other scholars studied women’s managerial career advancement from a multi-level perspective and examined interactions between person- and situation-centred variables (e.g. Metz and Tharenou 2001; Leslie and Gelfand 2008; Metz 2009). As a result, we now know that many factors can explain women’s advancement in management. However, the mix and the relative importance of these factors have changed in the last forty or so years. For example, education (a person-centred variable) is no longer a direct barrier to women’s advancement, as women have achieved levels of educational attainment comparable to men (Goldin 2004; England 2010; Haveman and Beresford 2012). In contrast, many organization-centred variables, including the structural barriers denounced by Kanter (1977a, 1977b), persist (e.g. Carter and Silva 2010). Thus, we focus in this chapter on those barriers to women’s advancement that stand out for their persistence (e.g. stereotypes), for being new versions of their old selves (e.g. the replacement of overt forms of discrimination with covert ones), or for being new (e.g. gender fatigue).

PERSISTENT BARRIERS TO WOMEN’S ADVANCEMENT IN MANAGEMENT

Our aim is to illustrate rather than to provide a comprehensive review of the many barriers to women’s advancement that have prevailed over time. The four barriers that we focus on in this section are decision-makers’ denial of gender discrimination, social gender roles, stereotypes and perceptions, and organizational culture.

Denial of Gender Discrimination

Decision-makers’ denial of gender discrimination was originally based on the ‘individual deficit model’ (Gutek 1993). This model focused on individual deficits rather than organizational barriers: women did not advance in management because they were lacking something needed in management positions (Gutek 1993), such as leadership skills (e.g. Kaye and Scheele 1975). Organizations thus tried to ‘fix’ the women (Meyerson and Fletcher 2000) and many people believed that women’s advancement in management was merely a matter of time (Carter and Silva 2010). As women acquired more of what they needed to advance, they would move up the organization’s ‘pipeline’ and their representation in management would gradually increase.

The ‘pipeline’ argument is no longer convincing. Empirical evidence shows that women’s progress up the pipeline is slower than that of their male counterparts (Metz and Harzing 2009; Carter and Silva 2010). Much of the literature ascribes women’s slow climb up the organizational hierarchy to (invisible) systemic barriers, metaphorically described as ‘glass ceilings’ (Kanter 1977a) that block women’s upward progress or ‘glass walls’ (Bronstein et al. 1993) that constrain women’s occupational and professional opportunities.

Many organizations invested in policies and practices aimed at removing systemic barriers. For example, superfluous criteria that prevented women from applying for or entering specific jobs, such as being able to climb a high wall to enter the police force, have been removed (e.g. Metz and Kulik 2008). Male models of work that include long hours, spontaneous meetings, and extended time away from home, have been modified (e.g. McCracken 2000; Meyerson and Fletcher 2000). Policies to help employees combine work and family responsibilities, such as part-time work, have been introduced (e.g. French and Strachan 2007). Now that these structural barriers have been removed, any remaining discrepancies between men’s and women’s advancement and their representation at top levels of organizations can be, once again, attributed to individual factors, such as the ‘choices’ that women make between work and family (e.g. Kuperberg and Stone 2008).

In reality, however, many barriers to women’s advancement in management are independent of care responsibilities (e.g. Carter and Silva 2010; Metz 2011). In particular, the argument that women ‘choose’ between work and family overlooks the fact that ‘gender inequality is a significant disincentive to women’s workforce participation’ (Status of Women Minister Julie Collins, as quoted in Russell 2012). Much of the gender inequality in the workplace stems from non-individual factors, such as gender roles, stereotypes and perceptions, and organizational cultures.

Gender Roles

Social gender roles ascribe the primary child-rearing and housekeeping responsibilities to women, and the financial provider responsibilities to men. According to this social division of labour in our societies, women are the ‘caregivers’ and men the ‘breadwinners’ (Eagly 1987). As a result, women’s careers differ from men’s. Scholars have used metaphors such as ‘cross-currents in a river’ (Powell and Mainiero 1992), ‘kaleidoscopes’ (Mainiero and Sullivan 2005), ‘labyrinths’ (Eagly and Carli 2007) and ‘off-ramps and on-ramps’ (Hewlett 2007) to describe the non-linear complexities of women’s careers. These metaphors emphasize women’s need to manage the professional and caregiver roles throughout their working life by, for example, temporarily exiting the workforce or working part-time. Yet women are usually denied the opportunity to resume an interesting, challenging and promising career path after the first or second interruption (Hewlett 2007; Stone 2007; Metz 2011). Reasons for this are complex, ranging from the perseverance of the male model of work to discrimination based on gender role expectations (Mainiero and Sullivan 2005; Metz 2011). The male model of work is characterized by full-time (preferably uninterrupted) work and long work hours (Cooper and Lewis 1999; Mainiero and Sullivan 2005). The careers of most women in senior management still resemble those of their male counterparts—women have to demonstrate total commitment to their careers in order to advance (e.g. Blair-Loy 1999; Roth 2007).

Women continue to identify motherhood, or the mere possibility of it, as a barrier to advancement (Griffith and MacBride-King 1998; Hewlett 2007; Roth 2007; Metz 2011). Many decision-makers (who are often men) expect women of child-bearing age to have low commitment to work and high commitment to their existing or potential family responsibilities (Roth 2007; Hewlett et al. 2010; Hoobler et al. 2009). Based on these gender role expectations, decision-makers continue to give more developmental opportunities to men than to women (e.g. Ohlott et al. 1994; Hoobler et al. in press). Developmental opportunities lead to career success in general (Berlew and Hall 1966), and facilitate women’s career advancement in particular (e.g. Mainiero 1994; Metz and Tharenou 2001). Thus, an accumulation of biased judgements against women constrains their developmental opportunities, and the resulting narrow range of work experiences places women at a pay disadvantage relative to men (Ohlott et al. 1994) and lowers their career aspirations over time (Hewlett 2007; Hoobler et al. in press). As a result, the ‘choice’ of some couples with children to make the male the main breadwinner and the female the principal caregiver is a rational decision reflecting the differential opportunities offered by gender roles (Gans 2008).

Organization practices may also contribute to the ‘choices’ women make to leave their organizations (e.g. McCracken 2000; Roth 2007; Zahidi and Ibarra 2010). For example, when women are at the cusp of senior or executive positions, they appear to ‘opt out’ of their careers to become ‘stay-at-home’ mums (e.g. Stone 2007; Kuperberg and Stone 2008). This ‘choice’ is disappointing, because work–family policies to help women combine work and family responsibilities were among the earliest recommendations scholars made to organizations hoping to attract and retain women (e.g. Crouter 1984). Decades later, many organizations have sound policies in place describing their work–family practices (Brown 2010; Zahidi and Ibarra 2010), but these policies and practices are often inaccessible to, or not accessed by, women (Roth 2007; Brown 2010; Cross 2010; Metz 2011). As more human resource management activities are shifted to the line (e.g. Larsen and Brewster 2003; Perry and Kulik 2008), line managers become responsible for implementing organizational work–family policies that they did not develop and may not value (Roth 2007; Rivera 2012). As a result, women in management are regularly discouraged or denied access to those policies (Cross 2010; Metz 2011), or do not access them for fear of jeopardizing their career advancement opportunities (Roth 2007; Brown 2010).

Further, as women advance, they become aware of their superiors’ strong belief that management positions are strictly full-time endeavours (Metz and Tharenou 2001; Roth 2007; Stone 2007; Cross 2010; Metz 2011). As a result, women ‘choose’ to leave to pursue professional paths that allow for greater flexibility (McCracken 2000; Hewlett 2007; Roth 2007; Hoobler et al. 2009; Metz 2011) or to assume their ascribed role of caregivers (Stone 2007). Thus, work–family policies may attract women to organizations, but not facilitate their retention or advancement into senior positions (Brown 2010; Straub 2007).

In sum, social gender roles fuel perceptions that women are more committed to family than to work and have low career aspirations due to their family responsibilities. These perceptions can negatively influence day-to-day decisions about female staff, thus contributing to many women’s unfulfilled career aspirations and, ultimately, to women’s turnover. As supervisor support is important in the implementation of discrete policies and practices (Breaugh and Frye 2008), supervisors are critical players in establishing and maintaining climates supportive of women in management (Stainback et al. 2011). A climate supportive of women’s advancement should at least reflect the extent to which an organization values gender equality and diversity in management, and ‘therefore seeks to create and maintain diverse organizational membership’ (Leslie and Gelfand 2008: 125). In contrast, an environment unsupportive of women’s advancement reflects the negative stereotypes and perceptions held by supervisors (and colleagues) with regard to women as managers.

Stereotypes and Perceptions

Stereotypes and perceptions are two of the most widely recognized barriers to women’s advancement (e.g. Griffith and MacBride-King 1998; Gutek 1993; Metz and Tharenou 2001; Heilman et al. 2004). Stereotypes and negative perceptions of women at work often underlie the unequal treatment of women and men (e.g. Powell 2005; Hoobler et al. 2009). Further, common stereotypes of women clash with stereotypes of managers (Eagly 1987; Schein et al. 1996). For example, women are expected to be submissive and nurturing (Schein 2001). In contrast, managers are expected to be male, decisive, and assertive (Schein 1973; Schein et al. 1996; Deal and Stevenson 1998). These perceptions have stood the test of time (Schein 1973, 2001), are consistent across countries (Schein et al. 1996), and are based on social role theory (Eagly 1987). As a result, discrepant stereotypes of women and managers contribute to judgements of women as unsuitable candidates for managerial positions (Eagly and Karau 2002; Hewlett et al. 2010; Haveman and Beresford 2012). Further, this discrepancy poses a challenge for women who want to advance, because they need to be seen as having the ‘masculine’ characteristics required for leadership positions without lacking the ‘feminine’ ones expected in a woman (Eagly and Karau 2002). Being perceived as competent (masculine) but not nice (feminine) can reduce women’s opportunities for advancement (Eagly and Karau 2002; Heilman et al. 2004).

Stereotypes encourage organizational members to generate person-centred explanations for a woman’s lack of advancement (e.g. ‘we couldn’t promote her because she wasn’t a team player’). Person-centred explanations are popular because they place the onus on women (rather than on organizations or their decision-makers) to address the persistent scarcity of women in management. Further, such explanations are easier to address (e.g. provide interpersonal skills training for women) than non person-centred explanations (e.g. improve unsupportive organization cultures or transform decision-maker stereotypes of women and managers).

The appeal of person-centred explanations is manifest in the persistent belief that under-represented groups in management, in this case women, lack the human capital to succeed (e.g. Rivera 2012), despite a long history of empirical evidence to the contrary (e.g. Brief et al. 1977). Human capital can be defined as the knowledge and skills that people accumulate over time such as education, company tenure, training, work hours and work experience (Becker 1993). Human capital theory proposed that such individual factors result in increased productivity and, thus, rewards of higher status and pay (Becker 1993). However, some human capital factors affect women’s advancement differently than men’s. For instance, we have known for almost two decades that education level contributes less to the managerial advancement of women than of men (e.g. Simpson 1996; Tharenou and Conroy 1994), and that the number of years of work experience and company tenure have stronger effects on men’s income and level than on women’s (Kirchmeyer 1998; Roth 2007).

Other persistent person-centred explanations for the slow increase in women’s representation in leadership include a belief that women are less committed (Kuperberg and Stone 2008) and have lower career aspirations (e.g. Hoobler et al. in press) than men. As previously mentioned, many of these explanations stem from the prevailing gender roles of women as primary caregivers and men as breadwinners. Yet, empirical evidence emerged more than twenty years ago showing that female and male managers were equally ambitious (Howard and Bray 1988) and committed to work (Bielby and Bielby 1989), and had similar career aspirations (Morrison et al. 1992). More recently, Metz and Simon (2008) found that men and women at the same management level did not differ in the hours they worked, or in their short- and long-term career aspirations. Nascent literature using non-Western samples indicate that women professionals in Eastern societies are also ambitious (e.g. Fernando and Cohen 2011). Ambition is here referred to in the traditional sense of aspiring to the top positions in one’s organization or field (Howard and Bray 1988). Although ambition is a strong predictor of advancement (Howard and Bray 1988), presenting oneself as ambitious can be detrimental for women (e.g. Morrison et al. 1992; Phelan et al. 2008). The male gender stereotype places a positive value on agentic traits like ambition; the female gender stereotype does not (Rudman and Phelan 2008). As a result, ambitious women suffer a social backlash; they are less liked and are assessed as less suitable candidates than men or women whose ambitions are more consistent with gender stereotypes (Kanter 1977b; Phelan et al. 2008).

In sum, we have used several person-centred explanations for women’s lack of advancement (e.g. human capital and ambition) to demonstrate how the differential treatment of men and women is strongly influenced by gender stereotypes and perceptions. Gender stereotypes and perceptions represent interpersonal barriers to women’s advancement (Ragins and Sundstrom 1989). Gender stereotypes and perceptions exaggerate gender differences, and lead to performance and capability judgements that favour men over equally competent women in work settings (e.g. Roth 2007; Phelan et al. 2008). These interpersonal barriers to women’s advancement exert a powerful influence on the behaviour of individuals within organizations, but they are difficult to change and are largely outside women’s control (Ragins and Sundstrom 1989).

Organizational Culture

Organizational culture reflects employees’ beliefs and judgements of how things are and should be in the organization; it ‘comprises organizationally shared values, beliefs and schemas’ (Lord and Maher 1991, cited in Bajdo and Dickson 2001). Despite growing evidence that gender diversity contributes to organizational (and national) performance (e.g. Goldman Sachs JBWere 2009; Desvaux et al. 2010; Hausmann et al. 2010), particularly in the services industry (e.g. Ali et al. 2011; Blum et al. 1994), unsupportive organization cultures continue to contribute to women’s lack of advancement (Zahidi and Ibarra 2010; Stainback et al. 2011; Haveman and Beresford 2012), poor quality relationships between women and their supervisors and colleagues (Kanter 1977b; Metz 2011), and women’s departure from organizations (McCracken 2000; Roth 2007; Metz 2011). ‘Masculine’ cultures are particularly problematic. Masculine cultures are characterized by displays of physical strength, such as working very long hours, and by gender discriminatory behaviour, such as providing preferential treatment to men (e.g. Kanter 1977b; Kilduff and Mehra 1996; Roth 2007) and contribute to women’s lack of advancement in management (e.g. Metz and Tharenou 2001).

Fortunately, shared perceptions of cultural practices are more strongly associated with women’s opportunities for advancement than shared perceptions of cultural values (Bajdo and Dickson 2001). Practices can be targeted through interventions to generate significant levels of cultural change (see Ely and Meyerson (2010) and Metz and Kulik (2008) for examples of dramatic cultural change within two masculine organizations). Interventions that change organizational practices can indirectly motivate changes in cultural values and generate faster cultural changes than interventions that try to target the underlying organizational values (Metz and Kulik 2008).

In this section, we have identified a set of barriers to women’s advancement that has been constant. These barriers stem from social gender roles positioning women as caregivers and men as breadwinners and gender stereotypes that suggest women are poor fits to managerial roles. These barriers reflect person-centred explanations for women’s lack of advancement in organizations—once women are dismissed as poor fits, male-dominated hierarchies and masculine cultures flourish. In the following section, we turn to a second set of barriers to women’s advancement. As our societies have become more legislated and litigious (Roth 2007) some of the most egregious forms of gender discrimination have disappeared, only to be replaced by equally problematic, but more socially acceptable, alternatives. We focus here on the shift from overt to covert (or subtle) gender discrimination.

A NEW VERSION OF AN OLD BARRIER TO WOMEN’S ADVANCEMENT IN MANAGEMENT

In contrast to the persistent barriers to women’s advancement described in the previous section, some barriers have disappeared in response to anti-discrimination legislation. For example, we rarely see jobs advertised exclusively for men, or hear decision-makers express overt preferences for male candidates. Unfortunately, discriminatory barriers have not been fully eradicated. Instead, overt gender discrimination may have been replaced by a more covert form. However, the risk of replacing overt with covert forms of discrimination is modern sexism (Barretto and Ellemers 2005). Modern sexists acknowledge the systematic inequality in outcomes between members of different groups, while insisting that these differential outcomes do not result from systematic disadvantage (Swim et al. 1995). Modern sexism is expressed in explicit resistance to any ‘special measures’ to correct inequalities, and implicit inferences that any observed inequality must reflect a ‘lack’ or ‘failure’ among the members of the disadvantaged group. Modern sexism is difficult to detect and, thus, difficult to challenge and overcome (Swim et al. 1995). Modern sexism can be as detrimental to women’s well-being (Barretto and Ellemers 2005) and work outcomes (Watkins et al. 2006) as blatant sexism.

One example of modern sexism is the propensity to appoint executive women to precarious leadership positions (Ryan and Haslam 2005; Ryan et al. 2007). Women are more likely to hold leadership positions in organizations that have experienced a period of below average performance or a scandal (Ryan and Haslam 2005; Brady et al. 2011). Appointing a woman to a senior leadership role is, on the surface, a vote of confidence in women’s leadership capabilities. However, the risk of failure in these ‘glass cliff’ positions is disproportionately high, and when failure occurs it is more likely to be attributed to women’s inability to deal with crises (Barretto and Ellemers 2005). The female leader makes a convenient scapegoat for the organization and ‘when a leader is needed to later manage the crisis and turn things around, the preference for women disappears’ (Ryan 2012: 15).

There are some organizational situations in which modern sexism is particularly likely to flourish. For example, business justifications can unleash the subtle prejudices harboured by modern sexists, leading to discriminatory employment behaviour. We know that modern racism predicts discrimination ‘when a legitimate authority figure provided a business-related justification for such discrimination’ (Brief et al. 2000: 73). Similarly, business justifications may facilitate the manifestation of modern sexist beliefs. In support, studies have found that the differential treatment of women in the workforce is more pronounced in bad than in good economic times (Livanos et al. 2009) and when an organization is undergoing change (e.g. a merger, a restructure, or downsizing; Metz 2011).

In this section, we focused on a second set of barriers to women’s advancement—the barriers that have undergone a transition, making them more difficult to detect and correct. Overt forms of gender discrimination have been driven underground by legislation and social norms, only to be replaced by more subtle forms. We turn attention now to a third set of barriers. This third set represents a new problem emerging in society and only recently acknowledged in the academic literature. Women may no longer recognize gender discrimination, particularly in organizational contexts that foster an illusory perception of meritocracy.

A NEW BARRIER TO WOMEN’S ADVANCEMENT IN MANAGEMENT

One of the newest barriers to women’s advancement in organizations may be also the most ironic: after such a long history of gender inequity in organizations, women may be losing both their ability to recognize gender inequity and their motivation to demand that inequity be addressed. Researchers have suggested employees are experiencing ‘gender fatigue’ (Kelan 2009). Employees prefer to view their workplaces as gender egalitarian, and this deeply rooted preference motivates both men and women to dismiss gender discrimination as a thing of the past. In our review, we identified as a ‘persistent barrier’ the evidence that employers deny the existence of gender discrimination. However, research now suggests that employees are expressing similar denials. Information communication technology workers (Kelan 2009), engineers (Jorgenson 2002), police officers (Dick and Cassell 2002), and business school students (Kelan and Jones 2010) ‘explain away’ current gender inequities as isolated incidents and see it as the responsibility of individual women to overcome them. Over the last few decades, women have made substantial progress on several objective indicators—their wages have increased relative to men’s and more women occupy positions of power in organizations (Spoor and Schmitt 2011). As a result, both men and women who make temporal comparisons (comparing the outcomes of historical and contemporary women) believe that gender discrimination is no longer a problem and express little interest in collective action. Only when women make intergroup comparisons (comparing the outcomes of contemporary women and contemporary men) do they acknowledge their group-based disadvantage (Spoor and Schmitt 2011). But it is exactly this collective awareness of a disadvantage that motivates organizational change (Bailyn 2003; Ely et al. 2011; Spoor and Schmitt 2011).

The employee preference to view workplaces as gender egalitarian has been accompanied by an organizational movement away from an ‘equal opportunity’ rhetoric to a ‘diversity management’ one. The broad ‘diversity management’ portfolio operating in modern organizations, with its emphasis on ‘business case’ arguments, may have the unintended effect of diluting organizations’ attention to gender issues (Kirton and Greene 2010). Diversity management focuses on inclusion and recognizes a wide range of individual differences. This can make it more difficult for employees to identify and address specific group-based disadvantages (Kelan and Jones 2010). Further, organizations with a diversity management perspective are likely to adopt well-intentioned ‘merit-based’ evaluation systems that nonetheless perpetuate group-based disadvantages (Lewis 2006). These ‘merit-based’ systems reassure managers that non-discrimination is ‘built in’ to the process, so that they relax their vigilance and allow gender biases greater sway in their final judgements (Castilla and Benard 2010). The illusion that ‘merit-based’ systems consistently produce fair outcomes is so embedded in modern organizations that attempts to dislodge or revise them is resisted even by the groups who might benefit from such change (Krefting 2003).

THE MORE THINGS CHANGE, THE MORE THEY STAY THE SAME

As this exposition of the barriers to women’s advancement in management over time has shown, women in the twenty-first century face many of the barriers to advancement their predecessors encountered approximately forty years ago (e.g. see Kanter 1977a, 1977b). This stability demonstrates that knowing about the barriers is not equivalent to removing them. Despite decades of research, there has been disappointingly little progress in changing gender stereotypes or eliminating discriminatory behaviour in organizations. To illustrate, a recent survey showed that many executives and CEOs agree that gender diversity is a performance driver, yet none considers it a top strategic priority and few have implemented strategies to increase gender diversity in their organizations (Desvaux et al. 2010).

We believe that the problem in overcoming person- and situation-centred barriers to women’s advancement in management resides in the complex interplay between them. As a result, women need to bear some responsibility while simultaneously recognizing the situational forces that hinder their advancement. For example, women might be partly responsible for their lack of advancement, because they accept things as they are (Carnes and Radojevich-Kelley 2011). According to this reasoning, women ‘choose’ to abide by traditional gender roles and lower their career aspirations in response to obstacles, such as the ‘glass ceiling’, rather than act to overcome them. This response is not new or surprising; individuals who occupy minority positions in organizations, such as women managers, often accept things ‘as they are’ because of the high personal costs generated by challenging the status quo (e.g. being labelled as difficult or lacking in people skills; Kanter 1977b).

However, factors external to women might also be partly responsible for their lack of advancement. For example, Hoobler et al. (in press) found that that both male and female managers believed their female subordinates had lower career motivation than male subordinates. This finding shows that women managers can, just like their male counterparts, ascribe to traditional gender stereotypes and constrain the advancement of their female subordinates. Hoobler et al.’s finding is particularly worrying, because career encouragement is a predictor of women’s advancement, especially at high levels of management (Metz and Tharenou 2001). If male and female superiors perceive women as having lower career motivation than men, they are less likely to encourage women than men to take on challenging work opportunities to advance their careers. Those women who hope to advance need to upwardly manage the perceptions of all superiors regardless of their gender.

These two explanations for women’s slow advancement in management are not independent. When direct managers fail to encourage their female subordinates, they can lead women to doubt themselves and lose confidence in their own capabilities, thus lowering women’s career aspirations relative to their male co-workers. Therefore, there is an interactive effect between women’s choice and supervisory behaviour. Women interpret supervisory attitudes and act in response to those attitudes, so that their behaviour reinforces and embeds supervisory attitudes—generating a particularly problematic ‘spiral’.

Many other external barriers hinder or slow women’s advancement in management, particularly at high levels. For instance, women’s slow progress at high levels might reflect men’s fears of increased competition where the ‘pickings’ are few but highly coveted (Kanter 1977a, 1977b). Kanter explained how the dominant group preserves its privileged position through self-perpetuating practices. As a result, women are likely to continue to encounter group membership obstacles as members of the (female) out-group in current organizations’ predominantly male hierarchies.

Social capital theory (Burt 1998; Portes 1998) posits that supportive work relationships are critical to objective measures of success (e.g. advancement, higher pay, and promotion). Supportive work relationships include mentors and powerful sponsors. Mentorship encompasses the support of a more experienced and influential member of the organization for the career development of a less experienced individual (Kram 1985). Sponsorship goes beyond mentorship; a sponsor will publicly endorse a lower level employee, enhance the employee’s visibility inside and outside the organization, and ‘see you to the threshold of power’ (Hewlett et al. 2010: 6). However, women’s persistent perceptions of lack of mentors, exclusion from male-dominated influential networks, and gender discrimination (e.g, Metz and Tharenou 2001; Zahidi and Ibarra 2010) indicate that most work environments remain unwelcoming of women in management. In addition, women are less likely than men to have sponsors (Hewlett 2010). Although this lack of supportive work relationships may be partly due to the difficulties of cross-gender relationships (e.g. Kram 1985; Powell and Mainiero 1992; Hewlett et al. 2010), it is largely attributed to persistent and damaging gender-stereotypic perceptions of women and in-group dynamics (e.g. Kanter 1977b; Roth 2007).

On the whole, the small gender equity gains we have seen coupled with large ongoing gender inequities create exactly the conditions in which gender issues in organizations are likely to ‘go off the boil’ and remain unaddressed. ‘Gender fatigue’ (Kelan 2009) may be silencing women’s collective voice, so there is little incentive for organizations to engage in change. In addition, some decision-makers believe that, because their organizations have been discussing and acting on the ‘gender issue’ for quite some time, gender issues have been addressed and a level playing field achieved—leaving women individually responsible for any remaining disparities in their advancement compared to men’s (Broadbridge and Simpson 2011). In the absence of collective demands for change, organizations are likely to continue to implement well-intentioned but largely ineffective initiatives (e.g. mentoring; Ibarra et al. 2010) while failing to launch more controversial but necessary ones (e.g. women-only leadership programmes (Ely et al. 2011) and sponsorship for talented women (Hewlett et al. 2010)). But change is clearly needed. Both men and women need to be aware of gender bias’s subtle yet pervasive manifestations in organizations (Ely et al. 2011) and continue to monitor outcomes, even (or especially) those that result from ostensibly transparent and merit-based systems (Castilla and Benard 2010). Otherwise, gender inequities will become ‘even more difficult, if not impossible, to address’ (Kelan 2009: 206) and the climb will become rockier than ever before.

RECOMMENDATIONS FOR CHANGE

Most gains in women’s representation in management, including in senior management positions, were observed during the last two or three decades of the twentieth century (Cohen et al. 2009; Haveman and Beresford 2012). Since then, women’s representation in management has increased slowly, stalled, or even declined (e.g. Cohen et al. 2009; Haveman and Beresford 2012). This slow progress led academic scholars to recommend a variety of changes. Table 8.1 includes a small sample of the rich list of innovative and useful recommendations that have been generated since the year 2000. Further, some scholars have advocated a totally different approach to give women’s advancement new momentum. For example, Meyerson and Fletcher (2000) suggested a ‘small wins’ approach to uncovering (invisible) systemic barriers to women’s advancement to executive and board levels. According to Meyerson and Fletcher, women’s advancement to top-tier positions in organizations is not hindered by overt discrimination, but by biases so ‘deeply embedded in organizational life’ (2000: 127) that ‘they’re not even noticed until they are gone’ (p. 128). Meyerson and Fletcher suggest that incremental changes, or ‘small wins’, will chip away at these entrenched biases to generate organizational change, improve overall efficiency and performance, and, thus, benefit both women and men.

Table 8.1 Examples of recommendations for change





	Recommendation

	Illustrative reference/s




	Offer compulsory workshops to explore issues of gender in the workplace; make public commitment to change; monitor and measure change

	McCracken (2000); Ibarra, Carter, and Silva, (2010)




	Continuously monitor entrenched biases and experiment with possible solutions

	Meyerson and Fletcher (2000)




	Increase awareness of psychological drivers of prejudice towards female leaders

	Eagly and Carli (2007)




	Welcome women back; provide on-ramp opportunities

	Mainiero and Sullivan (2005); Eagly and Carli (2007);Metz (2011)




	Make managers accountable for women’s turnover and advancement

	Mainiero and Sullivan (2005); Ibarra et al. (2010); Metz (2011)




	Open communication between managers about stereotypical assumptions about women’s career aspirations and about biases in decision-making; engage in meaningful dialogue with women in times of organizational or personal change

	Hoobler et al. (in press); Metz (2011)




	Change the long-hours norm; establish family-friendly HR practices; encourage male participation in family-friendly benefits

	Mainiero and Sullivan (2005); Eagly and Carli (2007)




	Sponsor women, don’t just mentor them

	Hewlett et al. (2010); Ibarra et al. (2010)





However, countries, organizations, and individuals are at different stages of awareness and readiness to take on the gender equity challenge (Zahidi and Ibarra 2010). Just as individuals vary in their values and beliefs about women in management, so do organizations (as reflected by their cultures) and countries (as reflected by their political and legislative frameworks). For example, women living in the Kingdom of Saudi Arabia or in Afghanistan are still openly constrained in pursuing work interests outside the home by cultural norms, legislation, and government policies (e.g. Ahmad 2011; Icheku 2011). Even when not restricted by law and government policies, women in Eastern societies face negative attitudes towards women in the workplace and in authority positions that derive from Eastern values (Chao 2011; Fernando and Cohen 2011; Icheku 2011). These socio-cultural barriers in Eastern societies are additional to the disadvantage and discrimination in the workplace encountered by women in Western societies.

Therefore, no one approach to achieving gender equity in leadership in organizations suits all countries, organizations, or even business units within organizations. At the organizational level, approaches to enhancing gender equity need to be customized and will most likely comprise a succession of gradual steps or building blocks, and a combination of top–down and bottom–up initiatives fully supported or even spearheaded by a committed CEO and his/her executive team. Overall, we believe that the complexity surrounding women’s slow advancement in management calls for a customized, step-by-step approach that might overcome ‘gender fatigue’ and boost ‘gender equity’ in organizations. Our recommended approach aims to change the ‘rocky climb’ to just a plain old ‘climb’ up the hierarchical ladder for those women who wish to advance in management.

A Customized, Step-by-Step Approach

To be truly ‘customized’, each organization’s approach needs to start with the first step: a thorough diagnosis of where in the gender equity continuum the organization is at and why. Although there are no ‘quick fixes’, there might be easy-to-identify barriers, such as lack of childcare facilities and overt discrimination. Of course, easy-to-identify does not necessarily mean easy-to-address. Nevertheless, these barriers should be addressed first, because of their visibility and because possible solutions can be considered, implementation efforts can be monitored, and results can be measured.

Depending on the gender equity stage a country, organization, or business area within an organization is at, the first step may move quickly. For example, European organizations differ in their provision of work–life balance practices (Straub 2007). Scandinavian countries already have first-step policies and practices in place (e.g. reliable government funded childcare) to enable women to participate at work and achieve their career potential (Hausmann et al. 2010; Deloitte 2011). Thus, organizations operating in Scandinavian countries might only need to conduct a quick review, while those operating in other European countries might need a fuller diagnosis that identifies their position in the gender equity continuum and the reasons for that position.

Once some of the critical but easy-to-identify barriers to women’s advancement have been addressed, a second step can be undertaken: the search for insidious barriers, such as biased ‘merit-based’ processes. One example of a biased organizational process is Meyerson and Fletcher’s (2000) story of the New York advertising company that offered human-resource-type positions mostly to their talented women. These positions required high levels of the ‘people’ skills that women were thought to possess, but they did not help women to acquire the ‘rain-making’ skills they needed for further advancement. This example demonstrates why the outcomes of ostensibly fair procedures still need to be continually monitored (Castilla and Benard 2010). Further, as women comprise a small proportion of the management pool or even of the overall workforce in some fields, women’s outcomes need to be regularly reviewed across organizational units so that patterns can be more visible (Bailyn 2003).

Our proposed approach is deceptively simple. We know from decades of research and practice that addressing gender equity in organizations is a very challenging endeavour; it requires sustained commitment from the CEO and top management, sometimes for many consecutive years (e.g. read about Deloitte’s WIN initiative in McCracken 2000 and in Pellegrino et al. 2011). Further, although our customized, step-by-step approach incorporates some past recommendations (e.g. need the CEO’s full and visible commitment to a gender-diversity programme; Desvaux et al. 2010), we emphasize the importance of taking into account differential stages of gender equity between countries, organizations, and business units within organizations. In particular, the degree of change achievable with a customized, step-by-step approach is partly facilitated (or hindered) by the legislative and regulatory context in which the organization operates. Therefore, we favour increasing legislative and regulatory pressures for gender equity in organizations in countries that trail in women’s representation in leadership.

Renewed Legislative and Institutional Pressures

Organizational change is difficult to achieve (Lewin 1951). Organizations, and individuals within them, are likely to change only when there is a clear need to change (Kotter 1996). Pressures external to organizations can generate this ‘need’ to change. Therefore, the renewed pressure on organizations in many countries to address gender imbalances, especially at executive and board levels (Hausmann et al. 2010; Deloitte 2011) is welcome as a counterforce to ‘gender fatigue’. In Australia, for example, this pressure is being felt via the Australia Security Exchange (ASX) Corporate Governance Council’s expanded reporting requirements (hereafter the ‘ASX requirements’) announced in December 2009. According to these expanded reporting requirements, the 200 largest publicly listed companies need to report on gender diversity plans and progress at all levels after 1 January 2011 (ASX 2009). Public scrutiny of company goals and progress on gender diversity is likely to motivate these organizations to increase gender diversity, including at executive and board levels (Konrad and Linnehan 1995). Early evidence supports this rationale; the proportion of new board appointments filled with women increased from 25 per cent in 2010 to 30 per cent in 2011 in Australia (EOWA 2011).

Renewed affirmative action legislation and institutional pressures are needed to get the first cohort of women in upper management. Affirmative action legislation introduced in Western societies in the 1960s, 1970s, and 1980s helped visibly increase women’s representation in low and middle management positions, but had very modest success in upper management (e.g. Metz and Tharenou 1999; Kurtulus and Tomaskovic-Devey 2012). In contrast, recent legislation on targets and quotas, and pressure by institutions such as the Australian Securities Exchange, seem to have boosted women’s representation in upper management and on boards (Deloitte 2011; Zahidi and Ibarra 2010).

Increasing the percentage of female top managers through renewed affirmative action legislation and institutional pressures might not be the ideal path to change but is nevertheless welcomed, because having more female top managers seems to help women advance. For example, Kurtulus and Tomaskovic-Devey (2012) analysed EEO-1 data from the US Equal Employment Opportunity Commission covering more than 20,000 large private sector firms across all industries for a period of eight years, and found that an increase in female top managers was associated with an increase in women in middle management. This effect was most pronounced one year after the increase in female top managers.

In addition, an increase in female managers might reduce the reported experience of workplace discrimination for women (Stainback et al. 2011). This conclusion is consistent with what the structural feminism literature uncovered in the 1970s (e.g. Kanter 1977a), 1990s (e.g. Simpson 1997) and noughties (e.g. Simpson 2000). Specifically, this rich literature found that the gender mix in management was ‘a critical factor defining women managers’ sense of fit within the organization, the pressures they experience, and the barriers they are likely to encounter’ (Simpson 2000: 15).

Unfortunately, there is a limit to what can be legislated or mandated. Past evidence indicates that legal and institutional pressure to increase women’s representation in management might only be effective in organizations covered by it. The ASX’s requirements do not apply to unlisted companies operating in Australia and, therefore, are likely to exercise only indirect pressure on unlisted companies to change. This indirect pressure might operate through ‘mimetic processes’. Mimetic processes ‘focus managers’ attention on particular companies as exemplars, with the result that less successful companies attempt to imitate salient aspects of those companies’ structures and practices, often with only hazy information about how these may be linked to the companies’ business success’ (Di Maggio 2001: 240–1). Further, unlisted companies are likely to be small or medium size. Small-to-medium size enterprises are less likely than large ones to feel institutional pressure (Blum et al. 1994) or to adopt formal HR practices (Bartram 2005). In addition, small organizations not bound by EEO legislation (e.g. in Australia, EEO legislation does not apply to companies with fewer than 100 employees) displayed the weakest equity indicators in Australia (Peetz et al. 2008) and elsewhere (e.g. Edgar 2001). Thus, unlisted and small companies are likely to show limited change, if any, in their progress on gender diversity as a result of legal and institutional pressure.

Further, governments can legislate to eliminate overt forms of discrimination and agencies (such as Security Exchanges) can require reporting on measurable outcomes from member organizations (e.g. targets for women at board of directors level; Deloitte 2011; Zahidi and Ibarra 2010), but regulatory forces cannot eliminate gender stereotypes or covert discrimination. These are the most damaging contemporary barriers to women’s advancement in industrialized countries, barriers so subtle yet so strong that they are difficult to detect and eradicate (Meyerson and Fletcher 2000). These barriers exist at different levels of the organization (Eagly and Carli 2007), influence many processes and decisions affecting the careers of women managers (e.g. Phelan et al. 2008), and have detrimental cumulative effects on women’s rate of advancement and career aspirations over time (Hewlett 2007; Hoobler et al. in press).

As Meyerson and Fletcher (2000: 129) explain, men ‘are not to blame for the pervasive gender inequity in organizations [operating in developed Western societies] today—but neither are women’. Although both men and women can suffer from ‘gender fatigue’, men are still less likely than women to acknowledge that women are judged and treated differently to men in organizations (e.g. Ryan et al. 2007). These gender differences in the acceptance of the barriers to women’s advancement are important contributors to persistent gender inequity (Prime and Moss-Racusin 2009). As men are usually the decision-makers and members of the dominant group, it is critical that they have the same understanding as women of the reasons underlying gender inequity in organizations for it to be effectively addressed (Griffith and MacBride-King 1998; McCracken 2000; Prime and Moss-Racusin 2009).

What Women Can Do

In conjunction with renewed affirmative action legislation and institutional pressures, there are some things that women can continue to do to advance. One is to be visible to one’s superiors (Vinnicombe et al. 2000; Cross 2010). The other is to use job-focused and manager-focused strategies to enhance their chances of promotion (Singh et al. 2002). The literatures on impression management and the promotion process to management levels, such as to partner in law firms or executive positions, continue to show that visibility through impression management and self-promotion are necessary to break down gender stereotypes and manage perceptions (e.g. Singh et al. 2002; Kumra and Vinnicombe 2008). Similar strategies to advance are used by women in South Asia, where gender is arguably a more salient characteristic than in Western societies. For example, Fernando and Cohen (2011) identified eight modes of engagement Sri Lankan women use to advance their careers; two of these modes were ingratiation and networking.

Further, recent research conducted in the ‘West’ indicates that men still engage in behaviours aimed at enhancing their reputation more than women; examples of such behaviours are networking with decision-makers and taking credit for work achievements (e.g. Singh et al. 2002; Kumra and Vinnicombe 2008; Cross 2010; Hewlett et al. 2010). In fact, a reluctance to self-advocate was seen by women managers and CEOs across a number of countries as a top barrier to women’s advancement (Desvaux et al. 2010). In contrast, men and women in some Eastern societies appear to be similarly inclined to engage in these career advancement strategies (Fernando and Cohen 2011). It is possible that aspects of the social context, such as the strength of gender roles and high power distance, leave women with little choice but to resort to self-promoting strategies to advance. For instance, the Sri Lankan women in Fernando and Cohen’s study were very ambitious and were prepared to use various strategies, including ingratiation, adaptation, and networking, to circumvent the high social and structural barriers to their career advancement. It is also possible that such strategies are beneficial in some cultures, such as in Sri Lanka (Fernando and Cohen 2011), but are self-defeating in others, such as in the US (e.g. Kanter 1977b; Rudman and Phelan 2008; Hewlett et al. 2010). Thus, the budding research into women’s advancement in Eastern countries underscores the popular saying that ‘one size does not fit all’. The strategies that women can effectively use to advance can be culture and situation dependent.

CONCLUSION

The literature on the barriers to women’s advancement is rich and spans several decades. As a result, we aimed in this chapter to illustrate rather than comprehensively examine ‘if and how’ some of the barriers to women’s advancement in management have changed. To this end, we focused on four types of persistent barriers to women’s advancement (decision-makers’ denial of gender discrimination, gender roles, stereotypes and perceptions, and organizational culture), one new version of an old barrier (covert discrimination), and on one new barrier (growing gender fatigue). We conclude that the more things changed (e.g. the world of work has become less gendered) the more they stayed the same (e.g. in general women’s representation at executive and board levels across countries remains low). Although no one factor explains this worldwide organizational phenomenon, societal norms clearly continue to exercise strong influence on behaviour in organizations. Time will tell if some of this social influence will diminish in importance as a result of renewed legislative and institutional pressures for organizations to address gender inequity. Part of this success will be determined by the approach each organization adopts to change. We recommend that a thorough diagnosis of the organization’s position in the gender equity continuum be the first step in designing an organization-specific approach to increasing gender diversity in management. This customized approach recognizes that organizations, and the countries in which they operate, are at different stages of awareness and readiness to take on the gender equity challenge.
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CHAPTER 9

LEADERSHIP

A Matter of Gender?

YVONNE DUE BILLING AND MATS ALVESSON

INTRODUCTION

THE theme of gender and leadership concerns a range of topics from recruitment and selection to managerial jobs to leadership styles and values, experiences in managerial positions, and to how gendered meanings associated with masculinity and femininity form leadership ideals and regulate ways of constructing, doing, and assessing leadership. The field(s) also include a variety of foci on actors, from a specific interest in females to systematic comparisons between the sexes and to an interest in cultural meanings of masculinity and femininity somewhat disconnected from individuals (and their bodies). Leadership and gender is on the whole ‘biased’ towards females, it fairly seldom includes a direct interest in the experiences and subjectivities of men and management (Collinson and Hearn (1996) is an exception).

The interest in gender in relation to management and organizations has come later than to other academic fields. One can of course argue that, apart from some historical exceptions—some of the great historical leaders were women—women have hardly been present on the leadership and management scene before the 1970s, and then for a time only on a small scale. This late interest was then partly due to the fact that women did not enter the professional labour market in great numbers before the 1970s and there were very few managers.

The early focus was mainly concerned about the small number of women in management and the consequence of men’s dominance in management for women (e.g. Kanter 1977; Marshall 1984). Another focus was on differences between women and men in management, and if women favoured a different leadership style, sometimes referred to as feminine leadership (Helgesen 1990). What is holding women back and their similarities/differences compared to men are still addressed. A third, more recent, issue is contemporary changes on ideas and ideals of leadership, possibly involving a de-masculinization of management and whether these alleged changes not only in rhetoric but also possibly in practice are benefiting women. We are going to address these concerns from a critical position.

WOMEN AND MANAGEMENT POSITIONS

Women in management is a large and still expanding topic. Although the number of female managers has increased in many countries, mainly at the lower and middle managerial levels they are still under-represented, especially at higher levels. A gender gap still exists with regard to formal power and authority, high status, and high incomes. (See Chapters 8 and 11 in this Handbook.)

Explanations for the smaller number of women especially at the top have pointed to a number of different factors or dimensions, from differences between men and women in terms of psychological traits and/or different socialization background, work orientations, or educational/career choices (or constraints) and others point to more sociological, structural explanations (Billing and Alvesson 1994; Wilson 1998). These various factors and levels are intertwined and interact.

When addressing the small numbers of female managers, researchers tend to emphasize the lack of difference between men and women in terms of leadership abilities. On the whole, the studies of psychological characteristics have shown none or only minor differences between males and females, leading most commentators to suggest that psychological abilities do not account for the smaller number of women in managerial jobs (Morrison and Von Glinow 1990). As we will come back to, when the period of accounting for small numbers in and explaining under-recruitment of females to managerial jobs was over, the trend partly moved to pointing to traits and orientations indicating a female difference and a feminine advantage. The ‘truth’ about (no-)differences then is not stable—a phenomenon we come back to.

Women’s disadvantaged position is some times attributed to less relevant education, and lacking qualified work experience: this is the human capital theory. As investments in education, training, and other forms of qualifying experiences are seen as the key factor behind careers, it is a bias against women if certain educations which are dominated by men are seen as the favourable ones for managerial positions.

Cultural assumptions about leadership might also work against women in leadership. The manager and leadership have traditionally been constructed in masculine terms (Schein 1973, 1975) and a so-called ‘masculine ethic’ is said to be part of the early image of managers.


This ‘masculine ethic’ elevates the traits assumed to belong to some men to necessities for effective management: a tough-minded approach to problems; analytic abilities to abstract and plan; a capacity to set aside personal, emotional considerations in the interests of task accomplishment; and a cognitive superiority in problem-solving and decision-making … when women tried to enter management jobs, the ‘masculine ethic’ was invoked as an exclusionary principle.

(Kanter 1977: 22)



These constructions are less strong or clear-cut today, a de-masculinization of leadership has started as new ideas of modern leadership have emerged. Still, there is a historical tradition and deep cultural ideas that give leadership a masculine image in most countries (Hearn and Parkin 1986/7; Collinson and Hearn 1996), which mainly is a result of men being dominant in these positions. But all jobs can be redefined.

Some authors believe that the interests of men prevent women from competing for privileged positions (Cockburn 1991; Lindgren 1996). Men favour men as there is a group interest in favouring oneself and members in one’s network—often other men. Roper (1996: 224) uses the expression ‘homosocial desire’ about the preference for a single-sex group. As long as women are in a minority they may have problems with political support and getting recognized, feeling comfortable, and being promoted (Kanter 1977; Martin 1985). A critical mass is believed to be necessary for an under-represented sex to have equal opportunities along with members of a dominating social category.

According to some commentators, women who have been appointed managers seem to be more likely placed in precarious leadership positions than men. In a study of women appointed to leadership positions in top British companies, Ryan and Haslam use the metaphor ‘glass cliff’ to capture their findings, that


Women were more likely than men to be placed in positions already associated with poor company performance … and female directors, thus were more likely than male directors to find themselves on a glass cliff. That is, their positions of leadership were more risky and precarious (i.e. at greater risk of being associated with failure) than those in which men found themselves.

(2007: 56)



Thus either women are seen as better suited for poorly performing companies and perhaps crisis management than men, and then it is implicit that men are not suited for dealing with crises—or women get the precarious (scapegoat) positions and can then be blamed if things do not work out well, according to Ryan and Haslam (2007: 550) who state: ‘If and when that failure occurs, it is then women (rather than men) who must face the consequences and who are singled out for criticism and blame.’

However, appointing women as crisis-managers might also be seen as an attempt to capitalize on what are believed to be women’s ‘natural’ skills and competences, whether these skills are present or not (Fletcher 2004). It can also be a reflection of women’s overall weaker position in the labour market—men are more likely to get the most attractive positions and women tend to get the jobs where competition is weaker. There are, however, also indications of the opposite problems, i.e. of females not being placed in demanding and qualifying jobs. Women often get staff jobs, which are sometimes less challenging and have limited value compared with line positions; they may end up in less influential and prestigious fields, like HR (Brewis and Linstead 2004).

One could here switch logic and emphasize the ‘positive’ aspects of women’s placement in specific types of managerial jobs. Getting positions in poor performing companies may give the chance to bring about significant improvements and being in HR positions could be viewed as secure. On the other hand, avoiding both extremes would seem better. A question is of course if there are forces placing females in (mainly) unfortunate career tracks and positions, although of opposing character, or if there is an active choice. More close-up empirical studies of experiences, reasoning, and social interactions of the glass ‘cliffed’ or ‘ghettoed’ female managers would be welcome and perhaps also more research investigating the extent to which women are over-represented in the glass cliffed or ghettoed tracks and how large proportions of all female managers and professionals are outside these two ‘extremes’ in terms of career constraints and risks.

Finally, researchers have pointed at the significance of work–family as the major problem preventing women from advancing (Martin 1993). Women who have a family are often less mobile, as family priorities may lead to them not to take a position if this involves longer work days, more travel, or moving geographically to a new site of employment. Lack of time is a major problem for many career and working women, because they tend to take on a double burden or double work (Davidson and Burke 2000) and this also affects how much they can socialize with colleagues, invest in social capital (Eagly and Carli 2007), and be able to prove their commitment to the organization.

The deeply culturally ingrained assumptions and expectations that women have a primary responsibility for family might in different ways influence women’s attitudes and interests in careers: they might prioritize children above career (or vice versa). They may also feel ambivalence and insecurity in relation to a managerial job—or the family situation might become a stress factor in relation to a career job. There are a vast amount of studies comparing the stress levels of male and female managers, indicating that there are significant differences (Frankenheuser 1993). It appears that female managers also show more stress symptoms related to family/domestic issues than males. It is relatively common for female managers to be single and childless (Billing 1991; Frankenheuser 1993; Davidson and Burke 2000; Guillaume and Pochic 2009).

Even though the increase in the number of female managers, at least up to the middle level, indicates changes and even though most women today are less tightly committed to family work while men are increasingly, but slowly, taking more responsibility for children and housework, family concerns are still a significant obstacle for women getting managerial jobs, in particular top positions.

The extensive literature on difficulties for women attaining managerial jobs has mainly pointed to ‘external’ sources of problems, while women themselves are basically the same as—and thereby as good and suitable as—men for managerial jobs and the exercise of leadership. The major emphasis here has been on similarities, but some of the literature comparing men and women in leadership also indicates differences interpreted as favouring women.

STYLE OF LEADERSHIP—WOMEN COMPARED TO MEN

There are a lot of studies and arguments around women compared to men with regard to leadership. There are two competing camps, a no-difference camp, where the conclusion is that ‘in general, comparative research indicates that there are few differences in the leadership style of female and male designated leaders’ (Bartol and Martin, cited in Eagly and Johnson 1990) and a gender-stereotypic camp, where some crucial differences are believed to exist.

Some studies showed varieties in styles for women: some women had an open and participatory style, others favoured control in their management style (Bayes 1987; Billing 2006). Men also varied in their management styles. And comparing women and men, Kovalainen (1990) found no significant differences in a study of male and female Finnish bank managers, nor did Cliff et al. (2005) in a study of the organizational practices of Canadian entrepreneurs.

A common conclusion is that female and male managers may differ sometimes but mostly they do not differ (Powell 1999; Butterfield and Grinnell 1999).

As opposed to the above-mentioned studies, a number of other writers maintain that there are minor or clear differences between women and men in their management style (e.g. Loden 1986; Grant 1988; Helgesen 1990; Rosener 1990)—be it because of different socialization (Grant 1988; Rosener 1990; Lipman-Blumen 1992) and/or differences in experiences from men, for example with care responsibilities, which should then lead to different skills and a different style. Eagly and Johnson (1990) say that women ‘in general’ have more of the characteristics which are often said to be feminine, and on that basis there should be some spill-over, when people from this group get into management positions.

In a review of the research, Eagly and Johnson (1990) found that available (positivistic) academic studies showed another picture than the ‘no-difference’ one that almost all other (academic) commentators have favoured. They refer to research findings indicating that women as a group can be described as friendly, pleasant, interested in other people, expressive, and socially sensitive and this might then result in sex differences because of sex-role spill-over. In a meta-analysis of other studies they found that laboratory studies—mostly with students as research objects—typically showed sex differences in leadership style, while studies of leadership in organizations did so to a lower degree. This may indicate that structural conditions and positions influence attitudes and behaviour (Kanter 1977; Ely and Padavic 2007), something we will address more in depth below. Still, however, Eagly and Johnson (1990) found that women had a slightly more democratic leadership style than men. Eagly et al. (1992) also found that women who adopted stereotypically masculine styles were disliked in comparison with men.

Some research has shown that there were conditions under which men fared better than women and vice versa, ‘leadership roles defined in relatively masculine terms favored male leaders and leadership roles defined in relatively feminine terms favored female leaders’ (Eagly et al. 1995: 137). Studies indicate that sex differences are significantly correlated with the congeniality of these roles for men and women. Or to put it differently, ‘women fared poorly in settings in which leadership was defined in highly masculine terms, especially in military settings. Men fared slightly worse than women in settings in which leadership was defined in less masculine terms’ (Eagly et al. 1995: 140).

In a later contribution, Eagly and Johannesen-Schmidt (2008) emphasize the small, but important, style differences between male and female leaders. They base this on a meta-analysis of forty-five studies, comparing male and female managers, in relation to transactional, transformational, and laissez-faire leadership. They found that women managers tended to adopt a transformational style more often than men managers. The three categories are established (although far from unproblematic) distinctions.

Some use the image of a web to describe women managers’ position—Ferguson (1994: 5) says that women have ‘a transformational, democratic, and/or web rather than hierarchical style of leadership and more satisfied subordinates than men managers’, where women see themselves as placed in the middle rather than at the top. Feminine leadership is characterized by cooperativeness, collaboration and problem-solving, based on intuition and empathy (Helgesen 1990; Rosener 1990).

A complication in drawing conclusions about gender and leadership is that the gender congeniality of leadership roles may be accompanied by different patterns. Eagly and Johnson (1990), for example, found that although male leaders were often more task oriented than females, the latter tended to be more so than males in a leadership role that was more congenial to women (e.g. head nurse). In a later study they found that females were evaluated as more task oriented than males and they conclude, ‘It appears that all factors being equal, men have greater freedom than women to lead in a range of styles without encountering negative reactions’ (Eagly et al. 1992).

There are somewhat different views on what we can conclude based on all the studies in this field. Carli and Eagly (2011: 109) state that ‘it is reasonable to assume that women would lead differently than men’. Butterfield and Grinnell (1999), on the other hand, say that ‘after reviewing three decades of work on the topic of gender, leadership, and managerial behavior, it appears that we have not provided conclusive answers’. So maybe, as indicated earlier, we are posing the wrong questions. Establishing general, abstract correlations between sex and leadership may be a misleading or at least a not very informative enterprise.

A complication here is of course how to determine and formulate what is a difference, i.e. when is it motivated to say that ‘there is’ a difference? Whether female and male managers are somewhat different or broadly similar is less a matter of reality than about what point one wants to make. It is hardly possible to make an exact quantitative statement, such as women are 2 per cent or 0.08 points more ‘democratic’ than men in leadership. Over time, given what is at stake in terms of women’s opportunities, the ‘similar to’ (and as good as) men respectively ‘different from’ (and better than) men forms of truths have had different currency. With the expansion of female managers and possibilities to link women to recipes of good leadership fairly easy to align with femininity—and thus with women—the selling of female managers as ‘different from and better than’ men have become popular. This is not to say that there are no data or truth behind this type of knowledge claim, but how ambiguous phenomena ‘out there’ provide an input to knowledge claims is never straightforward. We can say that there has been a change in emphasis, since the 1970s, in the writings of gender and leadership, from ‘women are the same and as good as men’ to ‘women are different from and, in some ways, better than men’ with regard to management jobs and leadership. What this change of emphasis reflects or means is very hard to tell, but it would be a mistake to say that this is simply about progress in scientific rationality and now, finally, revealing the truth about women and leadership.

PROBLEMS IN INVESTIGATIONS

One may expect robust empirical studies to come up with clear answers on issues around women and leadership. But careful consideration of difficulties indicates that one should not expect too much of research in terms of clear-cut evidence offering final, or perhaps even preliminary, truths.

Language Mirroring Reality—Not So Easy

Measuring subtle phenomena not following law-like patterns as much as bearing strong imprints of discourses, meaning, and (other) social construction processes is not so easy or necessarily a very sensible project.

From a post-structural view, one might argue that central concepts in the gender and leadership field are often used in a totalizing manner, repressing alternative understandings and drawing attention away from the local context in which they may achieve a temporary, if fluid, meaning. When Eagly and Johnson (1990: 249), for example, concluded that ‘women’s leadership styles were more democratic than men’s’ there is a rich variety of problems that can be highlighted. The idea that words (signifiers) like ‘women’, ‘leadership’, ‘style’, ‘more’, ‘democratic’, and ‘men’ stand for some objective, universal, homogeneous, robust, and easily comparable phenomena out there, mirrored in questionnaire responses or observation protocols, can be viewed as problematic. ‘Leadership’ and ‘democracy’, for example, may refer to language use, where unstable meanings cannot be lifted out of the specific context in which the act takes place and the words are used. One could also, again from a poststructuralist view, question the assumed coherence and static nature of ‘leadership’ and, even more so, of ‘leadership style’—perhaps human actions are more processual, fragmented, varying, inconsistent, and open to alternative interpretations than these concepts and the quoted statement suggest (cf. Calás and Smircich 1991; Chia 1995; Alvesson 1996). Talking about democratic leadership may be seen as confusing, as the idea of leadership tends to contradict democracy. One may argue that leadership marks an asymmetrical relation in which the impact of the leader is far-reaching, while democracy stands for equality in terms of influence, the more of democratic ‘leadership’, the less of ‘leadership’.

The statement cited indicates a crude effort to universalize across history and culture, not to say local context. The law-like nature of the statement implies that there is a fixed causal relation between sex and a ‘leadership style’ called ‘democratic’. Also, there are different opinions among positivists. Most refute the idea of a clear difference. In the second place, much of the proof is limited to the outcomes of questionnaire filling responses. All empirical material—including laboratory studies—relies on ratings of individuals that can hardly fully avoid reflecting stereotypical cultural beliefs. Research shows that individuals are referred to in such a way that a social identity—woman, professional, Jewish, corporate employee—becomes salient, and it influences the response accordingly (Haslam 2004). So if women are aware of themselves as women when asked a question, it affects the response, which may be somewhat different than if the awareness of the self is different. Finally, the efforts to find regularities mean that the opposite—variation and inconsistencies—receives no or little attention (Alvesson 1996).

More qualitatively rich studies—in-depth interviews and ethnographies—are potentially more valuable. There are however also often problems with these. Most qualitative, experience-near studies tend to focus on general negative experiences and/or the superior moral qualities of female managers. Many studies only consider women’s viewpoints, which in interviews tend to be about their own positive values, ambitions, and acting and how males and masculine norms are sources of oppression or are creating problems for females (for illustrations, see Alvesson and Billing 2009), possibly reflecting self-serving bias and the tendency for people in interviews to do moral story-telling, where the interviewee typically appears as a better person than others being portrayed (Alvesson 2011).

Talk, X-Filling Behaviour, Behaviour in Artificial and Simplified Settings, and Organizational Practice

Whether research manages to reveal ‘truths’ or whether gender-stereotypical ideas and expectations are guiding subjects’ responses in interviews, questionnaires, and even responses when monitored in experiments (stripped of the complexities of ‘real’ managerial settings) is a serious issue, marginalized by most published research.

The ‘women and leadership industry’ is here an active force creating its own truth effects. If one learns from popular books and lectures that women lead in a particular way, female managers may adapt to that norm, in particular when asked to describe/rate one’s work, and subordinates may read the behaviour of the female manager accordingly, including devaluing behaviour perceived to break with the norm of how female leaders ‘are’. In this way ‘knowledge’ on female managers creates its own norms and ‘truths’, and it does not so much mirror as produce a socially constructed ‘reality’. This may not impact on specific behaviours as much as on people’s beliefs of what they are doing (or ought to be doing)—and thus responses in questionnaires and interviews.

The belief that females are different and have other values guiding leadership, held not just widely in society but also by many female managers, may influence their responses in interviews and questionnaires, possibly giving a misleading picture. As Cliff et al. (2005: 85) point out, some researchers focus on ‘dissimilarities between men’s and women’s descriptions of their managerial orientations rather than their actual behavior, as supporting the existence of sex differences in leadership behavior’. Experimental studies, showing how management and psychology students behave in simplified and artificial settings, may also say rather little of what is happening in more complicated organizational settings. Elsesser and Lever (2011: 1571) found little or no gender bias in studies of actual bosses and they conclude: ‘caution must be taken in extending laboratory results based on hypothetical bosses to actual organizational scenarios’. In the latter, there are of course also difficulties. Most research is based on interviews or questionnaires, not careful participatory observations, and these may tell us more about expectations and perceptions than actual behaviour. In the worst case empirical studies may reflect gender stereotypes more than anything else. People cannot respond accurately to interview questions and questionnaires about true beliefs, values, and ambitions abstracted from expectations and norms signalling appropriate ways of responding (Alvesson 2011).

There are also some more specific problems in sorting out how male and female managers may be compared. Managerial jobs differ tremendously. Survey studies may easily overlook that classification hides diversity—and what ‘managers’ really do and their ‘real’ social relationships to ‘subordinates’ may be very difficult to pinpoint—and thus compare quite different phenomena.

One should also bear in mind that, even if there should be some minor or moderate average differences between how male and female managers behave in a particular historical and cultural situation, this should not obscure that there are wide variations within the two categories: some women managers may very well be seen as autocratic and there are male managers who can be described as democratic.

This may be obvious, but is ignored by a lot of writings on the subject that try to compare ‘men’ and ‘women’ in order to establish if the groups differ or not. The search for interesting differences (or similarities) easily means an overfocus on the fairly small statistical variations and emphasizing these easily means that we come to expect some sex differences between males and females in managerial jobs. But for all practical purposes, given the great variation between people, also within the camps of males and females, one cannot predict anything in terms of leadership ideals and behaviour from the sex of a specific person. Male and female managers may exhibit any version of the entire spectrum of leadership. It is best to be quite open-minded about this.

Even if there should be some evidence behind the statement, and there are various views about this, claims such as ‘it is reasonable to assume that women would lead differently than men’ (Carli and Eagly 2011: 109) may in all practical contexts be unhelpful. In most settings, it may be more reasonable to assume that the sex of a specific manager does not allow any accurate predictions about his or her leading, that women is not a uniform category, and that their leading may be as diverse as men’s.

REFLECTIONS ON GENDER DIFFERENCES IN LEADERSHIP: ESSENTIAL TRAITS, STRUCTURAL EFFECTS, OR THE DOINGS OF GENDER?

Many authors in the gender stereotype camp, i.e. proponents for a difference in female orientations and leadership, suggest that women managers may contribute in particular in the following important aspects: communication and cooperation, affiliation and attachment, power, and intimacy and nurturance (e.g. Grant 1988). It is argued, for example, that because women have had a lot of practice from an early age in communicating and caring for others, they are often good at it. Some authors suggest that, compared with men, women possess more flexibility, more intuition, and a greater ability to be empathetic and to create a more productive work climate (e.g. Helgesen 1990); they could exercise power in a more constructive way, mobilize human resources better, encourage creativity, and change the hierarchical structures (Rosener 1990). Lipman-Blumen (1992) talks of a ‘connective leadership’ in which networking and shared responsibilities are central, encouraging people to connect to others and others’ goals. Eagly and Carli (2007: 68) argue that female managers tend to act through more transformational leadership (gaining trust, confidence and commitment through being inspirational) and being less laissez-faire than men, meaning that ‘women’s approaches are the more generally effective’.

Much of what is said is somewhat imprecise and refers to a rather idealized view of the positive contributions of women. In general, though, it makes sense to stress that women have often been socialized according to different values, norms, orientations, and psychological characteristics, which could be seen either as complementary to existing values, etc., or perhaps even as replacing some of them. However, one thing is possible socialization forms and effects, another is what is being expressed in social practice. It is not given that there are essential dispositions directly resulting in certain workplace orientations and behaviours. The ‘spill-over’ effect from early socialization may be weak or even non-existent.

Leadership may be more about structural conditions, here broadly defined, including organizational cultures and social norms, than psychological dispositions. Certain factors and mechanisms could neutralize such different orientations associated with possible psychological dispositions and prevent women leaders from having a significant influence on organizations in a way that is representative of broad population groups. Some would argue that the scope for action for many managers is limited, and it does not then matter whether the top boss is a man or a woman. Profit-maximization and external resource dependencies may make the sex distribution in managerial jobs of limited significance, in particular in organizations operating in a highly competitive market. Some researchers downplay the role of managers for results (cf. Pfeffer 1977; Pfeffer and Salancik 1978). The general norms and practical constraints—heavy workload, deadlines, personnel skills amount of resources, bureaucratic regulations—on managerial behaviour may also sometimes prevent any possible effects of the sex of the manager. The job rather than the sex may make the leadership. An illustrative example is a woman who had been CEO of an advertising agency: she said in an interview that she had very little time to interact with subordinates in line with various leadership ideals, as other tasks had to be prioritized. A study of project managers indicates serious time constraints and a heavy focus on operative issues (Holmberg and Tyrstrup 2010).

Certain structural effects may, however, also, differ between men and women. Subordinates, superiors, and colleagues—and the women themselves for that matter—may evaluate female managers against the background of the traditional understanding that authority is a masculine position (see Eagly et al. 1992). According to some research, when leadership or management was carried out in an autocratic way, i.e. in a way that is stereotypically masculine, females were more strongly devalued. When leadership was exercised in a gender-congruent way, females were not devalued. But males were not devalued when engaging in ‘non-masculine’ leadership behaviour. In terms of difficulties for female managers, there seems to be a more restricted set of options fully acceptable for female than for male managers. As Eagly et al. (1992: 18) express it; ‘they “pay a price” in terms of relatively negative evaluation if they intrude on traditionally male domains by adopting male stereotypic leadership styles or occupying male-dominated leadership positions’. It is likely that this will affect the leadership of women, adjusting leadership so that negative assessments are avoided. The leadership behaviour may thus be less a matter of psychological dispositions than an outcome of social contingencies.

Another possibility of a structural nature is that the organizational socialization process associated with management positions, at least up to now, leads to the mainstreaming of candidates, so that women’s specific attributes, values, and ambitions (if there were any) are lost and gender-neutral or masculine aspects are reinforced. A related possibility is that women managers are mainly recruited in such a way that only women who do not deviate from traditionally dominating organization and leadership patterns ever attain, or aspire to, management positions. The many studies indicating that no significant differences exist in leadership style would be consistent with this opinion. Organizational cultures may mainstream people in senior positions, through workplace socialization, through selective recruitment, and through structural constraints, all reducing possible dispositional effects associated with gender. Cultural influence in organizations may also involve the production or reinforcement of gender differences, possibly interacting with dispositions associated with childhood socialization. This could be the case in conservative organizations with a strong division of labour, displaying and encouraging gender differences. One would perhaps in most organizations assume that cultural standards for good management and leadership reduce gender differences and reduce the effects of any gender-specific psychologies.

Certain structural effects may also produce specific forms of gender. Kanter (1977) emphasized the role of sex ratio in organizations: the minority tends to stand out, is attributed certain orientations, and tends to respond to these, although not necessarily in a deterministic way. Different responses are possible. Women in male-dominated groups may become more ‘men-like’, if there is a perceived shared male way of being, or they may emphasize their femininity or at least not deviate from what may stand out as the norm. Ely (1995) found that female lawyers in a male-dominated law firm exhibited much more feminine behaviours (in terms of dressing and flirting) than in a similar firm with more equal sex distribution. The point here is not that there is a mechanical effect of structures like recruitment patterns, job demands, and sex ratios, but that these conditions may matter as much or more than essential dispositions contingent upon gender.

A third possibility is to downplay socialization/psychology as well as institutionalized conditions/structure and emphasize the level of interaction instead. This is done by the doing gender tradition (West and Zimmerman 1987, 2009). Here people are viewed as socially accountable for their gender. With a particular body (biology) come cultural expectations that one can display gender in such a way that one meets norms and expectations for being congruent with one’s biology. This does not imply fixed behaviours or strong forms of reproduction of stereotypes, but subjects in interactions doing certain things responding to the environment’s monitoring of oneself in terms of gender. For example, a male kindergarten teacher may engage in more physical activities with children, express some career aspirations, or something else male (Billing 1995). A female executive may display some relational concerns in interactions with subordinates, or supplement strongly result-oriented behaviour with femininity in dress or talk about family issues. What is above addressed as a response of female managers to anticipated risks of devaluations when engaging in authoritarian forms of leadership may be seen as doing gender.

For West and Zimmerman and most of their followers, ‘doing gender’ is viewed as an ever-present mode of responding to a normative pressure to comply with gender stereotypes. However, other authors have pointed to radical changes in gender relations, making this less compulsory and opening up for the ‘un-doing of gender’, i.e. resisting the anticipations (e.g. Deutsch 2007). One could push this further and say that contemporary equal opportunity norms may also mean a ‘non-doing of gender’, i.e. that individuals try to avoid demonstrating what is felt to indicate gender stereotypical behaviour (Alvesson and Sandberg 2013). The compulsory nature of gender-doing may not always be central any longer, at least not in some workplaces.

The various indications on differences or similarities in leadership may thus be viewed as an outcome of men and women being psychologically (somewhat) different or (broadly) similar, affected by structural and cultural contingencies and/or an interaction effect of doing gender (or minimizing the doing of gender).

Some people may want to have a robust answer here. Friends of order may ask which of the three perspectives is the correct one and what is the major tendency in terms of gender and leadership? One could imagine the three perspectives and two major tendencies (or more specific ones) combined into 3 × 2 = 6 options, from fixed essential traits directing females to lead in a different way to interactionism where female managers display non-stereotypical behaviour guided by an anticipation that signs on femininity may lead to negative assessments. It is hardly likely that efforts to test the six hypothesis would lead to any conclusive answers. All research is based on assumptions and all data are impregnated by theory, making all empirical findings artefacts of theoretical ideas and specific modes of inquiries. We would argue that considering all perspectives and possible tendencies is worthwhile. Gender patterns are not so homogeneous, fixed, or one-dimensional that a dispositional, structural, or interactionist perspective can be expected to explain everything and it is very likely that different dynamics can be put into operation. Most likely there are different subjects, workplaces, interactions, organizations, and times where different perspectives and tendencies are most relevant to consider.

Also individuals may be quite multidimensional in how they think their gender makes a difference. In a study of the organizational practices of female Canadian entrepreneurs Cliff et al. (2005) found that the female entrepreneurs tended to claim that they had specific values and orientations making them different from male entrepreneurs but their actual behaviour as manifested in organizational structures and practices showed no difference. The exact meaning of this is not obvious—more than that people’s questionnaire-filling behaviour may reflect beliefs of attitudes decoupled from behaviour. But it may indicate that certain dispositions associated with background and gendered identity influence beliefs about behaviour while structural concerns may affect their actual behaviour. From a doing gender point of view one would expect people to try to add a twist of gender-norms congruent accountability. So framing what one is doing in terms of motives, values, and objectives somewhat different from men would make the female entrepreneurs not only entrepreneurial but also sufficiently feminine to comply with cultural norms. Signalling this is ‘sufficient’, and the actual work can be carried out in a ‘non-gendered’ way.

Understanding gender and leadership calls less for a strict adherence to a specific theory and law-like pattern than an ability to consider a variety of key aspects and dynamics and a variation of tendencies and empirical outcomes (Alvesson and Billing 2009).

Here it is also important to consider changes over time. Gender is not a historical constant. The women treated for hysteria by Sigmund Freud are gone. So is, at least in many groups, the idea that ‘a man’s got to do what a man’s got to do’ and ‘a woman’s place is in the kitchen’ (at least in most advanced, relatively equal-oriented countries). Whether historical results, say from the 1970s, are valid today or tomorrow is an open question. What would (will) happen if (or when) women had better access to higher positions or when, which some people claim (e.g. Gherardi 1995), many organizations are going through transformations involving ‘demasculinization’, meaning that work principles are not any longer constructed in distinctly masculine ways. It is possible that studies of gender and leadership will show other results than during times where men had close to monopoly on senior positions, leadership was defined more strongly as male, and organizational principles were less likely to be interpreted as involving ‘de-masculinization’.

CULTURAL CHANGES: DE-MASCULINIZATION OF LEADERSHIP IDEALS

Leadership has traditionally been constructed with a masculine subtext and dominant views on leadership have been seen as difficult to integrate with femininity (Kanter 1977; Lipman-Blumen 1992). During recent decades there has been much talk about changes under way. There are claims about moves from more bureaucratic-technocratic modes of management to more personal-ideological or normative forms. This means that issues of a more social, subjective, and involving nature are increasingly being seen as crucial. It is quite likely that changes in management and organizational practices are grossly exaggerated in many accounts of the ‘post-modern world’, the ‘knowledge-society’, ‘post-fordism’, post-bureaucracy, etc. (Alvesson and Thompson 2005). There is a strong premium on portraying organizational changes being rapid, drastic, progressive, and easy to identify with. The selling of an appealing present and near future is likely to be responded to positively by naive audiences wanting good news (Alvesson 2013).

But the questionable ‘truth value’ of broad-brushed change talk does not prevent far-reaching claims about ‘changes’ being in broad circulation, creating certain effects on consciousness and willingness to adapt, at least partly, to what is viewed as new truths. Perhaps the talk about the changing nature of work, ‘flexibilization’, and corporate changes will make it necessary to promote some skills which are more often attributed to women than to men. For some time authors on women and leadership have connected new ideals for leadership with the natural orientations of women:


Being a good manager … is less about competitiveness, aggression, and task orientation and more about good communication, coaching and people skills, and being intuitive and flexible, all more typically or at least stereotypically associated with women.

(Cooper and Lewis 1993: 41)



Emotions are also increasingly seen as significant in organizational practice as meaning, involvement, and action to some extent replace rationality, cold calculation, and separation of decision and execution (Alvesson and Berg 1992; Fineman 1993, 2000). Themes like identity, cohesion, teams, and social integration also often point in a ‘non-masculine’ direction. New leadership ideals include new and non-masculine labels like post-heroic, shared, and distributed leadership (Fletcher 2004). The talk about post-heroic leadership indicates that the traditional ‘heroic’ leadership and the traits associated with that is surpassed by a new style, which demands traits more ‘rooted in feminine-linked images and wisdom about how to “grow people” in the domestic sphere’ (Fletcher 2004: 651).

This general interest in new ideas on leadership appears to have accompanied the interest in feminine leadership and/or women in management. If a more participatory, non-hierarchical, flexible, and group-oriented style of management is viewed as increasingly appropriate and formulated in feminine terms (or androgynous ones, i.e. combining what is culturally/stereotypically defined as characteristics of the two genders), then women can be marketed as carriers of suitable orientations for occupying positions as managers—network orientation, a preference for participation, etc. (Billing and Alvesson 2000). Lipman-Blumen (1992: 183), for example, believes that female leadership ‘contains the seeds of connective leadership, a new integrative model of leadership more suited to the dramatically changing workplace of the twenty-first century’.

Alternatively, and minimally, the new criteria for management would at least open up for females having better access to senior positions in the organization. The incongruence between a female gender role and a management role will be gone and result in less prejudice towards women leaders (Elsesser and Lever 2011). The strong ‘masculine’ nature of traditional management/leadership would lose some of its appeal and the work field would be a more open terrain. The problem for women, however, is that the enactment of this style of leadership is likely to be different for women than men. Women may have a harder time distinguishing what they do as something new because it looks like they are just doing what women do (Fletcher 2004: 654). Therefore women might find it harder to be recognized as doing this ‘new leadership’: this will be something which is expected of women anyway and hence they may not benefit from this move from more traditional masculine models to this more ‘feminine’ style, according to Fletcher (2004).

More generally, there are reasons to be sceptical with regard to much of the talk about radical changes taking place in organizations leading to a large need of ‘female skills’ or female managers (Calás and Smircich 1993). There are, as indicated above, perhaps only superficial changes behind the rhetoric, which does not prevent some acceleration in the increase of females in low-level and middle-level managerial jobs. However, the questioning of the symbolic gender of a job ‘opens’ up for a new way of seeing and constructing it in perhaps less stereotypical ways. Even though leadership still probably often is given a masculine meaning, the overall picture seems to be more varied and less rigid today.

The leadership ideas and styles popular during recent years are not necessarily ‘pro-women’, but they accord ill with traditional ideas of the masculine character of the good manager: technocratically rational, aggressive, competitive, firm, and just. At a minimum a masculine bias is reduced. Some organizations indicate that they are actually looking for certain new values which are associated with women, such as flexibility, social skills, team orientation, etc. (e.g. Holmquist 1997). However, at the same time as there are some ‘pro-female’ elements in ‘new’ forms of leadership ideals, there are also problems, to be addressed in the subsequent two sections.

FEMININE LEADERSHIP AS IDEOLOGY AND LUBRICANT

Most formulations of women exercising leadership in different ways signal positive, humanitarian, and progressive ideals that are easy to buy into. However, the ideals expressed in interview talk and questionnaires may be rather selective, and may not put significant imprints on management practice (Cliff et al. 2005).

There is little in the contributions on feminine leadership or women’s way of leading to seriously question corporations’ (shareholders, top management’s) commitment to profit, growth, and other traditional goals. Capitalism and market economy, the complexity of large-scale organizations, and other constraints may mean that any genuine female orientation may not come through very clearly in most managerial contexts, at least not as long as there are only relatively few female managers. Fierce competition between companies and domination of profit motives is not abolished by female forms of leadership. In many corporate contexts it is an open issue whether there is space, within the capitalist economy, to become really significant. Organizations are mainly about the rational exploitation of labour, cost-cutting being central and reduction of the labour force often more salient than giving priority to empathy, intuition, connectiveness, and close personal relations. This is not to deny some space for and also a certain instrumental value of the latter, but most organizations give limited space for what gender-stereotypical authors emphasize as typical for women and/or a feminine type of leadership.

There are also potential problems with leadership focusing on affiliation, nurturance, intimacy, and other relational dimensions in (most) work contexts. House and Aditay (1997) say that this may involve or lead to nepotism or problems keeping distance in decisions about wages, allocation of work tasks, promotion, or rationalizations and dismissal of people. Also some studies of feminist organizations point to problems—ambiguities, inconsistencies, anxieties, and conflict—when collectives are governed by what are claimed to be feminine ideals (Martin 1987; Ashcraft 2001).

There are two problems here. (Problems are then viewed not from a corporate point of view but from an outsider position, considering the effects of leadership ideas on consciousness and practice and what may benefit employees.) One is that the feminine leadership ideals are part of and reinforce a general management ideology portraying contemporary business and working life in idealistic, flattering ways. Inherent contradictions and often not so humanistic practices are concealed by nice-sounding formulations of leadership and the promotion of women in general as champions of appealing ways of managing. (These problems are, from a management perspective, advantages and account for some of the interest in feminine leadership and female managers.)

A second problem is that the link between a certain leadership ideal and women may mean that the latter are used in those specific situations where dealing with relations and emotions are of specific importance. Thus women could very well come to provide the necessary oil to make the machinery work better; and/or their motivational and persuasive skills could be exploited as a potential tool for carrying out unpopular rationalizations more smoothly, with women acting as mediators between the top management and the workers (Calás and Smircich 1993). Kolb (1992), for example, shows how women may be inclined to work with conflicts behind the scene, doing important work but remaining invisible and potentially preventing conflicts surfacing also in cases where airing these may be positive. The writers arguing for the special contributions that women can make relatively seldom express such points of view. Consistently, women managers seem to get the ‘feminine’ managerial jobs, such as staff jobs, accounting and other peripheral jobs seen in relation to the more important decision-making jobs. In these jobs women are supposed to use their so-called feminine qualities and complement male managers (Laufer 2000). Brewis and Linstead (2004: 75) call human resource management functions ‘female ghettos’, and say that women are dominant in these functions ‘because they are widely understood to have particularly well-developed people skills, to be more intuitive, more sympathetic and more effective communicators than men’.

The two problems—of ideology and ghetto—may coexist and reinforce each other. Ideological effects may motivate a lot of rhetoric and a highly selective and limited practice. The latter may back up and provide some credibility to the former, and here the involvement of female managers—‘known’ for their relational skills, empathy, intuition, etc. may work as promoters of the ideology while the actual work may be to handle the dynamics and effects of corporate practices substantially quite far from what is presented as feminine and positive management and leadership practice. A corporate practice emphasizing rational and efficient use of human resources may be supplemented by feminine forms of leadership dealing with the human resources, smoothening over some awareness of the costs of the rationality and efficiency involved.

FEMININITY AND FEMININE LEADERSHIP NATURALIZING ‘THE (GOOD) WOMAN’: FACILITATOR OR CAGE?

There is a third problem, in addition to ideology and lubrication ones, associated with the feminine leadership, affecting those that are supposed to benefit from this concept, i.e. the female (feminine) managers themselves.

The emphasis on gender difference would mean that gender division of labour appears to some extent natural. The variety of processes tying women to primarily embracing and defining themselves through what is seen as feminine are crucial for an orientation alternative to the one of dominating masculinities (Fletcher 2004). Women typically doing feminine leadership implies that there is a normal or natural inclination for them acting in this way. This may be a support for women managers—as a set of guiding principles reducing uncertainty in how to act as leaders and/or as a discourse promoting them in their careers. But it may also function as a set of restraints, as a cage similar to roles limiting ways of acting.

As feminine leadership seems to overlap with gender-stereotypical expectations, as also noticed by Eagly and Johannesen-Schmidt (2008), it is reasonable to assume that this adopted style may be an effect of expectations and pressure from other people, most notably from their subordinates that women should act in accordance with their gender. Deviations may lead to sanctions, such as when female managers acting in authoritarian ways leads to negative assessments (and more so than facing male managers) (Eagly et al. 1995). There is a gender division of labour within management, there seem to be certain areas which are believed to better fit women than men; this leads to Eagly et al. (1995: 137) concluding that ‘leadership roles defined in relatively masculine terms favored male leaders and leadership roles defined in relatively feminine terms favored female leaders’.

In another study some women managers complained about these expectations which were directed to them but not the male managers (Billing 2006). Some of these women managers however rejected these expectations and refused to change their style. One of them said, ‘I am a manager, not a woman manager’. Others chose to change their style according to expectations of being more soft, better listeners, etc. ‘This is what they expect from a woman’, one of the women managers said.

From this study it was clear that styles changed and varied, the same manager had a different style at her former workplace, and some said that their style might change throughout the day, from some times being transactional to transformational and so on. Some of these women had books on their tables about spiritual or servant leadership and this combined with massive media covering of the female managers may influence how they think they should behave and possibly how they behave. (But as said, the link here is uncertain.) Leadership styles vary, not only between different workplaces, but also sometimes within different settings, during the day. Schnur (2008) also refers to a woman manager who felt most effective when combining masculine and feminine discursive strategies.

What is more interesting perhaps than measuring differences is then to ask under what circumstances is it possible—i.e. contingent upon the encouragement or pressure the manager faces—to act in ways that may by some be seen as masculine or feminine. The question then would be ‘when is the female leader?’ (cf. Alvesson and Billing 2009). This then may be a result of options and expectations sometimes giving space or putting pressure on female managers to express femininity. Whether this is an expression of a natural disposition or a compliance by a normative pressure—from people around and/or the women and leadership industry—is worth considering.

So when authors believe that women and men are socialized into being feminine or masculine, to different principles and then to different characteristics, the key question is not only if they reveal, over-emphasize, or present a misleading account for what happened in childhood (socialization) and how this may effect female managers’ leadership. Truth questions are not only or mainly about mirroring reality, as the latter is uncertain and debatable, partly because it is ambiguous, complex, and changing. As Foucault puts it, the problem with knowledge is not necessarily whether it reveals or distorts the truth, the problem is that it creates it. It is the effects of talk about feminine leadership that are interesting, not so much the averages of the varieties of men and women responding to various efforts to mirror how they see themselves, which values and attitudes they have, and how they say they behave at work.

CONCLUSION

Gender and leadership has received a lot of attention. Despite all the research there are various views of the possible similarities or differences between men and women in terms of the exercise of leadership (Butterfield and Grinnell 1999; Carli and Eagly 2011). In this chapter we have argued that it is not necessarily very fruitful to seek law-like patterns in terms of gender and leadership, but we point to a variety of dynamics and relations and emphasize the need to consider different possibilities in how women tend to do leadership. Arguably, this is only partly about psychological dispositions leading to certain leadership ideals and practices.

We have also pointed to problems investigating the subject matter. Apart from all other difficulties in measuring something that perhaps is so intangible, varied, and depending on social construction processes, it is important to consider how expectations, beliefs, and normative pressures on gendering (and, sometimes, to avoid gendering) are central not only for values, identities, and behaviour, but also for how people respond to requests for reporting values, identities, and behaviour. It is perhaps naive to believe that responses to questionnaires, interviews, or experiments simply mirror gender and leadership. If males and females report different leadership values or behaviour this may say more about their inclination to signal their gender-appropriateness—doing of gender in the research situation—than reflect any possible differences in ‘actual’ values or behaviour, external to the specific situation. Taking this seriously would mean a downplaying of dataistic projects and up-playing of modes of reasoning for understanding a variety of aspects.

A large body of literature emphasizes feminine leadership, typically celebrating this as beneficial for organizations, employees, and female managers themselves, fitting perfectly well with the needs of the contemporary economy and working life. If we side-step the possibility of this being ‘true’, ‘half-true’, an exaggeration, ambiguous, ‘false’, or misleading, we can assess the value of putting forward this thesis. Of course, there are some potentially positive aspects. One is the support of progressive forms of management and leadership facilitating positive working life conditions and good social relations. Another is that it boosts the chances of respect for female managers, generally linked to feminine leadership and ideals in line with this. Given the historical and to some extent ongoing domination of men and certain forms of masculinity in the leadership field, de-masculinization can be emphasized as a balancing force.

However, the notion of feminine leadership is also problematic for different reasons. First there is not much clear-cut support for the idea that women in managerial practice operate significantly different than men in these positions, and when they do it is perhaps more a response to expectations from followers or organizational norms and guidelines for leadership. These may be much more important for the manager’s behaviour than the biology of a manager. As such expectations may change over time and vary between contexts, it would be problematic to naturalize and essentialize both the difference and (fixed) expectations exercising a strong and homogeneous pressure.

Secondly, it reinforces gender stereotypes so that women and men managers conveniently are seen as fit for different management functions—as mentioned, a gender division of labour in management circles is already visible. It restricts women managers in the sense that they are believed to act and behave in a special (feminine) way to be accepted, thus perhaps they may risk being exploited as emotional labourers. Female managers may appear as lubricants in organizations mainly managed through result-orientation and exploitation of labour.

Thirdly, progressive formulations of leadership promising a much more humane, conflict-free working life, where good forms of leadership based on relationality, intuition, understanding, care, empathy, etc. will lead to effectiveness as well as satisfying work conditions may simply function as ideology. This involves legitimating organizations and management and repress awareness of contradictions between different ideals and between ideal and practice. Many popular management ideas are popular because they sound appealing. Rhetorical attraction may however lead attention away from critical thinking.
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CHAPTER 10

NEGATIVE INTRA-GENDER RELATIONS BETWEEN WOMEN

Friendship, Competition, and Female Misogyny

SHARON MAVIN, JANNINE WILLIAMS, AND GINA GRANDY

INTRODUCTION

BROADBRIDGE and Simpson (2011) note that key aspects of gendered management and organization may be increasingly difficult to detect, arguing for research to ‘reveal’ (Lewis and Simpson 2010) hidden aspects of gender and the processes of concealment within norms, practices, and values. Negative relations between women in organizations have been highlighted in different arenas since the 1960s (e.g. Goldberg 1968; Staines et al. 1973; Abramson 1975; Legge 1987; Nicolson 1996) but remain under-researched in management and organization studies. The following chapter offers an initial conceptual framework of women’s negative intra-gender relations in organizations. The framework aims to ‘reveal’ some of the hidden aspects of gender and to contribute to a greater understanding of how gendered organizing contexts construct negative relations between women, and how such relations emerge through everyday organizing. In developing the framework we draw upon research from evolutionary and social psychology, sociology, management, and organization studies. Specifically we draw upon women doing gender well (in congruence with sex category), while simultaneously doing gender differently (Mavin and Grandy 2011); gendered contexts; homophily (Lazarsfeld and Merton 1954) and homosociality (Gruenfeld and Tiedens 2005); women’s intra-gender competition (Campbell 2004) and processes of female misogyny (Mavin 2006a, 2006b). Our contribution focuses upon revealing hidden forms of gender in action in organizations and highlights how gendered contexts and organizing processes which impact upon women’s experiences and advancement are entangled with and facilitate women’s social relationships at work.

To raise women’s negative intra-relations at work can be to speak the unspeakable, almost a feminist taboo, which poses risk to the speaker(s). Drawing attention to women’s negative intra-gender relations in organizations also risks the reduction of the problem to individual women, rather than problematizing social relations. Negative intra-gender relations between women at work was highlighted as a challenge to women’s progress by Mavin (2006a, 2006b, 2008), contributing to the maintenance of the gendered status quo and hegemonic masculinity (Connell and Messerschmidt 2005) in organizations. We have argued elsewhere (Mavin 2008; Mavin and Grandy 2012; Mavin and Williams forthcoming) that senior women in management and leadership face an oxymoron: they face expectations of positive solidarity behaviours from other women and requirements to take up the ‘women in management mantle’ on behalf of women in the organization, whilst in parallel they are negatively evaluated for performing masculinities, through the use of Queen Bee label (Staines et al. 1973; Abramson 1975). Solidarity or sisterhood behaviours (Mavin 2006a) between women are often seen as positive enablers. As numbers swell, it is suggested women are more likely to form allegiances, coalitions, and affect the culture of the organization (Kanter 1977). However, women perceived as Queen Bees are argued to disassociate themselves from their gender to survive and thrive in masculine work contexts (Derks et al. 2011). Individual women as Queen Bees are then positioned as ‘the problem’, perceived as unsupportive of other women and interpreted as attempting to hold on to power (Mavin 2008). We contend that solidarity behaviour expectations and Queen Bee evaluations are examples of women’s negative intra-gender relations facilitated within gendered contexts and gendered orders. Women’s experiences are complex within these gendered contexts, including the chasm in social relations with other women which requires exploration (Mavin and Williams forthcoming).

As women move into senior positions they disrupt gendered expectations and embedded gender stereotypes supporting associations of management as male, and men as managers and ‘bosses’, to which both men and women might negatively respond (Mavin 2006a, 2006b). The possibility of negative intra-relations between women can also form in horizontal as well as in vertical relationships between women at work (Gutek et al. 1988). These problematic relations, possibly impacted by low gender demography (Ely 1994), contribute to gendered organizations and constrain opportunities for women to be ‘otherwise’. Women’s intra-gender competition and processes of female misogyny (Mavin 2006a, 2006b) are further aspects of social relations between women at work, so that, contrary to gender stereotypes, women are often not friends and do not always cooperate or support each other, regardless of their hierarchical positioning. Rather women can be hostile towards women and in particular women in senior positions.

Chesler (2001: 2) contends women ‘do not like, trust, respect or find their [other women] statements to be credible. To the extent that women are oppressed, we have also internalized the prevailing misogynist ideology which we uphold both in order to survive and in order to improve our own individual positions vis-à-vis all other women.’ Gutek et al. (1988) argue that women’s long history as a subordinate group has resulted in women learning to survive in a world structured by the dominant group’s definitions, rules, rewards, and punishments, and therefore ‘the only realistic response of many women to such overwhelming institutionally based macro-manipulation is micro-manipulation, the use of interpersonal behaviours and practices to influence, if not control the balance of power’ (Lipman-Blumen 1984: 30). However, theoretical development of this argument has been limited.

Organizations have been characterised by patterns of interaction which (whether intentionally or unintentionally formed) contribute to homogeneous group structures, of which gender is one dimension (Gruenfeld and Tiedens 2005). Such constructed patterns shore up social homogeneity and hierarchical structures and are argued to contribute to organizational members’ sense of security (Kanter 1977; Camussi and Leccardi 2005; Gruenfeld and Tiedens 2005). Homophily (the social process of friendship) (Lazarsfeld and Merton 1954) and homosociality (a general orientation to associate with people like oneself) (Gruenfeld and Tiedens 2005) have contributed to research investigating the gendered experiences of those in management positions through a focus upon social capital and network theory (e.g. Benschop 2009). However, a specific focus on friendship as a social process and intra-gender friendships has been lacking. In theorizing women’s negative intra-gender relations, we draw upon an assumption that within work organizations and in senior positions, men experience greater opportunities for, and relationships with, others (men) and that this impacts positively on their experiences (Collinson and Hearn 2005), whilst women’s workplace homophilous friendships and homosocial relations with other women are problematic and remain under-researched. Further, we integrate discussions on intra-gender competition and female misogyny (Mavin 2006a) to illuminate the difficulties that women may experience in accepting intra-gender differences. In turn, this highlights a greater understanding of how women negotiate organization and management within the prevailing patriarchal social order (Mavin 2006a, 2006b, 2008).

The chapter begins by outlining our understanding of gender and gendered contexts facilitating negative relations between women. This is followed by a discussion of homophily (Lazarsfeld and Merton 1954), homosociality (Gruenfeld and Tiedens 2005), and women’s intra-gender competition and female misogyny (Mavin 2006a, 2006b). The conceptual framework of women’s negative intra-gender relations is then discussed and summarized, to consider how negative relations between women manifest and impact on women’s potential, followed by emerging questions offered to frame future research.

DQING GENDER WELL AND DIFFERENTLY

Doing gender well and differently is the first aspect for consideration within our conceptual framework, aimed to account for women’s negative intra-relations in organizations. In outlining our position on gender, we build upon current research on doing gender well, or appropriately in congruence with sex category (Mavin and Grandy 2011, 2012), and redoing or undoing gender. We contend that gender can be done well and differently through simultaneous, multiple enactments of femininity and masculinity (Mavin and Grandy 2011, 2012). In doing so, we agree with Billing (2011) who notes that gender is a fluid concept that shifts over time and place. However, we question optimistic claims that gender can ever be undone. Rather, undoing gender is really not undoing gender but redoing or doing gender differently (Messerschmidt 2009; West and Zimmerman 2009; Kelan 2010). We explicitly incorporate sex category into our understanding of doing gender, as we believe it cannot be ignored in experiences of doing gender. This does not mean that gender binaries cannot be challenged or unsettled, rather that the binary divide continues to constrain and restrict how men and women do gender.

Gender in organization studies research has progressed from essentialist perspectives which understand gender as the property of women and men manifested through ascribed individual traits, through to appreciating gender as a process. The distinction between physiological differences and social norms continues to be debated and problematized (Acker 1992), whilst intersectional studies highlight the salience of other social categories for gender relations, such as class and race (Acker 2000; Valentine 2007; Holvino 2010). For us, rather than being the property of a person, gender is always being redefined and negotiated through everyday practices and situations (Poggio 2006). Gender is a ‘complex of socially guided perceptual and interactional and micropolitical activities that cast particular pursuits as expressions of masculine and feminine “natures”’ (West and Zimmerman 1987: 126) and as such is a routine accomplishment (West and Zimmerman 1987).

West and Zimmerman (1987) note the distinction between gender, sex categorization, and sex. Sex is understood to be the application of biological criteria, which has been socially agreed upon. People are then placed in a sex category as sex criteria are applied to them, which is evaluated in everyday life through expectations of particular identificatory displays, indicating that one is a member of a particular sex. Such an understanding appreciates that when people do gender, they are already categorized by sex and gender is ‘the activity of managing situated conduct in light of normative conceptions of attitudes and activities appropriate for one’s sex category’ (West and Zimmerman 2002: 5). Gender is not a possession but something achieved or accomplished through interaction, within particular social contexts, against behaviours understood to be appropriate for females or males (West and Zimmerman 1987; Messerschmidt 2009). Thus perceptions of a sex category are a facet of doing gender, as people are assessed as incumbents of a sex category. For example, as Messerschmidt (2009) argues, females who behave in ways which are considered to be masculine, may find their doing of gender is rejected as incongruent with their perceived sex category. In organizations, the use of the Queen Bee label can therefore be viewed as a sexist evaluation of senior women who perform masculinities (Mavin 2008), whereby there is a perceived incongruence between the sex category of so-called ‘Queen Bees’ and how they enact leadership (e.g. agentic rather than communal style).

Underpinning much doing gender research is an assumed gender binary of male/female, masculinities/femininities (Kelan 2010). One dimension in the development of organization studies gender research has been to question the salience of binary thinking, with arguments ranging from undoing gender to destabilizing the binary (Butler 1990, 1999), although others argue that gender is done well (Mavin and Grandy 2011, 2012), differently, or redone, rather than undone (Messerschmidt 2009; West and Zimmerman 2009; Kelan 2010). Multiplicity is also argued to be one form of ‘breaking’ the gender binary. Linstead and Pullen (2006) argue that the gender binary can be disrupted, as gender is a social and cultural practice which is performed and practised. Performances and practices which switch positions can disrupt the binary, as embodied experiences of gender are more fluid than a binary, more akin to a rhizome (Linstead and Pullen 2006). Masculinity and femininity may therefore be co-present and simultaneous (Linstead and Pullen 2006).

While we acknowledge the social process and fluidity of gender as individual subjectivities, we cannot deny the existence of the binary divide between men and women. As Gherardi (1996) argues, the dominant symbolic order of gender is of a binary of masculinity and femininity, which should be understood as a learnt understanding of social relations (Baxter and Hughes 2004). As women’s intra-gender relations are under-researched, we contend that it is impossible to analyse gender in organizations without interrogating the binary divide against which men and women as groups, and as individuals, are evaluated in organizations. The gender binary therefore cannot be ignored in theory or in practice for women in organization, as it constrains and restricts how we do gender. At the same time, we contend that an approach that takes into account efforts to do gender well and differently (Mavin and Grandy 2011, 2012) offers opportunities to recognize the fluid, contradictory, and indefinite nature of doing gender. At the heart of this approach is multiplicity, whereby women (or men) can do gender differently through simultaneous, multiple enactments of femininity and masculinity and as a result it may open up new possibilities for unsettling gender binaries over time.

Drawing from West and Zimmerman (1987) and Messerschmidt’s (2009) assertion that individuals are held accountable to sex category in the doing of gender and our previous work (Mavin and Grandy 2011, 2012), we delineate the conceptualization of not simply doing gender but ‘doing gender well’ or appropriately in congruence with sex category and explain doing gender well in this way:


For a woman to do gender well or appropriately, as evaluated against and accountable to her sex category, she performs expected feminine behavior through a body that is socially perceived to be female. For a man, to do gender well or appropriately, as evaluated against and accountable to his sex category, he performs expected masculine behavior, through a body that is socially perceived to be male. Thus there is congruence and balance between the perceived sex category and gender behavior, and femininity (or masculinity) is validated.

(Mavin and Grandy 2011: 3–4)



In earlier work illustrative examples were provided of how women can do gender well and differently (Mavin and Grandy 2011, 2012). Exotic dancers, for example, emphasize the sense of empowerment (independence, sexual exploration, and freedom), exploitation (objectification), temporality (means to an end, ambitious goals), professionalism (strict rules), and moral compass (faithful partner) afforded through the work (Mavin and Grandy 2011). While they do gender well, their efforts to legitimize and professionalize the work can be viewed as attempts, albeit those more aligned with masculinity, to simultaneously do gender differently. In outlining our position of doing gender well and doing gender differently, we contend that individuals can perform, either consciously or subconsciously, exaggerated expressions of femininity (or masculinity) while simultaneously performing alternative expressions of femininity or masculinity (Mavin and Grandy 2011, 2012). Further, women can also be perceived and evaluated by others as the ‘“right” kind of feminine and the “wrong” kind of feminine (or masculine), even as part of simultaneous enactments of masculinity and femininity’ (Mavin and Grandy 2012: 224).

Following this, our assumption is that women’s negative intra-gender relations are influenced in part by women’s reactions to other women when they do gender well and differently and/or are the ‘wrong kind of feminine’ (Mavin and Grandy 2012) according to gendered expectations and the context they are working within. Therefore while women may do gender well and differently simultaneously, thus opening up possibilities for disrupting the gender binary, this doing of gender takes place within gendered contexts and has implications for women’s intra-gender relations. The doing gender well and differently aspect of the conceptual framework is shown in Figure 10.1.
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FIGURE 10.1 Doing gender well and differently

Source: Mavin and Grandy (2011, 2012).

GENDERED CONTEXTS: IMPLICATIONS FOR WOMEN’S INTER-GENDER RELATIONS

In conceptualising gendered contexts which facilitate women’s negative intra-gender relations we focus upon four areas. First, we focus on the double bind experienced by women in organizations, in that they are evaluated as women and as managers or workers. Secondly, we explore the possibility of decoupling evaluations of men and women from the gender binary. However, we argue this can only be the case if everyone is able to decouple, not just some. Thirdly, we outline levels of masculine hegemony which require recognition in understanding social relations, and fourthly, we outline patriarchy as a backcloth to gendered contexts.

Research has demonstrated that work, and particularly management work, is historically and culturally associated with masculinity and men, which has contributed to establishing a gendered order (Connell 1987; Gherardi 1994) in organizations. Within this order, the ideal worker, against whom all workers are assessed, is associated with masculinity and men (Acker 1992). Men have been argued to feel comfortable with these prevailing attitudes and norms, as they perceive them as gender neutral (Simpson 1997). However, senior women in organizations face the double bind dilemma (Gherardi 1994) of expectations both of behaviour appropriate to their perceived gender role and behaviour expected of managers, the former associated with femininities, the latter with masculinities. This leads to complexity for women in negotiating organizing contexts (cf. Martin 2003; Mavin 2006a, 2006b, 2008; Eagly and Carli 2007), reflecting our position on doing gender and the challenges of gender contexts and hierarchies for women’s relations.

Recent research suggests a fragmentation of gendered assumptions which contribute to a displacement of the male norm in organizing management in some contexts, for example Nordic countries (Billing 2011). Billing’s (2011) position is that women managers may experience congruence with the role of manager, if they have decoupled masculinities and the male body from competencies or values associated with management. Such opportunities arise through the erosion of strong gender divisions in expectations of management or leadership (Billing 2011). However, whilst attempts may be made by some organizational members to decouple femininity and masculinity from particular behaviours and values, we contend that, unless the majority or all organizational members ‘buy into’ this removal of gender divisions and change their expectations of others, in interaction, then people will continue to be accountable to normative gendered expectations that draw upon sex role categorisations (Messerschmidt 2009). This reflects much doing gender research which continues to draw upon a gender binary (Kelan 2010), even when attempting to undo it (Mavin and Grandy 2011, 2012). Moreover, organizational members may also gender themselves in order to maintain a gender identity (Billing 2011). This has implications for women and senior women in organizations as their intra-gender relations are enacted within this context.

Knights and Kerfoot (2004: 446) explain that masculinity shapes ‘representational knowledge’ through pervasive and tacit masculine discourses which structure behaviour in organizations and which can have deleterious effects for all organizational members. Disrupting and problematizing such forms of masculinity and repressive effects for all organizational members, requires the critique of background assumptions (read masculine hegemony) which render such discourses intelligible (Knights and Kerfoot 2004). Despite the pervasiveness of the masculine hegemony, it has been argued that, in doing gender, there is space for agency (Connell and Messerschmidt 2005; Benschop 2009), in how organizational members relate to the gender socialization and patriarchy which contribute to structural restraints for members (Benschop 2009). This reflects a view that gender is constructed at micro (everyday interactions), meso (organizational), and macro (societal) level, and macro level analysis alone cannot predict what occurs or how this is achieved at the meso or micro level of activities in organizations (Billing 2011).

The concern with privileging macro level analysis at the expense of meso and micro level activities in the doing of gender also reflects a critique of patriarchy (see e.g. Walby 1989) as an explanatory framework for all gendered relations in all contexts. Critiques of patriarchy contributed to a move in research away from assuming ahistorical or universal approaches (Walby 1989), to suggest multiple hierarchies of relations between women and men. As Connell and Messerschmidt (2005) note, there are geographies of masculinities which operate and can be analysed at and between the connections of global, regional, and local levels. However, for us, patriarchy remains an important analytical category (Thornley and Thörnqvist 2009); it is useful to understand how ‘gender is implicated in all social processes’ (Acker 1989: 239) and in the reproduction of women’s negated social positions. Patriarchy continues to be drawn upon to research different contexts in gender and organization literature (e.g. Dean 2008; Ford and Harding 2010). We contend that it is important to acknowledge the potential for multiplicity in local interactions, whilst also being cognizant of the broader social context in contributing to shaping these interactions.

Taken forward into our conceptual framework is an understanding that gendered organizational relations play out against gendered contexts and background assumptions, such as patriarchy, which contribute to maintaining assumptions of masculine hierarchical superiority (Knights and Kerfoot 2004) in organizing. Within such broader contextual influences, it is also acknowledged that the ambiguity and instability (Calás and Smircich 1992) or fluidization (Camussi and Leccardi 2005) of gender roles at work requires research into gender relations to pay careful attention to the possibilities of being otherwise. For us, women at work may draw upon agency, as well as the possibilities of being otherwise: doing gender well and differently, enacting simultaneous masculinities and femininities. However, as we outlined earlier, women experience complexities, perform gender well and differently simultaneously, but are evaluated by men and other women within gendered contexts, comprising patriarchy, masculine hegemony, the gender binary, and structures and hierarchies built upon masculine power. These gendered contexts shown in Figure 10.2, contribute to and shape women’s intra-gender work relationships and work experiences.
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FIGURE 10.2 Gendered contexts for women’s intra-gender relations

In moving to explore women’s intra-gender relations within these contexts we look to the concepts of homophily and homosociality in organizations. Our assumptions are that women engage differently in these social processes, and/or that men’s friendships and homosociality are more powerful and embedded within patriarchal gendered contexts.

HOMOPHILY, HOMOSOCIALITY, AND STUDIES OF GENDER

In developing an initial conceptual framework to account for women’s negative intra-gender relations, we draw upon Lazarsfeld and Merton’s (1954) concept of homophily, as social processes of friendship. Lazarsfeld and Merton (1954: 65) suggested that early sociological studies of friendship which emphasised ‘who makes friends with whom?’ were supplemented by considering the role of attitudes, values, and social status (such as race, sex, class, social standing) and the social processes which contribute to such friendship formation, alongside a concern for how friendships are maintained or disrupted. It is the ‘processes through which social relations interact with cultural values to produce diverse patterns of friendship’ (Lazarsfeld and Merton 1954: 20, original emphasis) which is of interest to women’s intra-gender relations. It is recognized that different levels of homophily within particular contexts and cultural values can produce functional or dysfunctional consequences which subsequently affect friendship patterns (Lazarsfeld and Merton 1954). Lazarsfeld and Merton (1954) suggest that dysfunctional or excessive levels of homophilous (friendship) relationships between men may have dysfunctional implications for an organization, for example, affecting recruitment decisions. However such intra-gender relations between women have received less attention.

When examining where, how, and when friendships form, it becomes apparent that friendship is not purely an individual or dyadic affair (Eve 2002), as there is configurational logic and strong structuring at play, whereby ‘who becomes a friend seems to be determined not solely by individual attraction but above all by the potential for enriching and maintaining another relationship which is already important’ (Eve 2002: 401), emphasizing the structural importance of workplace friendships and who associates with whom at work. Also, in making some friendships we distance ourselves from others, ‘marking the social boundary of one’s separate identity’ (Eve 2002: 401). This ‘marking off’ a social area or boundary is part of friendship processes, for example, ‘the despised colleagues which may constitute one of the main contents of the relationship via gossip, plotting, complaining, joking’ (Eve 2002: 401). We argue that this ‘marking the social boundary’ process is also evident through expressions of women’s intra-gender competitive strategies and in processes of female misogyny between women and therefore is important to explore within women’s relations.

From a psychological perspective, stereotypes about same-sex friendships abound and are often contradictory (Calwell and Peplau 1982). Tiger (1969) notes that male superiority in friendship reigns, with men better able than women to form lasting bonds with same-sex partners. Donelson and Gullahorn (1977) argued that women are incapable of friendships and some women accept this view. Bell (1979), however, argued that men’s friendships are superficial and lack the intimacy and emotion of women’s friendships, noting that the friendships of women are more frequent, significant, and more interpersonally involved than those commonly found amongst men. Moreover, there is an issue of defining friendship and how research participants understand the term, resulting in conflicting quantitative studies of how many same-sex friendships men and women have (Calwell and Peplau 1982).

In terms of intimacy, research shows that women’s friendships are affectively richer: women are more likely to have intimate confidantes and more intimate friends than men, as men have difficulty with emotional intimacy and are emotionally inexpressive, disclosing less and receiving less personal information than women (Calwell and Peplau 1982). Here the male sex role is considered as limiting emotional sharing in male–male relationships (David and Brannon 1976; Pleck 1976). Weiss and Lowenthal (1975) found that women emphasize reciprocity through help and support, while men emphasize similarity through shared experiences. This is supported by Calwell and Peplau (1982) who found women’s friendships oriented towards personal sharing of information and men’s friendships emphasizing joint activities, ‘because the male sex role restricts men’s self-disclosure to other men’ (Calwell and Peplau 1982: 731). However this view, that men are unemotional, inexpressive, and impersonal, has been challenged by Keisling (2005) in his project on homosocial desire, who contends that men clearly form friendships and larger friendship groups, and must therefore manage to ‘connect’ with one another personally and emotionally. Keisling (2005) relates men’s friendship (homophily) to male solidarity and the ‘old boys club’ (homosociality), as ways that men make themselves more attractive to other men (homosocial desire), arguing that these play a role in maintaining men’s power as men connect with one another within a context of competition. Thus men’s friendships are structurally powerful and contribute to homosociality (Gruenfeld and Tiedens 2005), as the preference to associate with people like oneself.

Homosociality is therefore a further element to consider in terms of women’s intra-gender relations within gendered contexts of organizations. Homosociality has informed the broader gender literature by focusing upon men, masculinities, and male homosociality, exploring how men in management reproduce masculine hegemony (including misogynistic attitudes such as the subjugation of women) (Gregory 2009), which arguably perpetuates masculine work cultures (Bird 1996). Homosociality has been positioned as a practice (Collinson and Hearn 1996) or enactment (Worts et al. 2007) of masculinity, recognized to shape organizing norms and performance criteria. Homosociality is understood to be ‘done’ in two key ways in senior management, ‘redefining competence and doing hierarchy, resulting in a preference for certain men and the exclusion of women’ (Holgersson 2012: 1). This is identified as an unreflexive preference of men in organizations, so that homosociality and gender discrimination are two sides of the same coin (Holgersson 2012).

Thus men’s homosociality is acknowledged to be pervasive and instrumental in maintaining power in organizations but the intimacy and emotional basis of their friendships is contested. Women’s homophily in general is seen as more intimate and emotional, but their homosociality and instrumentality in work organizations is less powerful. We contend that these intra-gender relations require further research.

Wider network studies offer additional insights into how homophily has been considered. For example, McPherson et al.’s (2001) review of network studies, sex, and gender suggests that high levels of occupational segregation contribute to minority members’ networks being more heterophilous than those of majority members, which are characterized by homophilous relations, the latter more so around friendship and support. This suggests levels of homophily are increased by majority member status (McPherson et al. 2001). Further research suggests that senior women in organizations may have homophilous preferences or affiliations (Cohen and Huffman 2007), as women may seek out other women to network with (Ibarra 1997). However, (numerical) constraints of available socially similar others may limit the development of such relations (Ibarra 1992). Women may also experience problems in maintaining network relations simultaneously with both men at their own level and lower status women (Ibarra 1997). Ely (1994) similarly argues demography effects relations between women, drawing a distinction between sex-integrated organizations (where there is a perception of a permeable boundary to top positions) and male-dominated organizations (a low number of women in senior positions). Beckman and Phillips’s (2005) study outlines how women in senior high-status positions in law firms attract clients from women-led organizations. This suggests that at a senior level and with a high-status role, women, even when in a minority, may achieve positive intra-gender relations with similar (senior) others (Beckman and Phillips 2005), albeit with women from outside their organizations. However we question the extent to which such homophilous relations can exist between women and how they contribute to women’s homosociality within gendered contexts.

In reviewing management and organizational studies research, the literature on homophily has primarily focused on gendered networks and network theory, to identify women’s location, and differences between women and men, in social networks. Examples include: women’s limited access to networks (Kark and Waismel-Manor 2005), women’s access and contribution to networks for knowledge creation (Durbin 2011), and Benschop’s (2009) call for a focus upon networking practices rather than network positions. However, network literature over-emphasizes homosociality and under-emphasises friendship, drawing less upon how Lazarsfeld and Merton (1954) conceptualize homophily as social processes of friendship. Durbin (2011), for example, suggests that homophily is shared identities or group affiliations, and Benschop (2009) similarly emphasizes interaction and socialization: both of which might be better understood as homosociality (seeking associations with those similar to self). Such narrow conceptualizations of homophily limit the possibilities of exploring women’s experiences of friendship and intra-gender relations in organizations.

This conflation of homophily and homosociality reflects Gruenfeld and Tiedens’s (2005) research review of organizational preferences and homogeneity and their position that consistencies have been merged between homophily, homosociality, similarity-attraction hypothesis, and in-group favouritism. Gruenfeld and Tiedens (2005) argue that this merging of theories enables an appreciation that organizing is characterized by a desire to relate to others like oneself, which subsequently shapes patterns of social relations. We argue that while this characterization of organizing is informative, important differences between the theories are lost. These differences are necessary to interrogate the under-explored forms of gender in action and how organizing processes impact upon women’s relations in organizations. Homophily, as Lazarsfeld and Merton (1954) conceptualize it, emphasizes that patterns of social relations go beyond a desire to simply relate with similar others. This creates both distance and closeness between homophily and homosociality as important areas for future management and organization studies research. Historically Kanter (1977) suggested homosocial reproduction was a key mechanism in organizations through which men in senior positions secure certainty, order, and trust, by seeking association with similar others (men). This leads to the reproduction of characteristics men associate with themselves and seniority (read masculinities), as a form of social closure (Elliott and Smith 2001) which contributes to reducing uncertainty faced by those in managerial positions (Kanter 1977). While homosociality is an aspect of this process, Kanter (1977) highlights the dysfunction that occurs as an outcome of the need for trust, rather than an interest in or focus upon homophily as social processes of friendship.

To summarize discussions so far, homophily is a concept drawn upon to understand gendered relations, however this has been limited to a focus on networks not friendship, as outlined in the sociological literature. Organizational research on homosociality to date has contributed insights into how masculinities are reproduced. There is an appreciation in the literature that intra-gender relations between men, whilst they may be competitive (Connell and Messerschmidt 2005; Keisling 2005) and instrumental (Collinson and Hearn 2005), are characterized as involving degrees of cooperation, support, and friendship (Collinson and Hearn 2005), interconnected with homosocial desire (Keisling 2005). These enactments of masculinity shape organizing norms and performance criteria against which women are assessed and which contribute to the marginalization of women and their opportunities for positive intra-gender relations.

We contend that by considering homophily, as social processes of friendship, and homosociality, as a general orientation to associate with people like oneself, within the conceptual framework, we can reveal further hidden aspects of gender at work (shown in Figure 10.3). In noting men’s intra-gender relations as grounded in competition and cooperation, next we consider women’s intra-gender competition to further enhance our understandings of women’s negative intra-gender relations.

[image: Image]

FIGURE 10.3 Women’s negative intra-gender relations: Homophily, homosociality, and homosocial desire

Women’s Intra-Gender Competition

Academic interest in female competition continues to grow (Campbell 2004) in diverse fields of study, yet remains largely unexplored in gender, management, and organization research. Taking an evolutionary psychology perspective, Campbell (2004) sees women’s competition as an inherent part of biological status, with women less willing to escalate competition to direct aggression arising from this biology, because natural selection favoured females who avoided the danger of risking their safety or lives. Studies into men and women’s competition by Tooke and Camire (1991) and Cashdan (1998) highlight how men compete with other men by exaggerating superiority, promiscuity, intensity, and popularity, while women compete with other women by alterations to their appearance, ‘so that attractiveness appears to be the currency of female competition even when no mention was made of what the competition is about’ (Campbell 2004: 19).

Campbell’s (2004) position is that women usually compete for mates by emphasizing public qualities valued by men (beauty and sexual exclusiveness) and by using less explicit ways of denigrating rivals (through gossip and stigmatization). In this way, ‘women can compete without risking their lives through acts that ostracise, stigmatize and otherwise exclude others from social interaction without risking direct physical confrontation’ (Campbell 2004: 18). This indirect or relational aggression resulting from competition highlights the manipulation of social relationships through stigmatizing and exclusion (e.g. rumour and gossip) strategies which can have devastating effects upon the victim (Ahmad and Smith 1994; Simmons 2002). This indirect aggression can also be explained by gender role prescription; ‘as women’s direct aggression is an aberration from the female stereotype, women may seek alternative and more acceptable means of expressing competition’ (Campbell 2004: 19).

Milhausen and Herold (1999) argue that gossip about sexual reputation (as a form of women’s competition) is not confined to ‘nice’ middle-class girls. As Laidler and Hunt (2001: 668) note from research with street gangs in deprived inner-city areas, ‘we find gang girls spending a great deal of energy “bitching” or casting doubt on others’ reputations. This cross-cultural process operates not only as a mechanism of social control, but also of distancing and confirming one’s own reputation.’ This intra-gender competitive strategy uses a similar process to homophily when ‘marking the social boundary’ of friendship (Eve 2002) raised earlier in the chapter. As Campbell (2004: 19) argues, ‘when we gossip we spread information that is damaging to the other’s reputation and so diminish his or her social standing. But the act of condemnation is also an act of self-promotion: one cannot credibly accuse a rival of behaviours that one engages in oneself’ (Campbell 2004: 19). These competitive strategies between women can also be seen as processes of female misogyny (Mavin 2006a, 2006b). Campbell (2004) notes that women’s concern with relative attractiveness might also result from the internalization of patriarchal values, as well as from mate competition. Girls are argued to have come to ventriloquize patriarchal male attitudes about appropriate appearance and behaviour (Brown 1998), resulting in ‘raging misogyny’ (viewed here as female misogyny, Mavin 2006a, 2006b), as ‘many women compete over things they think men value, such as looking sexy … the most dangerous outcome of this is self-hatred: girls and women disparage themselves and disassociate from other females’ (Tanenbaum 2002: 47). We extend this line of thinking to organization studies with an aim to ‘reveal’, and to problematize, how such women’s negative intra-gender relations play out in organizations.

From a sociological perspective, Connell (1987: 228) suggests women at work have experienced a different kind of regulation in the relationship with men which impacts upon their interaction with masculinities, as ‘women are subjected to direct comparison with men, while being disadvantaged in the comparison from the start’, through hegemonic masculinity. Hegemonic masculinity (Connell 1987), now understood as constructing a hierarchy of masculinities, where some remain more ‘socially central, or more associated with authority and social power’ (Connell and Messerschmidt 2005: 846), continues to shape gender relations, albeit recognizing the dynamic nature of gender relations and practices at regional and local levels (Connell and Messerschmidt 2005). Connell (1987: 228) contends that in such circumstances some femininities, constructed in a dynamic relationship with hegemonic masculinities, may reject ‘withdrawal from competition as a formative personal strategy’ and engage in complexities of resistance, whilst other femininities which acquiesce to hegemonic masculinities continue to be produced; they comply with hegemonic masculinity and orientate around ‘accommodating the interests and desires of men’ (Connell 1987: 183). The latter can be understood as ‘emphasized femininity’, a form of femininity performed for men, which exalts women as compliant, nurturing, and empathic (Connell 1987). According to Connell (1987) this emphasized femininity closes down the possibility of other femininities, of those ways of being which do not comply with hegemonic masculinity. This closing down of other ways of being can also shape women’s responses to other women in organizations, for example, responses from women towards those women who reject emphasized femininity and engage in masculinities by ‘doing competition’. Drawing upon Mavin and Grandy’s (2011, 2012), doing gender well and differently simultaneously enables opportunities for women to enact emphasized femininity (doing gender well), as well as masculinity (manifested through competition), simultaneously. However, the consequences for women in this doing of gender may be more subtle and dangerous than those experienced by men. As Starr (2001) notes when considering women’s competition in organizations,


Competition between women may go deeper than professional rivalry, to include sub-conscious jealousy and competition based on age or appearance (attractiveness, weight, dress sense). This suggests that at times women may read each other’s sexed bodies through men’s eyes in sexual competition. At other times the perception of separation and competition is explained in work related terms through factors such as intellectual ability, professional connections, reputation, etc. Furthermore, unlike the more open forms of hostility exhibited by men, women observe that competition or opposition from women is more likely to manifest as passive resistance.

(Starr 2001: 9)



[image: Image]

FIGURE 10.4 Women’s negative intra-gender relations: Women’s intra-gender competition

Whilst competition for opportunities and career advancement (as scarce resources) is a challenge in both sex-integrated and male-dominated organizations, Ely (1994) argues that gendering in male-dominated organizations contributes to women’s negative assessments of other women in management and leadership positions. When there is a scarcity of women in senior positions then other women are critical of senior women’s ‘credentials both as women and as [law] partners: women partners not only failed to be the kind of women on whom junior women could rely for support but failed as well to be the kind of partner whose authority junior women could respect’ (Ely 1994: 228). We have interpreted Ely’s (1994) research as identifying negative intra-gender relations but from lower status to higher status women. However the research does not explore relations between women at different structural levels (e.g. higher status to lower, varying horizontal relations). Nor does it explain how the broader social context contributes to these relations or how conscious or unconscious women are of their intra-gender behaviours as gendered practices.

We contend that discussions of intra-gender competition between women in organizations have been almost taboo and that being a ‘competitive woman’ has been positioned as akin to being an ‘ambitious woman’: something you keep to yourself. Also, that there are unconscious and conscious competitive strategies, where women are unaware of the gendered contexts underpinning their actions and of the implications of their actions. Building upon Campbell’s (2004) call to further explore the evolutionary model of female competition for mates as scarce resources within alternative sites, framed around conformity to culture-specific gender stereotypes and internalization of patriarchal values, we integrate the nature of women’s intra-gender competition in organizations into the conceptual framework and question how this may manifest when the patriarchal hierarchy is disrupted by women. In doing so we extend our conceptual framework of doing gender well and differently (Mavin and Grandy 2011, 2012), organizational gendered contexts, and the nature of women’s friendships and homosociality with other women, to include women’s intra-gender competition (see Figure 10.4). We now turn to the concept of female misogyny (Mavin 2006a, 2006b) as the final element in our framework.

FEMALE MISOGYNY

Fotaki (2011), drawing upon Kristeva (1982), has highlighted that women occupy unstable and subordinated positions in the symbolic and are reminded of this by both men and women in organizations. Processes of female misogyny (Mavin 2006a, 2006b) between women in organizations are facilitated by gendered contexts and are a means by which women are reminded of their subordinate positions. Mavin (2006a, 2006b, 2008) conceptualized female misogyny from research into interactions between academic women and extended this when exploring negative behaviours and responses from women to other women in organizations and management. Female misogyny encapsulates the social processes, behaviours, and activities women engage in, consciously or unconsciously, when they subjugate, undermine, exclude, and stigmatize other women. Female misogyny can therefore be seen to encapsulate women’s ‘violence’ towards other women. Mavin’s (2006a, 2006b, 2008) argument is that as women disturb the gendered order by progressing up the managerial hierarchy, or even by showing a desire to do so, they can invoke the wrath of both men and women, who are enculturated to associate power and management with masculinities and men. The gendered contexts of organizations and management and the prevalence of sex-role categorizations in assessing women are argued to contribute to the backdrop of relations between women (Mavin 2008) yet they remain under-researched in management and organization literatures. Women who respond negatively towards senior women who do not meet expectations of the gender binary, for example, through solidarity behaviour, are unaware of/fail to acknowledge the complexities of the gendered organizing context and overly emphasize individual women’s behaviour, or non-behaviour, as the root of the problem (Mavin 2006a, 2006b, 2008). In doing so, women also contribute to the maintenance of the ‘individual woman as problem’ and therefore the status quo in relation to gendered hierarchies in organizations. Research into the concept of female misogyny enables an exploration of the ‘shadow side’ of relations between women, constructed within gendered contexts (Mavin 2008: 573). Female misogyny, evident in social interactions between women in organizations, results from a concern for, and possible threats to, established gendered hierarchies, which become struggles over destabilization, change, and/or maintenance of the gendered status quo. Women’s workplace friendships and intra-gender competition also play a part in these struggles, as complex interlocking practices and processes (Acker 2009) of women’s intra-gender relations.


Processes of female misogyny therefore emerge from the complex way in which gender order is embedded and the underlying assumptions and behaviours which socially construct and impact upon everyday experiences for women in management. The significant issue which requires further research is the way in which the privileged gendered social order evident within management, encourages and exacerbates differences between women, in order to prevent opposition in the form of successful challenges and resulting change. This is not to point to orchestrated behaviours in that many women are not conscious of their negative behaviours towards other women, rather to identify and to challenge implicit gendered assumptions which foster difference and fragmentation, which is, after all, easier to dismiss than joint action.

(Mavin 2006a: 273)



Engagement in female misogyny is often an unconscious process, lacking in awareness of the gendered contexts which facilitate women’s negative behaviour towards other women and of the damaging outcomes of such misogynistic behaviours. However, women’s intra-gender ‘violence’ can be seen as horizontal and vertical aggression (Farrell 2001) in organizations. We agree with Camussi and Leccardi’s (2005) argument that it is possible to see traces of misogyny in women’s assessments of other women who are counter-stereotypical. Such responses are limiting for both organizations and women as they ‘sanction the impossibility for women … of constructing a different condition’ (Camussi and Leccardi 2005: 135), which would allow for intra-gender differences and equality with men. Female misogyny (Mavin 2006a, 2006b) is an alternative perspective on relations between women in organizations which considers the gendered contexts in which these negative relations are co-constructed and a concept through which to further explore women’s negative intra-gender relations in organizations.

Women’s expressions of a desire for power and others’ perceptions of this desire, work against women (Mavin 2006b), as such behaviours demonstrate that women are failing to live up to gendered feminine communal stereotypes associated with women generally (Okimoto and Brescoll 2010). Okimoto and Brescoll (2010) suggest that backlash responses to women who seek power are not differentiated between men and women, supporting the argument that women also respond negatively via female misogyny to women who do not meet gendered expectations (Mavin 2006a, 2006b). Rudman and Phelan (2008) suggest that women also respond negatively to other women when selecting partners for competitive tasks which have implications for their own success, and negatively to expressions of power by agentic women. They argue that this may be a form of unconscious self-oppression, so even women evaluated as competent are perceived to be ‘socially unattractive’ by other women (Rudman and Phelan 2008). This social unattractiveness of women to other women, constrains potential for homosocial desire (Keisling 2005) between women.

Farrell’s (2001) study of relations between nurses suggests that women can act as gatekeepers to other women and such circumstances are characterised by expressions of horizontal aggression. Parks-Stamm et al. (2008) argue women strategically reject successful women in male-dominated roles to prevent unfavourable assessments of themselves, as successful women set a high benchmark for the assessment of other women within the organization. This argument supports a female misogyny interpretation of women’s responses, as successful women are then a threat to ‘the self’ of other women (Parks-Stamm et al. 2008: 242), who can respond negatively by distancing themselves from senior women, drawing upon prescriptive norms to position successful women as unlikeable ‘norm violators’ (Parks-Stamm et al. 2008: 245). This rejection and distancing process, as female misogyny, has parallels with ‘marking a boundary’ in social processes of friendship (Eve 2002) and stigmatizing and exclusion (e.g. rumour and gossip) strategies of female competition (Campbell 2004). Such relational strategies and responses have significant implications for the possibility of women’s positive intra-gender relations.

Our assumption is that homophilous friendships and women’s positive intra-gender relations, including the ability to simultaneously compete and cooperate, particularly at different hierarchical levels, would be a positive cultural and structural enabler to women’s experiences and progress, as it has been for men. However Camussi and Leccardi (2005) suggest that the very fluidization of socially sanctioned gender roles has also contributed to the levels of ambiguity and complexity in organizational members’ experience. As women move away from traditional sex-role expectations and into performing multiple gender roles (care-givers and competitive careerists), ‘structural ambiguity’ gives way to complexity and ‘fears and uncertainties’, which construct space for socially shared prescriptive stereotypes to re-emerge as tools to re-establish order (Camussi and Leccardi 2005: 115). For Camussi and Leccardi (2005: 116), who draw upon Mavin and Bryans (2003) work on female misogyny, this includes intra, as well as inter, gender expectations, ‘i.e. the ability to be women or men in different ways’, and difficulties in accepting intra-gender differences, which result in women aligning themselves with men, in keeping other women in second place (Mavin and Bryans 2003). Integrating female misogyny into explorations of women’s intra-gender relations enables a richer understanding of how women negotiate organization and management (Mavin 2006a, 2006b, 2008). This requires consideration of female misogyny as interconnected with women’s intra-gender friendships, homosocial relations, and competition, constructed and reproduced within the prevailing patriarchal social order (Mavin 2006b). Therefore female misogyny offers a further contribution to our conceptual framework in enabling understanding of ‘the sociocultural constraints that continue to penalize women’ (Camussi and Leccardi 2005: 120). (See Figure 10.5.)
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FIGURE 10.5 Women’s negative intra-gender relations: Female misogyny

A Conceptual Framework of Women’s Negative Intra-Gender Relations

We now move to summarize our discussions and highlight the research questions which emerge when exploring gender in organizations through this lens. In developing the initial conceptual framework we have given regard to the gendered contexts within which social processes and experiences take place, including agency, structure, culture, patriarchy, and hegemonic masculinity; ambiguity, instability, and fluidization of gender roles; the doing of gender well and differently simultaneously and the continued evaluation of men and women against gender binaries. These gendered contexts are surfaced as salient issues to consider as they shape, construct, and constrain women’s intra-gender work relationships in organizations.

Our assumptions include women’s direct comparison to men, whilst being disadvantaged from the start (Connell 1987) through hegemonic masculinity, which constructs a hierarchy of masculinities, continuing to construct gender relations at different levels (Connell and Messerschmidt 2005). In doing so we recognized Connell’s (1987: 228) ‘emphasized femininity’ performed for men which closes down the possibility of other femininities, versus women’s engagement in complexities of resistance. At the same time, our position of doing gender well and differently, enacting masculinities and femininities simultaneously (Mavin and Grandy 2011, 2012) is a process which opens up the possibilities for women to be otherwise. However, women’s conscious/unconscious negative responses to other women when they engage in masculinities, do gender differently, and resist hegemonic masculinity by disrupting the gender order have been theorized here as resulting in negative intra-gender relations between women. Such negative relations contribute to the constraints around possibilities for women to be otherwise and require further research.

Our theorization of women’s negative intra-gender relations has drawn upon homophily (Lazarsfeld and Merton 1954) and homosociality (Gruenfeld and Tiedens 2005), women’s intra-gender competition, and female misogyny (Mavin 2006a, 2006b). If, despite complexities in relations between masculinities (Connell and Messerschmidt 2005), men’s intra-gender relations can be characterized by competition, cooperation, friendship, and support, albeit potentially instrumentally (Collinson and Hearn 2005), the academy should further explore women’s intra-gender relations in organizations and raise consciousness to gender contexts and resulting social relations in order to challenge prevailing gender orders.

Processes of friendship formation between women at work, and how these are constructed by gendered contexts and impact upon women’s potential for homophily and homosociality, require further attention. Integrating women’s intra-gender competition and female misogyny into the framework raises more questions. We have highlighted the contradictions in women’s expectations of other women at work through solidarity behaviour, whilst simultaneously constructing senior women as Queen Bees (who do gender differently) and engagement in female misogyny to negatively evaluate other women. In constructing an initial conceptual framework to begin to account for women’s negative intra-gender relations, a number of questions emerge to guide our future research. How does female misogyny play out when women do gender well and differently, enacting femininity and/or masculinities simultaneously? How does female misogyny undermine social processes of friendship (horizontally and vertically) between women at work and how does this restrict women’s ability to engage in homosociality with women? Are women aware of their intra-gender competition and its gendered nature? How is women’s intra-gender competition covert and/or overt? If female misogyny and intra-gender competition constrain women’s potential to be otherwise, undermining women’s solidarity, how do women develop the capacity to cooperate and compete in organizations in ways which are less damaging and more enabling than the negative relations women can operate towards each other (consciously or unconsciously)? How do women in organizations build and engage in their own homophily, homosociality, and develop alternative homosocial desire? How should the academy raise consciousness of gender contexts and resulting women’s negative intra-gender relations, in order to challenge the prevailing gendered order?

A further contribution of the conceptual framework is the act of speaking the unspeakable. This in itself is a means of consciousness raising on the nature and possible impact of women’s negative intra-gender relations and aims to continue the dialogue. It is critical for women to increase their gender consciousness (Martin 2003; Mavin 2006a, 2006b) and understand how gendered expectations, contexts, and order impact upon their own responses to other women (and vice versa) and to enable acceptance of intra-gender differences which have the potential to improve opportunities for, and to facilitate more positive relationships between, women in organizations.

CONCLUSION

In this chapter we have positioned women’s negative intra-gender relations as an under-researched and hidden area of gender in organizations, worthy of exploration and problematization due to their centrality and criticality in women’s experiences and progress in organizations. In reflecting back to Kanter’s (1977) proposition that, as women’s numbers swelled, women were more likely to form allegiances, coalitions, and affect the culture of the organization, it is time to further explore women’s intra-gender relations and the shadow side of such relations, which may serve to maintain the status quo rather than challenge, disrupt, and effect change. We have endeavoured to ensure that in problematizing women’s social relations at work, this is not reduced to a ‘woman’s problem’, by acknowledging that these are a production of the gendered contexts in which they take place. We have acknowledged individual subjectivities and differences within and between individual and groups of women and men and have also drawn upon sex, sex category, and the gender binary, as we understand this remains a source of evaluation for individuals and groups.

We have theorized women’s negative intra-gender relations in organizations by integrating theory in the areas of doing gender well and differently, homophily and homosociality, women’s intra-gender competition and female misogyny, as complex interlocking gendered practices and processes (Acker 2009). Our contribution is a conceptual framework of women’s intra-gender relations, which aims to reveal different forms of gender in action in organizations. We have extended the theoretical development of women’s negative relations within gendered organizational contexts, by recognizing that they have the power to limit the potential for homosocial and homophilous relations between women. Exploring the nature of women’s social relations through intra-gender competition, processes of female misogyny in organizations, and the interplay with homosociality and homophily, offers new insights into the gendered nature of organizations and how gendered organizing processes impact upon social interactions and relationships between women. Finally we have posed a number of questions to guide future research agendas and hope others will continue the dialogue.
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CHAPTER 11

SEX, GENDER, AND LEADERSHIP

What Do Four Decades of Research Tell Us?

GARY N. POWELL

IN 1999, Tony Butterfield (my mentor) and James Grinnell reviewed the state of research on the intersection of sex, gender, and leadership in a book chapter entitled ‘“Re-viewing” Gender, Leadership, and Managerial Behavior: Do Three Decades of Research Tell us Anything?’ (Butterfield and Grinnell 1999). Given that research in the field that was first labelled as ‘women in management’ originated in the early 1970s with Schein’s (1973, 1975) ground-breaking research, this review poses an analogous question, ‘What do four decades of research tell us?’

In this review, as other scholars do, I distinguish between the terms of sex and gender. The term sex is generally used to refer to the binary categories of male and female. The term gender is generally used to refer to the psychosocial implications of being male or female, such as beliefs and expectations about what kinds of attitudes, values, skills, and behaviours are more appropriate for or typical of one sex than the other (Unger 1979; Archer and Lloyd 2002; Lippa 2005). Like Butterfield and Grinnell (1999: 238), I use the term leadership to refer to ‘the behaviors and qualities of persons in formally designated leadership positions’. Thus, the study of sex differences in leadership examines how male and female leaders actually differ in attitudes, values, skills, behaviours, and effectiveness, whereas the study of gender differences in leadership focuses on how people believe that male and female leaders differ.

In addition, it is useful to distinguish between stereotypes and roles pertaining to both gender and leadership. Gender stereotypes represent beliefs about the psychological traits that are characteristic of members of each sex, whereas gender roles represent beliefs about the behaviours that are appropriate for members of each sex (Eagly et al. 2000; Kite et al. 2008; Wood and Eagly 2010). In the same vein, leader stereotypes represent beliefs about the psychological traits that are characteristic of leaders, whereas leader roles represent beliefs about the behaviours that are appropriate for leaders.

Questions about sex, gender, and leadership have always been a topic of keen public interest and often a source of debate. This topic is not simply ‘hot’ in the sense of being fashionable; it is also inflammatory. For example, in 2009, the New York Times (Room for debate 2009) conducted an online debate on the question ‘Do women make better bosses?’ I was one of six participants in the debate. Just the fact that the Times would pose such a question as worthy of debate suggests a general interest in the topic. Over 500 online comments were received from readers about the debate, many expressed in colourful language, about the general inferiority or superiority of female leaders as well as the sex composition of the debate panel, on which I was the only male. For example, the panel was alternatively disparaged as ‘five females and one guy who wants to make his wife happy’, not knowing that my wife has been my frequent collaborator as well (e.g. Graves and Powell 1988; Powell and Graves 2003); and ‘five women and one man who was formerly the Chair of the Women in Management Division of the Academy of Management’, implying that this credential provided a good basis for dismissing anything I had to say. Commenting on the responses themselves, one commentator suggested that the vitriol exhibited by male commentators demonstrated the obstacles that women face in the workplace (Room for debate 2009). Further examples of reader responses are provided in Powell (2011).

As the number and vehemence of the responses to the New York Times debate suggested, questions about sex differences among leaders stimulate especially heated debate. In general, some people tend to exaggerate sex differences (‘alpha bias’: Hare-Mustin and Maracek 1988), whereas other people tend to minimize or ignore sex differences (‘beta bias’). Many people have strong beliefs about male and female similarities and differences in basic interests, abilities, attitudes and behaviours. Further, corporate leaders are given an enormous amount of attention, especially in societies that place a high value on individualism rather than collectivism such as the United States, the United Kingdom, Australia, Canada, and the Netherlands (Hofstede 2001: 215). In such societies, the success of organizations is attributed to the wisdom, values and practices of their founders or current leaders. When organizations fail to achieve expected results, their leaders are the first to be blamed. Consider the issues of sex differences and leadership together, and it is clear why so many people from all walks of life have strong opinions about what constitutes effective leadership as well as which sex, if either, is more likely to exhibit it.

Besides Butterfield and Grinnell (1999), several prior reviews of the literature on this topic have been conducted, including Terborg (1977), Bartol (1978), Riger and Galligan (1980), Nieva and Gutek (1981), Davidson and Burke (1994, 2000, 2011), Alimo-Metcalfe (2010), and Broadbridge and Simpson (2011). Each review has organized the literature somewhat differently. This review organizes the literature by examining status, preferences, stereotypes, attitudes, behaviours, and effectiveness associated with the leader role in relation to gender stereotypes and roles. First, it reviews women’s status over recent decades. Second, it considers preferences for male versus female leaders in general. Third, it compares leader stereotypes with gender stereotypes and examines whether leader stereotypes have changed over time. Fourth, it reviews attitudes towards female leaders. Fifth, it investigates whether (and if so, how) female and male managers differ in their behaviour and overall effectiveness as leaders. Finally, it considers implications for future theory, research, and practice.

STATUS

Table 11.1 presents statistics pertaining to US women’s educational attainment and workplace status over the four-decade period between 1971 and 2010. As the table indicates, all seven statistics were highly correlated with the year in which they were assessed for the forty-year period. Analyses of variance by the decade in which statistics were assessed also indicate a significant increase in each statistic across the four decades.

The educational attainment of women changed considerably across these four decades. The proportion of college degrees earned by women in all disciplines increased between 1971 and 2010 from 43 per cent to 57 per cent at the bachelor’s level and from 39 per cent to 60 per cent at the master’s level. In addition, the proportion of college degrees earned in business by women increased between 1971 and 2010 from 9 per cent to 49 per cent at the bachelor’s level and from 4 per cent to 46 per cent at the master’s level. The proportion of women earning bachelor’s degrees in business increased sharply from the 1970s to the 1980s and then levelled off over the next two decades. However, the proportion of women earning master’s degrees in business increased from one decade to the next across the four decades.

The workplace role and status of women also changed considerably over the same period of time. Women’s labour force participation rate (i.e. the proportion of women who were in the labour force) increased from 43 per cent in 1971 to 59 per cent in 2010. The proportion of women in the labour force (i.e. the proportion of labour force participants who were female) increased from 38 per cent in 1971 to 47 per cent in 2010. Further, although the US Department of Labor has refined its classification of which labour force participants hold ‘management positions’ from time to time, the proportion of women classified as working in management positions increased from 17 per cent in 1971 to 43 per cent in 2010. Each of these statistics increased from one decade to the next for the first three decades examined and then levelled off over the most recent decade.

As we see, US women’s status in society, as suggested by statistics on their educational attainment and their workplace role and status, increased considerably over the past four decades. Trends in these statistics reflect a major societal shift towards enhancement of women’s academic credentials that prepare them for labour force participation and women’s increased commitment to labour force participation in general and managerial careers in particular.

However, despite these trends, women continue to be concentrated in lower managerial levels and hold positions with less power and authority than men. The higher the organizational level, the fewer women are found, suggesting the existence of both a ‘glass ceiling’ that restricts women’s attainment of top management positions solely because they are women (Marshall 1984; Davidson and Cooper 1992; Powell 1999; Barreto et al. 2009) and a ‘glass cliff’ that leads women to be over-represented in top management positions that are especially precarious and difficult to retain (Ryan and Haslam 2005, 2007, 2009; Haslam and Ryan 2008). For example, although definitions of what constitutes ‘top management’ vary among companies, the proportion of female executive officers, typically considered as top management, is only 14.1 per cent in Fortune 500 corporations (Catalyst 2011a). This proportion has plateaued in recent years (e.g. down from 14.4 per cent the previous year), suggesting that women’s progress in attaining executive positions in Fortune 500 corporations has stalled (Catalyst 2011b). Although the proportion of women in chief executive positions in the US labour force as a whole is 24.2 per cent (US Department of Labor 2012: table 11), the proportion of female chief executive officers in Fortune 500 corporations is only 4.0 per cent (Catalyst 2012). Thus, the status of women in the workplace, although greater than four decades ago, remains lower than that of men.

Table 11.1 US women’s status, 1971–2010
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PREFERENCES

Due to the increased representation of women in the managerial ranks, employees are increasingly likely to have had a female boss at some point in time. However, when people state a preference, it is more likely to be for a male boss than for a female boss. Over time, the Gallup Organization has asked people in 22 countries, ‘If you were taking a new job and had your choice of a boss, would you prefer to work for a man or a woman?’ Respondents could also state that the sex of their new boss would make no difference to them. All over the globe, respondents have consistently expressed a preference for a male boss (Simmons 2001).

According to the most recent poll results (Carroll 2006), twice as many Americans said that, if they were taking a new job, they would prefer a male boss (37 per cent) than those who said they would prefer a female boss (19 per cent); however, ‘it makes no difference to me’ was the slight favourite (44 per cent). Among men who stated a preference, 34 per cent favoured a male boss and 10 per cent a female boss. Among women who stated a preference, 40 per cent favoured a male boss and 26 per cent a female boss. In contrast, according to 1975 poll results (Simmons 2001), 63 per cent of men and 60 per cent of women preferred a male boss, whereas 4 per cent of men and 10 per cent of women preferred a female boss. Overall, while preferences for a male boss have declined over time, a male boss is still preferred over a female boss by a 2-1 margin.

There are several possible explanations for why people who state a preference tend to prefer a male boss. First, leader stereotypes that emphasize personal characteristics associated with men rather than those associated with women may account for the preference for men as leaders. Second, prejudice towards female leaders may make it difficult for women to be as effective in the leader role as men and reduce their desirability as leaders. Third, women and men may differ in their behaviours and effectiveness as leaders, with the behaviours exhibited by male leaders yielding better results than those exhibited by female leaders. The merits of these possible explanations for leader preferences will be considered in the remainder of this chapter.

However, it is important to note that leader preferences differ according to the age of the person being asked. In the most recent poll (Carroll 2006), 18- to 34-year-olds were equally likely to say they preferred a male (31 per cent) or female (29 per cent) boss if they were taking a new job. Twice as many 35- to 54-year-olds preferred a male boss (38 per cent) than a female boss (19 per cent). Four times as many Americans who were 55 years old or older preferred a male boss (40 per cent) than a female boss (11 per cent). Thus, Generation Y-ers, who have had greater experience in working with women as peers in educational programmes and professional jobs, are less likely to prefer a male boss and more likely to prefer a female boss than Generation X-ers or baby boomers. These results suggest that, assuming that individuals’ leader preferences do not change over their life spans, the overall sex bias in leader preferences favouring male leaders may diminish over time as new entrants to the labour force progress in their careers.

STEREOTYPES

Research on the relationships among sex, gender stereotypes, and leader stereotypes was first conducted in the 1970s. Schein (1973, 1975) compiled a list of ninety-two characteristics that people commonly believe distinguish between men and women, the basis for gender stereotypes. She then asked a sample of US middle managers to describe how well each of the characteristics fit women in general, men in general, or successful middle managers in general. Schein hypothesized that, because the vast majority of managers were men, the managerial job would be regarded as requiring personal attributes thought to be more characteristic of men than women. In support of her hypothesis, she found that both male and female middle managers believed that a successful middle manager possessed personal characteristics that more closely matched beliefs about the characteristics of men in general than those of women in general.

In replications of Schein’s (1973, 1975) studies, women have less been inclined to view management as the domain of men. In countries with very different national cultures (e.g. the United States, United Kingdom, Germany, Japan, China, Turkey, and Sweden), both men and women believe that men are more similar to successful managers than women are, but men still endorse such beliefs to a greater extent than women do (Brenner et al. 1989; Heilman et al. 1989; Schein and Mueller 1992; Schein et al. 1996; Schein 2001; Fullagar et al. 2003). These results suggest that international beliefs about managers may be best expressed as think manager—think male, especially among men.

Several theoretical explanations have been offered for the think manager—think male phenomenon. For example, the lack of fit model (Heilman 1983, 1995) suggests that when people believe that men possess the characteristics that are best suited for the managerial role in greater abundance than women, they are likely to evaluate male managers more favourably than female managers, even if the managers being evaluated are exhibiting exactly the same behaviour. Role congruity theory (Eagly and Karau 2002) suggests that leader and gender stereotypes put female leaders at a distinct disadvantage by forcing them to deal with the perceived incongruity between the leader role and their gender role. If women conform to the female gender role, they fail to meet the requirements of the leader role. However, if women compete with men for leadership positions and conform to the leader role, they fail to meet the requirements of the female gender role, which calls for feminine niceness and deference to the authority of men (Rudman and Glick 2001).

Further, status construction theory (Ridgeway 1991, 2006; Webster and Hysom 1998) argues that unequal societal status is assigned to the sexes, with men granted higher status than women. Because of their weaker status position, women are required to monitor others’ reactions to themselves and be responsive to interpersonal cues, leading them to specialize in interpersonally oriented traits (Aries 2006). In contrast, because of their stronger status position, men get more opportunities to initiate actions and influence decision-making, leading them to specialize in task-oriented traits. Each of these theories—lack of fit model, role congruity theory, and status construction theory—argues that the social construction of both gender and leadership exerts a powerful influence on individuals’ beliefs about which sex belongs in the leader role.

Powell and Butterfield (1979, 1989, in press; Powell et al. 2002) have taken a different approach to the analysis of leader stereotypes in a research programme that also began in the 1970s. For four decades, they have periodically asked part-time MBA students in the United States, nearly all of whom work full-time, and undergraduate business students to describe both themselves and a ‘good manager’ on the Bem Sex-Role Inventory (BSRI; Bem 1974, 1981), which includes the dimensions of masculinity and femininity. Masculinity is defined as beliefs that people have about the extent to which they possess masculine (i.e. task-oriented, agentic) traits associated with men in gender stereotypes. Femininity is defined as beliefs that people have about the extent to which they possess feminine (i.e. interpersonally oriented, communal) traits that are associated with women in gender stereotypes (Eagly et al. 2000; Kite et al. 2008).

When Powell and Butterfield (1979) first collected data, the proportion of women in management positions in the United States was just beginning to rise. Based on this trend, they hypothesized that a good manager would be seen as possessing similarly high levels of masculine and feminine traits, which Bem (1981) called an ‘androgynous’ personal profile. However, contrary to their hypothesis, a good manager was seen as possessing predominantly masculine characteristics by a majority of respondents in all groups, including undergraduate and part-time graduate males and females. Thus, the idea of think manager—think masculine prevailed in these studies.

Koenig et al. (2011) conducted a meta-analysis of studies following Powell and Butterfield’s (1979) research paradigm. According to this meta-analysis, although the proportion of respondents from different groups that describe a manager as possessing predominantly masculine characteristics has declined somewhat over time, men and women still describe a good manager in predominantly masculine terms. These results are consistent with the lack of fit model (Heilman 1983, 1995), role congruity theory (Eagly and Karau 2002), and status construction theory (Ridgeway 1991, 2006; Webster and Hysom 1998). Overall, managerial stereotypes continue to reflect the dual notions of think manager—think masculine and think manager—think male.

Are the relationships among sex, gender stereotypes, and leader stereotypes important? The answer to this question is an emphatic ‘yes’. Powell and Butterfield (in press) examined the correspondence between self-descriptions and descriptions of a ‘good manager’ for samples from the same two populations, undergraduate business students and part-time MBA students, over four decades. The correspondence between self- and good-manager descriptions was greater for men than women for all data combined, as well as for data collected during each decade. However, despite changes in women’s status across the four decades in which data were collected, the correspondence between self- and good-manager descriptions exhibited little change over time for either women or men considered separately. Thus, men still view themselves as more similar to a good manager than women do.

These results have implications for women as they prepare to enter the labour force and once they are in it. If the correspondence between women’s self- and good-manager descriptions continues to be less than that of men, women may be less likely than men to develop their managerial skills, pursue careers in the managerial ranks, or pursue careers in the top management ranks of organizations. For female undergraduate business students, this lack of correspondence could lead to a disinclination to pursue initial job opportunities with managerial responsibilities or place them on a career path towards positions with such responsibilities. For female part-time MBAs, who are already likely to have chosen to follow a managerial career path as indicated by their choice of degree programme, it could lead to a disinclination to pursue executive positions by ‘opting out’ of careers that put them on a fast track to top management ranks (Mainiero and Sullivan 2006; Still 2006).

When women decide to pursue management positions at any level, they may encounter barriers in the selection process. Given leader stereotypes that focus on masculine characteristics and males, women may be less likely than men to be hired for management positions. Moreover, once women assume leader roles, leader stereotypes act as constraints on their behaviour. Many organizations exert strong pressures on their members to conform to standards of behaviour dictated by those in power. As long as men remain in the majority in the top management ranks, the masculine leader stereotype is likely to prevail, and women throughout the organization will be expected to behave as men. A masculine stereotype of the good manager is self reinforcing and inhibits the expression of femininity by women in management positions.

In addition, the mismatch between the leader role and the female gender role constrains the advancement of female managers. When performance evaluations are conducted, women may receive lower ratings than men for similar levels of performance (Heilman 2001). Women may also be subjected to discrimination when decisions are made about promotions into higher leadership positions, resulting in a ‘glass ceiling’ that makes it difficult for them to rise in managerial hierarchies (Marshall 1984; Davidson and Cooper 1992; Powell 1999; Barreto et al. 2009). Thus, being competent does not ensure that a female manager will have the same amount of organizational success as her male equivalent.

Nonetheless, leader stereotypes may not apply to the actual practice of management. Stereotypes are resistant to change and do not necessarily reflect current realities. Widely held stereotypes that men are better managers and that better managers are masculine may not reflect what makes managers good. Instead, these stereotypes may reflect only that most managers have been men and that most men have been expected to live up to the masculine stereotype.

ATTITUDES

In 1965, Harvard Business Review published results from a survey of executives’ attitudes towards women in managerial roles (Bowman et al. 1965). Most female executives (82 per cent) had a favourable attitude towards women in management; they believed that women should be treated as individuals rather than as a uniform group. In contrast, a large proportion of male executives (41 per cent) had an unfavourable attitude towards women in management. They believed not only that women were special but also that they had a special place, which was outside the ranks of management. Older men tended to be more accepting of women in managerial roles than were younger men. Also, men who had been superiors or peers of women managers thought more favourably of them than men who had worked only for men. Overall, few men (27 per cent) thought that they would feel comfortable working for a woman boss.

Over the next four decades, as noted earlier, the composition of the managerial ranks changed considerably. According to replications of the original HBR survey conducted twenty and forty years later (Sutton and Moore 1985; Carlson et al. 2006), male executives’ attitudes about whether women belong in leader roles also changed considerably. The proportion of male executives who expressed a favourable attitude towards women in management increased from 35 per cent in 1965 to 88 per cent in 2005 (Bowman et al. 1965; Carlson et al. 2006). Similarly, the proportion who would feel comfortable working for a woman boss increased from 27 per cent in 1965 to 71 per cent in 2005. These are huge shifts in male executives’ attitudes. In comparison, the proportion of female executives who expressed a favourable attitude towards women in management remained generally high, ranging from 82 per cent in 1965 to 88 per cent in 2005.

Moreover, male executives in 2005 were more positive about how female executives were being accepted in business than the women themselves. The proportion of men who thought that a woman must be exceptional to succeed in business dropped from 90 per cent in 1965 to 32 per cent in 2005, whereas this proportion dropped by a lesser amount, from 88 per cent to 69 per cent, for women (Bowman et al. 1965; Carlson et al. 2006). Similarly, the proportion of men who thought that the business community would never fully accept women executives fell from 61 per cent in 1965 to 16 per cent in 2005, whereas this proportion fell from 47 per cent to 34 per cent for women, a smaller drop-off. Thus, female executives viewed the business community’s general attitude towards women as executives in a less favourable light than male executives did.

However, in studies of actual managers and their subordinates, subordinates typically express similar satisfaction with male and female managers. Subordinates do not appear to respond differently to male and female leaders for whom they have actually worked. The experience of having been supervised by a woman contributes to more positive attitudes towards women as leaders (Ezell et al. 1981). Being in direct contact with or proximity to women as leaders may serve to dispel stereotypes about whether women belong in leader roles. However, individuals’ attitudes towards women as leaders do not become more positive with experience unless that experience itself is positive. When individuals are more satisfied with their interactions with women leaders, they are more positive about women in leader roles (Bhatnagar and Swamy 1995).

The focus of this section of the chapter has been on attitudes towards women, not men, as leaders. Male leaders essentially are taken for granted. Having a woman as a manager has only recently become a common experience for workers. As more people have more experience with women in leader roles, female leaders elicit less negative reactions. However, prejudices against women as leaders resulting from sexist attitudes have not disappeared, although hostility towards women as leaders is expressed less openly than in the past (Glick et al. 1997; Glick et al. 2000). Women continue to face prejudices in the leader role that men do not face (Masser and Abrams 2004; Rudman and Kilianski 2000). These prejudices make it more difficult for women to be effective as leaders.

BEHAVIOUR AND EFFECTIVENESS

To what extent do perceptions of leadership match current realities? Are men and masculine behaviours really best in leadership positions as leader stereotypes suggest? To consider these questions, I review how leadership theories have regarded the merits of stereotypically feminine or masculine behaviours. Finally, I examine research evidence on sex differences in leader behaviour and effectiveness.

Leadership Theories and Gender Stereotypes

Early theories of what leader behaviours work and do not work well were based almost entirely on studies of male managers. An early compendium of research results, Handbook of Leadership (Stogdill 1974), discovered few studies that examined female leaders exclusively or even included female leaders in their samples. When female managers were present in organizations being studied, they were usually excluded from the analysis because their few numbers might distort the results! It was as if female managers were less legitimate or less worthy of observation than male managers. Although management researchers no longer exclude female managers from their samples, early theories of leadership were originally developed with male managers in mind and, not surprisingly, endorsed a preponderance of masculine traits.

In recent years, transformational and transactional leadership (Bass 1985, 1998) have become the primary focus of leadership theories. Judge and Bono (2000) found a greater number of citations of transformational leadership theory (or charismatic leadership theory, as it is also called) than all other leadership theories combined. A search of the PsycINFO database by decade found that the term ‘transformational leadership’ appeared in the abstract of no citations from 1971 to 1980, 31 citations from 1981 to 1990, 234 citations from 1991 to 2000, and 1,041 citations from 2001 to 2010 (PsycINFO 2012).

Eagly et al. (2003) characterized transformational leadership as consisting of five dimensions: (1) idealized influence-attributes, or the display of attributes that induce followers to view the leader with pride and respect; (2) idealized influence-behaviours, or communication of a sense of values, purpose, and mission importance; (3) inspirational motivation, or optimism and excitement about the mission’s importance and attainability; (4) intellectual stimulation, or encouragement of followers to question basic assumptions and consider problems and tasks from new perspectives; and (5) individualized consideration, or a focus on the development and mentoring of followers as individuals and addressing their specific needs. Of these dimensions, individualized consideration reflects the feminine gender stereotype in its developmental focus and its concern with relationships and the needs of others (Eagly and Johannesen-Schmidt 2001; Eagly et al. 2003), whereas the other dimensions seem more gender-neutral.

In contrast, transactional leadership focuses on clarifying the responsibilities of subordinates and then responding to how well subordinates execute their responsibilities (Bass et al. 1996; Bass 1998; Rafferty and Griffin 2004). It consists of two dimensions of behaviour: (1) contingent reward, or the promise and provision of suitable rewards if followers achieve their assigned objectives; and (2) management by exception, which is further divided into active and passive management by exception. Transactional leaders who engage in active management by exception monitor subordinate performance for mistakes, whereas those who engage in passive management by exception wait for subordinate difficulties to be brought to their attention before intervening. Transformational leaders may be transactional when it is necessary to achieve their goals. However, transactional leaders are seldom transformational.

Distinct from both transformational and transactional leadership is laissez-faire leadership. Laissez-faire leaders avoid taking responsibility for leadership altogether. Such leaders refrain from giving direction or making decisions and do not involve themselves in the development of their followers.

Transformational leadership has been positively associated with nurturance, a feminine trait, and negatively associated with aggression, a masculine trait (Ross and Offermann 1997). Further, Bono and Judge’s (2004) meta-analysis of the relationship between transformational leadership and the Big Five personality traits (Wiggins 1996) found that it was positively related to agreeableness, which reflects the leader’s warmth, kindness, gentleness and cooperativeness; agreeableness in turn is strongly linked to the feminine gender stereotype. Overall, transformational leadership appears to be more associated with the feminine gender stereotype (in its individualized consideration dimension and its positive correlations with nurturance and agreeableness) and less associated with the masculine gender stereotype (in its negative correlation with aggression) than traditional views of effective leadership that emphasize masculine traits (Bass et al. 1996; Eagly and Johannesen-Schmidt 2001; Koenig et al. 2011).

In contrast, the management by exception dimension of transactional leadership, whether active or passive, seems congruent with the masculine gender role in its focus on correcting followers’ mistakes because it stresses immediate task accomplishment over long-term building of relationships and favours use of the leadership position to control others. In addition, the contingent reward dimension of transactional leadership appears to be congruent with the masculine gender role because it is primarily task-oriented.

Recall that leader stereotypes place a high value on masculine characteristics. Even though early leadership theories were developed at a time when there were far fewer women in leader roles, transformational leadership theory, which is the most popular leadership theory today, does not support these stereotypes. Thus, prevailing leadership theories do not suggest that either feminine or masculine behaviours are the key to leader effectiveness.

Sex Differences in Leader Behaviour and Effectiveness

Researchers have devoted a great deal of attention to sex differences in leader behaviour and effectiveness. In this section, I review the major research findings.

Sex differences have been examined in several types of leader behaviours. A meta-analysis of sex differences in transformational and transactional leadership found that female leaders are more transformational than their male counterparts (Eagly et al. 2003). Women rated higher than men on four of five dimensions of transformational leadership: idealized influence-attributes, inspirational motivation, intellectual stimulation, and individualized consideration. Women also rated higher than men on the contingent reward dimension of transactional leadership. In contrast, men rated higher than women on two dimensions of transactional leadership: active management by exception and passive management by exception. Men also rated higher than women in laissez-faire leadership.

Further evidence from meta-analysis also suggests that all of the dimensions of transformational leadership and the contingent reward dimension of transactional leadership are positively associated with leader effectiveness as reflected in individual, group, and organizational performance. In contrast, passive management by exception and laissez-faire leadership are negatively associated with leader effectiveness (Lowe et al. 1996). Thus, the above results suggest that women rate higher than men in behaviour that contributes to their effectiveness as leaders and lower than men in behaviour that would detract from their effectiveness.

A separate meta-analysis on sex differences in leader effectiveness found that women and men overall did not differ in their effectiveness as leaders (Eagly et al. 1995). Most of the studies included in this meta-analysis were conducted in organizational settings. Men were more effective than women in military settings, which are extremely male-intensive, whereas women were more effective than men in education, government, and social service settings, which are less male-intensive. Neither men nor women were more effective in business settings. Men were more effective than women when the particular leader role examined was more congruent with the male gender role and when there were a larger proportion of men as both leaders and subordinates. Further, men were more effective than women in lower-level management positions, whereas women were more effective than men in middle-level management positions. The position of middle manager is often regarded as requiring heavy use of interpersonal skills to wield influence, which would favour women according to gender stereotypes. There have not been sufficient studies of men and women in top management positions to allow a comparison of the sexes using meta-analysis.

In summary, when sex differences in leader behaviour have been found, the bulk of evidence suggests the existence of stereotypical differences. As gender stereotypes would predict, women are higher than men in the individualized consideration dimension of transformational leadership, which is associated with the feminine stereotype, and lower than men in the active and passive management by exception dimensions of transactional leadership, which are associated with the masculine stereotype. However, contrary to gender stereotypes, women are higher than men in the contingent reward dimension of transactional leadership.

Further, sex differences in leader behaviour that have been found favour women, not men. Women are higher than men in dimensions of behaviour that contribute to leader effectiveness (idealized influence-attributes, inspirational motivation, intellectual stimulation, individualized consideration, contingent reward) and lower than men in dimensions of behaviour that detract from leader effectiveness (passive management by exception, laissez-faire leadership). Reinforcing the favourability of these results for women as leaders, successful organizations are said to be shifting away from an authoritarian model of leadership and towards a more transformational and democratic model (Drucker 1988 Lawler et al. 1995; Hitt et al. 1998).

Studies that directly measure leader effectiveness, however, rate women as no more or less effective than men. Additional evidence suggests that situational factors influence whether men or women are more effective as leaders. These factors include the nature of the organizational setting and leader role, the proportions of male leaders and followers, and the managerial level of the position. As a result, some leader roles are more congenial to male leaders, whereas other leader roles are more congenial to female leaders.

Thus, the evidence clearly refutes the stereotypes that men are better leaders and that better leaders are masculine. Effective leadership today requires a combination of behaviours that are masculine (e.g. contingent reward) and feminine (e.g. individualized consideration) and the absence of other behaviours that are sex-neutral (e.g. laissez-faire leadership). Women have been found to exhibit more of behaviours that contribute to leader effectiveness than do men. However, situations differ in whether they favour women or men as leaders.

DISCUSSION

What do four decades of research tell us about the intersection of sex, gender, and leadership? Actually, they tell us a clear story. Five conclusions may be reached from this review. First, according to statistics on women’s status, women have achieved higher societal status in recent decades than before, although still lower than that of men. Second, according to research on leader preferences, a male boss is still preferred over a female boss. Third, according to research on leader stereotypes, men are still believed to be better managers and better managers are still believed to be masculine. Fourth, according to research on attitudes towards women as leaders, women are still subject to hostility and prejudice when they are considered in relation to a leader role. Fifth, according to research on leader behaviour and effectiveness, female leaders exhibit a greater amount of behaviours that are positively associated with effectiveness and a lesser amount of behaviours that are negatively associated with effectiveness than male leaders. Overall, these conclusions suggest that the playing field that constitutes the managerial ranks continues to be tilted in favour of men, despite evidence suggesting that women as a group are the superior leaders.

Trends in research findings suggest a softening of the first four conclusions over time. First, women now occupy more top management positions than before, although female executives are still a distinct minority. Second, ‘it makes no difference to me’ has become the most endorsed response to poll questions about leader preferences, and younger respondents equally favour a male or female boss. Third, leader stereotypes that men are better managers are now endorsed more by men than by women, and the extent to which a good manager is described in predominantly masculine terms has diminished over time. Fourth, attitudes towards women as leaders become more positive among individuals who have had more satisfying experiences with female leaders, and people are increasingly having the opportunity to have such experiences. Thus, although there has been considerable stability in research findings over four decades, there is also evidence of change.

What are the implications of this review for theory, research, and practice in the next decade? The field does not suffer from a lack of theories. Indeed, four decades have yielded an abundance of theories to explain the research findings that are presented. In this chapter, in the interests of conserving space, I have cited the lack of fit model (Heilman 1983, 1995), role congruity theory (Eagly and Karau 2002), status construction theory (Ridgeway 1991, 2006; Webster and Hysom 1998), and theories of transformational and transactional leadership (Bass 1985, 1998). However, many other theories of both gender (cf. Archer and Lloyd 2002; Lippa 2005; Wood and Eagly 2010) and leadership (cf. Avolio et al. 2009; Bass and Bass 2008) may be applied to explain such findings. Thus, the development of new, ground-breaking theories is not a priority.

Future research should continue to track trends in status, preferences, stereotypes, attitudes, behaviour, and effectiveness pertaining to the intersection of sex, gender, and leadership. However, new, ground-breaking research that sheds additional light on the nature of this intersection is not a priority either. We already have ample research evidence of what is going on. The most important question to be addressed in future work in this field is how to fix it. Waiting for change to happen and hoping that it will eradicate workplace disparities that place female leaders at a disadvantage is not a sufficient response.

Bem (1978: 19) said that ‘behavior should have no gender’. Ideally, to amend Bem’s (1978) statement, leader behaviour should have no gender. The sex of individuals who hold leader roles should be of little concern. What should matter is how well individuals, male and female, respond to the demands of the particular leader role that they occupy. Evidence increasingly suggests that women tend to be better suited than men to serve as leaders in the ways required in the global economy. However, this is not to say that organizations should choose women for leader roles on the basis of their sex. The challenge for organizations is to take advantage of and develop the capabilities of all individuals in leader roles and then create conditions that give leaders of both sexes an equal chance to succeed (Falkenberg 1990; Yoder 2001; Hogue et al. 2002). No matter what the intersection of sex, gender, and leadership may look like, the goal should be to enhance the likelihood that all people, women and men, will be effective in leader roles. If scholars can help organizations to achieve this goal in the future, future decades of research on this topic could tell quite a different story.
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CHAPTER 12

GENDERED CONSTRUCTIONS OF MERIT AND IMPRESSION MANAGEMENT WITHIN PROFESSIONAL SERVICE FIRMS

SAVITA KUMRA

INTRODUCTION

IN this chapter the concepts of merit and impression management are considered in relation to their impact on advancement decisions within professional service firms (PSFs). Of particular interest in the chapter is the gendered nature of the concepts and the implications for women’s advancement. Reviewing the literature in relation to merit, we see that women are generally trustful of the concept and believe in its ability to deliver advancement processes that are objective, fair, and ability-based (Farber and Sherry 1995; Scully 1997; Kumra and Vinnicombe 2008). As a consequence, organizations proclaiming themselves as meritocratic are viewed as ‘blameless’, even when their senior ranks are male-dominated, as the responsibility for success or failure within the meritocratic system lies with the individual (Brennan and Naidoo 2008; Sommerlad 2012; Brink and Benschop 2012). Indeed, women are often the staunchest defenders of the status quo. For example, when the recent House of Lords Constitution Committee reported on Judicial Appointments and drew attention to the extremely low number of women in the UK judiciary, it was a female judge Lady Butler-Sloss who was among the first to call for action, but who when speaking in the House of Lords in the debate on the Second Reading of the Crime and Courts bill, strongly cautioned against any initiatives deemed unmeritocratic. In her comments, she gave ‘strong support’ for greater diversity in those appointed to the judiciary, with the caveat that such appointments must, of course, be ‘made on merit’. She went on to say ‘It will be very important that women—particularly those from ethnic minorities—who may not be able to bear the strain of the judicial process are not placed in a position where they may find themselves failing because there has been too much enthusiasm for diversity and not enough for merit’ (2012).

Impression management encompasses a set of tactics, including self-promotion, managing upwards or ingratiation, and visibility (Rosenfeld et al. 1995). This has received increasing attention over the years as the potential to aid career advancement has become more widely recognized (Singh et al. 2002; Kumra and Vinnicombe 2008, 2010). However, unlike meritocratic principles, there is evidence that women are less reluctant to engage with these approaches, despite evidence that they may assist in their career advancement. The reasons most commonly cited for this reluctance is that they exemplify activities in direct opposition to meritocratic principles. They are seen to be subjective, provide an unfair advantage, and yield benefits to the individual that are not necessarily a consequence of their talent or ability.

In this chapter, I seek to explore whether merit and impression management are indeed in opposition to one another, or whether both share common characteristics. Is merit always objective and fair and is impression management always concerned with manipulation and gaining unfair advantage? The contextual background to the chapter is the professional services sector. This is chosen as there is considerable evidence to support the contention that the sector is run on meritocratic principles. At the same time, it is susceptible to the use of impression management tactics by individuals in relation to advancement decisions (Kumra and Vinnicombe 2008, 2010). This is because of the inherently performative nature of much of the work undertaken by those in the professional services and the necessity for those who are successful not only to show their value through the quality of their work but also the way in which their work is performed.

The chapter is organized as follows. In the first section the concept of meritocracy is introduced and its key characteristics assessed. Also considered are some of the inherent contradictions within the concept and the gender implications of these. The second section provides an analysis of impression management, contrasting the key characteristics of the two concepts. In the third section the nature of advancement within the professional services is discussed with particular emphasis on the performative nature of the process. In the final section gender implications are assessed and discussed.

CONCEPTUALIZING MERIT


The meritocratic ideal is that positions in society should be based on the abilities and achievements of the individual rather than on characteristics such as family background, race, religion, or wealth. This ideal requires that merit be objective in the sense of being definable without reference to those personal characteristics.



(Farber and Sherry 1995: 856)

Interest in processes of occupational attainment and allocation of organizational rewards has its roots in theories of industrialism associated with Parsons and Bales (1956), Kerr et al. (1960); and Blau and Duncan (1967). Young’s satirical take on merit in 1958 (1994) drew further attention and led to a growing popularity amongst ruling elites across society. Meritocratic principles advocate a shift from ascription to achievement as the primary basis of social selection—now seen as one of the defining characteristics of modern societies. It was argued that ascriptive traits or characteristics should be irrelevant when judging an individual’s merit and should be subordinate to achievement criteria designed to facilitate the efficient allocation of occupational positions. Merit implies a normative distinction whereby characteristics are either meritworthy or not (Jackson 2007). We thus see the main criterion determining progression that is viewed as practically and morally acceptable within a liberal democracy is merit.

From the definition given above, we see that merit is presented as an objective measure of individual ability and achievement, based upon qualifications and the ability of the individual to apply them to job-related tasks. Through the mechanism of merit, the ‘best person for the job’ is determined. This is the person who, based on their individual talent and performance, displays the greatest promise or potential. Merit is thus presented as being based upon objectively measured qualifications and the ability of the individual to apply them to job-related tasks. It is a socially recognized and accepted system whereby merit or talent is the basis for allocating people to positions and a fair basis upon which rewards are distributed (Scully 1997). Claims to the application of meritocratic principles are evident in respect of the allocation of benefits and resources reflected in the guiding principles of many key societal institutions, such as the government, education, employment, and social services. There is even currently a debate as to whether merit should play a part in the allocation of health care in the UK, through the National Health Service, with those deemed to have contributed to their own poor health considered less merit-worthy and thus less deserving of expensive treatment, than those who have adopted healthier lifestyles.

Key characteristics of the meritocratic principle are objectivity, fairness, and reward for hard work (Farber and Sherry 1995), individual responsibility and ownership of one’s progression (Brennan and Naidoo 2008), and equality of access to career-enhancing opportunities (Tomei 2003). It is evident that these characteristics are appealing. A number of survey studies in the US have evidenced support for meritocratic principles and a belief not only that meritocracy provides the basis upon which rewards and benefits should be allocated, but is in fact the basis upon which they are allocated (Kluegel and Smith 1986; Ladd 1994; Ladd and Bowman 1998). Thus meritocracy has been culturally endorsed and accepted as a fair and legitimate approach to the distribution of rewards and resources within society by many capitalist countries and organizations (Scully 1997, 2002; McNamee and Miller 2004).

However, far from being a purely objective measure, merit has an inherent uncertainty: it requires predictions about future performance based on the past (Knights and Richards 2003; Thornton 2007). Appointing an individual to a new position, requiring them to perform tasks they have no experience of involves risk. There is also an element of subjectivity in determining the factors to be taken into consideration (i.e. what factors from past performance should we use to predict future performance) and what mechanisms we should employ to evaluate them. Despite these issues, the assumption remains within liberal democracies that merit is determined through objective, fair, and ability-based criteria and is therefore the outcome of rational choice (Thornton 2007).

However, the concept can be further unsettled if it is accepted that what merit is and is not can only be determined with reference to the social context to which it is applied. For example, what constitutes merit in education would not necessarily constitute merit in investment banking. Williams (1991) argues the standards by which merit is determined represent socially acceptable preferences developed over time by members of social groups in power at a particular time and place in history whose descendants continue to benefit from decisions made under those standards. The subjective nature of the standards has been conveniently forgotten (or suppressed) with the consequence that they are now represented as ‘ahistorical’, objective measures of ability. By separating the standards from their history, it is possible to reject the notion that the constitution of ability itself is subjective. This point is reinforced by Sen who observes: ‘The idea of meritocracy may have many virtues, but clarity is not one of them.… There is some elementary tension between (1) the inclination to see merit in fixed and absolute terms, and (2) the ultimately instrumental character of merit—its dependence on the concept of “the good” in the relevant society’ (Sen 2000: 6). Roithmayr (1997) argues, far from protecting against ‘bias’, the concept of merit is itself inscribed with subjective, hierarchically based social bias. Merit can thus be recast as the outcome of bias rather than its privileged and more socially acceptable opposite, as social bias inevitably supplies the ‘value’ merit purports to promote. From this perspective, merit can be viewed as historically inscribed socially acceptable bias for particular qualities. These apparently opposing concepts are thus unable to reveal when a preference is an illegitimate ‘bias’ or legitimate ‘merit’ (Roithmayr 1997). Commenting on the construction of merit within academia, Krefting (2003) notes women and their interests have been marginalized in the construction of the meritorious. She further contends, so resistant to change are prevailing views of the meritorious that they are protected by the very people (i.e. women) most likely to benefit from their reconstruction. By altering these historic and largely masculine-based ideals of merit, it is argued (by men and women alike) that standards would be lowered and qualifications compromised.

The concept of merit thus comprises an allusion to excellence, and also contains elements of ‘desert’. These combine to constitute an understanding of the ‘best person for the job’ as someone who is deserving and outstanding (Young 1990; Deem 2007; Thornton 2007). The discourse of the ‘best person’ has become dominant with decision-makers and organizational members wanting to believe that merit based on objective criteria, rather than subjective or extraneous factors, is the basis of appointment, but the struggle to know how best to conduct the process of identification and evaluation continues (Thornton 2007).

The higher up the hierarchy, the greater is the reliance on the discourse of merit to justify decisions made. Paradoxically though, it is at these organizational levels that criteria determining ‘merit’ become more elusive and less transparent (Thornton 2007). As descriptive variables become less tangible, we turn to ‘benchmarks’: those people occupying such positions and how they have attained them. Since the top of most organizational hierarchies are dominated by men, it is unsurprising that the benchmark for the ‘best person’ will be based upon a masculine model of merit. Merit thus serves a useful and convincing ideological rationale in assuaging concerns about societal allocations of power and authority. Merit provides a discursive mechanism within liberalism that requires individuals to take responsibility for their success and non-success in life, ignoring countervailing realities such as the homosociability (Kanter 1977) of the senior ranks of organizations. There is no beginning or end in how merit is constituted because of its essential permeability and subjective determination of the ‘best person’; which is different in every context according to the prevailing ‘benchmark’ and the available candidate pool (Thornton 2007).

Merit and its constitution are thus determined in a context of prevailing power relations, which means that it is of necessity open to interpretation and consequently contested. The claim to produce an objective ‘best person’ is no more than a rhetorical claim designed to maintain the status quo. To conceptualize merit as a technology of disciplinary power reflecting the prevailing political climate, evidences its performative character. However, the concept can undoubtedly be unsettled by examination as this exposes its inherent ambiguities and contradictions. Thornton (2007) reveals merit as a concept whose meaning will be continually contested as long as claims to its ‘fixed’ nature are made and its evaluative element within a social and political climate are downplayed if not actively denied. Brink and Benschop (2012), whilst not wishing to argue against the meritocratic ideal, take issue with a core contention, i.e. that those in power are there because they are the most meritorious. Along with Williams (1991), Roithmayr (1997), and Sommerlad (2012), they argue the constitution of merit is constructed and endorsed by prevailing power elites who stand to gain most from maintaining the status quo. By presenting the processes which enabled them to reach their positions of seniority and power as precise, objective, and unequivocal, these processes are rendered beyond reproach and the responsibility for anyone who does not succeed within the prevailing system is laid squarely on his or her own shoulders (Brink and Benschop 2012).

CONCEPTUALIZING IMPRESSION MANAGEMENT

Impression management is the process by which individuals seek to control the image they convey to others (Rosenfeld et al. 1995). As far back as 1890, James talked of individuals having multiple selves to describe human behaviour. Thus, instead of having a single unified self-concept, James argued we each have multiple selves and we choose to show different facets of ourselves as the situation demands. These ideas are developed by Goffman (1959), the main proponent of the sociological conceptualization of impression management. He states that impression management consists of attempts to establish the meaning or purpose of social interactions guiding our actions and enabling better anticipation of what is expected of us and what we can expect from others. Assessing self-presentation becomes important as it enables the individual to define their place in the social order, setting the appropriate tone and direction of an interaction and thereby enabling the suitable performance of role-governed behaviour. Thus in Goffman’s (1959) view we are all performers, required to play a variety of roles through which we construct our social identity.

However, whilst sociologists view impression management as an aid in social interaction, enabling a common understanding of appropriate role-governed behaviour, social psychologists have interpreted impression management quite differently. They see impression management as being employed to advance individual interests and as being directly related to the achievement of specific goal-oriented purposes, such as influencing others to gain power (Rosenfeld et al. 1995). The prime reason for paying attention to our behaviours, and attempting to ‘manage’ the impression we create, is that through the construction of ‘desirable’ social identities, our public selves come closer to our ideal selves. We influence how we are perceived, and therefore, the way in which others treat us.

Leary and Kowalski (1990) argue impression management can be used to advance subjective well-being in three distinct, yet inter-related ways: first, by maximizing the individual’s reward-cost ratio in social relations, secondly, by improving self-esteem, and, thirdly, by aiding in the construction of desired identities. The effect of such behaviour may directly impact material outcomes, for example, giving the impression one is competent can lead to material benefits such as a salary increase, better working conditions (Leary and Kowalski 1990), and access to career-enhancing opportunities.

Because impressions are created, impression management is often perceived as something fundamentally manipulative and negative. Whilst some impression management behaviour can most certainly be used in a ‘Machiavellian’, or manipulative way, recent studies of impression management see it as a widespread and common phenomenon, underpinning much of all interpersonal interactions (Rosenfeld et al. 1995). This more recent perspective on impression management has been labelled the ‘expansive’ view by Schlenker and Weigold (1992) who label the alternative more negative view as the ‘Machiavellian’ perspective.

Some view impression management as a managerialist interpretation of Goffman’s (1959) work (Greener 2007). Gardner (1992) explicitly advocates its use as a series of strategies for achieving managerial success. This implies that impression management behaviour may be consciously controlled, thus becoming part of a manager’s ‘behavioural repertoire that may be manipulated to influence both organisational and personal success’ (Gardner and Martinko 1988: 321). There are indeed a number of impression management behaviours individuals can employ to create the appropriate ‘impression’ they wish. In the present discussion we assess two of the most common, self-promotion and ingratiation.

SELF-PROMOTION

Self-promotion occurs when individuals actively manage the impression others form of them such that they will be viewed as competent and knowledgeable. Self-promotion is generally a proactive process. To convince others of their competence self-promoters cannot wait in the hope that someone will notice their achievements. They need to actively say or do something. Research shows that self-promotion is quite common, particularly when exercised in relation to important audiences or on important occasions. In a key study, Gordon and Stapleton (1956) required high school students to undertake a personality test, with some students instructed that it was part of a job application and others told it was for a guidance class. The authors found higher scores were obtained when the test was for the more important job application. More recently, Ferris (1990) established an experiment in which two people gave identical performances. One, however, used impression management strategies to enhance visibility of the performance whilst the other did not. The impression management user was viewed by observers as performing at a significantly higher level than the non-user.

INGRATIATION

Ingratiation is the most commonly studied impression management technique (Rosenfeld et al. 1995). Jones (1964) was the first to conceptualize ingratiation, viewing it as a set of inter-related acquisitive impression management tactics which aim to make the person more liked and attractive to others (Jones 1990). Whilst initially viewing ingratiation as inherently illicit (Jones 1964), organizational theorists have recently adopted a more positive view towards these attraction management tactics. They contend ingratiation is a common, and frequently effective means of obtaining organizational social influence (Ralston 1985; Ralston and Elsass 1989). Rosenfeld et al. (1995) argue ingratiation can lead to positive organizational benefits and as such these tactics should be welcomed in certain circumstances. Ingratiation can assist positive interpersonal relationships—increasing effective interactions both inside and outside the organization. For example, ingratiation may be of particular use to minority groups within organizations who often find themselves in the position of having to please those in the majority group holding more powerful social positions. If through ingratiatory tactics one can generate liking and feelings of goodwill, the effect of natural cognitive tendencies to stereotype and devalue those who are different may be countered (Allison and Herlocker 1994). If the ingratiator is able to achieve this positive outcome—increased liking and attraction—the ingratiator succeeds in moving from a negatively stereotyped outsider to a familiar and liked insider (Rosenfeld et al. 1995).

However, successful ingratiation is an extremely difficult process to manage. It is an interpersonal challenge requiring skill to avoid detection and the risk that one will be perceived as an underhand and deliberate manipulator. Failed ingratiation attempts bring their own consequences, often placing the ingratiator in a more uncomfortable impression management position than when they began, i.e. having to overcome being disliked or even mistrusted (Arkin and Shepperd 1989). Thus, the motivation incentive needs to be high for an individual to be willing to engage in ingratiatory behaviours. This is determined by how important it is for the target to like the ingratiatory, with motivation increasing the greater the dependency of the ingratiator on the target. Thus one’s incentive to ingratiate with peers will generally be lower than the incentive to ingratiate with superiors (Jones and Pittman 1982).

ARE THERE GENDER DIFFERENCES IN THE USE OF IMPRESSION MANAGEMENT?

Rudman (1998) sought to determine whether women would be as likely to use self-promotion, a key impression management technique, to advance their careers and the effect this would have on their career outcomes and social acceptability. She argues that self-promotion tactics with their emphasis on internal attributions for success are particularly related to hiring and promotion decisions as they are qualities often associated with success criteria required for many occupations, such as confidence, competence, ambition, and self-motivation (Wiley and Eskilson 1985; Kacmar et al. 1992; Stevens and Kristof 1995). As such self-promotion may provide a means by which women can counter organizationally based gender stereotypes (Jones and Pittman 1982).

However, research clearly indicates that women behaving confidently and assertively do not have their behaviour evaluated in the same way as men adopting identical behavioural patterns (Costrich et al. 1975; Heilman et al. 1989; Butler and Geis 1990). Women with direct, task-oriented leadership styles are viewed more negatively than men (Eagly et al. 1992). Assertive women were less popular than men (Costrich et al. 1975); self-confident women scored highly on their performance evaluations but were not liked by their peers (Powers and Zuroff 1988). Thus since obtaining social influence requires not only competence but social attraction (Carli et al. 1995) women employing the proactive influencing styles required for self-promotion may suffer ‘backlash’, whereby their performance evaluations are positively affected, but achieved at the cost of social rejection (Rudman 1998).

With regard to social acceptance, research indicates self-promotion is both intuitively and normatively more acceptable for men than women (Miller et al. 1992). Men are culturally conditioned to take personal credit for their achievements and to compete intra-sexually for economic resources (Buss 1988). They are socialized to be individuals, to lead and to compete hierarchically for positions of power and influence, i.e. agency characteristics (Bakan 1966; Eagly 1987). This is not so for women. ‘Women cooperate and men compete’ is a clear and powerful message, which women learn to accept from an early age (Nelson 1978). Women’s focus is often on similarity, i.e. things which bring them together. Women may also avoid self-promoting behaviours for interpersonal considerations, believing those who behave out of gender-stereotypical role risk social censure (Huston and Ashmore 1986; Deaux and Major 1987; Eagly 1987). Thus self-promoting behaviours may be rejected by women who fear they may be perceived as unfeminine, pushy, domineering, and aggressive, characteristics unlikely to recommend them for many occupations they may wish to enter (Janoff-Bulman and Wade 1996).

The position self-promoting women find themselves in has been explored by Rudman (1998). In a number of experiments looking at perceptions of a self-promoting woman, a self-promoting man, and a self-effacing man Rudman (1998) found women (though not men) saw a self-promoting woman as less competent, less socially attractive, and consequently less likely to be hired than a self-promoting man. However, when competing against a self-effacing man, the self-promoting woman was more likely to be hired. The results of this study suggest that women have to balance counter-normative behaviour in terms of its negative effect on their perceived social attraction against the career-enhancing outcomes to be gained through employment of self-promotion tactics (Kacmar et al. 1992; Wiley and Crittenden 1992; Eagly et al. 1992; Sonnert and Holton 1996).

For these reasons, extant research indicates women tend to eschew impression management as inherently subjective, manipulative, and largely self-serving. For example, in Kumra and Vinnicombe’s study (2008), it was observed that women in a professional services firm, though aware of the career-enhancing benefits of impression management behaviours, chose to ignore or avoid them, believing their merit would bring them the organizational recognition they deserved for their hard work and diligence. The majority of their male colleagues had no such qualms and outperformed them in the firm’s advancement processes. Closer examination of the same group of women consultants in Kumra and Vinnicombe (2010) indicated their position as ‘other’ was further compounded by their inability to access social capital within their firm, clearly recognized by the group as necessary to advance. A key mechanism by which this was achieved was through the acquisition of a well-placed, influential sponsor. However, here again impression management was required. Interestingly, the utilization of impression management tactics in this case was advised by female participants as a defensive strategy to dispel negative perceptions attaching to women in the firm. These issues were likeability, where the perception was that women in the firm were too task-focused and serious and it was difficult to relax or have fun around them. There was also a perception that women were not particularly ambitious compared with their male colleagues: they were not constantly discussing their achievements and contributions, asking for new challenges and demanding promotions. The final issue concerned impression management of availability. Advice was given here to avoid being perceived as too needy or high maintenance; and if unable to meet an important work commitment to be very careful about how one’s absence was positioned. Also of interest was that, though female participants in the study were willing to offer advice to others on the impression management strategies they needed to adopt in order to access an influential sponsor and enhance their social capital, the majority indicated this was not behaviour they had engaged in themselves.

Another consequence accruing to women in PSFs who do not ‘play the game’ is not only that their merit goes unrecognized, but it is rendered invisible as it is not evidenced in expected and accepted ways. For example, Kumra (2010) found in her sample of management consultants that those most likely to wish to work flexibly were women, particularly those who had recently had a child. Interviewees expressed their disappointment in the firm’s lack of commitment to its own stated and highly publicized flexible working policy, as well as the lack of perceived support and recognition of their contribution from superiors and peers. Wald (2010) explains this finding through his concept of the ‘hypercompetitive’ ideology. Here excellence is determined by total commitment and a willingness to provide a ‘24/7’ round the clock service to the client. It is clear contemporary technology enables working from home and other flexible arrangements, and that clients can be contacted from home as well as from the office, but the hypercompetitive ideology does not accept this level of flexibility. The ideology requires not just attendance to the work, but physical attendance in the office as a sign of loyalty to the firm. The ideology aggravates the negative consequences accruing to those unable to comply with this requirement, rendering them disloyal and under-committed (Wald 2010). Indeed, the very act of taking advantage of such arrangements is viewed as career-limiting and those who nevertheless take up such opportunities are deemed not only under-committed and disloyal but more damagingly as individuals who either do not understand what it takes to succeed, or do understand it but are unwilling or unable to deliver. The findings can also be partially explained by the very structure of many professional services firms, which are often partnerships. The partnership structure purports to endorse a notion of a community of equals, conforming to a single construction of merit and success. In such a context, it is impossible to tolerate resentment and dissatisfaction in respect of those seeking to evidence their merit in a way that is different from the norm. The majority (for this read masculine) invokes its power to sustain a construction of justice as formal and not substantive equality (Thornton and Bagust 2007) in such a way that deviance from the benchmark precludes merit to be recognized and valued, and hence renders it invisible.

MERITOCRACY IN THE PROFESSIONAL SERVICES FIRM

The professional services industry comprises organizations that provide advice to other organizations on matters as diverse as law, accounting, management processes and practice, and strategic direction. Their defining characteristic is that the advice they give is based upon a body of complex knowledge applied to client problems. Firms typically included in professional services are accounting, law, advertising agencies, architectural practices, management and engineering consultants (Lowendahl 2000).

The principle of meritocracy lies at the heart of the professional services (Maister 1993). It is often presented as an unproblematic concept, capable of operationalization and uniquely suited to the needs and requirements of the partnership governance structure, satisfying both demand and supply-side labour requirements (Maister 1993; Malos and Campion 1995). Within this neoliberal narrative, individuals are autonomous agents free to make contracts with anyone they choose, as a consequence, both they and social institutions are presumed to be fundamentally rational. This ideal type model is generally in line with received understanding of social reproduction and expected to manifest itself most commonly in institutions explicitly committed to economic rationality. This is characterized by equating professionalism with credentialled competence and is underpinned by discourses advocating formal equality, justice, and meritocracy (Sommerlad 2012).

Promotion to partner is the position individuals aspire to for years, as it is at this point that they become not just employees of the firm but also the owners. A number of criteria have been suggested. As Swaine (1948: 24) observes: ‘The choice is difficult; factors which control ultimate decisions are intangible; admittedly they are affected by the idiosyncrasies of the existing partners. Mental ability there must be, but in addition, personality, judgement, character. No pretence is made that the ultimate decisions are infallible.’

Malos and Campion (1995) view the likelihood of admission to partnership ranks as the culmination of a number of factors decided upon by existing partners after a period of extended apprenticeship/associateship with the firm. The factors necessarily include favourable business conditions to make the addition of a new partner financially viable. The individual then needs to be deemed ‘suitable’ for partnership—an assessment encompassing criteria such as ability to get along with clients and colleagues, to generate new business, and supervise new associates (O’Flaherty and Siow 1992). However, anecdotal evidence suggests promotion processes are often subjective or political and criteria are only partially understood and frequently inconsistently applied (Nelson 1992). Malos and Campion (1995) caution that to accurately reflect the process, biases, politics, and power differentials amongst partners and associates have to be considered. This is the case even in firms purporting to operate a more strategic approach to the management of people, as despite such processes it is likely partners are able to influence promotional outcomes through their personal sponsorship of particular associates (Sander and Williams 1992).

Temporal commitment is also key. Wald (2010) points to the rise in competition in the global market for legal services, indicating this has led to the adoption of a more explicit ‘around the clock’ service mentality. Terming this a ‘hypercompetitive’ work ethic, Wald (2010) argues the expectation is heightened that both associates and partners work and bill more hours and will be available ‘24/7’ to serve clients’ needs. Firms expect their employees to adjust to this hypercompetitive era, by displaying loyalty to the firm and its clients and reprioritizing their work–life balance. In an earlier study, Anderson-Gough et al. (2002) also noted that being professional entails a temporal commitment to the firm. Working long hours is the norm and the readiness to work overtime as and when required is a standard requirement (Anderson-Gough et al. 2002). Trainees in their study attested that they generally learnt these norms in an informal way, but in situations where norms were transgressed, seniors brought the transgression to their attention, either unofficially or through formal appraisal ratings. Most trainees, when discussing successful firm members, referred to working long hours as a key contributor to their success. By working long hours a visible commitment to getting the job done within the constraints of the project is evidenced, as is an alignment with the dominant discourse identified within the study, i.e. that of serving the client. Temporal commitment also provides evidence of a commitment to the firm’s financial success.

The literature on professions has acknowledged for some time the interdependence of the production and reproduction of a profession through the enactment of particular behaviours. In Dingwall (1979) for example, learning how to behave ‘correctly’ and understanding key norms is viewed as crucial in presenting the appropriate image to clients and others in the profession. It is essential for a professional to know how to give the impression that the service they provide is ‘special’, enabling those outside the profession to place the practitioner within that special group (i.e. professionals) and themselves outside. Professional conduct requires smartness of dress, norms relating to self-conduct including timekeeping (Coffey 1994), particular ways of speaking and presenting (Goffman 1959; Harper 1989; Kumra and Vinnicombe 2008), and even the manner of handshaking and signing one’s name (Coffey 1993). Professional conduct relies on a mutual construction among firms of professional solidarity. It is therefore apparent that being a meritorious professional is related to the notion of professionalism as appearance. In this view, professional conduct is relayed to new entrants through their formal appraisal procedures (cf. Covaleski et al. 1998) but also through informal practices. The minutiae of these practices promoting certain ways of behaving, acting, talking, looking—in short being—combine to constitute the dominant understanding of what being a professional is (Anderson-Gough et al. 2002; Kumra and Vinnicombe 2008).

Haynes (2012), also discussing the performative nature of ‘being’ a professional, assesses the embodied nature of professionalism and the way in which male and female bodies are assessed in relation to their professionalism. Drawing on interviews with female lawyers and accountants in both the UK and US, she concludes that the ‘historical challenges of gendered body image and fitness to practice remain an issue in contemporary firms’ (Haynes 2012: 504). The consequences are that women in professional services are required to balance distancing themselves from negatively constructed aspects of their femininity with overt displays of positively viewed masculine forms of embodiment (e.g. dress, voice, and self-presentation) if they wish to be taken seriously.

From the preceding discussion it is evident that ‘becoming a professional’ is much more than simply acquiring technical competence. It comprises a way of ‘being’ (Anderson-Gough et al. 2002; Kumra and Vinnicombe 2008) and an ability to signal to seniors the possession of technical competence needed to meet clients job-related expectations, combined with the self-presentational and attitudinal orientations necessary to indicate readiness for admission to the ranks of the professional partnership. Thus to advance within professional services requires individuals to engage dual processes: that of understanding their context and making an accurate assessment of what constitutes merit; and then ensuring that through some conduit/mechanism, such as impression management; their merit is recognized, valued, and rewarded.

MERITOCRACY AND IMPRESSION MANAGEMENT

From the preceding discussion it is evident there are costs to ignoring impression management. It is also evident that reliance on meritocratic principles alone is insufficient as a career-enhancing strategy for women. In this chapter I thus propose that the concepts of meritocracy and impression management are re-examined with a view to a potential reframing. As they are currently conceptualized, it would appear that meritocracy and impression management are presented as absolute rather than (as I have asserted in this chapter) contingent concepts. The prevailing view appears to be that meritocracy takes precedence over impression management because of its inherent objectivity, fairness, and focus on individual ability. Impression management by contrast is rejected, particularly by women, because it is subjective, manipulative, and self-serving—characteristics not seen as either morally or ethically defendable when seeking to construct a professional career. However, are these concepts so diametrically opposed in practice?

From the analysis presented thus far, the answer to this question would appear to be ‘no’. In Table 12.1, the key characteristics of meritocracy are presented from the literature. In the first column we see the characteristics of meritocracy listed. The second column presents the ‘absolute’ reading of each characteristic, i.e. the theoretical ideal. However, the third column presents the ‘contingent’ nature of each characteristic, i.e. recognizing that merit is socially constructed and contextually situated, in this case within the professional services. This highlights how meritocratic principles are capable of being unsettled and can be shown to operate in a manner that may be opposite to that anticipated.

It can also be argued that impression management can be considered as both an absolute, ideal type or as contingent, i.e. socially constructed and contextually situated. In Table 12.2, the key characteristics of impression management are presented from the literature. In the first column we see common characteristics of impression management listed (Rosenfeld et al. 1995). The second column presents the ‘absolute’ reading of each characteristic, i.e. the theoretical ideal. The third column presents the ‘contingent’ nature of each characteristic, i.e. its application in a specific context, in this case the professional services. This highlights how, rather than representing a set of subjective, manipulative, and self-serving strategies utilized solely for individual benefit, impression management can be viewed as objective, seeking to align perception and reality, and of benefit to both the individual and the organization.

Table 12.1 Key characteristics of meritocracy—absolute and contingent view








	Characteristics of Meritocracy

	Absolute Characteristic

	Contingent Characteristic




	Objectivity

	Achievement only basis upon which advancement decisions are made; ascriptive traits irrelevant (e.g. Parsons and Bales 1956; Kerr et al. 1960; Blau and Duncan 1967; Farber and Sherry 1995)

	Subjectivity evident in advancement processes; ascriptive traits evident in decisions; definition of achievement socially constructed; context-specific (e.g. Thornton 2007; Knights and Richards 2003; Kumra 2010 Sommerlad 2012)




	Fairness

	Occupational positions allocated purely on the basis of individual talent and ability (e.g. Parsons and Bales 1956; Kerr et al. 1960; Blau and Duncan 1967; Farber and Sherry 1995)

	Occupational allocation has historically based social bias embedded within it; positions awarded on socially constructed and inherently unfair basis (e.g. Williams 1991; Roithmayr 1997; Sommerlad 2012)




	Reward for hard work

	Individuals performing at the highest levels and achieving the best results will benefit in terms of advancement (e.g. Parsons and Bales 1956 Kerr et al. 1960; Blau and Duncan 1967; Farber and Sherry 1995)

	Organizational processes evolve such that rewards are allocated to those displaying their merit in expected and accepted ways; those working hard but evidencing their contribution in different ways, have their merit rendered invisible (e.g. Krefting 2003; Thornton 2007; Kumra 2010; Brink and Benschop 2012)




	Individual responsibility for success/failure

	Individual has control over their advancement; they stand or fall on their own merit (e.g. Brennan and Naidoo 2008)

	Responsibility for lack of advancement does not rest with individual alone; societal and organizational factors will contribute (Thornton 2007; Kumra 2010; Sommerlad 2012; Brink and Benschop 2012)




	Equal access to career opportunities

	There is equality of access to career-enhancing opportunities (e.g. Tomei 2003)

	Career-enhancing opportunities allocated to those deemed deserving and evidencing their merit in expected and accepted ways (e.g. Kanter 1977; Thornton 2007; Kumra and Vinnicombe 2008, 2010)





Table 12.2 Characteristics of impression management—absolute and contingent view








	Characteristics of Impression Management

	Absolute Characteristic

	Contingent Characteristic




	Subjective

	A set of inter-related tactics employed by individuals to manage the way they are viewed by others (e.g. Leary and Kowalski 1990; Rosenfeld et al. 1995).

	Can be used to correct incorrect assumptions made through processes such as sex-role stereotyping; ensuring talent and ability are rewarded (e.g. Ferris 1990; Kumra and Vinnicombe 2008).




	Manipulative

	Individuals may construct an impression of themselves in terms of their abilities and contributions, which is inconsistent with their actual abilities and contributions (Leary and Kowalski 1990; Rosenfeld et al. 1995).

	Impression management simply a set of tactics aiding day-to-day interactions; providing social scripts for the parts we each play (e.g. Goffman 1959)




	Self-serving

	The use of impression management benefits only the individual and has no wider societal or organizational benefits (e.g. Rosenfeld et al. 1995)

	Impression management tactics such as ingratiation can move individuals from outsider to insider status (e.g. Alison and Herlocker 1994) and ensure decision-makers have more accurate information on which to make advancement decisions, thereby benefiting the individual and the organization (e.g. Gardner and Martinko 2007; Kumra and Vinnicombe 2008)





Analysis of Tables 12.1 and 12.2 highlights the differences between merit and impression management in their ‘absolute’ definitions and the similarities between them when they are considered as socially constructed and contextually situated. It is evident that merit can be articulated as subjective, unfair, and ascriptive rather than achievement based. Impression management, on the other hand, can be considered objective, not manipulative; striving to align perception and reality and as good for both the organization and the individual.

Within the professional services, the importance of ‘becoming a professional’ has been assessed. Extant literature indicates in this context that merit and one’s professionalism entail more than simply acquiring technical competence and work-based experience. Also required is a way of ‘being’ (Anderson-Gough et al. 2002; Kumra and Vinnicombe 2008), namely, the ability to signal to seniors the possession of technical competence needed to meet clients’ job-related expectations, alongside a variety of self-presentational and attitudinal orientations necessary to indicate readiness for admission to the ranks of the professional partnership. Thus advancement comprises reading the contextual environment and making an accurate assessment of what constitutes merit and what does not. It is then necessary, through an appropriate conduit/mechanism, such as impression management, that individuals engage proactively to ensure their merit is recognized, valued, and rewarded. Having merit, however defined, is not sufficient. Merit is only valuable to the individual in terms of career capital when it is recognized, valued, and purchased by those with authority to allocate rewards and resources within the firm. It is also evident from the preceding discussion that merit does not consist solely of qualifications, skills, and work-related experiences—typically termed human capital (Becker 1964). Career capital, does indeed include human capital, but also necessary are social capital and cultural capital (Bourdieu 1986). This would require individuals to be able to read their environment and assess how each of the three forms of capital identified by Bourdieu (1986) is constructed within the professional services environment. For example, human capital would consist of qualifications, skills, and job-related experiences. Social capital would consist of equal access to influential and proactive sponsorship and key internal and external networks. Cultural capital would consist of an understanding in respect of the actual and symbolic importance of the long-hours culture, the need to engage with the discourse in respect of client service, and necessity to align self-presentation with the norms governing professional presentation. To signal to seniors that one is in possession of these key forms of merit, impression management techniques need to be employed as possession of merit without ensuring it is recognized, valued, and purchased does not guarantee career advancement. Impression management techniques useful in this respect are self-promotion, visibility, and managing upwards (Singh et al. 2002; Kumra and Vinnicombe 2008; Kumra and Vinnicombe 2010).

I would thus argue that a reframing of the concept of impression management is needed by women in professional services firms and its potential value as a career-enhancing mechanism should be recognized and considered in respect of the impact it can have on an individual’s career. Through discussion of the concepts of merit and impression management, it is evident neither is more valuable than the other; rather they are both capable of providing sound principles upon which to base the allocation of organizational rewards and resources. However, the ability of both concepts to deliver in practice what they promise in theory is dependent upon their use or misuse by individual actors within specific contexts. Within professional services, what constitutes professional merit and hence the ability to become a partner is largely predicated on a masculine model of success. In order to meet that model of success, signals must be provided that the individual is capable of providing a level of performance similar to that currently provided by those in the partnership ranks. As Sommerlad (2012: 2503) indicates: ‘Thus the ideal worker should possess attributes already deemed appropriate not only to this construction of meritworthy professionality, but also their gender and race.’ For example, a particular part of the firm may value assertiveness, but when found in a woman it may appear to be aggression and not deemed part of her merit (Silvester 1997; Sommerlad 2012). Consequently, the merit of those comprising the ‘other’ (e.g. women) is likely to be misrecognized or rendered invisible, leaving the cultural capital of traditional status markers unchallenged (Sommerlad 2012). Within this context, the value of the various types of capital that the ‘other’ brings to the firm is automatically likely to be considered as low. This means that it is even more essential that women engage with impression management behaviours, such as self-promotion (Rhodes 2011), and also that they do so in ways that are acceptable to them personally and achieve the intended outcomes, that of ensuring their merit is recognized, valued, and rewarded.

CONCLUSION

In this chapter I set out to assess the concepts of meritocracy and impression management with a view to determining whether they are as diametrically opposed as they are frequently presented in the literature. I also sought to assess why it is that in respect of career advancement, women often find engaging in impression management problematic preferring instead to rely on meritocratic principles. The contextual focus of the study is the professional services, where it is evident the meritorious professional is constructed along a masculine ideal. Those viewed as ‘other’, such as women, have a more difficult task in presenting their merit, as if it is not done in normatively expected and accepted ways it is likely to go unrecognized and rendered invisible (Kumra 2010; Sommerlad 2012). The chapter assesses the concepts of meritocracy and impression management and presents evidence establishing that both do not operate in practice as they are frequently presented in the literature. Thus meritocracy, far from being the guardian of objectivity, fairness, and the reward for hard work it is purported to be (e.g. Parsons and Bales 1956; Farber and Sherry 1995) often entails elements of subjectivity, unfairness, and rewards ascriptive characteristics rather than achievement (e.g. Krefting 2003; Thornton 2007; Brink and Benschop 2012). Impression management, on the other hand, rather than representing reward for utilization of subjective, manipulative, and self-serving tactics (e.g. Leary and Kowalski 1990; Rosenfeld et al. 1995); can be viewed as objective, not manipulative and good for both individuals and organizations (e.g. Goffman 1959; Ferris 1990; Alison and Herlocker 1994; Gardner and Martinko 2007).

The chapter concludes with the recognition that career capital comprises human capital, social capital, and cultural capital (Bourdieu 1986) and that to evidence possession of each of these and to signal this to seniors requires engagement with impression management activity. The processes thus work in concert with one providing the conduit (impression management) for the recognition by seniors of the other (merit). This is particularly important for women in professional services, as it is a male-dominated environment which understands and recognizes merit through a single model of success that is highly resistant to change. It is also a context within which women are deemed as ‘other’, with perhaps little to offer of value in respect of career capital (Kumra and Vinnicombe 2008; Sommerlad 2012). In these circumstances, the utilization of impression management strategies becomes essential (Rhodes 2011) as to fail to bring one’s human, social, and cultural capital to the attention of seniors and have it rightly assessed as ‘merit’ can mean that merit continues to go unrecognized and is ultimately rendered invisible.
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PART III

GENDER AND CAREERS


CHAPTER 13

GENDER AND CAREERS

Obstacles and Opportunities

VALERIE N. STREETS AND DEBRA A. MAJOR

SEVERAL metaphors have been used to describe the obstacles women encounter along their career paths, including the sticky floor, concrete wall, glass ceiling, glass cliff, and labyrinth (Hymowitz and Schellhardt 1986; Betters-Reed and Moore 1995; Bell and Nkomo 2001; Eagly and Carli 2007; Ryan and Haslam 2007). The leaky pipeline metaphor, which is depicted in Figure 13.1, has been used to describe how women and girls are disproportionately affected by obstacles encountered along the educational and career pathways (Major and Morganson 2008). In this chapter, we employ the leaky pipeline model not only to describe gendered career obstacles but also to identify opportunities for intervention in order to overcome identified barriers.

SELF-PERCEPTIONS AND CAREER ASPIRATIONS

Gendered career obstacles begin long before the formal job application process is initiated. Observation of role models, the development of self-efficacy, and internalization of gender roles operate at an early age to create individuals’ self-concepts. These self-images are then compared to available information on the professional world, creating a series of expectations about one’s future career identity. Because childhood and adolescence mark a critical point of identity formation, it is an ideal place to introduce intervention strategies to promote exposure to an array of professional opportunities for women.

Influences During Childhood and Adolescence

Role models, or individuals who serve as an embodiment or template of the potential success one may attain and the requisite behaviours for such achievement, play a substantial role in the formation of one’s professional goals and aspirations. In constructing a professional identity, individuals tend to look to similar others as a source of emulation. One critical aspect of similarity is gender, as this is a readily apparent means of comparison. This seems especially true for females, who demonstrate greater improvements in self-perceptions when using same-sex models of career success (Lockwood 2006). Furthermore, the presence of female role models within male-dominated professions, fields, and organizations undermines traditional gender stereotypes and demonstrates the possibility of excelling in a profession.

[image: Image]

FIGURE 13.1 The leaky pipeline is marked by four phases that present disadvantages for girls and women as well as opportunities for advancement and repair

Role models serve as an early basis for career attitudes because of their impact on self-efficacy, or one’s beliefs in one’s own competence (Blanton 2001). Because role models personify accomplishment in a given domain, they are compared to adolescents’ assessments of their own task performance, skills, traits, and abilities (Scherer et al. 1989). Thus, an increased presence of same-sex referents in non-traditional professions will convey the message that adolescents can develop the attributes necessary to excel in arenas outside of those within their gender norms (Barnir et al. 2011).

The presence of role models is especially important during childhood and early adolescent development. At this time, individuals are forming their self-concepts and ideas about their identities later in life. During this process, adolescents build prototypes of people in various professions and compare those representations with their own self-images, ultimately striving toward the prototypes that are most similar to their self-images (Eccles 1994). Certain professions are regarded as masculine or feminine in nature, with those professions emphasizing status and care-giving goals respectively. The centrality of gender in adolescents’ self-concepts largely predicts gender-stereotypic career interests (Evans and Diekman 2009).

In the absence of relatable information about potential careers, girls may overlook many potential occupations that they could find desirable, as many young girls indicate that they have not considered occupations in which the prototypical worker is male (Hannover and Kessels 2004). A common example of this is the field of computer science, in which females are under-represented. Among young girls, lack of interest in technology and a preference for working with people partially explain lack of entry into the pipeline (Corneliussen 2002). However, even when female interest levels exist, girls still give considerable weight to the gendered image of a profession in their career aspirations (Rommes et al. 2007).

Career Aspirations and Expectations

The processes detailed above lay an early groundwork for career expectations and aspirations. Adolescent boys and girls alike report perceptions of most jobs as being gender segregated. Girls are especially likely to have this view, and both genders prefer ‘gender-appropriate’ occupations, although this preference diminishes in girls as they age (Miller and Hayward 2006). Changes in girls’ preferences are not paralleled by changes in perceptions of gender segregation in occupations; girls report noticing occupational gender segregation throughout their years of schooling. Research has demonstrated that high school girls report greater anticipated career barriers relative to their male peers, including general discrimination, lack of support from colleagues, restriction of opportunity, and lack of confidence (Cardoso and Marques 2008). The anticipation of these future barriers serves as an early barrier, as evolving interests are not enough for female adolescents to feel as though male-dominated fields are accessible (Miller and Hayward 2006).

Attitudinal barriers extend through higher education, with female undergraduates anticipating a number of obstacles in their future professions. Young women expect a trade-off between their career goals and maintaining a family that is disproportionate to that of men. As a result of this juxtaposition between work and family, female students anticipate opportunities for fewer working hours and greater household responsibilities (Fetterolf and Eagly 2011). Additionally, women expect to receive less pay than men receive, even during the peak of their careers. Also, individuals pursuing female-dominated and female-typed jobs expect to receive less compensation than those pursuing male-dominated and male-typed jobs. Such findings highlight the need for increased encouragement for individuals to pursue non-stereotypic jobs, thereby diminishing gender-typing of occupations (Hogue et al. 2010).

Intervention Recommendations

The promotion of role models beginning early in education and formal occupational exploration programmes have been studied as a potential means of ameliorating gender segregation at a young age. It is important for individuals to actively encounter and relate to a multitude of role models for learning, motivation, and assistance. Observation of several role models provides the opportunity for individuals to incorporate a variety of skills, traits, and experiences into their identities (Gibson 2004). Additionally, because role models have been demonstrated to have such a strong influence on career choice, female exposure to role models in a variety of professions could be quite beneficial in helping them to make career choices. Specifically, job shadowing and small group mentoring programmes during secondary and higher education can increase exposure to and interest in non-traditional occupations. Female interest in such work is highest after interaction with successful women in related fields (Greene et al. 1982; Quimby and DeSantis 2006).

Career counselling has been studied as a means of strengthening females’ career-related efficacy expectations. It is critical that such interventions begin by early adolescence, as decisions that influence one’s professional development trajectory begin at this developmental stage. Thus, actively promoting career exploration and openly discussing occupational goals can have a profound impact on educational and occupational decisions at this stage (Jantzer et al. 2009). Such programmes should tackle the issues of: accomplishments in performance, vicarious experiences, emotional arousal, and verbal persuasion. Strengthening self-efficacy through these four constructs can enable young girls to realistically consider a broader array of career opportunities (Hackett and Betz 1981). Formal career exploration programmes have proven particularly effective when they incorporate career-related and self-concept building exercises via demonstrations, hands-on learning experiences, and counselling activities (Rea-Poteat and Martin 1991).

WORKPLACE ENTRY

Women’s entry into the workplace is marked by two distinct obstacles: the experience of actual sexism, or gender-based discrimination, and the perception of such barriers within an organization. Both actual and perceived sexism often prevent women from obtaining desired positions

Sexism

The omnipresence of masculine norms, especially in positions of leadership, affects women in the phases of anticipation, acquisition, and actual performance of work (Moorosi 2010). Two major forms of sexism are at work in shaping women’s professional experiences. Hostile sexism, or the overarching belief that women are inferior, is linked to greater scepticism of female employees’ credibility and performance levels. Benevolent sexism, or protection and chivalrous attitudes and actions towards women, is linked to a traditional gender role preference for women and men (Christopher and Wojda 2008). Recent research has demonstrated benevolent sexism to be more detrimental to women in the hiring process, as it is more subtle than hostile sexism and thereby not as easily targeted by laws and organizational policies. Such treatment by interviewers undermines the perceived abilities and intelligence of female applicants (Good and Rudman 2010).

While descriptive gender bias has historically been a problem for women attempting to enter the labour force, research has revealed its recent decline. Descriptive gender discrimination is the product of stereotypes used to make assumptions about applicants and employees on the basis of their gender (e.g. assuming women are nurturing and emotional; Glick et al. 1988; Luzadis et al. 2008). Employers much more readily demonstrate prescriptive gender bias, which emphasizes the ways in which women should or should not act. Much like benevolent sexism, this type of discrimination is less detectable and removable by policies, as employers are not overtly making assumptions about a job candidate based on his or her demographic characteristics. When employers subscribe to prescriptive gender bias, they are more likely to identify an applicant with relevant skill sets and experiences as qualified, even if his or gender does not align with the assumed nature of the job. However, these employers then stray from the predetermined objective selection criteria (e.g. educational background, work experience) and use intangible qualities to justify choosing an applicant whose gender aligns with the occupational role (Gill 2004; Luzadis et al. 2008).

According to Eagly’s social role theory of sex differences in social behaviour (1987), expectations of each gender are influenced by the roles typically occupied by men and women on a daily basis (e.g. women assuming care-giving roles). The stereotypes that stem from this role fulfilment translate into the hiring process, as they encourage assumptions about the physical abilities, cognitive characteristics, and personality traits of men and women (Deaux and Lewis 1984). Selection decisions are often predicated upon these stereotypic assumptions of attributes; many employers report placing the most value on masculine cognitive abilities (e.g. logic, spatial reasoning; Cejka and Eagly 1999). The resultant sexism is reinforced when employers rely on subjective reactions to applicants rather than a priori selection criteria, as well as when they fail to evolve their selection criteria as jobs change, thereby maintaining traditional gender-typed job stereotypes (Guinier and Sturm 2001; Uhlmann and Cohen 2005).

The barriers of sexism do not dissipate for the women that manage to scale the hurdles of selection. Rather, the sexism that is initiated during the hiring process often marks the career progress of women. Employers tend to set lower minimum competency standards but higher ability standards for women than men, thus allowing female applicants to obtain a job but making it disproportionately difficult to receive favourable performance evaluations (Biernat and Kobrynowicz 1997). Sexism is also manifested in the allocation of work from supervisors, with women being provided with challenging assignments less often than their male colleagues, ultimately capping off their performance potential (DePater et al. 2010). Another notable effect of gender discrimination, as it arises from occupational stereotyping and the devaluation of the work typically performed by women, is its influence on salary allocation. Applicants are seen as more valuable to an organization when they are perceived as holding masculine characteristics or cognitive attributes, and they enjoy higher starting salaries accordingly. These pay disparities often persist over the trajectory of one’s career (Alksnis et al. 2008).

Perceptions of Barriers

Women’s perceptions of barriers in the workplace serve as an additional obstacle to workplace entry. These perceptions can limit the fields to which women apply, as perceptions of sexism serve as deterrents for entry into some areas. While men often report professional goals centred on monetary earnings and career status, women report a strong preference for helping others and working in a pleasant environment (Morgan et al. 2001). This further cautions women against seeking out occupations where sexism will detract from their interpersonal goals. For example, technical majors and occupations (e.g. computer science) are seen as the most sexist, consequently discouraging female participation (Fernández et al. 2006).

Potential barriers are often seen through a gendered lens, as gender schema influence one’s perceptions. Gender schemas are cognitive frameworks for organizing learned role expectancies on the basis of one’s sex (Bem 1981). Within organizational contexts, they serve as a moderator between procedural justice and both the perception of and actual opportunities available for female applicants. Gender schemas contribute to differing standards for men and women, whereas men are seen as more competent and worthy of preferential treatment unless they exhibit unfavourable performance, while women must work to prove their adequacy. As a result, hiring procedures are perceived as lacking procedural justice to the extent that they favour men and extant opportunities for women are often constrained by the gendered expectations of employers (Lemons 2003). Specifically, when an applicant’s gender is salient, employers rely on gender schemas to make hiring decisions (Morrison and Von Glinow 1990). As outlined above, reliance upon gender assumptions in hiring often leads to disparities in pay allocations. Starting salary is central to the perception of fairness in the selection process (Bazerman et al. 1994).

Stereotype threat regularly acts as the vehicle through which perceived sexism hinders women’s entry into the workforce. This phenomenon occurs when members of a minority group are aware of a negative stereotype regarding their abilities, and this awareness detracts from their actual performance in a given domain (Steele and Aronson 1995). Cognizance of these stereotypes can be triggered blatantly, with the explicit presentation of stereotypical information, or subtly, by mere awareness of one’s minority status within a group (Hoyt et al. 2010). The presence of the stereotype works to detract from one’s performance by: increasing physiological arousal, hindering self-regulation, lowering performance expectations, and reducing the cognitive resources one has available to dedicate to the desired task. This happens because the cognitive resources that would normally be devoted to performance are now spent on worry and negative thoughts related to performance. Stereotype threat is most likely to emerge when an individual is performing a task pertinent to the stereotype in question, the task is challenging, and the individual identifies with the field/skill to which the stereotype pertains (Block et al. 2011).

This carries two major implications for women seeking to enter the workforce. First, women’s awareness of the negative stereotypes surrounding their work performance results in less female interest in male-dominated fields and organizations. Research has shown that women’s career aspirations and intentions are weaker than those of men (Steele and Aronson 1995). This can partially be attributed to self-handicapping as a result of stereotype threat, in which women avoid contexts permeated by negative stereotypes to avoid failure (Keller 2002). Additionally, gendered stereotypes can lead women to perceive themselves as lacking the qualifications for a given job, therefore choosing not to apply (Kray and Shirako 2012). Second, because the activation of stereotype threat leads to actual declines in performance (Cardinu et al. 2005), women applying for positions in fields in which negative stereotypes exist about their performance (e.g. engineering, information technology) may have lower qualifications than do their male counterparts.

Intervention Techniques and Opportunities for Advancement

While sexism has been a persistent problem in hiring women, some simple tactics can be used to reduce its effects. Research has demonstrated that individuating information such as career history reduces gender-based discrimination in the selection process (Burke and Vinnicombe 2005). While this information has not been shown to remove employers’ reliance upon gender stereotypes, proof of applicants successfully navigating gender-atypical work contexts in the past improved employers’ beliefs in their abilities to perform the job in question. Women are distinctly advantaged in this case, as gender- atypical work history makes them more qualified for such work in the eyes of other organizations without detracting from their perceived abilities to perform gender-typical jobs. In contrast, men with gender-atypical work experience are perceived as less suitable for masculine jobs (Hareli et al. 2008).

Greater visibility of successful female career referents can improve women’s career expectations and reduce their perceptions of barriers. Women have a tendency to compare themselves to women with a lower professional status than male referents, making success within a given organization seem more difficult to obtain. However, increased prominence of successful women will reduce the perceived threat of occupational barriers to women preparing to enter the workforce in that they exemplify the ability to transcend obstacles (Gibson and Lawrence 2010). This also helps to alleviate the effects of stereotype threat. By emphasizing identity security, the notion that one’s social identity will not play a role in measuring job success, in recruitment and selection, employers can override stereotype threat effects (Kray and Shirako 2012).

Additionally, a stronger emphasis on multicultural organizations can greatly reduce both sexism and perceived barriers, as such organizations value a reciprocal level of cultural change for both the employee and the organization. This mutual effort bolsters social integration and identification with the organization. Women report that organizational efforts to maintain diversity and values placed on diversity are especially important in selecting a place of employment (Gilbert and Ones 1998).

WORKPLACE OBSTACLES

We focus on three obstacles women face once in the workforce: gendered pay differences, managing work and family demands, and the persistence of the glass ceiling. Although they are three distinct aspects of women’s work experiences, they are best treated together, as these obstacles are synergistic in nature. For example, women who experience higher amounts of work–family conflict will be less likely to advance in the workplace and will likely suffer lower wages.

The Wage Gap

Perhaps one of the most pervasive obstacles for women at work is the gendered wage gap, which is indicative of the devaluation of women’s work (Alksnis et al. 2008). The wage gap has been documented worldwide, though the magnitude of the pay disparity varies as a function of factors such as type of industry, occupation, and level of seniority (Kulich et al. 2011).

However, even within the same industries and positions, women are still disadvantaged. Research has reliably demonstrated that women are not paid directly in accordance with the outcomes of their job performance (Lips 2003). This is especially evident within organizations that use merit-based pay systems. Female leaders often find merit-based pay is predicated upon perceptions of their charisma and leadership ability, while male leaders receive merit-based pay that is based upon actual company performance (Kulich et al. 2007). Furthermore, merit-based pay has been demonstrated to be lower for women who exhibit equal performance scores to those of their male colleagues. The subjectivity and lack of transparency surrounding performance ratings and bonus allocations make this obstacle particularly difficult to combat (Castilla 2008).

While several mechanisms, such as lower levels of female risk-taking and confidence relative to male employees (Kulich et al. 2011), have been shown to sustain the wage gap, work–family conflict is believed to be a central perpetual mechanism. The gender pay gap most seriously affects mothers, a phenomenon known as ‘the motherhood penalty’ (Correll et al. 2007). This can be attributed to mothers investing less in their employment as well as managers’ anticipation of divided attention from female employees with children (Lips and Lawson 2009). Additionally, the presence of work-reducing policies such as flextime and family leave have been shown to lead to lower wage levels for women by reducing their working hours (Misra et al. 2011).

Subscription to traditional gender roles is another instrumental force in the wage gap. Gender segregation in the labour force fuels salary disparities between male and female-typed jobs (Alksnis et al. 2008). Traditional gender role orientation is positively related to earnings for men and inversely so for women in the workforce. Regarding gender role orientation, women often face a self-fulfilling prophecy in which they expect and accept lower earnings than their male colleagues and seek out jobs that confirm female gender norms, which pay less than male-dominated fields (Judge and Livingston 2008).

Lastly, a lack of agency perpetuates the gap. A trade-off between likeability and promoting one’s accomplishments and contributions exists for women in the workplace. By maintaining a modest demeanour regarding their job performance, women uphold their likeability (Rudman and Glick 1999). As a result of this conflict, women often refuse to be proactive in seeking raises for fear that what they may lose by defying feminine norms would not be offset by what they would hope to gain in pay (Wade 2001).

Work–Family Conflict

Women’s work is largely marked by conflicting professional and familial demands. Professional women, especially those in leadership positions, often equate their success at work as striking a balance between work and family (Cheung and Halpern 2010). The difficulty in achieving such a balance is reflected by the under-representation of women in top-tier positions. In the United States, roughly half of the women who are top executives or earn a salary greater than $100,000 do not have children (Dye 2005). The struggle transcends corporate positions, as it also plagues academia. Only one-third of women who are hired in research-intensive positions ever become mothers (Hewlett 2002). Furthermore, of tenured faculty, women are twice as likely as men to divorce within twelve years of obtaining their doctorates (Mason and Goulden 2004).

This issue is so prominent that, following childbirth, women often find themselves deciding whether to ‘opt in’ or ‘opt out’ of the workforce. However, working flexible hours, part-time, or from home are all ways that mothers can ‘opt in between’ in an attempt at striking that balance. While ‘opting in between’ may seem to remedy work–family conflict, it is not without hardships; women who choose such a strategy often experience higher levels of exhaustion and perform with lower rates of success than their male colleagues (Grant-Vallone and Ensher 2011).

Within the ‘sandwiched generation’, women appear to be disproportionately affected by the demands of simultaneously caring for young children and elderly parents. Research shows that women with either high child-care demands or parent-care demands report significantly more work-to-family conflict than those reporting high work demands, a trend not found for men (Cullen et al. 2009). To meet family care-giving demands, women are more likely than their husbands to make work accommodations, including taking time off and passing up promotions (Neal and Hammer 2007). Family responsibilities are negatively correlated with both objective and subjective measures of career success as well as job satisfaction, and this relationship is mediated by gender, with women faring worse than men (Mayrhofer et al. 2008).

The Glass Ceiling

The glass ceiling is commonly understood as a set of ‘artificial barriers to the advancement of women and minorities’ (Cotter et al. 2001: 656) that are reflective of employer and supervisor discrimination. The ceiling is glass in that it is an invisible barrier that cannot be passed by racial and gender minorities. Cotter et al. (2001) identified four criteria for identifying true glass ceiling effects in the workplace. First, they are gender or racial inequalities that cannot be explained by job-relevant characteristics of the employee. Second, the experienced inequalities are amplified at higher level positions. Additionally, the glass ceiling cannot merely be understood as the proportion of women and racial minorities in senior-level positions, rather it actually precludes the advancement of such individuals. Lastly, gender or racial differences increase with career experience.

Glass ceiling effects often begin with a lack of recruitment and outreach directed towards women, coupled with a prevailing chilly climate. Such a climate is characterized by an impersonal, individualistic, and non-collaborative environment, which often counters feminine behavioural norms (Foster et al. 1994). These effects are typically maintained by placing female employees in positions lacking a clear track to top positions and by employers’ directing blame for lack of female promotions at subjective qualities of female employees (Jackson and O’Callaghan 2009). Managers tend to enable these discrepancies through their expectations of female employees. Anticipated work–family conflict commonly leads supervisors to perceive a lack of fit between women and their occupations, particularly higher level positions (Hoobler 2007). Such expectations also lead to lower expectations of female job performance, further hindering women’s progress in the workplace. However, within organizations, research has demonstrated that managers’ views of women’s perceived fit, rather than their actual performance outcomes, are most indicative of performance potential. As a result, promotions, performance evaluations, and delegations of responsibility are likely to be based more on preconceptions of women’s abilities and commitment rather than their actual accomplishments (Hoobler et al. 2009).

Intervention Techniques and Opportunities for Advancement

Because the wage gap has largely been described as a product of women’s work–life balance and disproportionate access to upper-level positions, it can be assumed that disparities in pay will be ameliorated by first addressing these obstacles. Regarding work–family conflict, potential demographic shifts in the workplace may offer some hope for working mothers, as it has been found that the percentage of women in an industry serves as a positive predictor of the amount of co-worker support and supportive work–family culture (Cook and Minnotte 2008). Furthermore, the percentage of women employed by an organization negatively predicts workers’ experience of family-to-work conflict, especially for women.

Ryan and Kossek (2008) identified strategies an organization can utilize to promote a more supportive work–family environment. Most central to this framework is the role of the supervisor. By providing attention to the needs and values of individual workers, demonstrating respect and inclusion, and ensuring that the implementation of work–family policies does not adversely affect workload and social justice perceptions, supervisors can foster an organizational culture that allows employees with family commitments to thrive. Additionally, policies should be universal in nature, so as to avoid the perception of differential treatment of men and women, and negotiable to better suit the needs of each employee. Lastly, effective communication of work–family policies reveals the value placed on the issue by the organization; thus, employees are more inclined to benefit from the policies without fearing backlash or resentment from co-workers.

Pertaining to the persistence of the glass ceiling, women who have successfully obtained top-level positions can serve as mentors and examples for how to develop effective leadership and overcome stereotypes. Qualitative research on women who have effectively broken through the glass ceiling reveals a few tactics that allow women to be successful in such an endeavour (Baumgartner and Schneider 2010). First, advancing beyond the barrier must be an explicit goal to which women dedicate considerable effort. Additionally, despite gender norms, women must not be reluctant to tout their strengths and contributions to the organization. Strong communication skills and early career preparation by taking advantage of opportunities such as internships and lower-level jobs that provide diverse experience are also identified as critical components to surpassing the glass ceiling.

More generally, individuals’ gender-related attitudes and beliefs have been shown to affect their reactions to gender diversity management programmes. Specifically, the centrality of one’s gender identity, his or her attitudes towards affirmative action, and the acknowledgement of sexism contributed to perceived value and effectiveness of diversity management programmes. Currently, women tend to dissociate themselves from affirmative action and gender sensitivity training to avoid the stigmatizing perception of receiving preferential treatment (Heilman and Alcott 2001). Therefore, it follows that organizations must not only offer such programmes but work to manage perceptions of those efforts (Martins and Parsons 2007). Also, increased training of women in communications and technologies will increase their power to shape policy as it pertains to the workplace (Wirtenberg et al. 1981).

ADVANCEMENT

Despite the advances women have made in the workforce, they still lag behind men in terms of status, performance evaluations, and salary. By the 1980s, women matched men in their presence in the workforce, but remained excluded from most leadership positions. Many statistics suggest that gender equity is improving. For example, women compose 46 per cent of the workforce; 51.5 per cent of executive, managerial, and administrative jobs; 51 per cent of bachelor’s degree recipients, and 45 per cent of advanced degree holders (BLS 2011). However, gender inequity remains at the top of work organizations, with women comprising just 3.4 per cent of the top five highest earning offices, and 14.1 per cent of CEOs (Catalyst 2012). This trend extends internationally, as women in other countries consistently earn less than their male counterparts and hold only a small proportion of management positions (Schein 2001). To better understand women’s career advancement, it is important to analyse both gendered differences in leadership and the barriers that exist to the promotion of women in the workplace.

Gendered Leadership and Promotional Barriers

Many people hold stereotypical views of the ways in which each gender should demonstrate leadership behaviour. A masculine style of management is assumed to be competitive, reliant upon hierarchical authority, controlling, unemotional, and analytical. A feminine style is assumed to be cooperative, collaborative among leaders and subordinates, lower in control of the leader, intuitive, and empathetic (Loden 1985). A structural interpretation of such implied differences proposes that women’s leadership style may differ from that of men because they have less access to power and fewer opportunities for advancement; therefore they behave in ways that reflect such a lack of power (Kanter 1977).

Research has pointed to a number of gender-based stereotypes that are prominent in places of employment. Perhaps most notable is the stereotype that personal characteristics typical of males are more consistent with those of effective leadership. In general, much of the prejudice against female leaders stems from this incongruity (Eagly and Karau 2002). Employees tend to be viewed through the lens of gender roles, or consensual beliefs about women and men. Furthermore, these stereotypes are based on observations of people in sex-typical social roles. As a result, communal traits, such as compassion and nurturance, are ascribed more to women, while agentic traits, such as dominance and ambition, are ascribed more to males (Cann and Siegfried 1990). Such stereotypes are deeply rooted, widely shared, and notably resistant to change (Heilman et al. 1989).

Research suggests that there may be little to no difference in the ways women and men actually lead (e.g. Feldman 1976; Hyde 2005; Miller Burke and Attridge 2011; Anderson and Hansson 2011). This is especially true of women and men who occupy the same managerial roles. Moreover, to the extent that both men and women are selected on the basis of the same set of organizational criteria, differences are likely to be minimized (Eagly and Johnson 1990).

While differences are minimal, many studies suggest that leadership styles are slightly gender stereotypic. Throughout past research, two different dichotomies of leadership style have been underscored (e.g. Powell et al. 1981; Helgeson 1990; Karakowsky and Siegel 1999). The first is that of task accomplishment, organizing activities to perform assigned duties; and maintenance of interpersonal relationships, attending to the morale and welfare of people in the workplace. The second dichotomy is that of an autocratic style, discouraging shared decision-making; and a democratic style, allowing subordinates to participate in decision-making. A meta-analysis by Eagly and Johnson (1990) found significant tendencies for women to be more interpersonally oriented, task-oriented, and democratic than men, thus indicating some stereotypic difference. The strongest difference was the tendency for women to be more democratic. These findings suggest that biological sex differences and sex-differentiated social experiences may shape men and women’s behaviour differently, even when they occupy the same managerial roles. However, it is important to note that, in organizational studies, stereotypic sex differences were not nearly as significant as they were in lab studies, suggesting that the selection and socialization of managers minimizes gender stereotypes.

Beyond leadership style, it is also important to consider any sex differences in leadership effectiveness. Effectiveness in the workplace is commonly defined as a leader’s facilitation of a group or an organization’s success in meeting its goals. A meta-analysis by Eagly et al. (1995) found that, although women often face the initial hurdle of obtaining legitimacy, women and men do not differ in actual effectiveness. The women who make it to the top are enjoying relatively similar success in their roles as are men.

Lack of social support, insufficient training and preparation, role conflict, and masculine culture are often cited by women as barriers to their advancement in the workplace (Coronel et al. 2010). Differential resource allocation, such as social support and training attention, can largely be attributed to stereotyping and women’s lack of fit within masculine professional contexts. Gender stereotypes play a substantial role in maintaining the division of labour between the sexes, as they limit women’s upward mobility and often leave female employees with conflicting and unfavourable options (Cejka and Eagly 1999; Evans 2011). Promotional barriers can often be traced back to top executives who fail to set adequate goals for and communicate needs and expectations to female employees. Supervisors also do not hold their subordinates accountable for developing women’s skills and appointing them to visible task forces and problem-solving jobs. As a result, women do not have proportionate access to typical paths of advancement (Woody and Weiss 1994).

Women who advance to leadership positions face two forms of prejudice: they have less potential to thrive because of the gender stereotypes against them, and they receive less favourable evaluations for violating their ascribed gender role. First, women face prejudice strictly on the basis of their gender and the sex-typical behaviours thought to be typical of that construct. Such prejudice restricts women from advancing in the same ways and at the same rates as men. Female leaders are often viewed in a much more negative light than are male leaders. They are perceived to be more hostile and less rational than male workers (Eagly and Karau 2002). Overall, female employees are regarded as less dominant, and consequentially receive lower evaluations and fewer promotions than male colleagues (Forsyth et al. 1997). Female managers often must endure a smaller salary and less availability of mentoring and informal collegial support than men (Eagly and Johnson 1990). Second, women receive particularly harsh evaluations when defying the gender roles assigned to them by stereotypes. Women, unlike men, are not regarded simply as managers; rather they are perceived in the context of their gender (Eagly et al. 1992). Because of this, they are expected to act in accordance with their gender stereotypes, despite the obstacles they pose in obtaining promotions. While successful leadership depends on both the ability to motivate subordinates for tasks and to meet the socio-emotional needs of the group, the task-oriented behaviours are more perceptually valued (Forsyth et al. 1997). As a woman adopts more masculine traits, her behaviour tends to be regarded as more extreme than that of her male counterparts. Furthermore, women occupying leadership positions experience mistakes as being considerably more detrimental than would their male equivalents. These experiences are especially true when those evaluating the leaders are male (Eagly et al. 1992; Heilman and Okimoto 2007; Brescoll et al. 2010).

Intervention Techniques and Opportunities for Advancement

The masculine construal of leadership has been decreasing over time and the incongruity between concepts of leaders and those of women are waning, possibly indicating a move towards greater acceptance of female leaders. This shift is thought to be partially attributable to changes in managerial duties in response to social and technological changes in the workplace. As careers are evolving, top–down management is giving way to democratic and interactive relationships among employees. The change is also linked to an increased presence of female leaders, which may be fostering more androgynous views of leadership practices as opposed to the stereotypical masculine beliefs (Koenig et al. 2011).

The existence of a female leadership advantage is beginning to be upheld by research. While male leaders tend to emphasize decision-making, women place more emphasis on employee development, communication, and vision, thereby providing them with a relational advantage in the workplace. Self-reports from employees have recently revealed a strong value placed upon fairness, honesty, development of staff, and harmony in managerial characteristics (Rosette and Tost 2010; Muchiri et al. 2011). Additionally, female leaders are more transformational than are male leaders, meaning that they place more emphasis on inspiring their subordinates and fostering the contributions and creativity of employees (Eagly and Carli 2003).

Based on the proposed female leadership advantage, it would follow that women interested in promotion should emphasize their own relational and motivational behaviours. Such a tactic underscores the feminine attributes associated with effective leadership without the risk of unfavourable evaluations that is associated with emphasizing more masculine traits (Vinkenburg et al. 2011). Additionally, the training of women for leadership positions should focus on these aspects of leadership (Eagly 2005).

CONCLUSION

Our pipeline-driven review of gender and careers indicates that women continue to encounter numerous barriers along their career pathways. However, it is also clear that there are good opportunities for patching the pipeline and repairs are being made. Although women have a role to play in capitalizing on their own opportunities, the greatest strides will be made as gender stereotypes and biases change. The process needed to mend the pipeline is currently a circular one, where attracting young girls into male-dominated careers is largely contingent upon depicting successful women in those fields. This underscores the need for further development of early intervention strategies and emphasizes the need to capitalize on the success of women who have scaled the outlined obstacles. Because barriers are prominent at all phases, intervention must be progressive in nature, attending to every leak in the career development pipeline.
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CHAPTER 14
THE GLASS CLIFF

Examining Why Women Occupy Leadership Positions in Precarious Circumstances

SUSANNE BRUCKMÜLLER, MICHELLE K. RYAN, FLOOR RINK, AND S. ALEXANDER HASLAM

ALTHOUGH upper management is still a predominantly male arena (e.g. Adler 2000; Sealy and Vinnicombe 2012), women are increasingly advancing to positions of organizational leadership (e.g. Dreher 2003; Stroh et al. 2004; Catalyst 2009). This increasing representation of women in higher management raises important new questions about gender and leadership. For example, do the experiences of women and men holding top management positions differ, and if so, how? Under what circumstances do women achieve high-profile positions, and how do they fare?

Research has documented that the experiences of women and men in high-ranking positions differ markedly. For example, women tend to occupy positions that involve less authority, have fewer tangible rewards, and afford less opportunity for career mobility (Lyness and Thompson 1997); they also tend to receive lower remuneration than male colleagues (e.g. Blau and Kahn 2000; Kulich et al. 2011). Moreover, when it comes to others’ perceptions of female leaders, their performance in leadership positions is placed under higher scrutiny than that of men (e.g. Eagly et al. 1995); many, especially men, remain sceptical about the effectiveness of female leaders (e.g. Eagly et al. 1992; Sczesny 2003); and subordinates tend to indicate that they prefer male over female supervisors (e.g. Simon and Landis 1989).

Taken together, while women have gained greater access to positions of organizational leadership in recent years, gender discrimination persists in higher management—although it tends to operate through increasingly subtle processes (see also Lyness and Thompson 1997; Schmitt et al. 2003; Agars 2004). With this is mind, the main focus of the present chapter is on a newly uncovered, and relatively subtle, barrier for women aspiring to leadership position that their male counterparts do not have to contend with: the glass cliff. We discuss the circumstances under which women are likely to be appointed to leadership positions and examine a range of possible explanations for why these tend to be more precarious than the positions of power that men obtain.

UNCOVERING THE GLASS CLIFF—ARCHIVAL EVIDENCE

Archival research suggests that when women do break through the ‘glass ceiling’ and achieve positions of organizational leadership, they are more likely than their male colleagues to find themselves in positions that are associated with a state of crisis and thus contain an element of risk (Ryan and Haslam 2005). In an examination of the appointments of women and men to the boards of the top 100 companies listed on the London Stock Exchange (the FTSE 100), Ryan and Haslam demonstrated that, in a period of a general financial downturn, companies that appointed a woman to their board had experienced a pattern of consistently poor stockmarket performance in the months preceding the appointment, while the share price performance of a matched sample of companies who had appointed men had remained much more stable. In other words, women were more likely to achieve top management positions when a company was in crisis than when companies were doing well. In an extension of the ‘glass ceiling’ metaphor, Ryan and Haslam (2005, 2007) described this pattern by coining the phrase ‘the glass cliff’ to illustrate the precariousness of these leadership positions that women were obtaining and the associated risk of failure and criticism.

The precariousness of glass cliff positions stems from the increased risk of personal failure and because leaders of companies that perform poorly are subsequently less likely to be appointed to other leadership positions (Fama and Jensen 1983; Ferris et al. 2003). Such findings support the notion of the ‘romance of leadership’, whereby leaders rather than situational factors are blamed for poor organizational performance (Meindl et al. 1985). This blame may be enhanced for women in glass cliff positions. Companies in crisis are likely to attract attention from stakeholders and the media, and management decisions are likely to be placed under higher scrutiny than those made in more prosperous times (Haslam and Ryan 2008). This increased attention may be further enhanced following the appointment of a woman, because two relatively rare events—a crisis and the appointment of a female leader—co-occur (Hamilton and Gifford 1976). Indeed, experimental evidence shows that non-prototypical leaders tend to be punished more for mistakes than prototypical leaders (Brescoll et al. 2010; but see also Kulich et al. 2007).

Follow-up archival research has demonstrated that women’s appointment to these precarious glass cliff positions is dependent on the way in which organizational performance is defined. For example, glass cliff positions were not in evidence when Adams et al. (2009) looked at men and women occupying CEO positions in US Fortune 500 companies through an examination of objective, accountancy-based measures of success, including return on equity and return on assets. However, a closer look at the nature of performance measures revealed that in FTSE 100 companies, glass cliff appointments were particularly visible when organizational success and crisis were defined in terms of subjective measures such as stockmarket performance (Haslam et al. 2010). This variability in findings suggests that what matters most for the glass cliff phenomenon are not the underlying financial realities of company performance, but rather perceptions of success or crisis.

Importantly, glass cliff appointments are not restricted to executive positions in the world’s largest companies. In an archival analysis of the 2005 UK general election, Ryan et al. (2010) found evidence for the precariousness of women’s political positions, such that, in the Conservative party, female candidates contested seats that were harder to win (i.e. seats held by an opposition party candidate with a significantly larger majority) than did male candidates. As a result, Conservative women won significantly fewer votes than their male counterparts, a tendency that was fully explained by the higher challenges faced by women.

From this research it is apparent that women and men tend to be appointed to high-profile positions under different circumstances, and that women’s particular experiences are such that detrimental effects on their careers are more likely. Archival research such as this has high external validity in demonstrating that a glass cliff phenomenon exists. However, the observed patterns in these studies could be attributed to a number of different processes, making it quite difficult to explain why it exists. Most likely, there is no single factor responsible for the emergence of glass cliffs in various organizations (Ryan and Haslam 2007). So what might be important factors and processes that contribute to the glass cliff?

UNDERSTANDING THE GLASS CLIFF—EXPERIMENTAL EVIDENCE

As a first step towards answering this question, Ryan et al. (2007a) asked 164 participants who had read an online news story about the glass cliff for their ideas and opinions as to what might underlie the phenomenon. These participants generated a number of different explanations, ranging from relatively benign interpretations such as women’s higher suitability for difficult leadership tasks to much more malign interpretations such as outright sexism or women’s expendability. The explanations also ranged from those that were more intentional, such as men expressing favouritism to other men, to relatively unintentional processes such as a lack of alternative opportunities for women. These participants’ speculations about the reason’s underlying the glass cliff provide valuable starting points for further empirical investigation.

By now, a number of controlled scenario studies and experiments have examined the circumstances under which people are likely to prefer a woman for a leadership position, and when they are likely to prefer a man—and when and why these preferences vary with organizational performance (Ashby et al. 2007; Haslam and Ryan 2008; Bruckmüller and Branscombe 2010; Brown et al. 2011; Gartzia et al. 2012; Rink et al. 2013). In these studies, research participants typically read about a company that either performed poorly or successfully. They were then asked to select a female or male candidate to be appointed to a new leadership position, to evaluate these candidates’ suitability for the position, or to evaluate the suitability of current female and/or male leaders (Haslam and Ryan 2008: study 1; Bruckmüller and Branscombe 2010; Brown et al. 2011; Gartzia et al. 2012; Rink et al. 2013). Although many of these studies focused on a business context they also included the selection of a candidate for a hard-to-win or easy-to-win political constituency (Ryan et al. 2010: study 2), of a defence lawyer for a highly criticized or a more promising legal case (Ashby et al. 2007), and of a youth representative for a music festival experiencing a rise or decline in popularity (Haslam and Ryan 2008: study 2). In all these studies, participants were more likely to prefer a female candidate for a leadership position in times of crisis than in times of success, where they usually favoured a male candidate. Because these studies control for a range of individual factors, such as the candidates’ qualifications, they demonstrate that glass cliff appointments result, at least in part, from the judgement and decision-making processes surrounding leadership appointments. In the following, we summarize what these studies tell us about the psychological processes involved in glass cliff appointments.

The Role of Gender Stereotypes

One recurring theme that emerged when Ryan and colleagues (2007) asked participants to generate possible explanations for the glass cliff were stereotypes about the kinds of leaders that women are expected to be and the kinds of leaders that men are expected to be. Many participants suggested that women might be appointed to leadership positions during a crisis because stereotypes about women seem to match perceptions of what is needed in those situations better than stereotypes about men. For example, women’s ostensibly higher ability to ‘smooth things over’ or their supposedly higher competence in ‘crises involving other people’ may make them appear particularly suitable leaders in tough times. Exploring the intuitions of these participants, a series of experimental studies have provided evidence that stereotypes about gender and leadership play an important role for the emergence of the glass cliff (Bruckmüller and Branscombe 2010; Ryan et al. 2011; Gratzia et al. in press).

Contextual Variations in Gendered Stereotypes about Leadership

Historically, leadership roles have been associated with the male gender role (Eagly 2007) and perceptions of the ‘typical successful middle manager’ show much higher overlap with perceptions of the ‘typical man’ than with perceptions of the ‘typical woman’ (Schein 1973). This think-manager-think-male (TMTM) association and the resulting perceived lack of fit between women and leadership roles (Heilman 1983) has been identified as one of the key hurdles that women must overcome to succeed in leadership (e.g. Wellington et al. 2003). However, perceptions of what constitutes good leadership have begun to change in recent years and stereotypically female qualities such as cooperation, communications skills, and an orientation towards teamwork are increasingly seen as important aspects of effective leadership as well. In Alice Eagly’s (2007: 3) words, ‘in many contexts, the Powerful Great Man model of leadership no longer holds. Good leadership is defined in terms of the qualities of a good coach or teacher.’

What are the contexts in which the traditional model of the Powerful Great Man—or the TMTM association—no longer holds? First indications come from research on charismatic or transformational leadership—a way of leading characterized by consideration, stimulation, motivation, and trust (Bass and Bass 2008) that is often associated with female leaders (e.g. Eagly et al. 2003) and particularly sought, and more likely to emerge, in times of crisis (e.g. Hunt 1990; Pillai 1996). Examining contextual variations in the TMTM stereotype more systematically, Ryan and colleagues (2011) demonstrated that stereotypes about typical managers in a successful company showed a higher overlap with the male than with the female gender stereotype (cf. Schein 1973). However, when it came to managers of unsuccessful companies, participants’ descriptions focused on the absence of masculine traits (study 1). More importantly, when participants were asked for the attributes they considered as desirable for ideal leaders in successful and unsuccessful companies, no TMTM association emerged. The ideal manager for a successful company was seen as combining both stereotypically male and stereotypically female attributes, while stereotypically female attributes outweighed stereotypically male characteristics in descriptions of an ideal manager in times of crisis, indicating a ‘think-crisis-think-female’ association (TCTF, study 2). Thus, although leaders in general are still perceived as stereotypically male, women seem to be perceived as better suited to lead in times of crisis.

Gender Stereotypes as Causes for the Glass Cliff

Such stereotypes about gender and leadership seem like a plausible explanation for the glass cliff, and indeed, experimental studies provide direct evidence for this interpretation. Bruckmüller and Branscombe (2010: study 2) gave their participants a description of either a successful company (i.e. a company that had experienced ‘a tremendous upward trend’ in stockmarket value) or a company in crisis (i.e. a company that had experienced ‘a tremendous downward trend’). This description was followed by the profiles of one female and one male candidate for the soon to be vacant position of CEO in this company. Participants were asked to indicate their perceptions of these two candidates in terms of pre-tested characteristics capturing the TCTF-stereotype (e.g. communication skills, willingness to cooperate, ability to encourage others) and characteristics capturing the TMTM-stereotype (e.g. independence, decisiveness, competitiveness). They then evaluated the candidates’ suitability for the position and selected one of them as the new CEO. As expected, for the successful company, participants perceived the male candidate as more suitable for the leadership position, and were more likely to choose him as the new CEO, than the female candidate. For the company in crisis, participants evaluated both candidates as equally suitable and were significantly more likely to choose the female than the male candidate. Importantly, regression analyses revealed that, for the successful company, it was mostly participants’ perceptions of the candidates’ stereotypically male (TMTM) characteristics that predicted who they chose as new leader. When company performance was poor, however, it was mostly the perception of stereotypically female (TCTF) characteristics that predicted participants’ choice. Moreover, differences in the attribution of these stereotypically female characteristics to each of the candidates partially explained the effects of company performance on participants’ candidate evaluations and leader choices. In other words, participants preferred a female leader for an unsuccessful company in part because they believed that the female candidate had more abilities that are expected to matter in times of crisis (communication skills, cooperation, etc.) than the male candidate—or, similarly, because they believed that the male candidate possessed these abilities to a lower degree.

Similarly, Gartzia and colleagues (2012) presented their participants with eight different candidates for a leadership position in a company in crisis, systematically varying candidate gender and the description of these candidates with stereotypically male and stereotypically female attributes. They found that participants favoured female over male candidates, evidencing a glass cliff pattern in participants’ choices, and they also favoured feminine (e.g. kind, understanding) over masculine (e.g. ambitious, competitive) candidates. These studies suggest that TCTF-notions are at least in part responsible for the glass cliff. However, they do not answer the question why stereotypically female attributes are perceived as particularly desirable in leaders in times of crisis.

Why Think-Crisis-Think-Female?

To further investigate this question, Ryan and colleagues (2011: study 3) conducted a study in which they specified what would be expected of a leader in times of crisis: (a) to stay in the background and endure the crisis; (b) to take responsibility for the inevitable failure (i.e. to act as a scapegoat); (c) to manage people and personnel issues through the crisis; (d) to be a spokesperson providing damage control; or (e) to take control and improve performance. They then asked participants to rate the desirability of stereotypically male and stereotypically female leader characteristics in each of these situations. Female characteristics were rated as more desirable than male characteristics in leaders who were merely expected to endure the difficult times or to take responsibility for the crisis, and the stereotypically female characteristics were rated as particularly desirable for the task of managing people through the crisis. In contrast, the female and male characteristics were rated as equally desirable in times of crisis when a leader had to act as a spokesperson or if the leader’s main task was to improve performance.

Taken together, the results of this study demonstrate that one likely reason why women are selected for glass cliff positions is that they are seen to have what it takes to manage a company in times of crisis, that is, to be good people managers. However, the finding that stereotypically female traits were also associated with scapegoating and with an expectation of simply riding out the crisis, suggests that another element of glass cliff positions may be setting women up to fail. We will discuss this aspect in more detail later. First, we will summarize research that more directly connects stereotypical beliefs that women are good people managers with the glass cliff.

Two recent studies by Rink and colleagues (2013) examined the impact of the availability of social and financial resources on participants’ evaluation of male and female leaders in different kinds of crisis situations. Within an organizational crisis scenario, they systematically varied the availability of financial resources and the availability of social resources, that is, whether the new leader could count on social support from shareholders and the company’s board of commissioners. In contrast to previous research, participants were not asked to evaluate potential candidates for a leadership position, but were informed that the company in crisis had recently appointed a new financial director who was either female or male depending on condition. Participants were then asked to indicate how effective they anticipated this new financial director would be.

It was found that when social resources were available to a leader, participants expected the male leader to be more effective than the female leader, even though there was a crisis situation at hand. It was only in the crisis situation without social resources that the female leader was expected to be a more effective than the male leader. This enhanced preference for the female leader in a crisis where social resources were absent was due, at least in part, to the fact that participants expected her to have greater ability to establish acceptance with followers (study 1). A follow-up study demonstrated that the perception of the woman’s higher suitability for leadership when social resources were unavailable was driven by the belief that she possessed more communal traits (e.g. communicative, cooperative, teamworking skills) than the male leader. That is, the ascription of the same kinds of stereotypical traits that contributed to glass cliff appointment patterns in Bruckmüller and Branscombe’s (2010) study was responsible for participants’ expectation that a woman would do better than a man in a leadership position without stakeholders’ social support. At the same time, this study demonstrates that women are not always seen as better crisis managers than men. The male leader was evaluated more favourably than the female leader, provided that social resources were available to them. Participants then reverted back to the stereotypical TMTM association, perceiving the male leader to be more effective than the female leader because he was expected to possess more agentic traits typically associated with managerial roles (e.g. independent, decisive, competitive).

Think-Manager-Think-Male Associations and the Glass Cliff

The research outlined thus far not only suggests that stereotypes about women’s communality and their presumably better ‘people skills’ drive perceptions that women are particularly qualified to lead in times of crisis. It also highlights the importance of considering contextual variation in TMTM associations (Ryan et al. 2011). Men are seen as more suitable for leadership in most situations, even in some crisis situations, because the male gender stereotype better matches with what we expect the typical manager to be like. However, these prototypical assumptions about what leaders are like and, more importantly, what they should be like, vary with context and in (certain) times of crisis they no longer hold.

Although perhaps less obvious than the importance of TCTF notions, this weakening of the TMTM-stereotype also seems to be important for the glass cliff. When Ryan and others (2011: study 2) asked their participants what leader qualities they saw as desirable in times of success versus in times of crisis, all nine stereotypically female attributes that were rated as desirable in times of success were also seen as desirable for leaders in unsuccessful companies; however, only five of the eight stereotypically male traits that were seen as desirable in times of success were also seen as desirable in a crisis. Moreover, in the study by Bruckmüller and Branscombe (2010), it was predominantly the importance of stereotypically male, agentic traits that changed with organizational performance. The attribution of these characteristics to the two candidates was highly predictive of participants’ selection of leaders for a successful company and not predictive at all for their choices for a company in crisis, while the predictive power of stereotypically female, communal characteristics remained relatively stable across conditions, thus outweighing stereotypically male characteristics in times of crisis. Furthermore, it was perceptions of the male candidate’s characteristics and his suitability for leadership rather than perceptions of the female candidate that changed with company performance.

Such shifting patterns of stereotypic associations lead to the prediction that both the preference for a male leader for a successful organization and the preference for a female leader for an unsuccessful organization should be particularly strong in contexts that reinforce TMTM-associations—such as in male-dominated industries, or when gender is particularly salient (Kanter 1977). The evidence for this prediction is mixed. Bruckmüller and Branscombe (2010: study 1) found that the glass cliff emerged for participants who had read about a company with a male-dominated history of leadership (presumably strengthening the TMTM-association), but not when participants had read about a company with a female-dominated history of leadership (presumably weakening these stereotypes). On the other hand, Gartzia and colleagues (2012) found that participants who had been exposed to a masculine leader as a role model were subsequently less likely to select a female candidate or a candidate with feminine attributes for a company in crisis than participants who had been exposed to a more feminine role model or no role model at all. However, since this study did not include a no-crisis comparison condition it is not possible to tease apart the influence of these role models on general preferences for male versus female leaders from potential interactions with the organizational performance context.

In summary, experimental evidence demonstrates the importance of contextual variation in the well-documented TMTM association and of stereotypes about women as better ‘people managers’ for glass cliff appointment patterns. These stereotypes about gender and leadership represent the most thoroughly studied factor contributing to the glass cliff phenomenon. However, there is at least initial evidence on several other possible explanations, to which we will now turn.

Perceived Need for (Signalling) Change?

The preceding discussion already hints at another factor that may contribute to the selection of women for leadership positions in times of crisis, namely, that they are simply not men. When an organization is performing poorly this is likely to be seen as an indication that the current approach is not working and that change from the (default) TMTM model of leadership is needed (Ryan and Haslam 2007). As one of Ryan et al.’s (2007: 119) participants put it: ‘It’s simply that for most companies a female CEO is something they haven’t tried and so when things look bleak they start thinking what was previously “unthinkable”.’

Initial support for this proposition comes from a series of studies by Brown and colleagues (2011). These authors found that conditions of threat lead to preferences for change rather than stability (study 1), and that change is implicitly associated with women, while stability is associated with men (study 2). Moreover, participants in a control condition were more likely to choose a man than a woman for a leadership position, but this tendency disappeared (study 3) or reversed (study 4) for participants who had been exposed to a threat-manipulation (via a word completion task that included threat-related words such as ‘crisis’, ‘fear’, or ‘threat’, or via reminding US participants of the terrorist attacks on 11 September 2001). To the extent that a severe organizational crisis causes decision members to feel threatened, these studies suggest that this psychological experience of threat might cause a desire for change and thereby make the selection of women for leadership more likely. Interestingly, Brown and others (2011) also found that preferences for a female leader under conditions of threat and for a male leader under no threat were only evident among participants who subscribed to ideologies legitimizing the current socio-political system, but not among participants with more progressive views. This suggests that, somewhat paradoxically, opting for change by selecting women under conditions of threat might actually be driven by an implicit desire to protect the status quo.

More directly relevant may be one of the studies by Bruckmüller and Branscombe (2010: study 1) mentioned above. This study found that glass cliff appointment patterns were contingent on a male-dominated history of leadership. When participants read about a successful company with a male history of leadership they chose another man as new leader; when the same company was in crisis, participants opted for a change and chose the female candidate. Importantly, this pattern disappeared but was not reversed for a company with a female-dominated history of leadership. This suggests that, although a male-dominated history of leadership may reinforce the default TMTM-association in a context of success and the perception of a female candidate as representing change in times of crisis, an organizational context of female-dominated leadership is not enough to fully eradicate widely shared stereotypes about gender and to perceive men as representing change.

A somewhat related process that is difficult to investigate via controlled experiments could be that companies deliberately appoint non-prototypical leaders in times of crisis to signal that the organization is embracing change (Lee and James 2004). Indeed, there is some evidence suggesting that, at least in Japan, poor company performance is associated with the appointment of highly visible ‘outsiders’, such as foreign nationals, to leadership positions (Kaplan and Minton 1994).

Sexism, in-Group Favouritism, and the Glass Cliff

Another straightforward explanation of the glass cliff, and one that was particularly common among Ryan et al.’s (2007) female participants, is that it may be a manifestation of in-group favouritism or sexism in the workplace. In-group favouritism in this context would mean that (mostly male) decision-makers select in-group members (i.e. other men) for desirable leadership positions or protect them from particularly risky positions, leaving these precarious positions for out-group members (i.e. women). In the experimental studies that have investigated leadership preferences in times of success versus crisis, female and male participants were equally likely to favour female candidates for risky glass cliffs and male candidates for more promising positions, providing no evidence of in-group favouritism (Haslam and Ryan 2008: study 1; Bruckmüller and Branscombe 2010; Brown et al. 2011; Gartzia et al. 2012; Rink et al. 2012). However, research conducted in corporate settings demonstrates that women often lack the support networks and resources that are provided to men both as they ascend the corporate ladder and once they are in leadership positions (e.g. Ibarra 1993; Tharenou et al. 1994), suggesting that dynamics of in-group favouritism might still play an important role for glass cliff appointments in real-life corporate settings.

A related, even more malign explanation of the glass cliff is to attribute it to outright sexism. Appointing women to precarious leadership positions may be one way in which decision-makers are able ‘to block women’s passage up the ranks’ (as one participant in Ryan et al.’s 2007 study put it), while simultaneously appearing gender-fair because, superficially, they allow women to obtain leadership positions. A similar explanation is based on the notion that decision-makers may see women as more expandable than men and may therefore be more willing to appoint women to precarious positions (Ryan and Haslam 2007).

Very little research to date has looked at the role of sexism and sexist attitudes in the emergence of the glass cliff, but this research suggests that, although explaining the glass cliff by blatant sexism may be very straightforward, it may also be a bit too simplistic. First, there is no evidence that people who hold more sexist attitudes are more likely than people with more egalitarian attitudes to favour women for precarious glass cliff positions (Ashby et al. 2007). Quite to the contrary, Gartzia et al. (2012) found that participants who held more sexist attitudes were more likely to select a male or a masculine candidate for leadership in crisis than were participants with lower sexism scores. This study only provides preliminary evidence on the role of sexism for the glass cliff as it did not compare leader selection in times of crisis to leader selection for a more promising position. Nevertheless, the findings seem in contrast with the idea of blatant sexism, or the notion that decision-makers with sexist attitudes intentionally set women up to fail.

Some glass cliff studies, however, do report findings that can certainly be interpreted as the subtle workings of sexist assumptions. For example, stereotypically female characteristics are seen as more desirable in times of crisis when leaders are expected to act as scapegoats (Ryan et al. 2011: study 3), and respondents do rely on stereotypical traits to justify the selection of a female candidate for a precarious position (versus a male candidate for a promising one; Bruckmüller and Branscombe 2010; Rink et al. 2013). Likewise, Brown et al.’ (2011) finding that the selection of a female candidate under conditions of threat—versus a male candidate in the control—was associated with system-legitimizing views hints at more subtle forms of sexism. Finally, in a study by Haslam and Ryan (2008: study 3) participants expected a leadership position in a context of declining company performance to be more stressful for a female candidate than for a male candidate and it was precisely this expected stressfulness that mediated the effect of company performance on evaluations of candidates. In other words, participants not only favoured a female candidate for leadership in crisis, despite their expectation that this situation would be very stressful for her, but because of it. While a benevolent interpretation of this pattern could be that participants were expecting the candidate to cope well with the increased stress of leading under difficult circumstances, a more malign interpretation is that participants were particularly willing to expose her to this stress.

In sum, whether or not sexism is an important factor contributing to the glass cliff largely depends on how one defines sexism. The scarce empirical evidence on this issue speaks against explicitly held sexist attitudes as a key factor, but suggests that more subtle and implicit sexist dynamics may well play an important role.

Socio-Structural Realities

In addition to the psychological processes outlined above, dynamics arising from socio-cultural realities in the corporate world might also contribute to the glass cliff. For example, risky positions are likely to have higher management turnover than more promising positions and previous research has found that women are most likely to break through the glass ceiling in companies with high turnover rates (Goodman et al. 2003). A relatively benevolent interpretation of such dynamics would be that the glass cliff is actually an expression of shifts towards gender equality in leadership—with companies increasingly appointing women to leadership positions and more risky positions opening up more frequently (see also Ryan et al. 2007). However, such appointment patterns might also indicate that women have fewer opportunities to obtain leadership positions and are afforded less choice in accepting or declining risky appointments. Indeed, one study found that glass cliff positions are seen as greater career opportunities for women than for men (Haslam and Ryan 2008: study 3), suggesting that women may expected to be less ‘picky’ about the leadership tasks that they take on and to see even highly precarious positions as ‘golden opportunities’ rather than ‘poisoned chalices’ (Ryan and Haslam 2007).

In sum, although the evidence for the importance of such socio-structural dynamics for the glass cliff phenomenon is scarce and rather indirect, it is certainly plausible that such processes play an important role, calling for further empirical investigation.

Do Women Actively Seek the Challenge?

The perception that risky leadership positions could offer women great career opportunities hints at another interpretation of glass cliff appointment patterns, namely, that women may not be singled out for risky positions by others, but rather that they may actively seek the challenge, looking for good opportunities to prove themselves. However, a recent study by Rink et al. (2012) seems to contradict this interpretation. In two studies, male and female Dutch business graduate students evaluated the attractiveness of a leadership position during an organizational crisis with either no social resources (support from employees) but sufficient financial resources, with social resources but no financial resources, or with both kinds of resources. Overall, female and male participants evaluated leadership under crisis conditions equally (un)favourable. However, this was moderated by the kind of resources available. Female participants evaluated the position lacking social resources as least desirable, while male participants evaluated the position without financial resources as least desirable. In other words, women evaluated exactly those positions as less desirable that participants in the scenario study by Rink et al. (2013) saw women as particularly suitable for. Although this does not directly contradict the notion that women might actively seek out particularly risky positions, it certainly makes such an interpretation appear less plausible.

Summary

Although many questions remain open for future investigation, experimental research aimed at uncovering what causes the glass cliff has provided some valuable insights. The role of gender stereotypes is certainly the most thoroughly studied contributing factor. Findings suggest that the disintegration of the default association of leadership with men in combination with stereotypical assumptions that women will be better crisis managers—better people managers and better recruiters of social resources in particular—play an important role. Women seem to be appointed to glass cliff positions because they (a) represent a change from the default think-manager-think-male standard and (b) because they are perceived as particularly skilled for bringing about the kind of change that is needed. Additional, and not entirely separable, factors that also seem to play a role are socio-structural realities and the subtle workings of sexist dynamics.

DIRECTIONS FOR FUTURE RESEARCH

An important question that remains open for future research is whether the glass cliff is a phenomenon that only affects women or whether we should expect similar appointment patterns to emerge for other groups under-represented in leadership positions. To the extent that specific gender stereotypes such as think-manager-think-male and think-crisis-think-female associations play an important role one might speculate that the glass cliff is a phenomenon specific to gender and leadership. However, considering that the default TMTM model no longer holds in times of crisis and that a perceived need for change also plays an important role for the glass cliff, it seems more likely that any candidate that represents a change from the male, white, straight, middle-class manager prototype will have better chances to be appointed in situations of crisis than under more promising circumstances. Initial research seems to support this prediction, with evidence that organizational glass cliffs occur on the basis of sexuality (Robus and Ryan 2012) and that political glass cliffs were also evident on the basis of race in the UK general elections (Kulich et al. in press).

However, it is difficult to conduct archival research examining actual appointment patterns of minority group members across different context simply because their numbers in high-profile positions are so low. For example, early in 2012, African Americans only comprised 1 per cent of Fortune 500 CEOs (Black Entrepreneur Profile, 2012) and there was no Black representative in the US senate (Manning and Shogan 2011). However, Cook and Glass (2013) recently analysed the appointments of National Collegiate Athletic Association (NCAA) men’s basketball head coaches in the US over a thirty-year period. They found, among other things, that (a) non-whites were more likely than whites to be promoted to head coach for losing teams, i.e. in situations of crisis, (b) they held head coach positions for a significantly shorter time, and (c) when they were unable to generate winning records they were likely to be replace by a white ‘saviour’.

This hints at another important question for future research. What happens after members of underrepresented groups have been appointed to precarious glass cliff positions? Do stakeholders acknowledge the problems that preceded their appointment or will they fall prey to the ‘romance of leadership’ (Meindl et al. 1985) and unduly blame the leader, forgetting situational factors? And is signalling change a strategy that pays off for companies in crisis? An initial study by Haslam and colleagues (2010) casts doubt on the effectiveness of such strategies. They found that, although there was no relationship with the presence of women on the boards of FTSE 100 companies and relatively objective accountancy-based measures of success, there was a relationship between women’s presence on boards and more subjective, stock-based measures of company performance, suggesting that investors were more sceptical of these companies’ future outlook than warranted by the underlying financial realities. This seems to support the prediction that women leaders will be placed under higher scrutiny because of their untypical status (Brescoll et al. 2010), particularly in times of crisis (Haslam and Ryan 2008).

PRACTICAL IMPLICATIONS—HOW TO STAY OFF THE GLASS CLIFF

What does the existing research tell us about strategies that both organizations and individual women (and other minority members) who aspire to leadership positions can take to avoid glass cliff appointments? Developing specific strategies and evaluating their effectiveness is certainly an important task for future research and the advice that we can give based on the existing literature on both the glass cliff and on gender and leadership more generally is only preliminary (for a more detailed discussion, see Ryan et al. 2007b).

One piece of advice for individuals is to display a certain amount of scepticism and to carefully examine the opportunities offered to them. This can include investigating details about the position such as how long it has been open, what happened to the last person who took the position, and why one is seen as the right person for the job. When taking on a difficult position, it may be a good idea to make others aware of these circumstances to ensure that, in case of failure, proper acknowledgement is given of the preceding situation. Another important element is to garner social support. Professional networks and social support are, of course, important for anybody aspiring to succeed in top management positions, but they are often less easily accessible for women (Tharenou et al. 1994)—while ironically the expectation that they will be able to establish social support seems to be part of what causes decision-makers to appoint women to glass cliff positions (Rink et al. 2013).

What advice can we give to organizations to ensure that their hiring and promotion decisions are driven by candidates’ actual qualifications for the position rather than stereotypes? A starting point can be to inform decision-makers about the glass cliff phenomenon and its causes (cf. Ryan et al. 2007b). In addition, it is advisable to overtly outline any expectations of a new leader or relevant candidate characteristics before assessing potential candidates, to reduce the influence of implicit expectations based on candidate gender and stereotypes.

Considering the importance of the TMTM-stereotype, its weakening in response to crisis situations, as well as the association of women with change (Brown et al. 2011) and with what is needed in times of crisis (Ryan et al. 2011), striving for a diverse management in general, not only in situations of crisis, seems like a promising long-term strategy. To the extent that a diverse management weakens stereotypical perceptions of a leader in this organization as male (and white, straight, middle-class, etc.), assessments of who can bring about change and turn things around in a difficult situation will less likely be driven by candidates’ demographic characteristics and the associated stereotypes, and might more likely be driven by what an organization actually needs.

CONCLUSION

In recent years, women have been breaking through the glass ceiling in sufficient numbers to take a closer look at the situations under which they are likely to achieve top management positions. Both archival and experimental research documents that they are more likely to do so under precarious circumstances and when a position involves a higher risk of failure. The research summarized above suggests that the fact that leadership is still predominantly male—both in people’s stereotypic perceptions and in actual boardrooms in the corporate world—plays an important role for these glass cliff appointments. Men are associated with stability, and women are associated with change (Brown et al. 2011); stereotypes that portray men as typical and desirable leaders weaken in times of crisis (Bruckmüller and Branscombe 2010; Ryan et al. 2011); at the same time, women are stereotypically perceived as bringing several qualities that can be desirable in a crisis—including good people-managing skills (Rink et al. 2013), but also including a better suitability as scapegoats or for simply enduring a difficult phase (Ryan et al. 2011).

Taken together, these findings suggest that the glass cliff may be one (out of several inter-related) subtle processes that continually reinforce men’s prototypicality in leadership and gender stereotypes, thereby continually legitimizing and reproducing the status quo (Brown et al. 2011; see also Bruckmüller et al. 2012). This also suggests that effective strategies for combating the glass cliff as well as other subtle processes that hinder women’s progress in management will be those that are aimed at increasing diversity and at reducing the strong association between men (and other privileged groups) and leadership—both in reality and in people’s stereotypic perceptions. When women (and other minorities) no longer represent a remarkable change from the default standard of what we imagine a leader to be like, the glass cliff will likely crumble as well.
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CHAPTER 15

POWER AND RESISTANCE IN GENDER EQUALITY STRATEGIES

Comparing Quotas and Small Wins

YVONNE BENSCHOP AND MARIEKE VAN DEN BRINK

INTRODUCTION

HOW to change gender inequality is a topic that feminist organization scholars have been interested in for many years (Liff and Cameron 1997; Ely and Meyerson 2000b; Hearn 2000; Nentwich 2006; Deutsch 2007; Benschop et al. 2012). There have been successes in beating overt discrimination and gender inequalities in organizations, especially if one is willing to take a historical perspective. In the twenty-first century direct discrimination by sex and sexual harassment have been banned by laws and regulations in many Western countries. At the same time, several authors have pointed out that equal employment opportunity legislation in different countries and contexts does acknowledge social, structural, and systemic gender discrimination, but is not successfully addressing the many faces of gender inequality in organizations today (Miller et al. 2009; Ainsworth et al. 2010; Greene and Kirton 2011). Ainsworth et al. (2010) speak of ‘a blinding lack of progress’, and this assertion goes certainly beyond the Australian private sector context of their study.

One important reason for this slow pace of change is the changed nature of gender inequality at work that has gone underground (Meyerson and Fletcher 2000). Contemporary organizational life is characterized by many subtle and deeply embedded inequalities. Changing the processes and practices that reproduce gender in more opaque and subtle ways has proven to be much more difficult than changing obvious discriminatory practices. The prevailing theory about the best way to counter these subtle inequalities is the post-equity or ‘small-wins’ theory on social change based on the work of Karl Weick (1984). This theory contends that deeply rooted practices and beliefs can only be changed by ‘a persistent campaign of incremental changes that discover and destroy the deeply embedded roots of discrimination’ (Meyerson and Fletcher 2000: 128). The power of these incremental changes lies in the persistent campaign of sequential feminist experiments that target organizational processes and practices. These experiments are carefully designed so that the potential for change is maximized (Meyerson and Kolb 2000). Meyerson and Fletcher present the small wins approach as ‘a powerful way of chipping away the barriers that hold women back without sparking the kind of sound and fury that scares people into resistance’ (2000: 127).

This post-equity or small wins approach differs from various other approaches for organizational change. On the one hand, it differs from the popular management programmes that set out to equip (or fix) the women so that they can master the rules of the organizational power game. The post-equity approach targets organizations rather than women (Liff and Cameron 1997; Ely and Meyerson 2000a). On the other hand, it also differs from more revolutionary radical approaches to counter gender discrimination, such as equal outcome measures and gender quotas to increase the number of women in top positions (Kirton and Greene 2010). Radical interventions are powerful as they forego weakening compromises and focus on results only. Such radical interventions are also highly contested, openly resisted, and the subject of heated debates between avowed proponents and adversaries.

We focus in this chapter on the issues of power and resistance to come to a better understanding of the success or failure of different types of feminist interventions. Even though power has been the raison d’être of feminist organization studies, power is often the elephant in the room in the literature on organizational change towards gender equality. We see power as linked to the control of resources, structures, behaviours, agendas, ideologies, cultures and subjectivities (Kärreman and Alvesson 2009: 1118). One particularly interesting form of power in the context of organizational change towards gender equality is resistance. Resistance is a form of power that implies agency and is likely to be expressed in a multitude of mundane actions and behaviours at the workplace (Prasad and Prasad 2000: 388). Resistance is a key issue for organization and management researchers that use critical perspectives, and they have broadened the conceptualization of resistance from formal organized opposition against the exercise of power (Prasad and Prasad 2000; Kärreman and Alvesson 2009), to more informal, routinized forms of resistance in everyday practice that are inherent in the exercise of power (Thomas and Davies 2005).

We stress that changing power processes and power relations is at the heart of feminist intervention strategies, and therefore resistance is part and parcel of all such interventions. Resistance to change is typically strong when an organization’s cultural norms, beliefs, attitudes, and values are the target of change efforts. This is certainly the case with projects that target gender inequalities in organizational routines (Benschop and Verloo 2006). It is thus unsurprising that studies of organizational change towards gender equality report extensive resistance, a resistance that comes in many forms and shapes. Examples include men who resist women’s entry into previously masculine domains, challenges to the authority of women managers, the denial of problems with gender in the organization (Connell 2006; Martin 2006; Van den Brink 2010), requests for research or training in order to avoid action, and attempts to escape involvement in change efforts (Benschop and Verloo 2006). By bringing to the fore the role of processes of power and resistance in the different types of interventions towards gender equality in organizations, we aim to provide a balanced account of these interventions and their potential to realize the change that is needed.

This chapter is structured as follows. We begin by reviewing existing research on change towards gender equality in organizations. We summarize the different strategies and zoom in on the small wins experiments and quota regulations as contrasting intervention strategies, discussing the advantages and disadvantages of these different strategies. The analysis of the interventions leads to a discussion of the role of power and resistance in successful organizational changes towards gender equality. We conclude by summarizing our key points and suggesting questions to be explored in further research.

CHANGING ORGANIZATIONS TOWARDS GENDER EQUALITY

While an ever-growing literature has addressed questions of gender in organizations over the years and the dynamics of gender inequality at work have been documented well, much less is known about how to bring about effective gender change in organizations. The analyses of what keeps gender inequality in place outnumber the analyses of what should and could be done to change organizations towards gender equality. Nentwich presents this as a logical order when she states ‘once we identify the particular ways in which certain organizational, discursive or social practices produce gender inequities, they may become potential targets for experimentation and change’ (Nentwich 2006: 503). Yet, the transition from analysis to effective intervention is not so easy, as illustrated by the different strategies for organizational change that have been developed since the 1970s. Literature shows that such strategies encounter many fundamental and more practical hindrances (Walby 2005), and do not always succeed. Different conceptualizations of goals (equal opportunity, gender neutrality, or gender equality) and different diagnoses of the core problem (unequal treatment, lack of access to resources, or gendered processes of organizing) are among the fundamental problems (Benschop and Verloo 2006). The most familiar practical problems are the fragmentation of interventions, their superficiality, their poor implementation, and their addressing of women only (Benschop and Verloo 2006). Despite these problems, the strategies for gender equality continue unabated in organizations, even though the label under which they are presented may change with fashion. Below, we take a closer look at these strategies.

Reviewing the Strategies

Scholarly knowledge about organizational change towards gender equality is developed in different academic disciplines and especially in political science, gender studies, and organization studies. Bringing together the parallel developments in equality policy approaches (Jewson and Mason 1986; Kirton and Greene 2010) and feminist interventions in organizations (Ely and Meyerson 2000b; Meyerson and Kolb 2000) from these different disciplines, Benschop and Verloo (2011) come up with a two-dimensional model. The individual-structural dimension refers to the roots of social inequality in societal structures or individual action and the core target of the strategies, and the inclusion-re-evaluation-transformation dimension addresses the aspired scope of the strategies for change.

We first discuss the strategies that focus on the individual, as they are among the most popular strategies in organizations. Individual inclusion strategies are striving for equal opportunities for all individuals regardless of the social groups people belong to. The underlying principles of liberal equality strategies are universal standards of social justice, fairness, merit, and formal equal treatment for all (Jewson and Mason 1986). Policies are based on the notion of the neutral individual, as this is seen as the most efficient way to achieve a fair distribution of rewards and resources in the workplace (Kirton and Greene 2010). Those neutral individuals compete for jobs solely based on their individual merit, such as their experience and qualifications. To ensure that fair competition, all must be treated equally without regard to persons. Gender, ethnicity, age, class, sexual orientation, all such social categories should not matter, and can be ruled out by laws, rules, and regulations to ensure equal opportunities.

In the feminist organization literature, this liberal perspective is criticized for its limited conceptualization of gender as an individual characteristic. Ely and Meyerson (2000b) stress that the liberal perspective assumes that women have less skills than men to thrive in their careers and in business at large, because of sex-role socialization that allegedly produces significant differences between women and men. The strategy for change in this approach is to eliminate the differences between women and men by teaching women the political and strategic skills to ‘play the game’ so that women can compete with men on a par (Ely and Meyerson 2000b; Meyerson and Kolb 2000). Measures such as special management development programmes and leadership training for women are the preferred interventions in this perspective. Thus, women are the targets of these measures and they are made responsible for their own inclusion. The interventions of this approach have been popular in organizations from the early days of equal opportunity policies onwards. The programmes may have had their benefits for some: white, middle-class women who participated have entered the managerial and professional ranks. Women from different ethnicities and class backgrounds have typically not been included in the management development or leadership programmes (Betters-Reed and Moore 1995). Overall, individual inclusion strategies do not change organizations towards more gender equality as they typically target only a few of the players and leave the game and its rules intact.

Individual re-evaluation strategies are grounded in a different logic. They do not stress the neutrality of individuals nor their equality, but emphasize their differences and call for a celebration of those differences. In the managing diversity strategies that have become popular since the 1990s, the premise is that organizations can benefit from the different perspectives and experiences people from different backgrounds can bring to the workplace. These differences are individualized with the adage that all individuals have their own unique contribution to make to the organization. Differences are thus seen as positive, and diversity as something to be recognized, valued, and rewarded (Kirton and Greene 2010). Although the managing diversity approach encompasses the classic social categories of gender, ethnicity, age, class, and sexual orientation, it moves beyond those categories to include a wide array of other differences such as education, work-style, and work-orientations. The broader view on differences serves to draw attention away from social inequality and to the contribution of individuals to the effectiveness of the organization.

The currently popular managing diversity strategies are preceded by the individual re-evaluation strategy that deals with gender inequalities and call for the revaluation of the feminine (Helgesen 1990; Rosener 1990). Based on feminist standpoint theory (Harding 2004), this strategy emphasizes that the socialized differences between women and men should be recognized and that the everyday experiences and perspectives of women should be used to produce knowledge and question the practices of powerful institutions (Benschop and Verloo 2011). The disadvantage of women should be addressed by revaluing and reordering feminine skills and attributes (such as relating, nurturing, listening, emoting) relative to masculine attributes and skills (such as directing, talking, thinking, doing) (Meyerson and Kolb 2000: 562). A valuing difference strategy calls for the acknowledgement of the special contributions that feminine styles and qualities such as listening, collaborating, and communicating can bring to organizations (Fletcher 1999). Interventions in this approach include awareness raising and training to familiarize people with the differences between women’s and men’s skills, styles, and perspectives. Critics have pointed to the lack of proof about the effectiveness of this re-evaluation strategy and the risk that it reinforces sex stereotypes, gender segregation, and the power imbalance between women and men at work (Ridgeway 1997). The strategy has also been criticized for its particular dominant heterosexual, white, class-privileged images of femininity and masculinity (Ely and Meyerson 2000a). Again, as with the individual inclusion strategy, the individual re-evaluation strategy does not target the organizational structures and cultures that reproduce the hierarchical valuing of gender differences in the organization (Meyerson and Kolb 2000). Calling for a revaluation of contributions does little to actually achieve a different distribution of positions of power and subordination.

Table 15.1 does not contain any strategies that can be characterized as individual transformation strategies. Transformation as a goal goes beyond the individual level and addresses organizations and societies at large rather than individuals. In the same vein, there are no structural revaluation strategies included in Table 15.1. Feminist ways of organizing that disassociate from hierarchy and capitalist, masculinist ways of organizing (Iannello 1992) have not informed strategies for organizational change (Benschop and Verloo 2011).

Table 15.1 Strategies for change

[image: Image]

We now turn to the structural dimension of the model. Structural inclusion strategies such as the radical approach to equality address the structural barriers in organizations that hinder change towards gender equality. The radical approach is labelled radical because it does not stop at ensuring equal opportunities, but wants to see equality of outcome, even as direct interventions are needed to ensure that goal (Kirton and Greene 2010). This strategy acknowledges that some social groups face systematic discrimination from dominant groups, and have to fight stereotypes and prejudice about their merits, abilities, and skills at work that seriously impede their advancement to positions of power. Furthermore, the radical approach questions the neutrality of notions such ‘skill’, ‘talent’, and ‘merit’, emphasizing the socially constructed character of these notions and their effects on the organizational positions of minority groups. These questions lead to contested and political measures such as preferential selection and quotas to ensure a fair proportional representation and equal outcomes (Jewson and Mason 1986).

In the feminist organization literature, the equivalent of the radical approach is labelled ‘create equal opportunity’ (Meyerson and Kolb 2000). The differential opportunity structure for women and men in the workplace (Kanter 1977) is seen as the core problem as these organizational structures create sloped instead of level playing fields and hinder the managerial and professional advancement of women. To eliminate these structures, measures typically target recruitment, promotion, and evaluation procedures and practices to come with more transparent recruitment practices, more flexible work arrangements, and more variation in career paths. The structural inclusion strategies do make some changes in organizations towards greater equality, but they do not suffice to solve the problem of gender inequality in organizations. Critics note that the focus on structural barriers without systematic attention to underlying cultural norms and values related to gender, work, and organization is not enough to change organizations (Mescher et al. 2010). More is needed to ‘disrupt the pervasive and deeply entrenched imbalance of power in the social relations between men and women’ (Ely and Meyerson 2000a: 113). Structural inclusion strategies can be easily hijacked, covered up, or changed in direction by gender inequality practices so that sustainable organizational change is impeded (cf.Van den Brink and Benschop 2012). In the words of Meyerson and Kolb (2000: 562), structural inclusion ‘programs do not sufficiently challenge the systems of power that make them necessary in the first place’.

The final set of strategies is characterized as structural transformation strategies. The scope of change in these strategies is the most far-reaching as the goal is to transform organizational processes and routines so that they no longer reproduce gender inequality. Gender mainstreaming can be seen as an example of such a structural transformation strategy. Gender mainstreaming aims to transform organizational processes and practices by eliminating gender biases from existing routines, involving the regular actors in this transformation process (Council of Europe 1998). Gender mainstreaming is a prominent strategy in the European Union. Gender mainstreaming broadens the involvement of people responsible for gender equality in organizations from gender specialists and experts to all organizational actors involved in policy-making and implementation. It calls for the cooperation between gender experts and other actors to collectively identify the policies, practices, and routines that foster gender inequality at work. It then further develops the collaboration to design new policies and practices and to implement the change. Gender mainstreaming aims to develop new material and discursive constructions of masculinity and femininity to transform organizational systems, work practices, norms, and identities (Benschop and Verloo 2011).

Another example of a structural transformation strategy is labelled ‘post-equity’ or a ‘non-traditional approach to gender’ (Ely and Meyerson 2000b; Meyerson and Kolb 2000). In their view gender is an axis of power and a core organizing principle that shapes social structures, knowledge, and identities. This strategy bears resemblance to gender mainstreaming in its targeting of the processes and practices that reproduce gender inequalities as part of everyday organizational routines and interactions (Acker 1992). The intervention strategy proposed in the post-equity approach starts with the identification of the particular ways in which concrete organizational practices produce gender inequities. The next step is to critique the production of gender inequalities through those practices. Then these practices are targeted as sites of experimentation and change. In the final stages new narratives and stories are developed to keep the focus on the outcomes of the experiments and their contribution to change towards gender equality (Meyerson and Fletcher 2000). In contrast to all other intervention strategies, there is no clear endpoint to this approach, experimentation to change the social order goes on continuously.

The critique on the structural transformation strategies centres on two key issues. First, the transformative potential of these strategies is tamed by the need to connect to the frame of reference about gender at work of the organizational members involved in the change processes. The researchers may build on a sophisticated conception of gender as a power-based social construction of women and femininity and men and masculinity and their relationship. If gender is still perceived as an individual characteristic in the organization, this will influence the outcomes of the change projects. Second, these strategies require participation from the organization and political will and support from key figures in the organization. The strategies do not do enough to counter crucial power differences between the different parties involved, causing the need to compromise and water down transformations (Benschop and Verloo 2011).

Reviewing this spectrum of the strategies for change, we observe that processes of power and resistance play a crucial role in the success or failure to change towards greater gender equality. In the next section, we therefore zoom in on two specific strategies for structural change to further explore the importance of power and resistance to organizational change in this area. We look at the strategies that aim to change the structure of organizations rather than at the strategies that target individuals, as the latter are less contested in organizational practice precisely because they make women the central problem, not organizations. We select quotas as an exponent of structural inclusion strategies and post-equity experimentation as an exponent of structural transformation. These two approaches represent very different strategies in terms of the power processes they invoke.

ZOOMING IN: POST-EQUITY EXPERIMENTS VERSUS QUOTAS

Post-Equity Experiments

Aim

Post-equity experiments are a strategy of evolutionary change. The core aim of this type of intervention is to continuously identify how gender inequities are produced in organizational processes, to disrupt this social order and to revise the structural, interactive, and interpretative practices in organizations accordingly (Meyerson and Fletcher 2000). There is no identifiable endpoint foreseen, the aim to change the way that work is defined, executed, and evaluated is an ongoing process (Ely and Meyerson 2000b). For the identification of gendering processes, Acker’s five sets of gendering processes in organizations (1990) are used to distinguish between formal policies and procedures, informal work practices, an organization’s symbols, norms, and images, everyday social interactions, and gender identities. Interventions typically consist of three components: (1) critique of the gendering processes that produce gender inequality in daily work practices, (2) experimentation with doing gender differently and improving work effectiveness, and (3) narrative generation to develop stories about the need for and success of the experiments (Meyerson and Kolb 2000). Experiments are carefully designed so that they can serve what is called the dual agenda of gender equality goals and business goals (Meyerson and Kolb 2000).

Examples

Although there is widespread common-sense acceptance about the relevance of this approach, only a few studies on post-equity experiments have been published. In the 2000 special issue of Organization, the Center for Gender in Organizations (CGO) research team reported about their post-equity experiments in a US global manufacturing and retail company. The company CEO and the CGO researchers shared the goal ‘of creating a gender-equitable workplace’ and improving work effectiveness at the same time. One experiment in the manufacturing plant concerned removing the masculine control of male supervisors over predominantly female production-line workers and creating a self-managing assembly line team. The idea was to redistribute roles and responsibilities to generate chances to value the formerly invisible work that women did. Their way to prevent problems and efforts to make the line run smoothly would be recognized and appreciated and this would also provide more opportunities for women to move ahead (Ely and Meyerson 2000a). Unfortunately, the gender equity goals got overlooked in the change process (Coleman and Rippin 2000).

Another example is the Australian work/life integration projects aiming at organizational change in one private sector organization and one public sector organization (Charlesworth and Baird 2007). The dual agenda of gender equality and organizational effectiveness was used in the collaborative research projects on work/life integration. The researchers stress the importance of gender discourses and how they are accepted in organizations: talking about ‘ideal workers’ and ‘work/life issues’ resonates better with men and women in the organization than talking about ‘gender inequality’ (Charlesworth and Baird 2007).

Power

We see power as linked to the control of resources, structures, behaviours, agendas, ideologies, cultures, and subjectivities (Kärreman and Alvesson 2009: 1118). An analysis of power imbues the post-equity experiments. In the words of Meyerson and Kolb (2000: 554): ‘we wanted to transform work and its relations to other aspects of people’s lives in ways that would fundamentally alter power relations in organizations and make them more equitable’. Interestingly, this fundamental change in power requires at least the consent and preferably the engagement of those currently in power. A political willingness at the top level is a conditio sine-qua-non for all strategies for gender equality and diversity management (Konrad and Linnehan 1995; Acker 2000; Williams and Clowney 2007) and the post-equity experiments are no exception to that rule. The examples above illustrate that post-equity experiments can only be conducted in organizations that are open to such interventions. The political engagement of feminists inside the organization is one way to create openness (Mergaert 2012). Emphasizing a dual agenda that links gender equality goals to business goals is another way to stimulate interest in the interventions. A dual agenda increases the urgency and legitimacy of the experiments in the eyes of managers. In a similar vein, the diversity literature increasingly emphasizes the business case of diversity, stressing how diversity in the workforce will improve competitive advantage and increase organizational effectiveness (Kirton and Greene 2010). From a critical power perspective, linking diversity and equality goals to business goals is a way to tame the transformative potential of the diversity and equality goals as they are put in the service of instrumental business goals (Zanoni and Janssens 2004; Janssens and Zanoni 2005). The documentation of the risk of losing gender to business (Coleman and Rippin 2000) suggests that, in organizational practice, the dual agenda may not be so dual after all.

In most cases, post-equity experiments are designed and implemented in close collaboration between academic researchers and organizational members. Participatory action research and collaborative interactive action research are preferred methodologies (Coleman and Rippin 2000). The collaborations are also subject to power processes. It is not always clear who initiated the projects and the collaboration, and how access to the organizations was negotiated when the academics took the initiative. Power dynamics between insiders and outsiders of the organization, between experts and non-experts, between academics and organization members and different levels of position power of various parties all impact on the success or failure of the collaborations (Benschop and Verloo 2006).

Resistance

The post-equity experiments are advocated because of their ability to prevent resistance to the changes. In post-equity experiments, there is an assumption that resistance can be played down or even avoided through close collaboration, small changes, and experiments. The experiments are presented as strategically chosen to do two things: they improve the situation for women and men, and they contribute to the efficiency and performance of the organization. This dual presentation is one important way to play down resistance. It can be questioned, however, whether that presentation is effective to avoid resistance in all the different phases in the process of change: the analysis of the current situation, the design of interventions/experiments, and their actual implementation (Mergaert 2012). The analysis phase is typically a phase in which the academic researchers take the lead as they are trained to uncover gender inequalities that are deeply embedded in daily organizational routines. They have to convey their analysis to heterogeneous organization members who are seldom familiar with feminist analyses and may resist this different take on their routines. This easily results in long discussions and reflections at the expense of practical action (Eriksson-Zetterquist and Styhre 2008). The design phase calls for close collaboration between academics and practitioners to select the experiments and agree upon the specific goals of change. There are many different ways that resistance can manifest itself in this phase, from disagreeing to the selection of experiments to missing meetings and to questioning the goals of change. Collaboration is a key element of the design of the experiments and compromising may be inevitable to keep all participants on board of the collaboration (Benschop and Verloo 2006). The implementation phase of experiments is most vulnerable to resistance. In this phase, more than discursive action is needed from more actors than the change agents. Effective strategies of resistance call into question the analyses of the problem and come back to earlier decisions, slowing down the action considerably. All in all, the post-equity experiments are complex organizational changes that entail ample opportunities for multiple actors to resist the interventions.

Gender Quotas

Aim

A quota is a (legal) tool to increase the numbers of under-represented groups in organizations or governments to correct historical under-representation. Quotas for women entail that women must constitute a certain number or percentage of the members of a body, whether it is a parliamentary assembly, a committee, or a board of directors (Dahlerup 1998). This ‘equality by result’ (Teigen 2000; Dahlerup 2007) does more than realize the numerical equal representation of minority groups, it also problematizes former practices of lip service without action and establishes a steady critical mass. This quota system places the burden of recruitment not on the individual woman, but on those who control the recruitment process. The appeal of quota derives in part from the failure of other gender equality initiatives in organizations to change the masculine culture in politics and organizations (Baldez 2006). Gender quotas have become an increasingly prominent solution in recent years to the under-representation of women in electoral politics (Squires 2004; Dahlerup and Freidenvall 2005; Baldez 2006; Krook 2006), but are hardly applied within business organizations. Businesses resist government control over the composition of their staff.

Examples

A well-known example is the quota law in Norway, where a law required 40 per cent of the board members in the largest companies to be of the least represented sex. The law was applied to all publicly listed companies and to state-owned and inter-municipal companies, and was later extended to all municipal companies (Armstrong and Walby 2012). The companies had five years (2003–8) to meet this requirement (Huse 2007). The quota law has led to major changes in the gender composition of corporate boards in Norway; from 6 per cent female in 2002 to 40 per cent in 2009 (Teigen 2012). The Norwegian law has sparked off a Europe-wide debate about quotas and women in leading positions. There are strong cultural differences in the acceptability of quotas, with a willingness to consider gender quota in some parts of Europe (e.g. Belgium, France, Italy), but a strongly voiced rejection in North America and other parts of Europe (UK, Sweden).

Another example of the implementation of gender quota can be found in the Dutch public sector: the police force (Benschop and Van den Brink 2009). To force more visible and rapid change, the Minister of Internal Affairs made arrangements with the corps management in 2007 to raise the number of women and ethnic minorities to 25 per cent in 2011 by marking special positions for minority groups. To accomplish this, she introduced a gender and diversity quota; 50 per cent of the new hires for vacant top positions had to be women and/or ethnic minorities. The intervention strategy comprised concrete agreements with police organization about which functions were eligible for diversity candidates. A temporary project organization was created that actively intervened in recruitment and selection procedures, by suggesting suitable candidates, advising decision-makers through all stages of the process, and monitoring the progress made. The project organization was bestowed with the power to intervene in various stages of recruitment and selection procedures, which goes against the strictly regulated and complex appointment practices. As a result, women and ethnic minorities took up half of the top appointments between 2008 and 2011, whereas earlier attempts to change the inclusiveness of the police culture did not result in a change in numbers.

Power

Power is a central element of the quota approach, as it needs top–down decision-making power to install quotas in the first place. Although the adoption of quotas in politics, organizations, and boards are often fuelled by strong feminist groups and politicians, the decision-making power at the top is crucial to pressure organization members to work according to the quota system. Without the use of power, they lack a mechanism with which to make the change happen (Hardy 1996). Quotas often come into an existence by an exercise of hierarchical power, not so much by consensus. In the case of Norway, the Minister of Economy installed the quota after an intense political and public debate. Despite enduring opponents, the minister used this political power to steer the law through parliament. Also in the Dutch police force, the Minister of Internal Affairs (who was the formal chief of the police force) forced the quota system upon her police managers despite their resistance. She argued that the long history of attempts to realize such change in the police organization failed as white men were appointed at the top time and again, and a quantitative change at the top level was never accomplished. Radical top–down interventions force the organization to take action, and to justify actions that do not lead to more diversity. The unorthodox intervention in our case features an influential project organization with the backup of the Minister of Internal Affairs who was not afraid to use her power position to enforce appointments of women and minority candidates.

Secondly, a successful implementation of the quotas highly depends on the possible sanctions for non-compliance. The ultimate sanction for companies in Norway was de-registration and hence dissolution of the company (Storvik and Teigen 2010). European countries that followed the quota initiatives from Norway varied in the legal mechanisms for the implementation and the severity of the sanctions or penalties for non-compliance. Countries with soft quotas (e.g. Finland, France, UK) are less effective. Within the Dutch police force, crucial to the power dynamics was the strong positioning of the Minister of Internal Affairs. About a year into the intervention, it seemed that few results had been achieved (15 per cent of new hires, figures from January 2009). The Minister, who had the final say over all top appointments, then decided to stall the appointment of another white man, a controversial action that made headline news. This signalled that she was serious about the change and would act upon it. After that, the first few women and minorities were appointed to top positions and the results have become significantly better since (57 per cent of new hires, figures from March 2010). Ultimately, the Minister had the final say about the appointments and she held the police organization responsible and accountable to actively search for and select women and ethnic minorities.

Third, when it comes to radical interventions such as quotas, it takes power to control the practices of recruitment and selection and enforce such a contested measure. This was not so much the case for the implementation of quotas in Norway, but in the Dutch police force, a specific project organization was equipped with ample resources in staff, money, and support to enable them to make a difference in the police organization. This project organization was mandated by the Minister to actively intervene in recruitment and selection procedures. The project organization proposed drastic and unorthodox measures that sometimes breached the rules and regulations for top appointments, but their involvement in various stages of the procedures was crucial for the final result.

Resistance

Because of its radical nature, quota interventions are widely debated (Tienari et al. 2009) and often meet hidden or open resistance or backlash (Holli et al. 2006). In the quota strategy, resistance is intrinsic, as it aims at disturbing the status quo and does not rely on consensus in the entire organization. The literature shows that privileged groups are less in favour of (radical) interventions. Privileged professional men may resist the perceived loss of control (Ashcraft 2005) over the allocation of those positions and refuse to accept their diminished chances to land such positions. And professional women may resist the quota as well for they want to be granted top positions because of their qualities, not because of their sex (Van den Brink and Stobbe forthcoming). These arguments show that positions, interests, and values are important triggers of resistance.

In Norway, there was broad political support for the quota legislation from several political parties. However, it also met strong resistance from within the Norwegian companies. The main arguments of the opponents were justice, skills, and democracy (Storvik and Teigen 2010). Quota regulations were considered to be illegitimate unequal treatment and a discrimination against men. They feared that less skilled women would take the place of experienced and skilled men. It was also claimed that the quota law would hamper owners’ democratic right to recruit candidates and, in particular, interfere with the election process at the stakeholders meeting. Seven years after it was passed, the quota law is, according to Storvik and Teigen (2010), widely accepted in Norwegian politics and society.

The resistance against the quota regulations in the Dutch police force was also strong and did not resemble the subtle and covert disagreement known from many diversity management programmes (Benschop 2001). It was rather an open and quite antagonistic political opposition. Many police managers stated that they did not want diversity management dictated from above, resisted the pressure to obtain short-term results, and wanted to keep appointing new top officials through cooption as always (Benschop and Van den Brink 2009). They argued that they did not need ‘blunt force’ to appoint more diversity candidates and that they were perfectly capable of doing so themselves. We found different manifestations of resistance towards gender interventions, such as concerns about the challenge to quality, the decrease of men’s career possibilities, and the ‘violation’ of meticulous and transparent procedures. These concerns can be analysed as concerns about the interventions breaching with three core values: quality, fairness, and transparency. The quota strategy triggered strong responses and opened up a political debate about what exactly constitutes quality, fairness, and transparency. This way, the quota strategy in organizations can break the ground for a much needed conflict and debate about the gendered social constructions of quality, fairness, and transparency. In an open conflict, the constructed nature of values becomes more clear and the practices of discrimination and inequalities are no longer subtle and deeply embedded, but are brought to the surface. We therefore argue that radical interventions such as gender quota provoke a resistance that can be a useful tool in organizational change strategies.

COMPARING STRATEGIES FOR STRUCTURAL CHANGE

In this chapter, we have discussed two structural gender equality strategies: one transformative (post-equity), and one inclusive (quota). We will describe the pros and cons of these strategies in the light of their effectiveness and impact.

Pros

Baldez (2006) argues that whether or not gender quotas are a good idea depends in part on what impact is expected from the quota regulations. Gender quotas are effective in generating a fast and significant increase in the number of women in an organization. Gender quotas provide a shock from outside that is able to change the appointment system. Hoel (2010) argues that quotas backed by legislation seem to be one of the most significant ways of effecting change. The gender balance strategies of companies alone through flexible working and mentoring and so on seem to have limited effect. Therefore, the appeal of quotas derives in part from the failure of other gender equality initiatives in organizations to change the masculine culture. Literature on political representation showed that gender quota laws can effectively break the male monopoly (Krook 2006). Furthermore, a quota strategy involves power and resistance is not only unavoidable, resistance can actually help to make gender inequality visible and question its legitimacy. By introduction of radical interventions, the resistance against those interventions helps to uncover the subtlety of gender practices. The conflict and debate that resistance generates can fuel the articulation of underlying values, and can render persistent and implicit stereotypes visible. In this way, resistance against quota can open up the possibilities for change.

In contrast, post-equity experiments are designed so that they do not come as a shock from the outside. Rather, they are the result of a collaborative effort of insiders and outsiders. They aim for a gradual transformation, but a transformation nonetheless as they bring about fundamental reforms in organizational processes. Post-equity experiments are geared towards slowly changing the system from within. A key advantage is that organization members are active participants in the process of change and have a say in the selection of which parts of the organization should be changed.

Cons

The participatory nature of the post-equity experiments has some disadvantages as well. This is one reason why the change goes so slowly, because it takes a lot of time to discuss the necessity to change gendered practices in the organization with diverse organization members. To move beyond the discussions and reflections to action is a considerable tour de force (Eriksson-Zetterquist and Styhre 2008).

Also, the project character of interventions makes it difficult to realize transformational change. Transformations of the post-equity experimental kind take a considerable amount of time to be effectuated and become visible. Yet, projects are inherently short-term endeavours that suggest that change can be realized in a restricted and relatively short time. Diversity managers, gender experts, and specialized consultants are needed to guide the experiments and they have to be in function long enough to see the changes through. Gender experts and diversity managers are key players in these change processes, and they have to be able to cope with frustration and slow progress (Kirton et al. 2007; Greene and Kirton 2009; Tatli and Özbilgin 2009).

Another disadvantage of the post-equity approach is that it depoliticizes the process of change. The post-equity strategy implies that actors in the organization are willing to learn about gender inequalities, to put aside their personal interests, positions, and values and to invest in adjusting the organizations practices. These organizational actors should endorse the problem of subtle gender inequalities, and make an active contribution to the diagnosis, dialogue, and experiments to change, even when their personal interests are breached. But how does this work in a society or organization in which there is gender fatigue (Kelan 2009) and/or gender blindness (Konrad et al. 2006)? In organizations where key players have fossilized norms and ideas about gender at work, these ideas are not easily changed and the ‘old boys network’ and images of the masculine leader, manager, professor, or police officer remain widespread, even among current business leaders (Gremmen and Benschop 2009; Van den Brink 2010). There may very well be little willingness to change in the organization, because of vested interests and privileges to be protected in the current situation. In our view it is not possible to change routines and their underlying values silently without conflict and resistance. After all, the rhetorical presentation of a dual agenda of gender quality and business performance is much easier than realizing this dual agenda (special issue Organization 2000).

Quotas are a much more debated intervention, with declared proponents and adversaries. The political controversy around quotas is quite strong. The core message of quotas is that the organization itself is incapable of change, and so change has to be enforced from the outside, from the government. Critics of quotas point to the limitations that quotas do nothing to change the gendered appointment systems; they only change the numbers and do no more than add women and stir. In the words of Cockburn (1989: 217) quotas ‘give disadvantaged groups a boost up the ladder, while leaving the structure of that ladder and the disadvantage it entails just as before’.

Serious disadvantages of quotas are the visibility of and pressure and backlash on women that they entail. When there are very few women in an organization or profession, their visibility as women stands out so they are easily seen as representatives of their sex and much less as professionals. There is a lot of pressure on the newly appointed women to assimilate to the majority culture that sets the performance standards (Kanter 1977). Furthermore, quotas place the burden of proof on women, whose qualities can be questioned easily when quota rules apply. The suggestion that they have got their jobs unfairly by trampling over better qualified men is a symptom of the backlash that quotas entail. It is therefore not surprising that women may want to keep their distance from or openly resist quotas and rather emphasize their individual qualities for a job.

Finally, it should be noted that some (national) contexts are more open to the radical intervention of quotas than other contexts. The debates about quotas and the many varieties that have been developed in various countries illustrate that this is a feminist intervention strategy that requires a tolerance for centralized control. The opposition against quotas can be very strong, as they trigger fundamental questions about governmental control and authority over private businesses. Therefore, the power and will to see quotas through are essential of quotas’ success.

This comparison between post-equity and quota strategies suggests that they can be complementary. Quotas help to increase the numbers of women in managerial positions, but if gendered processes in the organization do not change, these women might leave again. Post-equity experiments help to change these processes, and involve many organization members in the change of daily practices and underlying values. The combination of inclusive and transformational interventions leads to a synergy that is the most promising strategy for change.

CONCLUSION

We focused in this chapter on the issues of power and resistance in organizational change towards gender equality to come to a better understanding of the success or failure of different types of strategies. We reviewed the different strategies for organizational change, distinguishing between strategies that focus on the individual and strategies that focus on structures of inequalities. We zoomed in on two contrasting strategies that both aim to change the structure of organizations rather than individuals in organizations. The consensus in the gender literature is that change can only be realized when the gender inequality practices in organization structures and cultures are targeted (Acker 2006; Ely and Meyerson 2000b). Post-equity experiments emphasize the importance of gradual, incremental, even evolutionary change of gender in organizations and as such are contrasted with the radical and controversial call for quotas for top positions. In the first case, change is initiated from within the organization, whereas quotas are usually enforced by governments.

In our discussion of post-equity experiments and quotas, we analysed the processes of power and resistance that are so crucial for these strategies to change. In both approaches, the support and commitment of top management is required to initiate change towards gender equality. Ultimately, post-equity experiments aim to alter power relations in organizations, engaging those currently in power in the process by emphasizing the dual agenda of equality goals and business goals. The experiments are collaborative projects between gender researchers and organization members. The experiments have to be selected very carefully to ensure the consensus and commitment of as many organization members as possible. In contrast, quota are based on the use of hierarchical power. The core aim of quotas is to change power relations by changing the numbers in the top. Top–down decision power is needed to enforce the implementation of quotas and to sanction non-compliance. The quota strategy does not require consensus and collaboration of all organization members.

The fast change of quotas meets with more open resistance than the slow change of experiments, even though changing the numbers is more superficial than changing underlying gender practices and values. Change agents in the post-equity experiments have to do the hard work, whereas the radical interventions change the onus of proof around and make decision-makers responsible for complying or explaining their divergence from the quota. We conclude that the resistance against quotas can even be a productive tool for change towards gender equality. Seeing resistance in relation to power illuminates how the process of resistance also involves the reification and reproduction of that which is being resisted, by legitimizing and privileging it as an arena for political contest (Thomas and Davies 2005: 700). The resistance against quotas brings back political debate over organizational practices that produce the subtle inequalities that are so difficult to change. Quotas are so controversial because they are perceived as breaching the values of quality, fairness, and transparency. The exact same values of quality and fairness and to a lesser extent transparency are used both to resist and to legitimize the interventions. Resistance can be used to illuminate the conflict between the different constructions of the values and open a dialogue about these differences.

The implications for practice are that pressure from the top of the organization is sometimes needed, and that the resistance stemming from this exercise of hierarchical power does not have to be avoided. Rather, a combination of inclusive and transformative strategies seems to be the best recipe available for change towards gender equality. After all, gender and diversity change are all about a different division of power and resources, also about the power to define norms and values.
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CHAPTER 16

SEXUAL HARASSMENT IN THE WORKPLACE

SANDRA L. FIELDEN AND CARIANNE HUNT

THE emergence of the term ‘sexual harassment’ (SH) can be traced back to the mid-1970s in North America, although, in the UK, the first successful case when SH was argued to be a form of sex discrimination was in 1986, under the Employment Protection Act (Hodges Aeberhard 2001). However, SH has been somewhat ignored over recent years, with much of the academic literature focusing specifically on bullying. Precise quantification of workplace SH is problematic as there appears to be a lack of consensus regarding the definition of SH, particularly when examining the behaviours and the circumstances in which SH occurs (Bimrose 2004). SH can be defined as:


Unwanted conduct of a sexual nature, or other conduct based on sex affecting the dignity of women and men at work which include physical verbal and non verbal conduct. This conduct must be done with the purpose of, or have the effect of, violating your dignity, or of creating an intimidating, hostile, degrading, humiliating or offensive environment for you.

(Equality and Human Rights Council 2012)



This chapter explores the current literature relating to SH in the workplace and provides a model which can be adapted for use in organizations to help overcome the problems of SH.

SCALE OF HARASSMENT

From a review of the literature there does not appear to be one clearly agreed incident survey of SH, which makes it difficult to ascertain the scale of SH in UK organizations. This is compounded by the links between SH and bullying, particularly when considering the importance of power (Wilson and Thompson 2001). In order to address this, Hearn and Parkin (2005) suggest that SH, bullying, and physical violence can all be seen in terms of organizational violation. Prevalence estimates diverge markedly according to methodological protocols such as sample size and diversity; whether the surveys targeted random samples from the community or a specific industry or sector; whether SH was operationalized according to a legal or behavioural definition; and the retrospective time-frame specified to participants (McDonald 2012). American estimates indicate that 40–75 per cent of women and 13–31 per cent of men have experienced workplace SH (Aggarwal and Gupta 2000). In a meta-analytic review of seventy-four national European studies in eleven member states, Timmerman and Bajema (1999) stated that between 17 and 81 per cent of employed women reported experiencing some form of SH in the workplace. Asking respondents directly whether or not they have experienced SH according to legally defined objective measures leads to substantially lower estimates than studies using perceptual measures where behaviours believed to constitute SH are listed (Australian Human Rights Commission (AHRC) 2008). In a meta-analytic study conducted in the US Illies et al. (2003), reported that rates of SH by respondents’ own definitions were less than half the number of reports of potentially harassing incidents believed by researchers to constitute SH.

Lockwood (2008) found that in UK industrial tribunals (1995–2005) 90 per cent reported experiencing verbal abuse, 30 per cent (within sample) also non-verbal, 60 per cent physical harassment (duration ranging from three days to eight years duration). Telephone (including text) harassment has also been found to be a particularly problem for call centre employees (50 per cent females vs. 2 per cent males) (Sczesny and Stahlberg 2000). Furthermore, the last decade has seen an increasing number of complaints about internet SH, including emails, social networking sites, etc. (Khoo and Senn 2004). In reference to IT and SH Tyler (2002: 195) commented: ‘the internet seems to have created a new way of doing old things’.

ANTECEDENTS OF SH

Historically, research centred on SH has tended to focus on the victim and the perpetrator’s behaviour, including the psychological profile of a harasser (Jansma 2000). A more holistic approach to SH needs to be taken, as the majority of published research has paid little attention to the specific social contexts in which SH takes place (Welsh 1999), however there is now increasing understanding that harassment will, and does, take various forms depending on different contexts (Dellinger and Williams 2002). It is evident that organizational culture can play a key role when examining the various risk factors, causes, and how SH occurs (Dougherty and Smythe 2004; Handy 2006). For example, if employees feel that it is not being tackled then they may believe that such behaviour is tolerated and even condoned, which in turn can lead to a culture of SH. Studies have also shown that SH and others forms of harassment and victimization can be more prevalent in certain work situations, for example, in jobs where there is an unequal sex ratio; where there are large power differentials between women and men; during periods of job insecurity; or when a new supervisor or manager is appointed (Keily and Henbest 2001; Kohlman 2004). Studies have also shown that leadership styles can have an affect on the level of SH experienced in organizations, for example, an authoritarian style where there is limited consultation with staff; and a laissez-faire style where management fails to lead or intervene in workplace behaviour (O’Moore 2000; Di Martino et al. 2003).

Building on Gruber’s concept of double dominance, de Haas and Timmerman (2010) found that the nature of male-dominated work environments mediated the relationship between numerical male dominance and SH. This and other research has shown that SH is more problematic in blue-collar male-dominated settings such as fire-fighting, where jobs are typically highly physical and where cultural norms associated with sexual bravado and posturing and the denigration of female behaviour are sanctioned, compared to white-collar male-dominated occupations such as accounting (Chamberlain et al. 2008; de Haas and Timmerman 2010). Other research by Handy (2006) in New Zealand and Timmerman and Bajema (1999), who reviewed European studies, has also shown that organizational norms and cultures, such as the level of sensitivity to the problem of balancing work and personal obligations, and the extent to which the culture is employee rather than job-oriented, are more important in predicting the frequency of SH incidents than organizational sex ratios. Indeed, despite high rates of SH in male-dominated workplaces, international research suggests that SH is by no means confined to these environments, but occurs in a wide range of organizational settings (e.g. Ellis et al. 1991; McCabe and Hardman 2005).

Individual and situational factors can also be combined to increase the propensity of repeated sexually harassing behaviours (Pryor et al. 1995). For example, SH is increasingly likely to be apparent in highly sexualized settings and work environments. Person factors can include the personal characteristics which can contribute to the likelihood of an individual to sexually harass, e.g. sexual harassers can often have reputations for exhibiting sexually exploitative behaviour (Perry 1983). Individual factors can also have an impact on the likelihood of SH occurring. These are socio-demographic factors such as sex, age, and marital status; personality characteristics; specific types of behaviour; and an individual’s employment characteristics such as length of tenure and level of responsibility (Chappell and Di Martino 2000; Kohlman 2004). Societal characteristics can also affect the level of SH experienced in countries. High levels of violent crime, dramatic economic change, and rapid social change can be seen as predictors of increasing violence in the workplace (Sheehan 1999; Chappell and Di Martino 2000; Di Martino 2003).

SEXUALITY, POWER, AND ORGANIZATIONAL VIOLATION

SH can be viewed as a result of men’s dominance in society and men exercising power over women (Sedley and Benn 1982). Thus, it is important to explore how heterosexuality is embedded within language which is used in organizations; this can be seen when looking at the language often used in business, such as penetrating markets (Hearn and Parkin 1995; Collinson and Hearn 1996). Hearn and Parkin (2005) believe that taking a non-gendered approach when examining organizational violation will have many limitations: (1) the majority of victims of SH are women, (2) violence by men towards men tends to be related to the construction of men and masculinity, and (3) even when an organization does not appear to be dominated by men and could even have an equal gender ratio of senior management, masculine norms can still be apparent and overriding. This can be illustrated when looking at the profession of midwifery. This is overwhelmingly a female profession, where women care for women, but is still controlled by the male medical discourse. Another example would be primary school education, the majority of teachers being female, whereas the headteachers tend to be male (Hearn and Parkin 2005).

There are also assumptions about what management is, i.e. ‘strong’, ‘masculine’ environments are seen as being positive and desirable (Collinson 1988; Einarsen and Raknes 1997). Therefore, the gender of the management does not appear to be relevant, because the majority of organizations tend to have a masculine form of management. Hearn and Parkin (2005) believe that hierarchical and managerial power is a central theme when analysing organization violations. As men remain in positions of power and tend to dominate management structures, they have increased opportunities to exercise their power in a negative manner when compared with women.

While it is evident that there are links between SH and power Wilson and Thompson (2001) believe that sexuality, power, and organizations are too complex to highlight specific forms and types of harassment within dimensions of power. They use Luke’s (1986: 9) model to offer an analysis of SH in organizations:


• The one-dimensional view relates to the interests of individuals being revealed by political behaviour in decision-making. In this case the organizational hierarchy creates the power, which is used within the organization. In these structures men are typically in positions of power and women are not.

• The two-dimensional perspective is based on the assumption that power is exercised over others by the control of agendas and the organization will ultimately dictate what is seen as normal behaviour, e.g. SH is normalized within the organization.

• The three-dimensional view ‘allows that power may operate to shape and modify desires and beliefs in a manner contrary to people’s interests’ (Luke 1986: 9). Here SH is seen to have a broader power base, where men exercise power over women and sexuality is just one factor. Collinson and Collinson (1989: 107) state that ‘men’s sexuality and organizational power are inextricably linked’.



Hearn and Parkin (2005) believe that, as organizational violation increases, the more it is likely to be taken for granted, and the result is that certain behaviours will become normalized in the organization. Creating and managing violation-free organizations is a difficult task to achieve; however, Ishmael and Alemro (1999: 47) state that the creation of a ‘positive work environment’ can be attained by auditing the organization’s culture. Key to this audit and assessment is the issue of management and leadership styles. A violation-free organization will ultimately allow and empower individuals to speak out about violation and ensure that management deals with it explicitly. This can be further enhanced by the use of independent agencies, which are placed outside the organizational hierarchy. Such agencies could help to deal with problematic situations and prevent individuals from having to take a complaint through the formal organizational structure, which may have actually enabled and accepted the harassment (Collier 1995). There is an increasing need for expertise in organizational violation. Hearn and Parkin (2005) believe that this may be partly achieved by education in school, and in organizations, management, and professions.

NON FACE-TO-FACE FORMS OF SH

SH does not only take place in the physical presence of the victim and harasser, with harassers increasingly using technology to harass from a distance. With the ever increasing number of individuals using the internet, it is not surprising that there has also been a general increase in unsolicited email, including emails which can be perceived as inappropriate or harassing (Khoo and Senn 2004). Tyler (2002: 195) states that ‘the internet seems to have created a new way of doing old things’, but unfortunately there is limited research so far on people’s responses to email harassment. Specifically for SH there is a need to focus on ‘immediate responses’ (Woodzicka and LaFrance 2001: 19), so we can understand the experience of SH as it occurs. Khoo and Senn’s (2004) study found that women perceived email messages with sexual content to be more offensive than men did. There were also marked differences in the response to a sexual proposition, with women finding it to be extremely offensive while men appeared to rate this as somewhat enjoyable. Soewita and Kleiner (2000) suggest that companies can do a range of things to protect their employees. First, they can adopt a clear policy on the actual use of company email and the internet prior to allowing employee access to the internet. The organization’s written policy should also make this clear.

SH over the telephone is also a problem which needs to be addressed, particularly when considering the increasing number of employees who work in call centres. Whilst research examining SH over the telephone in the workplace is scarce, there have been a few studies examining SH over the telephone in private settings. For example, a study based on a sample of a hundred German students (n = 49 females and 51 males), found that 50 per cent of women and 2 per cent of men had at some point experienced SH over the telephone (Sczesny 1997). The most serious form of SH over the telephone contained ‘groaning’ in 55 per cent of cases, ‘sexual advances’ in 49 per cent and ‘silence’ in 26 per cent of cases (Sczesny 1997: 158).

THE VICTIM

When examining the individual antecedents it is necessary to examine literature pertaining to the perpetrator and the victim. It is clear that individual factors can influence the incidence and process of SH in the workplace and some patterns are emerging (Di Martino et al. 2003). A study by Kohlman (2004) found that for women age, education, race, and marital status appeared to be more significant than their occupational position, whereas occupational position was a particularly important factor for men. Further, women in lower level or in typically ‘male’ occupations were particularly likely to report SH, whereas men in higher status occupations or who were employed in positions which had a high percentage of female staff, were more likely to report it. Another survey by the UK Ministry of Defence/EHRC (Rutherford et al. 2006) found that younger women were more likely to have experienced unwelcome sexual behaviours. Seventy seven per cent of women under 23 had experienced behaviours, compared to 44 per cent of women in their forties. Those in lower ranks were also more likely to find themselves a victim of SH (20 per cent) (Rutherford et al. 2006). Wearing a uniform can actually have an effect in two ways, either as a deterrent or as an antecedent, depending on the overall attitude towards people in uniform (Chappell and Di Martino 2000).

Short-term contracts can also lead to increased SH because the individual may have less employment rights than employees in long-term positions. Equally, research has shown that there appears to be a higher risk of bullying within the public sector when compared with the private sector. To explain this some have argued that is the use of tenure, ‘a job for life’, which leaves employees with less room for flexibility and mobility, therefore fewer leave the organization after experiencing conflict (Zapf et al. 2003). A study of SH cases which had been taken to industrial tribunals, reported that, in the majority of cases, the victim had been working for their present employer for less than one year, suggesting that staff with shorter tenure may be at particular risk (Equal Opportunities Commission 2002). Coyne et al. (2000) also found that victims tended to be less assertive and competitive when compared with a control group, although it could be argued that this was an effect of the SH they had experienced.

Although it is overwhelmingly women who experience SH, it is not exclusive to women; men also experience such harassment. A Department of Trade and Industry survey found that two-fifths of UK employees who said they had been sexually harassed were men (Grainger and Fitzner 2005). Furthermore, a report compiled for the European Commission (2001), although based on a very small sample, found that 51 per cent of male healthcare workers reported being subject to SH. A survey of Australians (Human Rights and Equal Opportunity Commission 2003) found that: 28 per cent of adults (41 per cent female and 14 per cent male) had experienced SH and that two-thirds of these incidents were in the workplace (22 per cent in the past year).

SHORT- AND LONG-TERM EFFECTS OF SH

SH can have a negative effect both in the short and long term. The effect on the victim and the organization can include illness, humiliation, anger, loss of self-confidence and decreased job satisfaction, psychological distress, and damage to business performance and costing the organization money, particularly with regard to compensation and negative impact on employee turnover—SH can be seen as predictor of negative mood and self-esteem which can ultimately lead to employees leaving the organization (Sczesny and Stahlberg 2000; Chartered Institute of Personnel and Development 2005; Ballard et al. 2006). As the frequency of SH increases, it is increasingly likely to be seen as an unwelcome and harassing behaviour and victims will tend to believe that the events will continue to recur. Thus, experiences of SH can have a detrimental effect, causing work-related negative moods, which may have a negative impact on employee turnover.

According to the EOC (2005), SH also damages business performance and is costly in terms of compensation for personal injury. Studies have shown that, when women are disrespected in organizations, this ultimately has an impact on all employees, rather than simply the women who are involved (Miner-Rubino and Cortina 2004). Employees who witness SH may conclude that the organization does not care about the workforce and this may result in negative assumptions regarding organizational norms and behaviours, specifically relating to fairness and justice (Lamertz 2002). When employees perceive their organization to be permissive of SH, they tend to be less satisfied with their jobs and their physical health. There does not appear to be one clearly agreed method of coping and reacting to SH, with different studies advocating either a confrontational or passive coping strategy (Knapp et al. 1997; Mann and Guadagno 1999; Sczesny and Stahlberg 2000; Sigal et al. 2003; Stockdale 2005).

REPORTING SH

The problem of reporting SH may be caused by organizations finding it difficult to monitor, particularly when complaints are made informally. When examining the issue of filing a complaint, it is evident in many cases that the victims only route to report the SH may be through the hierarchical system which has actually perpetuated the SH. In addition, victims may have concerns regarding the press, facing the perpetrator, and the outcomes of the proceedings. All of these factors may prevent an individual from filing a complaint (Earnshaw and Davidson 1994). Setting an informal and formal route for dealing with harassment can be seen as a way of combating many of the problems faced by the victims (EOC 2002). The Ministry of Defence/EOC survey (2006) found that only 5 per cent of survey respondents who had suffered a particularly upsetting experience actually made a formal written complaint. Reasons for not filing a complaint were similar to why respondents were not willing to tell anyone about their experience, i.e. wanting to handle the situation themselves (67 per cent), fear of being labelled a troublemaker (39 per cent), fear of the complaint having a bad effect on their career (35 per cent), feeling they would not be believed (19 per cent), and 39 per cent felt that nothing would be done about it (Rutherford et al. 2006).

LEGAL AND ADMINISTRATIVE RESPONSES TO SH

There are a variety of legal responses which have been put into practice to address the problem of SH. For example, the European Commission code of practice: protecting the dignity of women and men at work (1991); the Sex Discrimination Act (1975); the EOC’s code of practice on sex discrimination in employment explains the statutory requirements of the Act; the Health and Safety at Work Act (1974); the European Equal Treatment Directive has extended the definition of sex discrimination to cover any act which leads to intimidation or degradation. Adapting to Change in Work and Society: A New Community Strategy on Health and Safety 2002–2006’ (European Commission 2002), stresses the need to adapt the legal framework to cover the emerging psychosocial risks. In addition, the European Commission’s Advisory Committee on Safety, Hygiene and Health Protection at Work (2001), in its Opinion on Violence at the Workplace, calls for the Commission to issue guidelines in this area. The Commission recommendation on the protection of the dignity of women and men at work is also particularly useful. Whilst the code of practice is not legally binding it does offer advice which is consistent with current human resource management best practices.

POLICIES

When taking a preventive management perspective, it is essential to implement policies and initiatives early on. Primary interventions or preventive measures aim to address the root cause, thus preventing a problem from developing (Quick 1999). At this point the organization and the employees have certain characteristics which have the potential of merging together to create an unhealthy organization, whereby SH is embedded in the culture of the organization. Bell et al. (2002: 162) believe that there are organizational actions that can be implemented which can help to prevent this from happening. SH policies can be introduced to educate potential harassers and potential victims by providing employees with a clear statement of the types of conduct and behaviour which may constitute harassment, and to make it clear that harassment is not tolerated within the organization (Thomas 2004).

A strong zero tolerance perspective towards SH is an important factor. A formal SH policy can help to set behavioural guidelines which potential harassers may be deterred by and may encourage potential victims of SH to report the harassment (Gruber and Smith 1995). It is essential that the zero tolerance perspective is communicated to, and understood by, all employees. However, a recent survey by the Ministry of Defence/EHRC (2006: 44) found that respondents had some concerns with a zero tolerance policy; there were ‘fears that too draconian approach would lead to political correctness and people treading too carefully’. Respondents also stated that a strict zero tolerance approach might lead to increased numbers of formal complaints and that might not be the best route to take. Consequently, Bell et al. (2002) and Thomas (2004) advocate the importance of taking a consultative approach when designing and implementing SH policies and procedures. Wilson and Thompson (2001) concur with the view of taking a bottom–up approach and engaging multiple stakeholders, for example, employee groups and trade unions. They assert that trying to change the situation is not simply about relying on anti-discrimination law; it requires ‘assault upon established practices and privileges already in place in organisations’ (Wilson and Thompson 2001: 76).

TRAINING

Training can be an effective method to employ at the primary intervention stage, as it can be used to inform staff of SH and can help to equip individuals with the necessary skills to deal with SH if it occurs (York et al. 1997). In general, the studies which have been conducted to examine the effectiveness of training programmes show that they can be effective in tackling SH (Antecol and Cobb-Clark 2003). In addition, there appears to be an absence of research examining tertiary-level interventions. Tertiary interventions are the rehabilitative procedures which are provided for the victim and, in some cases, the perpetrator (Di Martino 2003).

Educational workshops have been found to be an effective method of addressing the issue of SH in organizations. A study by Barak (1994) found that educational workshops had primary and secondary effects, for example the knowledge of their existence, the sharing of experiences by participants at work following the completion of the workshop, and the participants’ behaviour as a model, which other women workers could use, all had a positive effect on SH in the organizations. Workshops and training have also been found to have a significant impact, specifically on male subjects, as it increases awareness and sensitivity regarding the issue of SH (Beauvais 1986). One of the few studies to examine the effectiveness of this has been conducted by Newman et al. (2003). The study found that on average men and older workers were more likely to perceive training as effective, when compared with women and younger workers. There also appeared to be a tendency for individuals with higher levels of education at relatively higher grades and those who were divorced to perceive the training as less effective. Whilst this information is important to understand the differences in perception of workers, it is necessary to delve deeper into this area and examine the reasons why certain groups of individuals felt that SH training was effective or ineffective.

TERTIARY INTERVENTIONS

There is absence of empirical research examining tertiary interventions in SH programmes. Once SH has occurred, the primary concern should be for the victim and rehabilitative procedures should be examined in order to ensure that the victims’ lives are returned to normal as quickly and effectively as possible (Di Martino et al. 2003). Di Martino et al. (2003) illustrate a case study where a sexual harassment and mobbing advice centre was established in the University of Vienna, Austria, to help support victims of SH (Bukowska and Schnepf 2001). The main aim of the centre was to be a refuge for victims and it was operated by a female psychotherapist and a social worker, with interventions focused mainly on debriefing and psychosocial counselling, legal advice, and support. The service provided:


• crisis intervention, which means clarifying the situation and providing the necessary support, information on possible measures within the university or externally, and referring to external long-term counsel for as long as required;

• support in the decision making process about any legal action to be taken;

• case specific legal advice after clarification of the situation.



To date 100 consultations have been conducted and the services concludes that effects of the interventions are promising, although there is no firm data to support these claims (European Foundation for the Improvement of Living and Working Conditions 2004).

BEST PRACTICE MODEL

Based on all of the available literature a best practice model (Figures 16.1 and 16.2) has been designed which incorporates primary, secondary, and tertiary interventions. The model emphasizes the importance of taking a consultative and participatory approach to SH and the importance of monitoring and evaluation, advocating a proactive rather than a reactive strategy to SH policies and procedures. The best practice model highlights the various stages of intervention.

The primary intervention stage refers to prevention, activities which the organization can implement in order to prevent SH from occurring, for example, implementing an effective policy and procedure. The secondary intervention stage refers to how the organization will respond when faced with SH for example, ensuring that an effective complaints procedure is in place, and finally the tertiary intervention stage refers to the follow-up procedure which the organization can implement which will help to deal with problems once SH has occured, for example, ensuring that effective rehabilitation is provided. At each of these stages it is essential that the organization conducts thorough monitoring and evaluation to determine whether these procedures are effective. It is also essential that a consultative and participatory approach is taken at each stage.

[image: Image]

[image: Image]

FIGURE 16.1 Sexual harassment intervention model (Continued)
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FIGURE 16.2 Sexual harassment intervention model

CONCLUSION

SH is increasingly being seen as a management and leadership problem which needs to be addressed. Studies have suggested that men’s sexuality and organizational power are linked and that SH can be viewed as a result of men’s dominance in society (Einarsen and Raknes 1997; Hearn and Parkin 2005). Hearn and Parkin (2005) suggest that SH, bullying, and physical violence can all be seen in terms of organizational violation. Societal characteristics can also affect the level of SH experienced in countries. High levels of violent crime, dramatic economic change, and rapid social change can be seen as predictors of increasing violence in the workplace (Chappell and Di Martino 2000; Di Martino 2003).

Understanding individuals’ and collective perceptions of SH is crucial, particularly because individuals define SH differently and a victim may have problems with labelling sexually harassing behaviours. Victims may not in fact define their experience as SH, which can distort incidence rates (Lee 2001). Even when a victim defines their experience as SH, they may face further problems when filing a complaint. Whilst there are a number of legal and administrative responses to SH in the workplace, one must consider whether such responses are being implemented in practice. The victims’ only route to report the SH may be through the hierarchical system which has actually perpetuated the SH. In addition, victims may have concerns regarding the press, facing the perpetrator, and the outcomes of the proceedings. All of these factors may prevent an individual from filing a complaint (Table 16.1).

Table 16.1 The way forward for SH research











	What is already known from the literature?

	What is needed?




	• Sexual harassment definitions

	• Empirical research examining




	• Organizational violation, power and sexualilty

	• Incidence of sexual harassment




	• Forms of the Sexual harassment

	• Leadership styles and their impact on Sexual harassment incident rate




	• Groups at risk of Sexual harassment

	• Ethnicity and sexual harassment




	• Antecedents of Sexual harassment (individual/organizational/societal)

	• Same sex sexual harassment




	• Short and long term effects on the individual and organization

	• Disability and sexual harassment




	• Difficulties facing individuals who wish to file a complaint

	• Sexual harassment via electronic media

• Attitudes towards sexual harassment and the impact on the individual of filling complaint




	• Legal responses

	• Effectiveness on sexual harassment programmes and training




	• Examples of best practice procedures

	• Comparative review of pubic and private sector policies and procedures




	 

	• The gap between policy and practice










Gender-based discrimination and violence continue to be persistent and multifaceted, with discrimination on multiple grounds becoming the rule rather than the exception (European Foundation for the Improvement of Living and Working Conditions, 2004). Non-discrimination and non-violence are at the core of recovery and action policies. The global financial crisis has resulted in women potentially facing increased precariousness of work and reductions in social protection. Because of the recession women may tend to accept jobs below their education and qualification levels and may create conditions whereby women have fewer possibilities to protect themselves from harassment and violence at work as they may fear losing their job if they report it (Triems 2012). Therefore it is essential that organizations have effective policies and procedures in order to ensure that they are implementing effective SH strategies.

Moving forward, an examination of all forms of SH is imperative to understanding the extent of this phenomenon, for example, sexual harassment via text, email, and social networking sites. An understanding of the perpetrators of SH is also required if interventions are to be comprehensive in addressing individual behaviour and organizational culture. Many of those working in this area have reservations about the profiling of perpetrators, but without such knowledge the picture of SH is incomplete. This is a crime like any other and needs to be treated as such.
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CHAPTER 17

ORGANIZATIONAL CULTURE, WORK INVESTMENTS, AND THE CAREERS OF MEN

Disadvantages to Women?

RONALD J. BURKE

WOMEN WORKING IN MEN’S CULTURES

THREE major hypotheses have been proposed to explain the failure of women to achieve executive-level positions in organizations (Fagenson 1990). The first emphasizes ways in which women are different from men (the men are from Mars and women are from Venus school of thought (Gray 1992)) and hold women’s deficiencies as the reason for their lack of progress. These differences include attitudes, behaviours, traits, socialization practices and experiences, lack of job training, and not enough time in the career pipeline. Research support for this hypothesis is limited; there are generally few or no differences between managerial and professional women and men in their traits, abilities, education, motivation, and ambition (Powell 2011).

A second hypothesis emphasizes bias and discrimination of the majority towards the minority (men against women). Men hold negative stereotypes and negative expectations and biases against women, reflected in the worldwide notion of ‘think manager—think male’ (Schein 1994, 1975). Individuals have consistently rated ‘good’ managers as masculine (Powell and Butterfield 1989), thus there is some support for this hypothesis.

The third hypothesis focuses on structural, systemic, and cultural discrimination based on policies and practices affecting the treatment of women and ultimately their career advancement (Morrison 1992; Marshall 1995). These policies and practices influence women’s access to opportunities and power, resulting in the current situation in senior management. They produce a lack of mentors and sponsors, tokenism, reduced development opportunities, and few visible and challenging assignments for women (Morrison 1992; Catalyst 1998; Wittenberg-Cox and Maitland 2008).

This should not be surprising since managerial and professional women live and work in a larger patriarchal society in which men have greater access to privilege, power, and wealth. This chapter considers ways that organizational culture and organizational values advantage men and disadvantage women.

Male-created and male-dominated organizational cultures are uncomfortable for women and impede women’s career progress. Cultures of male advantage and privilege protect men’s interests and power (Acker 1990; Smith and Cockburn 2009). Masculine values in the structure, culture, and practices of organizations are reflected in the gendered nature of power relations, the importance of paid work as an important source of masculine identity, status, and power, and the provider role for men (Hearn and Morgan 1990). Organizational cultures obviously reflect gender relations in the wider society (Kimmel 2009), and men’s resistance to giving up power and privilege (Cockburn 1991). As a result, changing organizational cultures has proven difficult, reflected in the small numbers of women currently at senior organizational levels (Barreto et al. 2009).

Working life in organizations and organizations themselves were created by men for men (Marshall 1984). Women are merely travellers in this male world. Traditional organizational views assumed that workers were male, with women in lower paying support roles, mirroring their positions in society at large. Culture serves to include some and exclude others (Rogers 1988; McDowell 1997). Rutherford (2011, 2002, 2001) has written extensively on the difficulties women face as they move into male cultures. Workplace cultures are male-dominated and masculine, they are better suited then for men than for women (Wacjman 1998). As such they tend to marginalize and exclude women, in both obvious and subtle ways. Women are less comfortable in these cultures and have more difficulties advancing their careers in them.

Rutherford defines culture as follows: ‘the attitudes, values, beliefs and patterns of behavior of organizational members. It is expressed in the management style, work ideologies (what is and isn’t work), language and communication, physical artifacts, informal socializing and temporal structuring of work, and the gender awareness and expression of sexuality’ (Rutherford 2011: 28). Several of these concepts serve as barriers to women; management is masculine.

Women have more responsibility for ‘second shift’ work, are more likely to have career gaps for having and raising children, are more likely to work part-time at some point in their careers, have to re-enter the workplace following career gaps, have less time for socializing and informal networking after work, are less likely to be ‘visible’ to the organization, and are more likely to receive sexual advances. Time seems to be a more available resource for men than for women even though they work longer hours and are more likely to be married, have children, and family commitments.

CULTURAL OBSTACLES FACING WOMEN IN MANAGEMENT

There are obviously more men than women in senior management jobs and many more men than women seeking to obtain these jobs. It is difficult to identify ‘objective’ criteria for success in these jobs and ‘objective’ credentials such as education appear to not be all that important in many cases or common to both women and men. These male decision-makers are likely to use gender-related factors and criteria in their selection and promotion decisions. Decision-making criteria at this level are generally unstructured (use of gut feel) and rarely scrutinized (were they unbiased?).

Women themselves may not go after top-level jobs because of their family responsibilities and a preference for not making extreme personal sacrifices (Hewlett 2002a, 2002b). A double standard still exists on the child-care front. Women have always taken time off work to raise young children and take time off if a child is ill. When men now take time off to raise a child or take care of a sick child they are championed in the press.

Women appear to be less interested in pursuing both business education and managerial jobs because of what Kennedy and Kray (2012) term a ‘taboo trade-off’. Women more than men associated business with immorality and questionable ethics and values, women more than men become morally outraged at compromised ethics and values, and women were less interested than men in making as much money as possible using questionable tactics.

WOMEN’S CONTRIBUTIONS AND BEHAVIOURS ARE VIEWED DIFFERENTLY THAN MEN’S

There is considerable evidence that the contributions and behaviours of women are viewed differently than those of men. Bergeron (2012) studied organizational citizenship behaviours (OCBs) engaged in by both women and men. OCBs were of two types: communal and agentic. The first type were stereotypically seen to be engaged in by women and the second type engaged in by men. Women engaged in the same number of agentic OCBs, engaged in more communal than agentic OCBs, yet received fewer career benefits from engaging in their OCBs than did men.

In addition, managerial and professional women who violate role stereotype expectations tend to get punished. Agentic women are less likely to be hired, promoted, or liked (Rudman and Glick 2001).

Finally, business is increasingly being undertaken globally across borders. In large organizations, obtaining experience in another country is very important to further career advancement, yet only a very small increase in the number of women undertaking international assignments has been observed (Altman and Shortland, 2008).

EXECUTIVE MEN AND WOMEN SEE THE ISSUES FACING WOMEN DIFFERENTLY

Bringing about cultural change is also difficult due to the fact that male CEOs and female managers and professionals disagree on the major barriers facing women (Conference Board of Canada 1997; Ragins et al. 1998). Key barriers noted by male CEOs were: lack of general management or line experience, not having enough job experience (a shorter time in the pipeline), male stereotypes and preconceptions, an incompatible corporate culture, and exclusion from informal networks. Their first two were very commonly held. Senior women noted male stereotypes and preconceptions, exclusion from informal networks, lack of general management or line experience, an inhospitable corporate culture, and not having enough job experience (length of tine in the pipeline). One can classify these barriers into ‘fix the women’ or ‘fix the culture’ categories. Male CEOs endorsed more ‘fix the women’ barriers and senior women endorsed more ‘fix the culture’ barriers. A Canadian study (Conference Board of Canada 1997) came to very similar conclusions and differences, with the additional barrier that more senior women than male CEOs believed that commitment to family responsibilities and having children hindered women’s advancement.

WORK INVESTMENTS: THE LONG WORK HOURS CULTURE

Long work hours and excessive work investment includes actual hours worked, overtime hours, ‘face’ time, workload, work intensity, and work addiction. Although the focus will be on the effects of these on individuals, effects are also present on families, workplaces, and innocent bystanders (Taylor 2003). This section reviews the literature on antecedents and consequences of working hours, work intensity, and work addiction particularly among managers and professionals. The dependent variables associated with these include health-related illnesses, injuries, sleep patterns, fatigue, heart rate and hormone level changes, as well as several work/non-work life balance issues.

There is evidence that managers in industrialized countries are working more hours now than previously (Greenhouse 2001; Schor 1991, 2003; Bunting 2004). Working long hours may in fact be a prerequisite for achieving senior leadership positions (Wallace 1997; Jacobs and Gerson 1998). In addition, organizational downsizing efforts have increased the workloads of survivors (Globe and Mail 2011). The globalization of business may mean that managers and professionals communicate with others across several time zones, thus requiring both early starts and late finishes. The globalization of business also increases travel requirements to other countries and increases the prospects of international assignments, sometimes harder for women and men to undertake as well.

The importance of focusing on work hours and work investment is multifaceted. First, a large number of employees are unhappy about the number of hours they work (Jacobs and Gerson 1998; Clarkberg and Moen 2001; Dembe 2005; MacInnes 2005). Second, the amount of time demanded by work is an obvious and important way in which work affects other parts of one’s life (Galinsky 1999; Shields 1999). Third, work hours are a widely studied structural output of employment (Adam 1993). Fourth, the study of work hours and well-being outcomes has produced both inconsistent and complex results (Barnett 1998).

New technology and job flexibility have facilitated working from home or outside the office, which has contributed to an increase in hours worked (Golden and Figart 2000). We have become a twenty-four-hour society (Kreitzman 1999). With more women now working, workers are increasingly married to other workers, making the family work week longer. In addition, smaller families also allow couples to work more.

People have expected an association of long working hours and adverse well-being consequences for well over 100 years. These concerns were first raised during the Industrial Revolution in 1830 and in later years, and efforts were made to legislate limits in working hours to ten hours per day at that time (Golden 2006).

Hewlett and Luce (2006) examined ‘extreme jobs’, jobs in which incumbents worked 70 hours a week or more, were high wage earners, and had jobs having at least five characteristics of work intensity (e.g. unpredictable flow of work, fast-paced work under tight deadlines, inordinate scope of responsibility that amounts to more than one job, work-related events outside regular work hours, availability to clients 24/7, and a large amount of travel).

They carried out surveys of high wage earners in the US and high earning managers and professionals working in large multinational organizations. In addition, they conducted focus groups and interviews to better understand the motivations for, and the effects of, working in these jobs. Their two surveys of high-earning managers and professionals revealed four characteristics that created the most intensity and pressure: unpredictability (cited by 91 per cent of respondents), fast pace with tight deadlines (86 per cent), work-related events outside business hours (66 per cent), and 24/7 client demands (61 per cent).

They concluded that managers and professionals were now working harder than ever. Of the extreme job holders, 48 per cent said they were now working an average of 16.6 hours per week more than they did five years ago. And 42 per cent took ten or fewer vacation days per year (less then they were entitled to) and 55 per cent indicated that they had to cancel vacation plans regularly. Forty-four per cent of their respondents felt the pace of their work was extreme.

But extreme job holders (66 per cent in the US sample and 76 per cent in the global sample) said that they loved their jobs. Several reasons were given for working these long hours: the job was stimulating and challenging (over 85 per cent), working with high-quality colleagues (almost 50 per cent), high pay (almost 50 per cent), recognition (almost 40 per cent), and power and status (almost 25 per cent). In addition, increased competitive pressures, improved communication technologies, downsizings and restructurings resulting in few higher level jobs, flattened organizational hierarchies, and values changes in the broader society supportive of ‘extremes’ also played a role (Wiehert 2002).

Individuals holding ‘extreme’ jobs, however, had to let some things go. These included: home maintenance (about 70 per cent), relationships with their children (almost 50 per cent), relationships with their spouses/partners (over 45 per cent), and an unsatisfying sex life (over 40 per cent).

Extreme jobs were more likely to be held by men than women (17 per cent versus 4 per cent in the US sample; 30 per cent versus 15 per cent in the global sample). Women were more likely to be in jobs with high demands but working fewer hours. Women were not afraid of jobs having high levels of responsibility. Both women and men in extreme jobs indicated ‘difficulties’ with their children (acting up, eating too much junk food, under-achieving in school, too little adult supervision).

Most women (57 per cent) in extreme jobs did want to continue to be working as hard in five years (US sample), 48 per cent of men felt the same way. Most women (57 per cent) in extreme jobs did not want to be working as hard in five years. The numbers were higher in the global survey: women, 80 per cent and men, 55 per cent; women, 5 per cent and men, 17 per cent.

WORK HOURS AND THEIR EFFECTS

A variety of outcome measures have been examined in connection with working long hours (van der Hulst 2003). Many studies of long work hours have been conducted in Japan where ‘karoshi’, sudden death due to long hours and insufficient sleep, was first observed. The Japanese coined this term to refer to deaths of individuals from overwork or working long work hours, and have actually defined such deaths (Kanai 2006). Several hypotheses have been advanced to explain the relationship between long work hours and adverse health outcomes. Working long hours affects the cardiovascular system through chronic exposure to increases in blood pressure and heart rate (Buell and Breslow 1960; Uehata 1991; Iwasaki et al. 1998). Working long hours produces sleep deprivation and lack of recovery leading to chronic fatigue, poor health-related behaviours, and ill health(Defoe et al. 2001; Ala-Mursjula et al. 2002; Liu and Tanaka 2002). Working long hours makes it more difficult to recover from job demands and the stress of long work hours. Finally, working long hours has been associated with more errors and accidents (Schuster and Rhodes 1985; Nachreiner et al. 2000; Gander et al. 2005).

More specifically, the literature suggests that long hours are associated with adverse health effects and increased safety risk, poor psychological health, excessive fatigue, burnout, more work–family conflict, worrying, and irritability (see Burke (2006) for a review).

FACE TIME OR PRESENTEEISM

Some of the hours spent at work are unnecessary. Let’s take ‘face’ time or presenteeism. We undertook a project with an international public accounting firm to determine why so few women achieved partnership and why valued and qualified women were leaving the firm. The emphasis on billable hours meant staff worked long hours. We also found that staff would remain in their offices, visible, until the managing partner went home. Then staff left, though they could have left earlier. We heard of a staff member leaving an extra jacket on his chair with his office lights on while he attended a performance at a nearby theatre with his wife, then returning to his office to reclaim his jacket and turn out the lights.

LONG WORK HOURS DISADVANTAGE WOMEN

The fact that organizations expect or require women and men to work long hours does not constitute gender discrimination, at least not in a legal sense. The fact that long work hours may be a requirement for career advancement disadvantages women. Women are unwilling or unable to work as many hours as men (Hochschild 1997, 1990; Hewlett and Luce 2006). Organizations today need to become an employer of choice; the need to attract, develop, and retain talent of all employees. The long work hours, culture makes it difficult to fully utilize some of the population. There are men who prefer not to work long hours and some women who are comfortable with working very long hours.

WORK INTENSITY

Besides working longer hours, jobs themselves have also become more intense. Work intensity is generally conceptualized as an effort-related activity (Green 2001, 2004a, 2004b). In this regard, it is very similar to the ‘work effort’ concept discussed by Green (2001: 56) as: ‘the rate of physical and/or mental input to work tasks performed during the working day … in part, effort is inversely linked to the “porosity” of the working day, meaning those gaps between tasks during which the body or mind rests’. Obviously, it would be difficult to measure such effort objectively; it can only be determined through self-reports, or extraordinarily well-controlled laboratory experiments. Burchell and Fagan (2004) used the ‘speed of work’ to mean work intensity, and reported that Europeans were working more intensely (in 2000 compared to 1991). Green (2001) focused on ‘effort change’ (respondents were asked to compare their current jobs with that of five years previously on items that included ‘how fast you work’ and ‘the effort you have to put into your job’), and ‘work effort’ (‘How much effort do you put into your job beyond what is required?’ and ‘My job requires that I work very hard’). He found that work effort had increased in Britain. While these are good starting points for conceptualizing work intensity, they measure only certain aspects of it. There is no research that attempts to capture a more extensive list of attributes. Others, in different samples, using different measures and time-frames, have also shown the increasing intensification of work (Worrall and Cooper 1999; Adams et al. 2000; Green 2001).

Increases in work effort or intensity are represented in employees having less idle time (less time between tasks), having to work harder now, needing more skills (multi-skilling), greater use of performance goals and appraisals, use of total quality management and just-in-time processes, needing to work faster, having more deadlines, and having more responsibility (George 1997; Green and McIntosh 2001; White et al. 2003).

WORKAHOLISM AND WORK ADDICTION

Oates (1971) defined a workaholic as ‘a person whose need for work has become so excessive that it creates noticeable disturbance or interference with his bodily health, personal happiness, and interpersonal relationships, and with his smooth social functioning’ (Oates 1971). Others (see Killinger 1991; Porter 1996; Robinson 1998) also define workaholism in negative terms. Most writers use the terms excessive work, workaholism, and work addiction interchangeably. Men are more likely than women to describe themselves as workaholics, often with pride.

Types of Workaholics

Some researchers have proposed the existence of different types of workaholic behaviour patterns, each having potentially different antecedents and associations with job performance, work, and life outcomes (Scott et al. 1997). Spence and Robbins (1992) propose three workaholic profiles based on their workaholic triad notion. The workaholic triad consists of work involvement, feeling driven to work because of inner pressures, and work enjoyment. Work Addicts (WAs) score high on work involvement, high on feeling driven to work, and low on work enjoyment. Work Enthusiasts (WE) score high on work involvement, low on feeling driven to work, and high on work enjoyment. Enthusiastic Addicts (EA) score high on all three workaholism components. Non-workaholic profiles also exist (e.g. men and women scoring low on all three workaholic triad components) and workaholic types worked significantly more hours per week than did the non-workaholic types.

We compared the personal demographics, job behaviours, work outcomes, extra-work outcomes, and psychological health of the three types of workaholics proposed by Spence and Robbins (1992) in a series of studies.

Job Behaviours

Burke (1999a) considered these relationships in a large sample of Canadian MBA graduates. First, there were no differences between WAs and WEs on hours worked per week or extra-hours worked per week; workaholism types worked significantly more hours and extra-hours per week than did non-workaholism types. WAs reported higher levels of work stress, more perfectionism, and greater unwillingness or difficulty in delegating than one or both of the other workaholism types.

Work Outcomes

Burke (1999b) compared levels of work and career satisfaction and success among the workaholism profiles. WAs scored lower than WEs and EAs on job satisfaction, career satisfaction, and future career prospects, and higher than WEs on intent to quit.

Workaholism Types and Flow at Work

Csikszentmihalyi (1990) uses the term ‘flow’ to refer to times when individuals feel in control of their actions and masters of their own destinies. Optimal experiences commonly result from hard work and meeting challenges head on. Burke and Matthiesen (2004) found that journalists scoring higher on work enjoyment and lower on feeling driven to work because of internal needs indicated higher levels of flow or optimal experience at work. In this same study, Burke and Matthiesen found that WEs and EAs indicated higher levels of flow than did WAs.

Psychological Well-Being

Burke (1999c) compared the three workaholism types on three indicators of psychological and physical well-being in a sample of 530 employed women and men MBA graduates. WAs had more psychosomatic symptoms than both WEs and EAs and poorer physical and emotional well-being than did WEs.

Extra-Work Satisfactions and Family Functioning

Burke (1999d) compared the three workaholism types on three aspects of life or extra-work satisfaction: family, relationship, and community. The comparisons of the workaholism types on the three measures of life or extra-work satisfactions provided moderate support for the hypothesized relationships. WAs reported less satisfaction on all three extra-work satisfaction measures than did WEs and less satisfaction on one (family) than did EAs.

ARE WOMEN SPECIFICALLY DISADVANTAGED?

Here are a sample of some research findings relevant to long work hours, work addiction, and the experiences of men and women.

Workaholism or Work Addiction

Burke (1999e), in a study of 530 male and female Canadian MBA graduates from the same large university, found that although males and females differed on several personal demographic and work situation characteristics (men were at higher organizational levels, earned more money, were more likely to be married and to have children, and worked more hours), men and women scored similarly on three workaholism components (work involvement, joy in work, and feeling driven to work), and women reported higher levels of particular workaholic job behaviours (e.g. perfectionism and job stress) likely to be associated with lower levels of satisfaction and emotional health.

In a study of male and female Australian psychologists, Burgess et al. (2006) again found considerable gender differences on personal and work situation characteristics (males more likely to have children, to earn more income, to have fewer career interruptions, and to have worked part-time), but males also scored higher on two of the three workaholism components (work involvement, feeling driven to work). Female psychologists scored higher again on perfectionism and job stress. Female psychologists scoring higher on feeling driven to work also indicated higher levels of workaholic job behaviours, less job satisfaction and greater intent to quit, and more emotional exhaustion and psychosomatic symptoms. Burke et al. (2006) reported similar findings in a study of Australian female managers and professionals in early career.

Comparing the three workaholic types among female Australian psychologists (Work Addicts, Work Enthusiasts, and Enthusiastic Addicts) showed, consistent with findings from samples of adult working males, that Work Addicts reported less satisfaction with their jobs and careers, and higher levels of psychological distress (Burke et al. 2004).

Extreme Jobs

Burke and Fiksenbaum (2009a) compared work and well-being outcomes among males and females in the Canadian sample of MBA graduates in ‘extreme jobs’ in which they worked fifty-six hours a week or more. A higher percentage of men than women held ‘extreme jobs’. Men in ‘extreme jobs’ were older, more likely married and to have children. There were relatively few differences on workaholism components, job behaviours, work outcomes, extra-work outcomes, and psychological well-being. Females did however indicate more psychosomatic symptoms, more friend satisfaction, and tended to indicate higher levels of perfectionism and job stress. Holding extreme jobs did not seem to be a problem for married men with children.

Burke and Fiksenbaum (2009b), using females from the Canadian sample of MBA graduates, then compared work and well-being outcomes for women in ‘extreme jobs’ working fifty-six hours a week or more with women working fifty-five or fewer hours per week. Women in ‘extreme jobs’ were less likely to be parents, and earned higher salaries. Women in ‘extreme jobs’ reported benefits such as higher levels of job satisfaction, future career prospects and salary; the costs included higher levels of job stress and psychosomatic symptoms and lower levels of family satisfaction and emotional health. Having children seemed to be a problem for women with children.

Workaholism

Burgess et al. (2006) compared male and female psychologists in Australia on workaholism components, workaholic behaviours, and work and psychological well-being outcomes. Women scored higher than on two of the three workaholism components (work involvement, feeling driven to work because of inner pressures). Women worked fewer extra-hours but reported higher levels of job stress, perfectionism, and tended to report higher levels of difficulty in delegating. Males and females reported similar levels on work outcomes and emotional and physical health, with females reporting more psychosomatic symptoms.

Burke and Matthiesen (2009) considered gender differences among Norwegian journalists. Female journalists reported higher levels of feeling driven to work because of inner pressures, and indicated higher levels of both negative affect and exhaustion and lower feelings of personal efficacy.

Burke (1999e) compared male and female MBA graduates on measures of workaholism components, workaholic job behaviours, and work and well-being outcomes. Males and females in this sample indicated similar levels of the three workaholism components, but females scored higher on a workaholic job behaviour and a work outcome (perfectionism, job stress) found to be associated with diminished well-being.

Two other studies considered gender differences and workaholism, its antecedents, and outcomes. First, Spence and Robbins (1992) found, in a US sample of social workers holding academic positions, that females scored higher on feeling driven to work, job stress, job involvement, time commitment, and health complaints. Second, Doerfler and Kammer (1986) considered the relationship of levels of workaholism with both gender and sex role orientation (masculine, feminine, androgynous) in a sample that included attorneys, physicians, and psychologists. The number of respondents classified as workaholic were similar across the two genders, and the three occupational groups. Interestingly, a majority of single workaholics were female, and female workaholics reported more masculine and androgynous characteristics than feminine characteristics.

Conclusions from two other related bodies of research should also be mentioned. First, there is considerable evidence that female work addicts, in the Spence and Robbins (1992) classification, report more negative outcomes than do male work addicts (Burgess et al. 2006). Second, as more women enter professional and managerial positions, the role of gender and gender differences is likely to diminish. Aziz and Cunningham (2008), in a study of male and female managers and professionals, found similar levels of workaholism and job stress in the two groups and that gender did not moderate the workaholism and job stress or workaholism and work–life imbalance relationships.

ORGANIZATIONAL CULTURE AND WORKAHOLISM

Ng et al. (2007) suggest that industry and organizational culture are likely associated with levels of workaholism. For example, law firms are noted for long work hours and pressures for billable hours (Wallace 1997). In addition, they suggest that masculine cultures are more likely to be associated with workaholism—masculine cultures are seen as competitive, power hungry, task oriented, and fearful of failure, while feminine cultures are seen as displaying modesty and showing concern for relationships (Newman and Nollen 1996; Detert et al. 2000). Workaholism would be more common in masculine cultures and workaholics would perform better in masculine cultures.

Johnstone and Johnston (2005) found that workaholism was higher among employees working in the business sector than in the social service sector and that cultures higher on work pressure were associated with higher levels of feeling driven to work because of inner pressures.

Burke (2001), in a study of 530 MBA graduates from the same Canadian university, reported that organizational values less supportive of work–personal life balance were significantly higher in workaholic types than in non-workaholic types, using the Spence and Robbins (1992) classifications.

WORKING AT HOME

There are at least two dimensions to the hours women and men spend working at home. One dimension involves telework, in which women and men put in their typical day but do it at home rather than going into the office. A second dimension is going into the office and taking work home with you, which is then undertaken in the evening or on weekends. A recent study undertaken by the US Bureau of Labor Statistics showed that 9 per cent of non-farm-workers brought some of their work home on a typical workday. Most of those who did so were male and married. The main reason for taking work home was to finish work tasks or to catch up. Women were less able or willing to do this.

UNPAID OVERTIME

Some employee groups in North America have filed class action suits against their employers (e.g. in the banking sector) for pay for working hours of unpaid overtime. These employees are paid on a weekly rate for a given number of hours. Unfortunately many of these employees are ‘coerced’ by their managers to work more hours in order to complete their work, hours for which they receive no pay.

Individuals, families, organizations, and societies need to be concerned about the effects of long work hours, work intensity, and work addiction. These have been found to diminish employee well-being and health, levels of family functioning and organizational performance, and increase social welfare and health care costs borne by society (Kirkcaldy et al. 2009). Healthy organizations and societies need healthy individuals and families; coming to grips with long work hours in intense and demanding jobs, and work addiction is an important start.

BOTH WOMEN AND MEN BENEFIT

An important question then becomes whether women and men benefit from more supportive organizational cultures. The answer appears to be ‘yes’ (Burke 2010). Burke et al. (2005), in a study of female and male psychologists in Australia, reported that both women and men benefited from organizational cultures more supportive of work–personal life integration (less job stress, more joy in work, lower intention to quit, more job and career satisfaction, fewer psychosomatic symptoms, and more positive emotional and physical well-being). There were more independent and significant correlates of organizational cultures supportive of work–personal life integration among women than men however. Organizational values more supportive of work–personal life integration were found to be associated with a greater number of favourable work and well-being outcomes among female than male psychologists (Burke et al. 2005).

Earlier, Burke (2000), in a study of 283 male MBA graduates from the same large Canadian university, reported that respondents indicating organizational values more supportive of work–personal life integration or balance also reported working fewer hours, fewer extra-hours, less job stress, greater joy in work, lower intentions to quit, greater job, career and life satisfaction, fewer psychosomatic symptoms, and more positive emotional and physical well-being,

CONCLUSIONS

Men are advantaged in the following ways in contemporary organizations because of gendered workplace cultures reflecting perceptions that exist in the wider society.


• They receive privileges for living in patriarchal societies and working in male-dominated masculine organizational cultures-think manager, think male.

• They are comfortable in and fit well with these cultures. Men have self-identities consistent with the managerial and leadership role, socialization, education, and training (business school education) that reinforces these privileges.

• They have the ability to work long hours in intense jobs though having home and family connections.

• They have access to household support.

• They have access to mentoring, sponsorship, and networking activities both at work and after work hours.



But men may endure some costs such as job stress, diminished psychological and physical well-being, work–family role conflict, and limited contributions to home and family functions (Burke and Nelson 1998; Burke 2002). Corporate masculinity has several kinds of dysfunctions (Maier 1991) such as limited managerial effectiveness, overwork, and limited views of careers success.

Having It All

The article by Anne-Marie Slaughter (2012) in the July/August issue of the Atlantic, the appointment of a pregnant Marissa Mayer as president of Yahoo, and the statement of Cheryl Sandberg, a mother and CEO of Facebook came together to raise the issue of why women can’t have it all. Slaughter resigned from a high-level policy adviser position with US Secretary of State Hillary Clinton and returned to her professorship at Princeton because she was unable to spend enough time with her family. People wondered whether a pregnant and about to be mother could handle her CEO job (apparently Mayer will take one week off after the birth of her child), and though Sandberg made it home for family dinners, she worked several hours each night following these dinners. Slaughter said that neither women nor men can have it all under the current work and business expectations: the long work hours culture. Long hours, face time, endless meetings make it difficult for women. Even elite women, with lots of control and resources, cannot have satisfying home and family lives. Men can’t have it all either. Long work hours interferes with their home and family relationships and leisure. Some women may be disadvantaged in their careers by these work demands and some men may be disadvantaged in their personal and home lives by these work demands. A worthwhile agenda would be to address these demands in ways that keep organizations productive while satisfying the needs of both women and men—a win-win all around.

Implications

The research evidence shows that managerial and professional women continue to make only very slow progress in career advancement and in obtaining corporate board directorships (Davidson and Burke 2011; Vinnicombe et al. 2012). We are still seeing ‘firsts’ by women in several areas of endeavour (e. g, first woman to head a particular company, first woman to receive a Nobel prize, first woman to become a gondolier in Venice). Yet women are increasingly obtaining the necessary education, work experience, and time in the pipeline in preparation for these more senior roles.

There are some encouraging signs that things may be changing in the near future. Several factors have recently come together to support women’s career development and advancement. First, women are increasingly becoming a significant economic force in many countries (Wittenberg-Cox and Maitland 2008; Silverstein and Sayre 2009). Second, demographic changes have resulted in shortages of skilled workers and produced a war for talent (Michaels et al. 2001). Organizations and societies can no longer afford to waste the skills and talents of half their populations. Attracting, retaining, and advancing qualified women has now become a business issue, not a women’s issue (Catalyst 1998; Wittenberg-Cox 2010).

Organizations then need to create work environments that work for both women and men. Barnett and Hall (2001) suggest that organizations noted for fewer working hours may in fact have a significant recruiting advantage. Fortunately there is considerable guidance on how this can be realized (Catalyst 1998; Wittenberg-Cox and Maitland 2008) and rich descriptions of successful company efforts (Munck 2001; Bailyn 2002; Spinks and Tombari 2002; Lee et al. 2002; Weil and Kivland 2005). Individuals can also reduce their working hours through more efficient time utilization and priority-setting initiatives (Philipson 2002; Song 2006; Burwell and Chen 2008).

Let us now consider organizational initiatives targeted at the work–family interface, a major barrier for women and a topic of increasing interest to men. Historically men went to work while women stayed home to shoulder responsibilities for home and family functioning. In addition, work and family were seen as ‘separate worlds’. Things have changed. More women are now in the workforce and work and family are no longer seen as ‘separate worlds’. Events and experiences at work influence home and family; events and experiences at home and family influence work, though to a lesser extent (Byron 2005: Michel et al. 2011). Managerial and professional women report higher levels of work–family and family–work interference than do men.

As an example, a female acquisitions editor at a major UK publisher indicated to me that I would be receiving a contract from her assistant as she had to leave the office for a day or two to take care of her young child who was ill and needed to be removed from her child care centre. Did her husband take any time off?

Given the important role played by organizational culture in women’s satisfaction and career progress and the respect and recognition they receive, women should place the fit of organizational culture with their values, needs, and skills before salary and job titles in selecting employers.

Organizations have attempted to meet this challenge by implementing policies and programmes that address work–family conflict and support work–family integration. Examples would include: onsite childcare resources, flexible working hours, telecommuting, compressed work weeks, reduced workloads, job sharing arrangements, use of performance evaluation tools that focus on results rather than hours worked. Rapoport et al. (2002) describe organizational interventions that identify workplace policies and practices that limit performance and interfere with work–family integration, that when addressed improve organizational performance and work–family integration simultaneously.

Organizational change efforts in the past have fallen short since many followed a piecemeal or limited approach. To be successful, organizational change efforts must be undertaken at three levels simultaneously (Rutherford 2011): organizational—policies, practices, and structures; interpersonal—the ways people behave towards each other; and personal—an examination of one’s long-held attitudes and beliefs, and aspects of one’s self-identity.

Change, to be successful, needs the commitment of leadership. Most organizations do not yet see the advancement of women as a key business issue. Change begins with an audit of the present organizational situation. Rutherford (2011: 4) proposes three broad questions as starters. ‘What kind of an organization do we want to be? What is stopping us being that? What do we need to do to get there?’

It is important that more men become more supportive of these organizational changes and the business case goals of supporting and advancing the careers of women. Men hold the majority of leadership roles, control the organizational agenda, manage the allocation of scarce organizational resources, such as time, energy, and money, and are the source of resistance and backlash. What can men do to reduce male privilege? First, they must acknowledge it and become accountable. However, common male responses maintain the status quo (Maier 1994). These include: male privilege doesn’t exist; male privilege exists but it hasn’t helped me; male privilege alone cannot explain the central roles in play in the world; male privilege exists, but the system is thousands of years old and cannot be changed; I will make efforts to help women, but I won’t work to lessen men’s privilege; and male privilege exists and I will work to lessen it as it is unfair. The last view represents men who get it.

Thus changing men, masculinities, and gendered organizations is a necessary step in bringing about positive change. And there will be benefits for men for undertaking this journey (Burke 2002).
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CHAPTER 18

CHALLENGING GENDER BOUNDARIES

Pressures and Constraints on Women in Non-Traditional Occupations

BARBARA BAGILHOLE


Sex segregation has a history as old as the labour force itself.

(Reskin and Roos 1990: p. ix)



INTRODUCTION

The pervasive nature of labour-market gender segregation, both horizontally into different occupations and vertically with women generally concentrated at the bottom of occupational hierarchies if in the same job as men, is internationally well documented. The extent of segregation in the UK is illustrated by evidence that 60 per cent of women are employed in just ten out of seventy-seven occupations, and highly concentrated in ‘the five Cs’; caring, cashiering, catering, cleaning, and clerical (HMSO 2005: 6). However, this chapter is about women who have broken into non-traditional, male-dominated work. The overall aim of the chapter is to examine and analyse common pressures and constraints these women experience. These are particularly identified around three areas: the continuing over-representation of women in domestic responsibilities and its impact on their perceived professionalism; structural barriers in the way the occupations are performed; and finally hostile cultural environments within the workplace.

It will use four exemplars of non-traditional occupations where the author has conducted qualitative empirical research; civil service management, academia, construction engineering, and the priesthood in the Church of England. The civil service was feminized but men retained the management of it; academia has been identified as one of the last bastions of male power; construction is the most male occupation after coal mining; and the Church of England refused to ordain women as priests until the 1990s.

The focus of research on the segregation of the labour market has changed from the measurement of occupational segregation to a case study methodology, trying to explain occupation segregation by determining the factors behind it (Plantenga and Rubery 1999). As Gonas and Lehto (1999: 25) argue:


The persistence of gender segregation is bound up to a large extent with internal processes in organizations.… To reach some kind of understanding of the forces that shape and reshape segregation patterns, researchers have to go beyond quantitative statistical analysis. They have to probe deeper into organizational cultures … and reveal the silent, hidden processes at work behind the official ideologies of eo [equal opportunities] and equality.



What do we Mean by Non-Traditional Occupations?

For the purposes of this chapter non-traditional employment is taken to denote any occupation which is traditionally undertaken by men. Of course the terms ‘non-traditional’ and ‘traditional’ with regard to gendered work remain culturally and historically specific. For example, it is still relatively unusual to find women engaged in the construction industry in Europe. However, this is not so in other parts of the world, particularly in poorer countries, such as India, where particular social, cultural, and economic conditions affect women’s employment activity (Bagilhole 2000). Importantly, such differences in the allocation of work are proof of the fact that work roles are not necessarily assigned on the basis of biological or physical attributes.

Governments, agencies, institutions, and employers in different countries have increasingly had to reach a contextually agreed definition in relation to anti-discrimination legislation, or the funding of special training and employment schemes for the under-represented sex. The most widely used cut-off point has emerged, if one sex is represented by roughly less than a third of those involved in an occupation, it is designated as non-traditional for the under-represented sex.

There have always been women who have ‘stepped outside the stereotype’ (Whittock 2000: 7). However, apart from the two world wars when there was a general, if often grudging recognition, of women’s participation in non-traditional forms of work, such activity has been ‘hidden from history’ (Rowbotham 1974: 1). Therefore, in an effort to recover what Connell refers to as ‘a marginalised form of femininity’ (1993: 188), this chapter introduces the reader to women’s experiences in four non-traditional occupations.

Why Study Women in Non-Traditional Occupations?

Women and paid work are increasingly seen as a popular and fascinating topic both worldwide and across disciplines. This reflects the continuing marked rise in women’s involvement in labour markets in all countries, and governments’ continual desire for their increased participation in order to utilize their talents and skills to the full. Therefore, as women make inroads into non-traditional occupations, this becomes an important topic. More women have been gaining the qualifications to embark on careers formerly dominated by men, and more women have been stepping onto the lower rungs of such careers.

Common themes appear to emerge when women enter non-traditional occupations where they seem to have a fairly consistent experience. Often the women who enter fields predominantly occupied by men are highly qualified and less likely to have partners or be married and, if married, less likely to have children than their male colleagues. If they do have partners and families, they continue to bear the major workload and responsibility for housework and carework. They generally do less well than male colleagues in the recruitment, selection, and promotion processes of their occupation, and they report the existence of a ‘glass ceiling’ affecting professional advancement. They are paid less than the men and cluster in lower-status specialties within their professions. Finally, they suffer from reported incidences of sexual harassment and discrimination. Women in male-dominated occupations demonstrate the dynamics of exclusion and marginalization. As Spencer and Podmore (1987: 1) point out: ‘The severity of the damaging effects of this for women varies between the different professions discussed, but in each case it is clear that women encounter considerable difficulties in their careers as a result of their “deviant” gender’.

It is too simplistic to argue that women pose a threat just by their presence in most organizations. Rather, it is by their claims to equality. Women entering non-traditional occupations equivalently (or better) qualified for professional roles than their male colleagues are seen as a threat. ‘Somehow when integration supports men’s super-ordinate status there is no objection. Men cheerfully permit women into their workplaces when they are secretaries to their manager roles, and nurses to their doctor roles’ (Epstein 1997: 206). On the other hand: ‘Women who in their career choices, ambitions and behaviour, seem to challenge gender stereotypes will be perceived as odd, as different (or even deficient) in essential aspects of femininity, caring and relatedness. They will be admired by a few but they will mostly be criticised, by other women as well as men, in their attempts to break new ground’ (Evetts 2000: 60).

No Change at Home?


At the moment women fight for personal improvement with one arm tied behind their back.

(civil service manager)



Women continue to combine wider and heavier responsibilities to their families and home with their paid work demands. This can be conceptualized as ‘spillover theory’, where there is a reciprocal relationship between paid work and home and family life (Caligiuri and Cascio 1998, cited in Linehan and Walsh 2000). Women are expected to be available for unpaid work and are therefore viewed as deviant in the labour market. Cockburn (1991) uses the idea of women being ‘defined in domesticity’. In this way, men represent women as a problem in the workplace, and ‘what is being problematised is women’s relation to the domestic sphere’ (Cockburn 1991: 76). Whether women have children or not, they are believed to bring ‘problems’ associated with their reproductive role into the workplace. Their commitment to the male-dominated public sphere, especially non-traditional occupations, is thus constantly open to scrutiny, treated with suspicion, and detracts from the notion that they can be committed professionals. As Cockburn (1991: 76) points out; ‘Even if the woman in question is celibate or childless she is seen and represented as one of the maternal sex’.

Women civil service managers divined this assumption in their managers’ attitudes, even though it is outlawed by equal opportunities policies and therefore mostly covert.


When managers were writing annual reports, they used to ask women if they’re having babies or not. They’ve stopped asking, but attitudes still carry on in their minds. They’ve not changed just because they don’t ask the question.



Therefore the trend of ‘economising’ on domestic demands is most pronounced in women in managerial careers and non-traditional professional occupations. As Liff and Ward (2001: 32) show, the old adage ‘think manager, think male’ has changed with the increasing numbers of women managers, to the new image of ‘think female manager, think childless superwoman’.

Looking at the four occupations in this chapter, civil service managers, academics, and engineers have fewer partners and even fewer children compared to other groups of women and their male colleagues. Many women have given up the idea of having husbands/partners and families in order to be successful. The only exceptions are the women priests. The majority are, or have been, married and most of these have children. The women themselves acknowledge that this was because they had a long hard struggle for their right to be ordained, and therefore got on with fulfilment through their family ‘careers’.

In the civil service, the encouragement given to some of these women managers by gaining promotion contributes to, and in some cases provokes, their decision not to have children so as not to inhibit their careers.


I’ve made the decision now not to have any children. If my husband had earned more and I’d earned less, we probably would have conformed to a normal pattern.



Again relatively few of the academics are married or have a partner, and only a third have children. It would appear that women can succeed in higher education, but that they do so at a price.


There is a difficulty in combining the conventional role of a woman, family, children, with the expectations of a successful academic. Successful women academics have to demonstrate that they are more committed to the task in hand, which involves no domestic distractions.



Construction work and particularly site-based roles in nationally based divisions are seen as demanding and time-consuming and to impinge on social activities and family responsibilities.


I would think twice about getting married because they would see it as a signal that my career was over.



Structural Barriers


It’s very hard to get in with the ‘old boys network’ when you’re not old and you’re not a boy!

(Construction engineer)



Institutional structures impede women’s success in non-traditional work. This is not to deny women’s agency, but this approach is set in opposition to others that cite women’s choice as the key element in patterns of work (Hakim 1995). In contrast, it is suggested here that any choices that women make are shaped and to a large extent determined by the structural environment at work. Therefore, ‘it is the context which constrains and limits women’s achievements, not women themselves or their career strategies’ (Pascall et al. 2000: 66).

In construction engineering an initial period of site-based work experience is a prerequisite for eventual progression to senior positions, because it offers significant levels of responsibility at relatively junior levels, which facilitates rapid vertical advancement in careers. However, women are encouraged by senior male managers to enter supporting roles, which tend to be office-based, removed from the production function and widely acknowledged not to afford as many opportunities for rapid advancement.

The accepted and dominant pattern of a career is still built around continuous lifetime service, working hard at all times, making oneself available at all times, working long hours, and with no career breaks. This pressure for a continuous career is seen in three of the non-traditional occupations studied here. Academics are under pressure to ensure a continuous publishing record. Time-consuming family responsibilities distract and divert women from research activities and the traditional research-based career path, often normalized and formalized through the process of performance appraisal (Bagilhole and White 2011). In the civil service, having children holds women back in their career, so that male peers overtake them. In construction, women largely find it impossible to deal with the responsibilities of a family and stay within the profession. The women clergy are the exceptional case, with many having had children before becoming priests, as discussed previously. Any consequences of this for their careers will only be measurable in the future.

However, it is important to point out that, even when women conform to this male, continuous career model, they still encounter problems. Bagilhole and White (2011) find that women academic leaders whose employment patterns are similar to men face problems when trying to progress through organizational career routes and paths. This leads them to conclude that processes within work organizations rather than within families are probably the most crucial influences on women’s careers.

RECRUITMENT

The first obstacle that women face with male-dominated occupations is making it through the recruitment process, be it formal or informal. The four occupations under scrutiny in this book are prime examples of Lipman-Blumen’s (1976) ‘homosocial’ institutions, therefore, the rules pertaining to appointment are male-driven and are evaluated according to male standards. Greed (1997) attributes women’s under-representation in construction to men blocking the entrance of people and ideas that are seen as different and/or unsettling.

Informal recruitment processes are recognized as one of the major areas where discrimination and prejudice can creep into an organization. The women priests feel very strongly that there is not fair and open recruitment in the Church of England, because of the secrecy and informality of the system.


No—it’s word of mouth. The old boy network prevails and is very powerful. Most jobs are not advertised. Criteria are not disclosed, decisions are made secretly.



Recruitment in the construction industry is often informal through personal contacts (Druker and White 1996). The effectiveness of networking for informal contacts is gender-specific, with many women discussing difficulties they have experienced.


Recruitment works very informally. I think it’s a personality industry and so you are recruited by people you know.



The women construction engineering professionals generally find they experience more rigorous recruitment and selection techniques than their male colleagues. In interviews, they are subjected to an in-depth examination of their commitment and professional competence.


There is no consistency. Some people get a real grilling, others especially the men seem to waltz in without so much as an informal chat.



There is also a connection between the depth and rigour of the recruitment process and women’s ages. Women in their late twenties and early thirties had encountered particular difficulties and many feel that this stems from assumptions that they would have families at this age.


As the interview went on they began to ask me some very pointed questions about my future plans with regards to having children and getting married. I tried to fend them off as much as possible, but it was clear that they would not back down until they had an answer on my future plans … needless to say that I didn’t want children.



CAREER DEVELOPMENT

Career development begins with the induction process of new staff into the organization, which is problematic for women. Women construction professionals complain of inadequate supervision and assistance during this stage.


It’s a bit embarrassing when you start on site because you don’t want to ask people for help every five minutes. It’s easier for men because if they make a mistake everyone on the site isn’t going to pick up on it.



For women academics their probationary period is a crucial time for establishment within the profession. Over half of the women academics report problems with the process, involving insufficient and inappropriate advice and support, and confusion over the regulations. Over two-thirds of the established women report that they had problems during probation.


I was extremely unhappy for my first two years. Everyone was very helpful if I went and asked, if you didn’t ask you were left to get on with it. I had an enormous teaching load with no time to establish my research. I was not protected by my probationary adviser.



The vast majority of women academics report that they had received no career advice. This is particularly detrimental for women because, in a minority, they lack role models, informal networks, ‘sponsors’, or mentors.


No, not in a definite way, casually in conversations picked up things. I’m only told to publish more, but I’m given no support or encouragement.



Appraisal processes are seen as the principal mechanism for monitoring performance, assessing training needs, and allocating staff development opportunities. In academia, given the lack of seniority of women, both women and men will more often be appraised by men. For most of the women academics in this study appraisal is a negative experience because they feel they have different perceptions of their job to their male appraisers.


I tried to push forward the fact that, what women do cannot be measured in the same way; caring for students. Measured against male successes it doesn’t seem to count as much. Women are involved more with explaining what they’re doing and why, because they can’t hide behind male authority.



In the construction industry, women feel that appraisal is used by some male managers as a vehicle to undermine women’s careers. They give women lower appraisal scores, make unfair assessments of women’s training needs, or use appraisal assessments as a way to restrict women’s intra-organizational mobility. Also, as women are more likely than their male colleagues to be in support positions, they feel that their performance cannot be fairly assessed as they had less tangible outputs.


It’s fine if you’re a project manager and you have control of your project … but if you’re doing business development … how on earth can you appraise what I’m doing?



SELECTION AND PROMOTION

There is evidence of the persistence of certain work practices relating to promotion, which are discriminatory towards women (e.g. see Bagilhole and White 2011). In the American clergy, Nesbitt (1997: 596) concludes that by maintaining these discriminatory mechanisms ‘men are unlikely to surrender their dominance of religious leadership’. The position in the UK is likely to be even more stark with the controversy about women becoming bishops. The majority of the women priests feel that there is not equity between women and men priests in terms of selection and promotion.


No—and it’s not a ‘glass’ ceiling more a lead roof! Women are generally passed over for ‘plum’ parishes. Sometimes a job is said to be too big for a woman.



The women civil service managers recognize the phenomenon of women’s greater likelihood of leaving the civil service, having contributed very efficient work at a low level. They see this as extremely useful to the working of the system.


If women stayed in the Civil Service things would be more equal. Pressures of numbers would force the promotion issue. It’s easy for the Civil Service at the moment, when so many women leave and drift off. Therefore, the Civil Service doesn’t have to face the problem of their promotion.



Civil service promotion boards are likely to be male-dominated because they are in a majority in the top grades. One woman found her experiences at promotion boards changed her mind about wanting promotion.


I’ve been for three promotion boards and failed them all. I was offered a fourth, but I turned it down because I’d had enough. I was a career girl but now I’m not particularly ambitious. I find the boards horrifying.



There is a high level of ambition in the group of women academics; the vast majority want promotion.


I hope to rise up the hierarchy of the department and the university. I’m ambitious. I ultimately want a chair. I’ll be very disappointed if I don’t make senior lectureship.



However, in contrast to their high aspirations, their expectations are much lower. Only a minority have positive views about their promotion chances. These assessments dovetail with the view of the Association of University Teachers (AUT 1992: 13) ‘that the combination of secrecy, subjectivity and amateurism which surround too many promotion procedures, is lethal to the objectives of equal opportunities’.


I try to look at it positively but looking at the statistics it’s not very hopeful. There is an unofficial agenda. If you publish enough papers you’ll get on, even if you fail at teaching students. It helps if you’re male. Being a woman is a disadvantage.



WORKING CONDITIONS

Physical working conditions in certain non-traditional occupations disproportionately impact on women to their disadvantage. The women construction professionals identify sites with no female toilets, and safety clothes and gear that are the wrong size as problems.


I find toilet facilities on site are horrendous. You’re sitting on the toilet with holes through the ceiling and no lock on the door, and that’s the case on nearly every site I’ve been on.



The long working hours culture is prevalent in the UK. The construction industry is a prime example because economic considerations usually require the shortest possible construction period, so sites work long hours. Most people and their families find these characteristics difficult to cope with, but they disproportionately affect women. The long hours’ culture is seen by many women as being ingrained within the work practices of the industry.


When I was working on the tunnel, I was a down there at seven and rarely go out before eight, six days so I saw virtually no daylight for 18 months. That’s the way it is though, and it will never change. Either you accept it and work with it or leave, it’s as simple as that.



This is also a problem in terms of the clergy. Charlton (1997: 608) finds ‘lack of privacy, lack of differentiation between workplace, community, and home, and emotional labour intensified by blurred boundaries’ are often cited by women as reasons for leaving ministry. The hours demanded of them disproportionately impact on women priests.


I have to do home and work. It’s complicated by the fact that work is at home too.



GEOGRAPHICAL MOBILITY

The requirement for geographical mobility, either as a condition of doing the job, or for promotion, is a particular problem for women with family responsibilities. For this reason, many academic women report that they have decided not to have a partner. Women priests find it difficult to get parishes geographically compatible with their families, and women civil service managers have given up promotion because of the requirement to move.

The construction industry has excessive mobility requirements. Construction projects are transitory. Construction companies arrive on site, build, and leave for the next project. The project site may be far distant from the headquarters of the construction company, and in the case of major international construction projects, it may well be in another country. Therefore, a significant problem concerns the geographical allocation of staff, which is seen as being carried out with little regard for employees’ personal needs. In an attempt to remain geographically stable, several women travel long distances to work.


The hours aren’t too bad but I have to travel so far to get here. It adds four hours to my day. It’s my choice, and I know it could be worse, but in the end it’s worth it to maintain my career, and my relationship.



Women perceive that there are hidden agendas in the allocation of staff and it is felt that companies think that they get more work output from employees working away from home.


I think it’s the uncertainty that gets to you, particularly if you have kids. I mean this job finishes in two months and we don’t know where we are going next. We have heard on the grapevine that a new job is starting in Leeds, but if I get sent there I don’t know what I’ll do about child care.



The possible requirement for geographical mobility for promotion is also identified by the women civil service managers. The mobility requirement creates problems for women with family responsibilities because of the necessity of considering their family’s willingness or ability to move. Many married women had turned down promotion because of the difficulty with mobility.


It’s a problem. I’m waiting for a posting. If I’m offered London I can’t move because of my husband’s job.



Hostile Reactions: Male Culture


It’s a man’s world, and if you don’t f***ing like it, don’t f***ing come in to it.

(Construction engineer)



This section examines the cultural environments of male-dominated occupations that prevent women achieving ‘like men’. Work in this area has produced some recurring themes that are all particularly prevalent in male-dominated occupations. They basically relate to men’s exclusionary behaviour, where men tend to share information predominantly with other men, recruit in their own image, ostracise Don’t understand this – no change and undermine women, and generally act to perpetuate ways of working and forms of interaction with which they feel comfortable. ‘Gender cultures’ in non-traditional occupations are hierarchical, patriarchal, sex-segregated, sexually divided, sex-stereotyped, sex-discriminatory, sexualized, sexist, misogynist, resistant to change, and encompass gendered power structures. Women in male-dominated occupations become tired of managing gender relations and a highly gendered culture. When women enter occupations that were previously seen as the preserve of men, they encounter hostility, both overt and covert opposition, and resistance to their success.

Recruiting in One’s Own Likeness

The ‘gendered power system’ is another concept used in studying women as a minority in male-dominated workplaces. Powerful individuals (mostly men) can influence or even define values within an organizational context by influencing the recruitment and promotion of those whom they consider to be similar to themselves (Bagilhole and White 2011). Liff and Ward (2001) find that women in banking have problems presenting themselves as plausible candidates for promotion since the dominant organizational model of those that will succeed is strongly sex-typed male. Morgan and Knights (1991) find a rationale amongst male managers as to why women are not good sales representatives, which includes the idea that women will disrupt the ‘esprit de corps’ based on male gender identity and will not fit comfortably within the ethos and culture of the sales force.

Kanter (1977) in her classic study of managers in a large US corporation finds this culture of homogeneity. Men like working with those they are most sure of, that is, other men. Lipmen-Blumen’s Should be Lipman-Blumen’s (1976) ‘homosocial theory of sex roles’ also offers a useful conceptualization of the problem, where men are dominant in sex-segregated institutions and act to exclude women from participation. Academia, the construction industry, civil service management, and the Church of England are prime examples of homosocial institutions, run by men who reward those most like themselves and exclude and marginalize women.

This preference for men similar to themselves is confirmed in the study of women construction engineering professionals


A lot of the directors are very fierce men, they like to see that quality in the people following them up. But this is something, which is unlikely to be found in most of the women managers.… if I see a potential conflictual situation when I’m negotiating a payment to a sub-contractor, I would rather work a way around the problem. My line manager would rather go in shouting and hoping to force them into submission.



Men’s Networks: Men’s Club

Organizations are political cultural systems that promote competition and cooperation simultaneously, and form arenas for the manifestation of the power and interests of their members and only those who understand this organizational power and politics are likely to progress (Kvande and Rasmussen 1994). An essential way of obtaining this understanding is being included in powerful networks, from which women are largely excluded in male-dominated occupations. In universities, women tell of being outsiders in homosocial male territories and the existence of an influential ‘old boy’s club’ (Bagilhole and White 2011). Greed (2000: 183) in looking at the construction industry utilizes the concept of men’s ‘closure’ against women entering or remaining within the industry: ‘This is worked out on a daily basis at an interpersonal level. Some people are made to feel awkward, unwelcome and “wrong”, others are welcomed into the subculture, and made to feel comfortable and part of the team’.

This woman academic explains the problem for her.


Going over to a group of men at a conference and joining in their conversation is difficult. When I start talking to a man, it never occurs to me that he might think I’m making a pass at him, but it has happened and it is embarrassing. I try to be professional with them and not be aware of this, but it’s a problem



This exclusion means that women find it very difficult to accrue the necessary resources to perform valued professional activities. Even when women try to network themselves this is discouraged. The following is an example from the construction industry:


A few women got together to attempt to arrange some kind of informal networking meeting, but we were told by the director to stop. It was perceived as a threat.



Male workers are well aware that important business and contacts are made at social and sporting events. However, many women academics comment on their exclusion from their colleagues’ social life.


You’re barred from meeting them outside the university because they’re involved in sport, bars, things I can’t participate in.



In construction, the women’s workplace isolation is exacerbated by their deliberate exclusion from social events, which are an effective way of networking within organizations.


I am about 400 miles from home here, and I sometimes feel quite lonely, but not once have I been invited for a drink after work. They even ask each other if they are going for a drink in front of me.



SOCIALIZATION INTO THE PROFESSION

Included in the resources needed for successful occupational performance is the ‘indeterminate’ knowledge of professional and organizational life. The essential performance skills of a profession are never explicitly taught, but are communicated via male networks. Thus the problem for women is not their human capital: women’s investment in technical knowledge and expertise. Rather, the problem is professional contact, style, and legitimacy (Sagebiel and Dahmen 2006)

Another side of socialization into most jobs is the experience gained from doing particular tasks and having particular responsibilities, which is very important for promotion. In construction, women find themselves competing unsuccessfully for the necessary career experience.


I’ve asked for the opportunity to do some international work but there’s a guy there now who does it all. He knows that if I get this experience it will help me get my promotion and that’s why he won’t let it go, and he is so in with the boss that he is unlikely to make him share it.



Also well over half of the women civil service managers feel that the experience needed for promotion is reserved for their male colleagues.


Men get the jobs which are important for promotion. They try to give most of the men at least a chance at them. This isn’t true of the women.



In construction, some women find that they are allocated low-level tasks, or that they are overloaded to the extent that their failure to complete tasks leads colleagues to question their competence.


My site manager asked me if I would temporarily look after the site safety inductions … that was five months ago and I’m still doing it. There are so many other tasks that would better utilize my skills and experience, and I keep telling him that I’m finding it soul destroying, but it’s the way that he sees the role for women on site.



WOMEN GIVEN DIFFICULT JOBS

Maddock (1999: 168) finds that women are made vulnerable by being given difficult management roles, and ‘generally held in low esteem until they proved otherwise’. Haslem and Ryan (2008) identified the concept of a ‘glass cliff’ in academia where women only achieve promotion into leadership roles that men do not want. The following woman civil service manager gives her experience of this.


When I was first in my grade I had to doubly prove myself, especially with the nastier side of the job, for example, disciplining staff. It was as if I was on trial. I didn’t realize this until later.



Also, in construction, male project staff are encouraged by managers to test women’s commitment and competence.


I have found that my project manager quite often encourages other managers to test me out a bit, see how I’ll take it. They have a dig at me, make a rude remark, try to undermine decisions and things like that.



The stress on women in male-dominated occupations to perform well for herself, for her colleagues, and as a role model is immense. Several priests feel that being a woman marks them out as different and risky, and their visibility opens them up to being judged for their mistakes.


It marks one out as being different. There is a sense in which we can’t be an individual because all women priests are judged by our mistakes.



ROLE MODELS AND MENTORS

Male networks also provide role models and mentors, whose sponsorship enhances men’s self-esteem, self-confidence, and careers. Less than a quarter of the women academics have a mentor, although they do feel a need for them and their benefits are appreciated. Success in the academic market place requires a high level of educational attainment, but moving through the system of rewards and status requires knowing colleagues who can provide guidance, support, and advocacy to the apprentice. Male colleagues’ greater access to these benefits is perceived.


They come off the walls at them, don’t they? I’ve no access to the grapevine. They intertwine well and it helps their work.



In construction, most women have no female colleagues working with them on a daily basis, and, if they try to break down gender barriers in an attempt to find a mentor, they experience unfortunate consequences.


I wish that I had someone I could get on really well with informally that would listen to me and get to know me and give me a bit of advice really. It’s just some recognition that the way I am doing things is OK and that I am going in the right direction. But I don’t know any senior women and the men either don’t seem interested, or think I’m after something else!



CHILLY CLIMATE

For women to perform effectively in non-traditional roles, they must form good relationships with their male colleagues, which they can find difficult. Kanter (1977) finds that women entering male-dominated occupations experience ‘boundary heightening’, where men exaggerate the differences between themselves and the tokens and treat them as outsiders. These effects of tokenism can actually increase as women increase in number, as they present a greater threat to men. Thus men are found to be culturally active in creating an environment in which ‘women don’t flourish’ (Kanter 1977). This can be oblique and subtle. Lorber (1994) identifies the ‘Salieri phenomenon’ named after the composer who allegedly sabotaged Mozart’s career. ‘Salieri’s damning with faint praise is one way women are undermined by their male colleagues and bosses, often without being aware of it’ (Lorber 1994: 237). Also, men generate a masculine technological or managerial culture in and around their work that can make women feel, without being told so in so many words, ‘you are out of place here’ (Cockburn 1991: 65). This is identified in many studies as the ‘chill factor’.

Many women priests have experienced hostility or open opposition to their priesthood. In fact, many report serious and upsetting negative reactions from male colleagues.


I have had rudeness and downright brutish behaviour from male colleagues. I had to be removed from the parish because I was bullied. I have been bawled at down the phone by male clergy who cannot bear the idea of women priests. There are still constant battles—or at least bitter pills to be swallowed.



Nearly half of the women academics report negative relationships with male colleagues.


It’s more like non-communication rather than different treatment. The department is male-dominated. They are quite standoffish. They don’t tell me the things I need to know. They are pleasant but underneath the knife is going in. You can’t do the job properly if you’re not given information.



Also, they report feelings of intrusion.


They don’t know how to react and respond to me. They are boys together and I don’t fit in with that. As a woman, it’s hard to penetrate that. The language in the university is male. I am made to feel that I am in men’s territory. You are always aware of being a woman in this university.



In construction, women’s visibility as minorities in the workplace has led to considerable resentment from their male colleagues when they managed to gain promotion.


There was real deep resentment at the fact I had got promoted as a woman. A lot of people thought that they deserved promotion rather than me and lots of nasty rumours went around about why I had got promoted when they hadn’t.… It made my life very difficult.



THREAT TO MASCULINITY

Men’s masculinity is closely related to and constructed through their paid work. Therefore, the question of whether notions of traditional masculinity are challenged or transformed for men when women enter their occupation is raised. Men may be threatened by competent women, whose presence may result in a demystifying of their achievements, and a blurring of the boundaries between masculine and feminine identities. Men resent the intrusion of women, on the grounds that it suppresses normal conversation, and takes away the pleasure of working in an all-male environment.

In construction, men certainly resent women entering their environment.


We had been arguing about something to do with work, and no matter how hard I tried I could not get him to compromise. It’s because they are frightened, that’s all it is, it’s fright that their closed world may be changing.



A woman priest gives an example of unease about and resistance to the numbers of women increasing:


There is real anxiety about all women teams running parishes. But there’s no problem with all male teams! When a team ministry of eight appointed a third woman, there was a frisson of anxiety—‘the women are taking over’.



SEXUAL HARASSMENT

Many studies have explored the perpetuation of male domination through the way masculine sexuality is incorporated into organizations via sexual harassment (SH). Studies in the US and UK reveal that from 42 per cent to as many as 88 per cent of women workers experience SH in the workplace, at some time in their lives (Ragins and Scandura 1995). SH is a major issue, particularly for women who enter non-traditional occupations. They will often be more at risk of SH and more aggressive SH than women in traditional forms of female employment (Bagilhole and Woodward 1995). SH is especially pervasive in male-dominated jobs, since it serves as a means for male workers to reassert dominance and control over women colleagues who otherwise would be their equals. ‘Emergent and potentially powerful women must be cut down to size by sexual means’ (Cockburn 1991: 141).

Also gender and sexuality are closely intertwined in women’s experiences of the workplace. Heavily male-dominated work environments offer a site where sexuality is brought into even sharper focus. Women are constantly reminded of their female embodiment and women are often viewed in terms of their sexual availability to men, and may be cast as a lesbian is they are not available (McDowell 1997). Cockburn (1991: 196) observed that lesbianism can be ‘used as a category with which to control heterosexual women’.

As a woman civil service manager explains:


Unless you are extraordinarily ambitious, the sexism and sexual harassment soon puts you in your place.



Virtually all the priests have experienced SH.


I get mild sexual harassment from colleagues. It’s minor, irritating, but very hurtful.



Also, some have experienced very serious incidents of violence from men in the public as a consequence of their occupation.


I’ve had problems with a stalker, and an incident with indecent exposure including going to a magistrates court case and experiencing an abusive defence lawyer.



Just over a quarter of the women academics have experienced SH. This ranges across personal remarks, sexual touching, and sexual advances.


A senior member of the department is always very ‘friendly’ he puts his arm around you, his hand on your knee. I don’t think he means anything by it but he doesn’t do it to his male colleagues. I take evasive action, which is ridiculous.



Also, a very serious incident is reported, which could be categorized as sexual assault, and includes actions that involve physical force and require resistance.


At one Christmas party I was backed into a corner by a male colleague and kept there. He said, ‘you’re the most frightening female I’ve ever met’. Other male colleagues joined in saying things like ‘I’m not surprised he’s frightened of you’. It was a ludicrous situation.



These incidences occur predominantly with male staff, but also behaviour from some male students, especially in the male-dominated disciplines in engineering and science can be difficult.


I stopped wearing short skirts following comments about my legs. I have to give as good as I get, sexual innuendo. I can handle it but some female staff find it more difficult.



Importantly, a further substantial number of the women academics say they have not experienced any SH. However, they go on to describe incidents which can be classified as such, when they are asked questions about any comments, experiences, or incidents that they feel are linked to being a woman academic, and about their relationship with male colleagues.


There are a few members of staff who have a reputation for touching, but they reserve it for students and secretaries. I’ve made it clear that I won’t stand for it. When I first arrived a couple pursued me but they soon cooled off.



This discourse of personal control implies that they could or should be responsible for men’s behaviour, and shaped some women’s definitions of what does and does not constitute SH. There is a reluctance to recognize themselves as victims of SH, which reflects their identity as professional women.

In construction, overt SH is found to be common.


There were a few guys at my last job that used to get me down. They had these rude calendars, I asked them twice if they would take them down but they refused … the language, it’s horrendous, the crudeness is completely unnecessary. I have spoken to my line manager. Swear words and that usually don’t worry me, it’s the crudeness about sexual things. I find that offensive but they still do it in front of me, and they seem to think that it’s quite funny too.



Again, there is a strong sense that the women feel they should be able to handle it.


It was difficult on site because they used to bring their nudey calendars in and leave copies of ‘Penthouse’ on my desk. The way I used to handle it was to turn over the calendar on the first day of every month and say ‘right boys what do you reckon?’ It was all very ‘cor blimey your tits are looking nice today’, … it’s no good as a woman coming in thinking that you are going to change the world, it’s never going to happen, you should accept the industry for what it is, and learn to cope with it.



Despite the evidence from these studies, which shows that severe SH is experienced by many of these women, very few of the incidents are officially reported. These women either feel that, as professional women, they should be able to cope and deal with the situation, or they use avoidance tactics for fear of retaliation. Collinson and Collinson (1996) find women’s responses to SH (resistance, integration, indifference, distancing, and denial) all prove to be self-defeating in the asymmetrical gendered power relations and fail to deal effectively with SH. Also, even when women do report and complain about SH very few are satisfied with the outcomes. This example comes from the construction industry.


Things were getting very messy on site. This foreman had been harassing me daily for months, so in the end I actually put in an official complaint to my senior engineer. He told me that he had spoken to him, and then told me to let it lie. It was like I got told to keep my mouth shut. I was told that, if the contracts manager got to hear about it, that he would sack the person straight away, but then no one would have anything to do with me again.



A common feature of women in non-traditional occupations is that they tend to keep a ‘low profile’ and are reluctant to admit that discrimination has affected them. They experience tension between balancing resistance, on the one hand, with the need to protect professional interests on the other. Male cultures have the effect of silencing women, either because women silence themselves, or because when they attempt to articulate their thinking they are met with disbelief or non-understanding (Maddock 1999).

The following is an example of a woman in construction being silenced.


There is a guy on this site who thinks that women shouldn’t be allowed in the industry. He says that I have done a good man out of a job. I just stay out of his way. Women that confront that kind of behaviour only make a rod for their own back. I think that you just have to accept that as a woman in this industry you are going to have problems.



On the other hand, the few women who confront such behaviour attract additional criticism. In male-dominated occupations, there is a ‘dominance of ‘gender narratives’ that ridicule radical and challenging women’ (Maddock 1999: 7).

CONCLUSION

The pressures and constraints that women in non-traditional occupations experience can be identified and examined around three major areas; the continuing over-representation of women in domestic responsibilities and its impact on their perceived professionalism; structural barriers in the way the occupation is performed; and finally hostile cultural environments within the workplace. Within these areas both formal and informal processes mitigate against the equality of women.

There certainly seems to be a spillover in the two-way relationship between unpaid and paid work for women, with the real and assumed impact of unpaid work on paid work having the greatest impact. Assumptions are made about women’s ‘domesticity’ and how this constrains their performance at work. There is an assumption of women’s homogeneity, and the primacy they will all give to family responsibilities, even if they do not have one. The mirror image to this is the assumed primacy men will give to their paid work, and thus their families and family responsibilities remain invisible.

It must be acknowledged that there is a very real effect on women of taking on a disproportionate amount of unpaid work. The spillover theory shows how work affects home and home affects work. However, this two-way process is not gender neutral. Women’s unpaid work impinges on their paid work limiting their chances, whereas men’s paid work impinges on their desire or ability to take on more unpaid work. The roles of wife, or partner, and mother carry their own ideologies for women and also practical problems, which act negatively on their careers, ambitions, and aspirations. Women’s perception of the reality of often being required to ‘choose’ between paid work or a family has led to demographic changes. More women, especially young women, are choosing their careers. The civil service managers, academics, and the engineers have all ‘economized’ on domestic demands. They have relatively few partners and children, compared to other groups of women and their male colleagues. The exception to this pattern is the women clergy, but they formed their families before they had won the struggle to be ordained, and acknowledge this as a reason for their relatively bigger families.

Structural barriers within the workplace also disadvantage women in non-traditional occupations. We can see that these institutional structures limit women’s success from the recruitment processes, both informal and formal, through career development, selection and promotion procedures, and finally into their day-to-day working conditions. These include physical facilities, particularly in the construction industry, the long working hours culture, and importantly the requirement for geographical mobility. These structural constraints are not the only reasons for women’s relative lack of success in hierarchical terms in these occupations, but they are very important contributory factors.

Clearly, consistent negative themes emerge in the cultural environment of non-traditional occupations that the women in these ‘male territories’ have to use energy to deal with. This leaves them less time than their male colleagues to concentrate on their careers. The overall culture is one that is hostile to women’s presence and consists of both overt and covert resistance by men. This begins with issues around the identified ‘homosociability’ of men who work in male-dominated occupations. They prefer to select men like themselves and use the dominance of the male career model to assist. Within the occupations, there are well-established, powerful men’s networks that provide men with the necessary tools for their trade and exclude women. Men are thus provided with resources to do the job, including the necessary ‘indeterminant’ skills and experience, role models and mentors.

In contrast, women are given the less useful jobs in terms of career enhancement, and tested out in difficult tasks and roles. Women’s relationships with their male colleagues create a ‘chilly climate’ in which they find it hard to thrive. Women’s entry can provoke emotional feelings of loss of masculinity and fear of loss of occupational prestige for the men. Some men try to regain their perceived loss of status by reasserting their authority through the insidious method of sexual harassment. Women in the studies have not found any effective solutions to this harassment, and do not appear to be assisted by the organizations involved. As professional women, they feel the need to cope themselves and to control the men’s behaviour, or they use avoidance tactics for fear of predictable retaliation.

Given the accumulation of these persistent pressures and constraints for women in non-traditional occupations, without greater numbers of women in these occupations, alongside effective and supportive equal opportunities strategies, these women will continue to underachieve.
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PART IV

MASCULINITIES IN ORGANIZATIONS


CHAPTER 19

CONTEXTUALIZING MEN, MASCULINITIES, LEADERSHIP, AND MANAGEMENT

Gender/Intersectionalities, Local/Transnational, Embodied/Virtual, Theory/Practice

JEFF HEARN

INTRODUCTION

IN most workplaces, industries and countries men continue to dominate leadership and management. It is typically with the managerial function that organizational power, decision-making, authority, and leadership formally reside. In that sense, management and managerial leadership are among the primary public domain institutional forms of capitalist, and even non-capitalist organizations, and what is sometimes called patriarchy. In turn, mainstream organizations can often be understood as ‘men’s organizations’, places of ‘men’s organizing’, full of unnamed and usually non-gender-conscious ‘men’s groups’.

Yet, the taken-for-grantedness of most men’s leadership is rife. Men’s domination of organizational leadership and management is still not an explicit, gendered topic of concern in mainstream social science, and not even in most critical social science. Most mainstream studies of leadership and management do not seem to notice that they are often talking mainly about men and masculinities: they generally do not gender men. On the other hand, there are now many studies that have made explicit the gendering of men and masculinities in workplaces. Even so, within Critical Studies of Men and Masculinities (CSMM) many researches have underplayed the relevance of work, organizations, leadership, and management for understanding men, men’s practices, and men’s power. It may be that in the effort to see men and masculinities differently within these critical studies the more obvious associations of men and paid, organizational work, and their leadership and management, have been diminished.

In this chapter, I focus mainly on leadership, though connections with management are also considered. This emphasis is partly because there has been more critical attention to the gendering of men and masculinities in management than the more specific area of leadership. Following discussion of, first, organizations, leadership, and management, and, second, gendering and non-gendering, I reflect on my own interest in this area, as a prelude to examining recent developments in CSMM, and then three neglected aspects or absences: gender and intersectionalities; localization and transnationalization; and embodiment and virtualization. The chapter concludes with remarks on the relations of theory and practice.

ORGANIZATIONS, LEADERSHIP, AND MANAGEMENT

Though in some contexts the two words—leadership and management—are used almost interchangeably, or almost so, in English these terms are usually rather clearly distinguishable. Management refers to both those people, managers, named, often formally, as such for managing and organizing the organization, and the wider process of managing, which may involve people, technologies, systems, and social processes in organizations more generally. Leadership is usually used as a more specific term to indicate acts and processes of leading, that is, showing, explicitly or implicitly, some direction and initiative. It is also sometimes used to mean those formally given the task of leading, as in ‘the leadership’—even if they, like some managers, do not necessarily show leadership, in the sense of direction or initiative. However, these different emphases between leadership and management are somewhat differently constructed in different languages.1 Thus any given fixed difference or relation between management and leadership cannot be assumed.

Organizations are sites of men’s power and masculinities, and workplace issues such as organizational control, decision-making, remuneration, and culture often reflect and reinforce masculine material-discursive practices. Many ways of being men are formed and constructed in work processes of control, collaboration, innovation, competition, conformity, resistance, homosociality, and contradiction. As managers, corporate leaders, entrepreneurs, innovators, owners, board members, supervisors, team leaders, administrators, trade unionists, workers, and the unemployed, men have been prominent in the formation, development, and change of organizations. Emphasizing paid work as central in many men’s identity, status, and power, feminist organizational studies have critiqued how ‘most organisations are saturated with masculine values’ (Burton 1991: 3).

Looked at in a global context, men still dominate, both numerically and politically, much management and leadership, at least in formal terms, in most social spheres, and especially so at the highest levels. There is growing literature on different aspects of men and masculinities in management (Collinson and Hearn 1996). The many other issues around men, masculinities, leadership, and management include: historical relations of men and management in reproducing patriarchies (Hearn 1992); relations of bureaucracy, men, and masculinities (Bologh 1990); historical transformations in managerial masculinities (Roper 1994); management–labour relations seen as interrelations of masculinities; managerial identity formation processes (Kerfoot and Knights 1993, 1998); masculine models, stereotypes, and symbols in management; men managers’ discrimination against women; and the possibility of men’s non-oppressive, even pro-feminist, management and leadership. Men, especially in mixed working situations, like other ‘members of dominant and status identity groups typically display more aggressive nonverbal behaviors, speak more often, interrupt others more often, state more commands and have more opportunity to influence’ (Merrill-Sands et al. 2003: 334).2

While various masculinities shape leadership and managerial practices, leadership and managerial practices in turn impact on specific masculinities. Routinely, pervasive dominant managerial masculinities and what I call here ‘leader masculinities’ take the form of different workplace control practices. The diversity of leader masculinities is shaped by different forms and sites of work, varying by, for example, industry, class, and organizational type. In effect there are many ways in which the authority and status of managers can signify ‘men’, and vice versa.

NON-GENDERING AND GENDERING

As noted, the notions of leadership and management can at times be ambiguous in referring to both embodied leaders and managers, formal and informal, and broader more embedded organizational and social processes, In the case of leadership practice and research, it is perhaps not so surprising that the construction of both leadership and leaders tends to be highly individualistic (Fletcher 2004), as exemplified in the ‘great man’ theory of leadership (and history)—often listing, through US eyes, such men as Thomas Edison, Benjamin Franklin, and Henry Ford. Accordingly, leadership practice and theory is pervaded by what one might call the ideology of leading-ness … and there shall be leaders! Critiquing this, Amanda Sinclair (2005: 388) has written:


The bulk of books [on leadership] are righteous and banal, journal articles offer tediously empirical tests of little consequence. Much writing colludes with the lionization of leadership as a normative performance. Research behaves as if leadership was gendered and disembodied. The infatuation with transformational and inspiring leadership offers little consolation in its tired references to vision and charisma.



At the same time, much mainstream leadership research has been strongly located within organizational psychology, and also often somewhat separate from organizational and management research, with its stronger framing from institutional and kindred theories. Many psychological models of leadership have promoted parallels between conventional qualities of the male sex role and masculinity, and (the assumption of) masculinist qualities of good or successful leadership, including the will to lead itself (see Hearn 1989a; Calás and Smircich 1993; Ford 2010).

An important way to understand both leadership and management practice, and leadership and management research, in their contemporary and dominant forms, is to see them as specifically historical phenomena. Many models of leadership have strong historical antecedents. This is no clearer than in the frequent associations of leadership and militarism in many cultural traditions. The revered ‘good leader’ in many societies is he, and occasionally she, who has led the nation, be it in war, as with Churchill, or in national struggle, as with Mandela. Wartime and militarism have also figured prominently in the promotion of research on leadership, especially in terms of selecting (male) leaders under wartime pressures, for example, in the Second World War through the work of the US Navy research on group dynamics, and the UK War Office Selection Boards (WOSBs) and Tavistock Institute.

Despite such obvious genderings, in theory and practice, dominant forms and processes of leadership have long been seen as supposedly either ‘gender-neutral’ or implicitly and unremarkably men’s/male. Much of what men do in and as leadership is not seen as related to gender at all. Much of men’s leadership practices, in work, negotiations, persuasion, networking, lobbying, pressurizing, and so on is not seen as gendered. They are generally done, perceived, and felt as (if they were) ‘normal’; they ‘just happen’! Men’s leadership practices may often easily be coincide with what is considered and counts as the usual, even the official, way of doing things, as made clear by Patricia Yancey Martin (2001) in her studies of organizational decision-making. Such practices of men are ordinary, mundane; women’s are often noteworthy—or worse.

The historical impetus for seeing, analysing, and changing leadership through the gender lens has come mainly from women and the critical assessment of women’s position in organizations and management. Gendering leadership involves attending to both gender and sexuality, and also recognizing the relations of women to leadership; stopping the invisibility of women’s leadership and management; promoting (in both senses) women’s leadership; and problematizing ‘leadership’ and asking ‘whose leadership?’ But gendering leadership also means gendering men and leadership, and how different men, masculinities, and men’s practices relate both to each other and to leadership. This means addressing the relationality of gender and leadership—not leadership as a separate reified ‘thing’! Discourses on leadership are still typically understood to involve ‘core elements of masculinity’, thus sustaining asymmetrical gender relations (Ford 2006).

A PERSONAL-POLITICAL INTERLUDE

My own interest in leadership goes back to teaching and researching on gender and organizations from the late 1970s, and realizing, working with Wendy Parkin, the lacuna around leadership even within gendered studies of work (Hearn and Parkin 1987, 1988). Then, in 1988 I was asked by David Butcher to edit a special issue of Leadership and Organization Development Journal on men, masculinities, and leadership. At the time, few gender scholars were explicitly addressing issues of men and leadership, and few leadership scholars were explicitly gendering men. Over the next year a journal issue of five papers was assembled. The issue was accepted and ready for publishing, but by then David had stopped being journal editor and another editor was in place. The final manuscript was forwarded to him, and then I had a very unpleasant phone call: he thought it dealt with ‘moral’ rather than ‘scientific’ questions; and he wouldn’t publish it. As he was now the editor, he had control of it, and simply he didn’t like it. I explained this was contrary to the agreement with the previous editor, and whilst I was of course interested in his views, that was not the question in terms of the professional and academic (moral?) matters in hand. The call ended badly! I spoke to David and, thanks to him and the publisher, a solution was found. The publishing house had various other journals in its stable, and another, Equal Opportunities International, simply accepted and published the whole issue complete and unamended.3 So this was how I came to edit in 1989 a special issue of Equal Opportunities International on the theme of ‘Men, Masculinities and Leadership’ (Hearn 1989b).

In the special issue a number of key themes were highlighted including: relations of men and leadership within patriarchy; styles of ‘masculine’ leadership, and followers’ perceptions of masculinity and leadership; men’s organizational cultures; the predominance of men-/masculine-coded language and images in leadership, for example, the use of military or sporting metaphors; masculine psychodynamics in leadership; and the relation of theory and practice (Hearn, 1989a). In addition, another broad issue was how some well-established models of leadership can be interpreted as forms of men’s leadership following Weber’s (1964) distinctions between traditional authority, charismatic authority, and bureaucratic authority: These three forms can in turn be translated to men’s leadership embedded in cultural domination, such as symbolic father-figures or patriarchal dynasties; grounded in individual qualities and appearances; and based in rationalistic organization. Many of these points still apply.

So, what has changed over the last twenty-five years? To what extent has the relationship of men and leadership, in practice and theory, changed (if at all?)? How are we to go beyond the obvious links of men, masculinities, and leadership? I see two sets of developments with strong implications for understanding men, masculinities, and leadership: first, the major growth of CSMM; and, second, major social changes, for example, globalization, and the spread of information and communication technologies (ICTs), and associated conceptualizations, around, for example, intersectionality, human–machine interfaces. Such contextualizing aspects now seem much more important than twenty-five years ago. I will now address these two broad developments in turn.

CRITICAL STUDIES ON MEN AND MASCULINITIES

The considerable growth of CSMM over recent decades has a number of implications for how men and leadership might now be seen and understood. Some of the main features of CSMM can be summarized as:

• a specific, rather than an implicit or incidental, focus on the topic of men and masculinities;

• taking account of feminist, gay, and other critical gender scholarship;

• attending to the explicit gendering of men and masculinities;

• understanding men and masculinities as socially constructed, produced, and reproduced rather than as just ‘naturally’ one way or another;

• seeing men and masculinities as variable and changing across time (history) and space (culture), within societies, and through life courses and biographies;

• emphasizing men’s relations, albeit differentially, to gendered power;

• spanning both the material and the discursive in analysis;

• interrogating the intersections of gender with other social divisions in the construction of men and masculinities (Connell et al. 2005: 3).

CSMM can be summarised as historical, cultural, relational, materialist, deconstructive, anti-essentialist studies on men. One of the most important set of influences on this body of work has come from what may be called ‘masculinities theory’, especially that as propounded and developed by Raewyn Connell and colleagues (Carrigan et al. 1985; Connell 1995). My own synthesis of some of the main features of this approach is:

• critique of sex role theory;

• the use of a power-laden concept of masculinities;

• emphasis on men’s unequal relations to men, as well as men’s relations to women;

• attention to the implications of gay scholarship and sexual hierarchies;

• distinguishing between hegemonic, complicit, subordinated, and marginalized (and sometimes other) masculinities;

• highlighting of contradictions, and at times resistance(s);

• the analysis of the institutional/social, interpersonal and intrapsychic (psychodynamics) aspects of masculinities; and

• explorations of transformations and social change.

While Gramscian theory has been a major force framing this theory, other influences include socialist feminism, critique of gender categoricalism, pluralism, intersectionality, practice theory, structuration theory, and psychodynamics. This may explain both its diverse appeal and its variable interpretation (Hearn 2004). In Masculinities, Connell (1995) discusses hegemonic masculinity in terms of the link with analysis of economic class relations through the operation of cultural dynamics, and notes hegemonic masculinity is open to challenge and possible change. In that book hegemonic masculinity is defined as:


the configuration of gender practice which embodies the currently accepted answer to the problem of legitimacy of patriarchy, which guarantees (or is taken to guarantee) the dominant position of men and the subordination of women.

(Connell 1995: 77)



At times, hegemony, domination, complicity, subordination and marginalization are referred to as social processes; at other times, hegemonic masculinity is described as a ‘configuration of gender practice’. Whilst both of these approaches are not easily compatible with seeing hegemonic masculinity simply as a specific type of masculinity, others have often used the term in this way. Vigorous debates fill this work with many different strands and emphases.

So what has been learnt from CSMM, and what are the implications of such studies for debates on men and leadership? How do this approach and its critiques translate into the question of (men’s) leadership? Perhaps a first implication is the problematization of the well-established sex differences and sex role approaches to leadership. In many such studies, men are (found to be) more likely to adopt ‘transactional’ leadership styles, exchanging rewards or punishments for performance, and using power from their organizational position/formal authority, and less likely to adopt person-oriented, transformational leadership (Eagly and Johannesen-Schmidt 2001). On the other hand, in some studies little difference is found (Boulgarides 1984) as part of gender convergence, perhaps through common organizational experiences; and in some situations some women managers and leaders may be more achievement-oriented than both men and other women (Donnell and Hall 1980). Importantly, in most sex differences and sex role approaches there is little sense of the political and social contingency of men, masculinities, and leadership. Moreover, finding sex differences (or not) does not explain gender power relations; for that, there is a need to look to wider networks, relations, structures, as emphasized in CSMM.

Despite well recognized methodological problems with sex/gender differences and sex role approaches (Eichler 1980; Carrigan et al. 1985), they continue to live on, especially in public, managerial, and media discourses. They are especially popular in some popular business, governmental, and international debates. They tend to reduce the problem of gender to variations in behaviour, not power and resources. Sex differences and sex role approaches are not only about styles of doing leadership, but also gendered constructions of leadership. For example, men are reported as less likely than women to construe leadership in transformational terms, and to describe their own leadership as transformational, and moreover may be less likely to be described by others as transformational. Rather they are more likely to be described as ‘laissez-faire’ or in terms of management-by-exception (Alimo-Metcalfe and Alban-Metcalfe 2005). This raises a deep and complex question around what it means to label leadership (or other activities) as masculine or feminine, male or female. There is an iterative and self-reproducing gendered process here by which labelling leadership as such in turn solidifies what the masculine and the feminine might mean (Eichler 1980; Clatterbaugh 1998).

A second set of implications concerns how different versions of men’s leadership link with different masculinities. At least some forms of men’s leadership can be interpreted within the frame of hegemonic masculinity. This is most obvious in relation to those models of (men’s) leadership defined in terms of individualism, toughness, heroism, and decisiveness. However, in doing this, there are dangers of returning to a modified (male sex) role theory; there is a need to move beyond analysis of men and leadership in terms of leadership styles.

At the same time, masculinities theory and theories of hegemonic masculinity have been subject to an increasing range of critiques. First, there is often a lack of clarity in the very concept of masculinity. What does ‘masculinity’ mean? Does hegemonic masculinity refer to cultural representations, everyday practices, or institutional structures? Can it be reduced to fixed set of practices? How does masculinity, hegemonic or otherwise, address the complexities of everyday inculcation and resistance? Second, there are detailed empirical studies of how men behave and men talk about themselves that complicate or contradict some of this theory (e.g. Wetherell and Edley 1999). Third, there are more general theoretical critiques: historical, poststructuralist, postcolonial, Gramscian (e.g. Howson 2006).4

These various critiques raise further sets of implications for the analysis of the relations of men and leadership. One problem is that the concept of hegemonic masculinity is often used very loosely and variably, sometimes as a form of masculinity, sometimes as more general social processes. In this context, it is unclear whether it is leadership through force or leadership through control of resources or by example or by persuasion that would be hegemonic (or not). In considering the relationship of hegemonic masculinity (and other masculinities) to leadership, one may ask: how do various dominant/dominating forms of leadership interconnect with each other? How different forms of men’s leadership might link with each other is difficult to specify. In one sense it may appear to suggest that men’s dominant, dominating, or heroic leadership is hegemonic. But we may question: are dominant images of men’s leadership part of or illustrative of hegemonic masculinity or not? Not all versions of men’s dominant or dominating leadership rely on heroism. To put this differently: is men’s heroism in leadership or men’s heroic leadership really so hegemonic in many contemporary organizations? Indeed, why is heroism ‘hegemonic’ at all? So is there a case for seeing tendencies in men’s contemporary leadership towards the post-heroic? Is post-heroic leadership, emphasizing the development of subordinates’ capabilities, becoming hegemonic, especially within distributed, project, and network organizing? Thus, it is important to go beyond what appear obvious connections.

Relating hegemonic leadership to heroism is just one aspect—it is possible to change men’s heroic leadership and for men to continue dominating organizations and management. There are many different ways of being a ‘successful’, or dominant, man leader. To draw on an earlier analysis of men and management (Collinson and Hearn 1994), some versions of men’s leadership are strong on detail, and might be considered by some to be formal, even boring and pedantic: bureaucratic (cf. Weber 1964). In contrast, some are entrepreneurial in style: entrepreneurialism; others are jolly and chummy: informalism; and some, perhaps many, are self-serving: careerism. Thus, it is important not to see men’s leadership or indeed ‘masculine leadership’ as one thing. It should not be reified. Pronounced variations in men’s leadership masculinities are also apparent in the public political sphere, with such dramatically different and more, or indeed less, ‘successful’ styles as those of Berlusconi, Blair, Brown, and the Bushes (Messerschmidt 2010). Indeed, much of men’s leadership is mundane, and not so dramatic. Moreover, some forms of men’s leadership might exemplify complicit or even subordinated masculinity.

Some of these critiques also move focus from masculinity or specific masculinities to men. Masculinities may change, as in the examples above, but the power of men less so. Indeed the very ‘flexibility’ of masculinity and elusiveness of patriarchy is part of men’s power in leadership and management. To address this means going beyond the hegemony of hegemonic masculinity (as indeed often used outside of its Gramscian frame) to examine the hegemony of men: the simultaneous construction of men, individually, collectively, and as a social category, and men’s hegemonic domination in the gender order (Hearn 2004).

And yet despite all these important questions around the relations of men, masculinities, and leadership, they still rarely figure in most contemporary scientific debates. For example, the progressive Sage journal Leadership has since its inception in 2005 produced 31 issues and 157 scientific papers, of which ten are broadly on women/gender, and nine briefly mention women/gender. Only one of these explicitly addresses in any detail the gendering of ‘masculine leadership’, as a point of relation to a psychosocial analysis of one woman’s leadership (Ford 2010). This is even though the journal presents itself as:


the leading scholarly journal in the field of researching leadership studies, at the cutting edge of the theory and practice of leadership and organization. The main emphasis in the journal is on interdisciplinary, diverse and critical analyses of leadership processes in contemporary organizations. Leadership encourages new ways of researching and conceptualizing leadership.5



The continuing dominance of men in leadership and leadership ‘roles’ appears ‘normal’ or ‘natural’ and largely escapes critical analysis or commentary, even in progressive forums.

PUTTING’MEN, LEADERSHIP AND MANAGEMENT’ IN CONTEXT

The second set of issues which now seem more important than twenty-five years ago concern social change and social contextualizations. Key themes here are globalization, transnationalization, intersectionality, embodiment, and virtuality. With these issues in mind, there is the need to go beyond the obvious in analysing men, masculinities, and leadership. Instead, ‘men and leadership’ needs to placed into several complex contexts, and within them be spoken of beyond binaries.

Gender/Intersectionalities

The first element of contextualization that now seems much more significant concerns the relations of gender and intersectionalities: the intersections of multiple social divisions, of gender with age, class, ethnicity, and sexuality, amongst other social divisions and differences. This applies in terms of specifying such categories as ‘middle-aged men leaders’, ‘white men leaders’, ‘middle class men leaders’, ‘heterosexual men leaders’, as well as more novel notions such as ‘father managers’ (Hearn and Niemistö 2012). These intersections are now more obvious than twenty-five years ago. Managers and leaders can no longer be seen or analysed as simply and only men or women.

Let us go back a step. Initially, much critical research on men and masculinities in organizations tended to concentrate on those in subordinate positions, particularly working-class and manual workers, and to some extent their relations with men and women in middle-class positions (Cockburn 1983; Collinson 1992; Morgan 2005). In due course, further emphasis has been developed on other differences in class, status, hierarchy, function, and occupation, and on sexuality, age, disabilities, and other divisions. Those in subordinate positions are often made ‘other’; they are initially recognized as socially constructed in an explicit relation to the social division in question (Hearn and Collinson 2006). This has been so for black and minority ethnic men. There is a large explicitly focused research and policy literature on such men compared with that which is explicitly focused on ethnic majority or white men. In many ways this might suggest a turn from the more visible hegemonic to the less visible complicit leader masculinity.

As with heterosexual masculinities, whiteness and white masculinities are characteristically left invisible, taken-for-granted, assumed but unstated, as absent but present privilege. Future research needs to analyse and critique white leader masculinities, and their intersections, such as age, class, nationality, religion—in effect, to deconstruct the dominant (Hearn 1996). Postcolonialism in its many forms challenges unified white Western male positionality. Accordingly, categories of white men and WHAM (white, heterosexual able-bodied men) need to be part of analysis (Hearn and Collinson 1994). Alongside this argument, black, minority ethnic, and non-white masculinities also need to be critically examined; oppressions recur in multiple ways.

The intersection of racial and ethnic disadvantage and diversity with gender and masculinities produces complex dynamics. Men’s experience of ethnic and racial subordination may contradict their gender advantage relative to women of similar ethnicity or racialization (McGuire and Reskin 1993; Edmondson Bell and Nkomo 2001). Men’s experience of social subordination may challenge forms of masculinity that assume established claims of privilege and advantage (Eveline 1994; Pease 2010). Similar contradictions may persist in workplaces in the relations of minority ethnic men and black men to white and ethnic majority women, who may indeed be supervisors, managers, or leaders. At the same time, there are gradually growing numbers of ethnic minority men, black men, and men of colour entering supervision and management, especially lower and middle management in some sectors and countries. In the UK, for example, men of Chinese and Indian ethnic origin are more likely than ethnic white men to be in managerial and professional positions (EHRC 2011: 427).

In many parts of the world, such as in most of Africa and Asia, it is non-white men who lead governments, if less so business organizations. At times, and in some locations, ethnic or racialized transformations of men leaders and leadership are relatively swift, as in South Africa, albeit after long struggle. Often changes in such leadership are more immediate amongst political leaders than amongst business leaders. All such relative marginalizations by ethnicity and racialization may be compounded by class, nationality, language, religion, and other divisions and oppressions. The issue of gender/intersectionalities is in turn closely linked to the relations of the local/transnational.

Local/Transnational

Much, probably most, research on leadership has been national in its purview or context. Even critical gender scholarship has been characterized by ‘methodological nationalism’ (Chernilo 2006). Many studies of leadership still have a US, Anglophone, or Western bias, and are highly normative in orientation. Questions of globalization, transnationalization, and postcolonialism are becoming increasingly important in contemporary debate. These major social processes cannot be ignored in developing more complex analyses of men and leadership. Men’s leadership and leader masculinities exist within, and constitute, various forms of culture: team/group cultures, work cultures, leadership, organizational and management cultures, national cultures, regional cultures, and transnational cultures. Such various cultures are contested and complex, and frequently hybrid, rather than pre-existing fixed contexts in which men work and live. Leader masculinities may also be shaped by national and regional cultures.

With greater transnationalization of organizations, dominant constructions of men and masculinities are likely to impact even more widely on forms of transnational leader masculinity. This is clear from even cursory consideration of international organizations, international human resource management (IHRM), or international politics. There are an immense number of issues around men and masculinities to be explored in the field of international management and leadership, such as men’s homosocial relations, mergers and acquisitions, and supply chains, even if this is very far from obvious in mainstream IHRM (Hearn et al. 2012).

Raewyn Connell (1998) has posited a form of ‘transnational business masculinity’ that may be increasingly hegemonic and directly connected to patterns of world trade and communication dominated by the West and the global ‘North’, as opposed to the ‘South’ (also see Connell and Wood 2005). This masculinity is marked by egocentrism, precarious and conditional forms of loyalty to employers, and a declining sense of responsibility. It differs from traditional bourgeois masculinity in its libertarian sexuality and tendency to commodify relations with women. This pattern, however, represents only one of several versions of senior managerial men’s practices. It is premature to see this as a general form, and indeed detailed empirical work has shown considerable variation in different national and transnational locations in how corporate leaders live their lives; for example, some appear to adopt much more conventional marriage-type social relations and lifestyles (Hearn et al. 2008), the form of which vary between different national contexts (Reis 2004). Furthermore, leaders of multinational corporations can still remain intensely national in identification (Tienari et al. 2010), thus creating possibilities for hybrid forms of local/transnational leadership.

In seeking to make sense of these overarching yet variable transnational patterns I have found it useful to develop the concept of trans(national)patriarchies or simply transpatriarchies (Hearn 2009). Men’s transnational patriarchal leadership occurs in business, militarism, international relations, and transgovernmental institutions, in relation to transport, energy, environment, and ICTs. Transpatriarchies encompass the gendered transnational or multinational corporation (Hearn and Louvrier 2011), within and between which men routinely lead, organize, and manage. Many large multinational enterprises are very much men’s arenas, with clear structural gendered hierarchies, even with clear attempts by some companies to recruit more women into management, especially at middle levels. Such transnational organizations provide definite hierarchical spaces for men and women, often wholly or largely taken-for-granted. (Transnational) taken-for-granted gendered hierarchy is usually a major aspect of men’s leadership in large multinational corporations. While the extent to which this is made explicit or problematic varies, there are various ways of referring to the domination of managerial work, such as ‘top management’, ‘the management team’, and ‘headquarters’. Here, men managers’, and the relatively few women top managers’, power is maintained partly through commonalities. Yet transnational management also differentiates men, between managers and non-managers, and between different types of leaders and managers. In these modes of organizing, men’s leadership can be seen as forms of gendered/intersectional local/transnational practice.

A further aspect of gendering of the gendered multinational corporation, as organizational transpatriarchies, is men’s relations to the local domestic home and the transnational work. Complex interrelations may develop between personal, marriage, and family relations, gendered careers, transnational managerial leadership, and transnational mobility. In a recent Finnish study of forty senior managers in large transnational companies, women and men senior managers inhabited very different domestic social worlds. Men’s leadership was usually founded on very traditional marriage-type relations, unlike the women managers (Hearn et al. 2008, 2009). The majority of the men lived in very traditional social worlds; of twenty men managers interviewed, one had a woman partner in a comparable management career; half lived with ‘housewives’; all were fathers, and with twice as many children as the equivalent women managers. This small-scale study fits with wider social patterns in some countries whereby better off, even higher educated, men tend to have more children, while better off, and even higher educated, women tend to have less children. In this situation, the notion of ‘father managers’ may be useful to make sense of such men’s lives and leadership (Hearn and Niemistö 2012). Transnationalization can further accentuate such gendered processes.

Of twenty women managers interviewed, half had men partners in comparable high-level management careers, often reported as relatively supportive and companionate husbands. There were more traditional expatriate assignments for men than women managers. This appeared relevant to the promotion of varied, yet core, business-oriented careers for men. If the men took practical responsibilities within the family, they were often reported as ‘helpers’ rather than active adults responsible for everyday life. Such ‘duties’ were usually minor tasks connected to ‘quality time’, rather than routine, tiring, or monotonous everyday family obligations. Of the twelve men who had worked abroad (their own words), ten ‘did nothing at home’, one ‘something’, one was unclear. A typical interview extract follows:


Q: Did your wife work or stay at home while you were abroad?

A: She was at home for 10 years. When we returned to [Nordic country] and then later to Finland she was ready to start work again… She has the same education as I have. For us as a family, it was an excellent solution that she could stay at home and take care of the children and home. (My emphasis)



With growing moves towards globalization and transnationalization, the amount of transnational leadership and management in their various forms are likely to increase, with the associated complex local/transnational lives and leadership. Just as the neologism ‘glocalization’ has been coined to address how globalization can itself be local in form and facilitate localization (Robertson 1995), so the local/transnational demands a parallel concept, perhaps suggesting ‘trocal’, and thus men’s ‘trocal’ leadership and management.

Embodied/Virtual

A third matter that now deserves closer attention is the relation of embodiment and virtuality, not least through the spread of the use of ICTs in doing, experiencing, and being affected by leadership. There is a growing amount of research on both men’s embodiment (Hearn 2012) and virtual leadership (Boje and Rhodes 2005; Zimmerman et al. 2008), but little on men’s embodied/virtual leadership practices.

An embodied perspective on men’s leadership fits well with the notions of homosociality in organizations (men’s greater valuation of men, and preference for men and men’s company, rather than women and women’s company), and cultural cloning (the tendency to reproduce more of the same leaders, by gender, ethnicity, organizational culture, tradition, and so on) (Essed and Goldberg 2002). This may, for example, be enacted through the valuation of sport in developing and maintaining organizational leadership (Knoppers 2011), as in Obama’s high-profile all-male basketball and golf sessions.6

As Lipman-Blumen (1976) put it, ‘men are attracted to, stimulated by, and interested in other men’; ‘[m]en can and commonly do seek satisfaction for most of their needs from other men’. Homosociality also involves power between men: information between men; emotional ‘socio-erotic’ charge between men; and even dispensability of individual men, but affirmation of men more generally. An example of foregrounding the body in leadership was Roper’s (1996) study of homosocial desire, admiration, emulation between men in management, emphasizing the importance of dress, clothing, hair, style, and pose. As one manager put it, ‘he was a joy to watch’. This is in contrast to the so-called ‘missing body’ in leadership research (Ropo and Sauer 2008; also see Kerfoot and Knights 1996; Sinclair 1998; Jeanes et al. 2011: s. 2). Such (‘heterosexual’) homosociality can sometimes go hand in hand with heterosexism, and homophobia as a consequence of underlying homoerotic desire (Kimmel 1993). Additionally, perhaps confusingly for some, ‘more feminine’, personalistic leadership by men towards and between men might sometimes be (reinterpreted as) a form of male bonding.

Such embodied approaches to men’s leadership are themselves complicated by relations, sometimes contradictions, with virtual leadership practices, and the paradoxical play of the embodiment of the virtual, and the virtuality of embodiment. The spread of ICTs has brought many qualitative changes in social life: time/space compression, instantaneousness, asynchronicity, reproducibility of images, creation of virtual bodies, blurring of ‘real’ and ‘representational’, wireless portability, globalized connectivity, and personalization. These ‘smart technologies’ (phones, networks, grids) have numerous implications not only for ‘smart economic growth’,7 but also ‘smart masculinities’ and ‘smart leadership’. Quintessentially ‘smart’ technological leader masculinity has been that personified by the founder and former CEO of Apple, Steve Jobs, combining managerial leadership, capitalist accumulation, personal charisma, technological aesthetics, virtuality, visuality, and simplicity of soundbites—in particular, buy it! (Gallo 2010; Isaacson 2011; Sharma and Grant 2011, for non-gendered accounts). We might see in such leadership performances a form of leadership as embodied love of technology, a ‘natural’, ‘harmonious’ prosthetics of men/masculinity, making a leadership transcending the embodied/virtual. The real and the virtual may coincide.

This is not only a matter for world leaders in the heady world of ICT capitalism. Some while ago I witnessed a slightly different kind of ‘smart’ leaderly performance in a keynote conference presentation by a senior science leader. Given without notes or overheads, he referred to his very few research sources but without naming any of their authors or referencing any whatsoever—the message was simply trust me—whilst at the same time repeatedly urging ‘smart’ decision-making. The result was a strange embodied/disembodied mixture of male preacher, consultant, and avatar. These new uses of the word ‘smart’ seems to connote cleverness and ease, along with success and positivity (Collinson 2012), without conflict, resistance, mess, or social divisions, and all presumably with the subtle, behind-the-scenes facilitation of ICTs. In the world of soundbites, such performative style appears an increasingly important feature of leadership, in both academia and business.

Another arena for the intersections of embodiment and virtuality, and a fast-changing one, is what might be called geek leadership. The male nerd can be both asocial, apparently disembodied, and antithetic to dominant masculine leadership, a serving follower and non-leader, sometimes non-masculinized, even feminized, and yet also represent new forms of male embodied techno-homosociality (Bell 2013; see Glen 2003; Nugent 2008). Changing forms of men’s embodied/virtual leadership are developing in online blogging, webfora, chatrooms, online meetings, interactive online education, user-generated content, anonymous action, and so on (e.g. Kendall 2002; Olson 2012), with their potential for homosociality, competition, ‘total’ control by the online ‘host’, as well as gender switching and female masculinity.

The neglect of men’s embodied/virtual leadership in research is perhaps surprising, as the theme of human-machine (or ‘man-machine’) interaction is a well-worn track within organization studies, at least from 1950s studies of socio-technical systems (Trist and Bamforth 1951), and subsequently Actor Network Theory, and Science and Technology Studies. These latter perspectives have been taken up in critical work on men, masculinities, technology, and work, notably in studies of machinic masculinities and technomasculinities (Mellström 2004; Poster 2013). There is here the basis for far-reaching embodied/virtual analyses of men, masculinities, leadership, and management from the perspective of ICTs and other technologies. This is likely to be an important area for future research on leadership, and men and leadership.

CONCLUDING REMARKS: ON THEORY/PRACTICE

Finally, there is the irresistible relation of theory and practice. This was an important aspect of the 1989 EOI special issue. More complex issues of praxis in hegemony, in both work organizations and research practice, may appear. There is debate on what is to count as theory, and the gendering of men in theory. Similarly, we may ask: what is to count as practice? There is widespread support for transformational leadership, but the question remains for men—transforming to and for what? For (pro)feminist leadership, this means men supporting women; men changing men against sexism, patriarchy, oppression, pay inequity; challenging what gender and sexuality seem; changing the quantity of men leaders, the quality of men’s leadership, and the content of men’s leadership—a possible virtuous circle!

To analyse and change the relations of men and leadership in theory and practice involves addressing resistances, responsibilities, and reaching out to other men, for example, in gender equality policy and research practice. Men’s resistance comes for many reasons: patriarchal practices, sexism, maintenance of power, complicity in current arrangements, preference for men’s company. Responsibilities of men for involvement in gender equality range across work, home, sexuality, violence, education, health, sport and so on. Reaching out refers to contact with men, individually and collectively, who may be uninterested, even hostile, around these issues, and taking these questions into men’s arenas—management, trade unions, workgroups, and elsewhere. Men leaders need to look critically at themselves, not only as workers or managers, but also through gendered/intersectional eyes. Within these arenas there are many ‘gender-non-conscious’ and some ‘gender conscious’ forms of organizing and organization. Men’s ‘gender consciousness’ in leadership varies from reproducing and advancing men’s privilege to occasionally opposing such privilege to emphasizing men’s differences from each other (cf. Messner 1997; Egeberg Holmgren and Hearn 2008).

In making sense of these complex processes, there is a need to deconstruct leadership, management, and indeed men and gender. Mainstream leadership and management, typically presented as ‘gender-neutral’, remain structurally predominantly forms of men’s practices. Seeing ‘men and leadership’ as a specific arena of activity is rare. The ‘Man problem’ remains obscure(d), partly because so much leadership is about men, yet is not recognized as such. To move beyond some of the more obvious links of leadership, men, and masculinities, there is a need to attend to both debates within CSMM, and the major contextualizing questions of gender/intersectionalities, the local/transnational, and the embodied/virtual—and beyond the binaries so easily suggested. Increasingly, men’s leadership is likely to be, can become, and can be seen as simultaneously gendered/intersectional, local/transnational, embodied/virtual, theory/practice.

NOTES

1. E.g. ‘In Finnish, the word often used corresponding to “management” is a generic term “johtaminen”, referring to both leading and managing; however, the exact meaning of the term compared to the English term remains somewhat obscure. A corresponding more accurate translation of “management” into Finnish is reached by referring to “management of issues”, “asioiden johtaminen”. “Leadership” in Finnish is quite unproblematically translated as “johtajuus”, also often referring to the leading of people …’. (Husu et al. 2011: p. vi).

2. Citing Sessa and Jackson 1995; Canney Davison and Ward 1999.

3. The issue comprised an introductory article (Hearn 1989a), and further papers by Peter Bluckert, Brian McAndrew, Sean Ruth, and Michael Simmons, all of whom were involved in leadership development.

4. In partial response Connell and Messerschmidt (2005) have reviewed some, but only some, of the critiques of the hegemonic masculinity framework. They argue that too simple a model of global gender dominance should be rejected, and instead suggest reformulations of hegemonic masculinity towards more holistic understanding of gender hierarchy; geography of masculinities; social embodiment; and dynamics of masculinities, including contestation and democratization.

5. There have been conspicuous missed opportunities, including several articles on men leaders, such as that titled ‘Leadership in Crisis: “Events, My Dear Boy, Events”’ (Mabey and Morrell 2011), and another on the 2007–9 Scottish banking crisis that is all about men, without noting this (Kerr and Robinson 2011).

6. I am grateful to Michele Gregory for bringing this to my attention.

7. Significantly, one of the pillars of the European Commission’s Horizon 2020 strategy is ‘smart economic growth’ (EC 2010).
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CHAPTER 20

MASCULINITIES IN MANAGEMENT

Hidden, Invisible, and Persistent

STEPHEN M. WHITEHEAD

INTRODUCTION

THIS chapter examines an ongoing phenomenon of management, that is, the masculinist paradigm which envelops it and the ways in which masculinities persist within organizations while remaining hidden and invisible, not least to those men managers who practise them daily. This phenomenon is not just of interest to those critically examining gender in organizations, but to all concerned with how organizations are controlled, directed, and managed. The issue of masculinities in management surfaces, I suggest, in the actions, attitudes, and ethics of employees and leaders in both the public or private spheres and in local and global fields. It connects directly with the ethical principles, people skills, work practices, and leadership abilities of not only influential and publicly visible senior managers such bankers, politicians, headteachers, PLC directors, and entrepreneurs, but also junior and aspiring managers everywhere. Recognizing such, it can be persuasively argued that the work and leadership style of leaders and managers has a direct and profound influence on the very culture of an organization and therefore ultimately impacts on employee attitudes, relationships, and even their identities (Knights and Willmott 1999; Clegg et al. 2005; Holmes 2006; Jackson and Carter 2007). Given the ubiquitous character of (work) organizations and their (in)direct influence on families, communities, and societies, the linearity between management masculinities in action and the social fabric itself becomes apparent.

In analysing the otherwise hidden, invisible, and persistent character of masculinities in management, this chapter draws on those feminist poststructuralist insights and theories (Butler 1990) which recognize masculinity as plural, contingent, and discursively enabled and ontologized (Petersen 1998; Whitehead 2002). The aims are first to highlight the relationship between a prevailing ‘masculinist’ (Brittan 1989) organizational culture and management behaviour, and, secondly, to show how this work culture is largely sustained through managers taking up those gender discourses which reflect masculine ways of being. As the chapter reveals, this process not only reinforces a manager’s subjective relationship to work, it has the capacity to validate her/his very sense of self.

The chapter is structured as follows. The first section examines global changes in women’s representation in management over recent decades and considers the emergence of new work cultures in multinational corporations especially. The second section explores the relationship between men and masculinities, in particular the key theoretical perspectives that have contributed to this relatively new field of critical sociological enquiry. Section three moves on to look at how masculinities can come to influence and be replicated within organizational cultures and management practices. One particularly dominant management practice in contemporary organizations is performativity and section four considers its gender character and its capacity to reinforce masculine-management subjectivities. The following three sections of the chapter examine the conditions by which masculinities in management become and are, respectively, hidden, invisible, and persistent.

WOMEN IN MANAGEMENT AND ORGANIZATIONS

In the early 1990s, when the first substantial academic research was undertaken into the relationship between men, masculinities, and management (see e.g. Kerfoot and Knights 1993; Collinson and Hearn 1993) the representation of women in senior management and directorship positions was low; typically, between 2 and 5 per cent in the UK, USA, and Australia. The 1995 National Management Survey (Institute of Management 1995) actually found a fall in the number of women middle managers from 10.2 per cent in 1993, to 9.8 per cent in 1994 (Collinson and Hearn 1996). These statistics were, for the most part, indicative of the relative absence of women in middle and senior management worldwide and across public and private sectors (see also Mills and Tancred 1992 Marshall 1995; Itzin and Newman 1995; Ledwith and Colgan 1996; Whitehead and Moodley 1999). Indeed, as early as 1977, Rosabeth Moss Kanter was speculating on the impact on individual organizational cultures should the number of women managers ever reach a magical 15 per cent. Similarly, terms such ‘glass ceiling’ (Davidson and Cooper 1992) and ‘organizational man’ (Roper 1994) were highlighting both the intransigence of men’s dominance of management and their subjective and existential relation to it.

Two decades later and the picture is rather different. At the time of writing, recently published research into women in senior management positions worldwide reveals wide disparities globally, but overall a significant numerical rise since the early 1990s. For example, in the UK women now represent 23 per cent of all senior managers, a similar percentage to Brazil, Chile, and many EU countries. In South Africa, 28 per cent of senior managers are women, in Italy it is 36 per cent, and Poland 31 per cent (Grant Thornton 2012), In the EU, 40 per cent of company directors are women. Already in the UK, young women professionals are now, for the first time, earning more than their male counterparts, a trend that is also apparent in North America (ONS 2010). In Canada, women now represent 36 per cent of the legal profession (30 per cent in the USA) and are increasing their representation in medicine, chemistry, business, and engineering (Kay and Gorman 2008). In 2012 the number of women CEOs in the Fortune 500 companies reached a record twenty, with women now leading multinational corporations such as PepsiCo, Hewlett Packard, Western Union, Sierbert, Kraft, DuPont, Yahoo, IBM, WellPoint, Xerox, Avon, Sempra Energy, and Pearson (Whitehead et al. 2013).

In Asia, changes in women’s representation in management is equally if not more marked. In Hong Kong women now occupy 30 per cent of management positions (up from 15 per cent in 1992) and 35 per cent of senior management posts. The percentage of women in senior management posts in China is 34 per cent, Taiwan 30 per cent, Singapore 30 per cent, Philippines 35 per cent, and Malaysia 31 per cent. Globally, Thailand and Russia have the highest number of women in senior management at 40 per cent and 45 per cent, respectively, while in the Philippines women have the highest global representation of women in all management positions at 56 per cent (Grant Thornton 2012; Whitehead et al. 2013).

Globally, women currently hold 21 per cent of senior management positions. While this global average is subject to periodic fluctuation, the evidence is overwhelming that women, since the early 1990s, have at least doubled their representation in management, an upward trend that continues (Grant Thornton 2012).

Increases in the number of women in management at all levels would suggest corresponding changes in the work culture of organizations, perhaps to something more recognizable as ‘feminine work practices’, e.g. those which have a high emotional intelligence factor (see, for discussion, Fletcher 1999). Indeed, there are indicators this is beginning to happen. For example, internationally recognizable companies such as Google, Mercedez Benz (USA), Microsoft, Goldman Sachs, Adobe, American Express, Dreamworld, PricewaterhouseCoopers, Marriott International, Mattel, KPMG, Capital One, and Cisco consistently make it into the ‘Top 100 Companies to Work For’ (cnn.com 2012). In making this list these and similar corporations are offered, and are keen to present themselves, as examples of organizations which have succeeded not least by adopting more egalitarian, perhaps even collegiate, and certainly less hierarchical work systems and practices. These include, for example, a ‘softer’ human resources management approach, stronger ethical values, employee diversity, family-friendly work policies, non-discriminatory policies on sexual orientation, a high percentage of women and ethnic minorities across the organization, an emphasis on teamworking and individual initiative where challenging the ‘old ways of doing things’ is encouraged. Alongside global corporations such as Semco, these ‘top 100’ companies are also being presented as indicative of a much to be encouraged ‘postmodern turn’ in organizational culture and leadership styles (Clegg et al. 2005; also Child and Rodrigues 2002).

At the same time, while such companies demonstrate a welcome maturity and self-awareness in their management styles and culture, they remain a distinct minority. There is little evidence of such changes emerging wholesale across the public and private sectors. Indeed it could be argued that many public sector organizations, for example educational institutions, are actually reversing the trend towards more collegiate work systems (see Dent and Whitehead 2001; Bottery 2004) and directly or indirectly sustaining the men/masculinity/management relationship.

The fact that, globally, 34 per cent of businesses still have no women in senior management and that women are markedly absent from the higher echelons of banking and finance has led to increasing speculation that today’s economic crisis would not have occurred, or at least been so severe, if more women were in the boardrooms of major financial institutions:


If Lehman Brothers had been ‘Lehman Sisters’, today’s economic crises would look quite different.

Although most women do not want to be in the City, if they had been there, we wouldn’t have had the same problem.



(Quotes from Grant Thornton 2012: 6)

As many gender theorists have observed, there is a direct correspondence between rigid, hierarchical, and authoritarian management/leadership styles; a ‘boy’s own’ work culture which serves to reinforce men’s presence as leaders; macho managerialist behaviours; and dominant expressions of masculinity (Cockburn 1983; Collinson et al. 1990; Kerfoot and Knights 1993; Cheng 1996; Kerfoot and Whitehead 1998; Hearn and Collinson 2001).

To understand better the processes of gender acculturation at work it is necessary to first clarify the term ‘masculinities’ and appreciate how they become replicated and reinforced within the binary of male–female within organizations.

MEN AND MASCULINITIES

The subject of masculinities has now acquired a credible if not impressive academic history. Arising out of first- and second-wave feminist theorizing of the late 1960s and 1970s (Tong 1994; Beasley 2005), the critical study of men and masculinities has become a substantial sociological topic in its own right, offering important and valuable insights into men’s practices in all social settings, such as their emotional labours, ideologies, power formations, sexualities, social and economic materialities, and processes of identity work (Hearn 1992; Connell 2000; Whitehead and Barrett 2001; Haywood and Mac an Ghaill 2003; Whitehead 2006a). The subject continues to develop and expand its theoretical horizons and in line with this has increasingly been linked to feminist post-structuralist concepts and perspectives (Whitehead 2002).

One of the main strengths of feminist poststructuralist theory is that it provides a persuasive understanding of identity, highlighting the ways in which femininities and masculinities interact, resist, and connect to the ongoing subjective identity work of the discursively situated individual (Foucault 1998). That is, by acknowledging the Foucauldian insight that no identity or sense of self is sovereign nor constituted outside of discourse, feminist poststructuralism exposes the contingent, fluid, and multiple aspects of being and becoming a woman or man (see Butler 1990; Whitehead 2002; Weedon 2003; Salih and Butler 2004).

In respect of men and masculinities it is possible, then, to see the discursive relationship between dominant social assumptions about how men should behave and the persistence of masculinist values and practices in many social sites. Once we take the premise that all identity is socially mediated through the actions of dominant and subordinate discourses, then it is possible to see how masculinities, rather than being predictably fixed to the sex category ‘man’, are more complex ways of being which attach to males and men through the social codes, cultures, and beliefs operating in any particular social and cultural location. In this way, a masculinist culture is replicated and reinforced—not through the inevitable biology of preordained gender action, but through the persistently dominant ways of thinking about men and males. Such social action is framed within a gender binary that, while attempting to distinguish between male and female, men and women, also provides the means by which masculinities and femininities exist in a mutual and self-sustaining association (Connell 2000; Whitehead 2002; Whitehead et al. 2013).

Males do not exhibit and ‘know’ masculinity at some predetermined and biological level, but come to learn what it means to be male and man in their particular social setting. What are being learned or assimilated here are actually discourses that signal both ‘appropriate and ‘inappropriate’ masculine behaviours, with additional variables such as sexuality, ethnicity, age, religion, social positioning and contributing to the individual male identity that is performed. This is a complex, dynamic process of intersectionality (Mann and Huffman 2005), whereby identity and potential points of oppression configure the space within which an individual expresses and experiences their sense of self in relation to others. The subsequent validation of gender behaviour can be termed ‘identity work’, though this is not work that is done knowingly and cognitively by the individual in all instances. Rather, it is a contingent process whereby (an individual’s) identity is never fully attained but always in a state of being and becoming (Deleuze and Guattari 1988; Whitehead 2002). It is a highly subjective and intensely unstable process, not least because no social setting remains constant and given. Below I look more closely at the model of organizational culture being adopted here, but central to it is the notion of contingency and fluidity within a discursive constituency.

In short, there is no true and pure identity of man, merely a complex dynamic of interacting, reinforcing, sometimes conflicting, discourses of identity, all of which have some association with the category of male and with given social understandings of maleness. Man (and woman) are, in essence then, discursive subjects seeking ontological validation of their (gender and sex) identity, along with other aspects of their being. Importantly for this chapter, a very powerful social arena for such ontological validation to occur in is work organizations, especially management and leadership (see Knights and Willmott 1999).

A further question that requires addressing when critically examining men and masculinities is the extent to which men as a gender category operate as a hegemonic group that subordinates women and ‘others’. The work of Connell (2000) is especially significant here because it provides theoretically rigorous insights into male power, oppression, and gender advantage. Utilizing his concept of ‘hegemonic masculinity’ Connell argues that men’s material power arises largely through their continued association with a way of being a man which privileges rationality, homosociability, competition, machismo, and heterosexuality (see also Kimmel 2000). Consequently, many researchers have connected hegemonic masculinity with a masculine work culture showing how particular dominant practices of men forge an organizational culture and value system which marginalizes, if not excludes, women and gay men (see e.g. 1996; Barrett 2001; Prokos and Padavic 2006; Hinojosa 2010).

While hegemonic masculinity is a persuasive concept, it offers us little understanding of resistance, male diversity, nor the ways in which otherwise marginalized identities can become powerful. Moreover, in respect of women in management and leadership, hegemonic masculinity fails to explain how women who break through the hegemonically reinforced ‘glass ceiling’ often fail to change or challenge the masculinist work culture surrounding them (for a detailed critique of hegemonic masculinity, see Speer 2001; Whitehead 2002; Connell and Messerschmidt 2005).

The work of Judith Butler provides a way of seeing how identity becomes politicized, not through cognitive hegemonic processes but through the subject’s desire for ontological grounding. Butler’s concept of ‘performativity’ highlights how discourses of gender signification are repeated, habitually and over time by the subject (individual) (Butler 1990, 1993). This is a performative process that serves to render such discourses ‘real’ and fixed, not least in the mind of the subject, but also reinforces them visibly, in organizations and in society. Individualization is ‘created’ but out of gender signifying practices which are already politicized within the social domain prior to them being taken up by the subject. Performativity is especially helpful in understanding how gender, in particular masculinities, remains persistent, hidden, and also invisible within management. Likewise performativity offers us insights into how women can come to do masculinities (Halberstam 1998). For, as I discuss below, we should not assume men and masculinities to be in an exclusive symbiotic relationship; women can do masculinities too.

To summarize, men and masculinities have a self-sustaining but not predetermined relationship. Men, as discursive subjects, can acquire a high level of ontological validation as men through performatively taking up the gender signifying practices of maleness that are considered ‘valid’ if not essential male behaviours in a particular social setting. The agency of the individual resides in their ability and willingness to take on such practices or reject them. What individual men will do, when faced with powerful dominant discourses that act to reinforce dominant masculine behaviour and marginalize others, cannot be predicted.

As I now go on to discuss, the reality is that management is no longer the sole province of men. Women are managers and leaders too. In which case we need to look more closely at the character of the managerial space and the masculinist practices that envelop and in many cases, substantiate it.

THE MANAGERIAL SPACE: A MASCULINE CULTURE

In order to grasp the complex dynamics that serve to reinforce both management identities and a gendered managerial work culture, we first need to be clear about the very idea of organizations. In this chapter I am taking two related views of organizational culture. The first is to see organization not as an entity but as a discursive process without conclusion or settlement. In being ultimately and only ever discursive, the organization can be recognized as being inevitably dynamic, fluid, and contingent. The managements that arise within any organization are similarly unstable and ontologically vulnerable, not least to the vagaries of external and often unforeseen and uncontrollable factors. The second view is to recognize the process of organization as having a strong conceptual aspect, in that meanings, languages, and symbols are attached to it that serve to render symbolic association, discipline members, and encourage loyalty, commitment, motivation, and belonging (see, for discussion, Jackson and Carter 2007; Knights and Willmott 2012; also Holmes 2006). So all organizations exist within a contested space between the ongoing uncertain dynamics which arise from the process, and the prevailing meanings which individual members attach to this process and which assist in reinforcing their identity to the organization itself.

A further condition to management is that it arises from a gendered history that has long privileged man as the ‘natural’ manager and leader (Collinson and Hearn 1996). Many dominant practices and values of management continue to serve and reinforce this gendered association—e.g. instrumental rational behaviour; individualized competitive attitudes; paternalism; ruthlessness and violence; control and unquestioned authority; punitive audit and accountability; sexism; aggressive leadership; presenteeism; authoritarian hierarchical structures; managed intimacy; hard expressions of human resource management (Cheng 1996; Kerfoot and Whitehead 1998; Fletcher 1999; Kerfoot 2001; Hearn and Parkin 2001). These characteristics of the managerial space may be more or less apparent in particular organizations. They are not confined to the private sector but are also apparent in the public sector, for example, through expressions of ‘new’ public management and performative work cultures (Dent and Whitehead 2001; Barry et al. 2003).

This is not to say that all managers and leaders engage with these work practices willingly and readily. As is apparent, many do resist while also seeking to create working environments that are collegiate, supportive, emotionally enhancing, balanced, considerate, and yet also highly productive and creative. However, we should not assume that such ‘feminine’ characteristics are the inevitable province of women managers, nor the outcome of having more women managers in the organization. Gender operates in a contested space, especially with those men who feel their masculinity to be exposed and vulnerable. For example, in those professions and work sites that are female-dominated, men will seek to reproduce and maintain masculinities that might otherwise be undermined by a dominant female culture (see e.g. Simpson 2004).

The managerial space is accordingly a gendered political arena, made possible through the actions and behaviours of those individuals who occupy it. Those individuals, whether men or women, gay, straight, or bisexual, are themselves discursive subjects whose desire for ontological validation supersedes their desire for managerial status, though the two aspects of self are clearly connected and potentially self-supporting (Knights and Willmott 1999).

Management and leadership can therefore provide a powerful ontological validation for the discursive subject. As my own research shows (Whitehead 2006b), management offers assumptions of power, control, and status; it suggests success, attainment, advantage, and reinforced association with the organizational rhetoric. To be a manager, particularly a senior manager or leader, is to be placed high up the corporate ladder, elevated to a position which carries with it strong existential and ontological reinforcements for the discursive subject (also Whitehead 2001a, 2003).

However, at the same time, management is always unpredictable. Organizations change, as do people. The movement of people into and out of an organization has a powerful effect on the organizational process. People bring with them certain dominant discourses when they enter an organization and they may well remove such discourses, or weaken them, when they leave. This may be the case at senior management level where there are fewer people and where managers often try hard to appear convincing in their management and leadership role, a state of being which requires a significant physical, emotional, and ontological effort (Fineman 1993; Casey 1995; Parker 2000).

We have then, at these levels, a relatively small pool of individuals who have strong subjective associations with being a manager and an ontological and existential investment in being successful and therefore legitimized and validated in such a role. I would argue that this desire for managerial identity validation is no less strong in women than it is in men. Indeed, it may be stronger given the fact that management has long been considered a male arena which few women can comfortably enter. Those women who do make it to the highest levels or management do so in spite of, not because of, male attitudes and the masculinist culture that tends to prevail (see Whitehead (2001a) for discussion). As I discuss below, this process of attainment against the ‘gender grain’ of management can elicit in many women a strong awareness of the gender reality within which they work, i.e. its masculinist culture.

MASCULINIST CULTURES AND PERFORMATIVITY

By masculinist culture I am referring to those dominant managerial practices, together with their underpinning rationale, that reinforce male identity—in particular competition, individualization, emotional distancing, and strongly assertive and aggressive behaviour. An example of such a practice would be Lyotard’s (1984) concept of performativity, i.e. the obsession with audit and performance measurement in all aspects of an organization’s activities. This practice becomes legitimized as ‘scientific’, objective, and therefore an impartial but necessary regular assessment of an individual’s achievements in order to achieve the larger aims of the organization (Dent and Whitehead 2001; Ball 2003; Blackmore 2005).

Performativity is often deployed in tandem with ‘hard’ systems of human resource management not least in order to function as a mechanism for disciplining managers and employees and intensifying labour (Legge 2005). In their more benign and supportive formations, performative measures to encourage ‘success’ and ‘attainment’ can be advantageous for managers and employees in that they assist the clarification and achievement of organizational goals. However, the most common type of performativity is one where targets are imposed on individuals without negotiation, continually ratcheted up once attained, and often operating in an atmosphere of uncertainty alongside individual appraisal and audit (Dent and Whitehead 2001; Ball 2003).

Performativity is a discourse about how to manage and control, but with evident material and emotional consequences. It has the potential to reduce motivation and commitment; increase employees’ anxieties and stress; encourage ‘silo’ mentalities within teams of workers (e.g. competition and a lack of collaboration between teams); ‘validate’ aggressive leadership styles; and instil a culture of presenteeism especially within management. As such, performativity not only fits well with the sorts of behaviours often exhibited by senior men managers but, as research is now revealing, has the potential to reinforce men managers’ very sense of themselves as men and as masculine (Whalley 2011).

Numerous discourses about ‘how to be a manager’ can exist within a given managerial space, though performativity has become a particularly common and dominant one. Another dominant discourse is the notion that managers/leaders are powerful and should constantly express confidence about their aims, direction, and vision for the organization. Being a leader-manager suggests the individual has both the power and opportunity to bring about change, exercise control over others, and, not least, themselves. Again, this discourse highlights the connection between management and masculinity where the manager is both powerful, rational, and potent enough to remain ‘in control’ whatever circumstances might arise. However, management is a very uncertain and insecure space. Managers can feel isolated, stressed, highly anxious, and desperately weak and insecure. They can feel emotional and out of control of events. They can certainly feel threatened by change and by events over which they can have little control but which have the power to diminish their organizational status and therefore threaten their future career (see e.g. Hodgson 2005).

It is a paradox and irony of management that managers must work hard at presenting themselves as convincingly masculine—e.g. competitive, controlling, authoritarian, individualistic, rational, instrumental, and totally committed to the organization above all else—while remaining deeply uncertain, often anxious and highly insecure. In this respect, management serves to expose the deep paradox and unresolved tension within those individuals, especially men but also women, who draw too heavily on masculine ways of being in order to validate their ontological identity. In other words, dominant masculinity (both in and outside the management arena) can require a performance of self that necessitates physical and emotional commitment to a singular aim, lacks empathy, mitigates against intimate relations, becomes emotionally dysfunctional over time, and can never be fully resolved for the simple reason that it constantly requires accomplishment in order to appear momentarily valid and convincing, not least to the individual performing it.

HIDDEN MASCULINITIES

As I have discussed, masculinities can emerge in management through practices that reinforce men’s association with management and organizational power. At the same time, women managers are also required to engage in such practices as evidence of their ‘capability’ to perform as ‘effective’ managers and leaders. So managerialist practices such as performativity and harder forms of HRM, are not just required of men managers: they are required of all managers regardless of their gender. These practices usually exist prior to the manager entering the organization, becoming embedded in the organizational culture. As I go on to explore in this section, masculinities get ‘hidden’ in organizations precisely because what is being performed as a dominant managerial practice appears gender neutral, not least because all managers are expected to impose it, when in fact it draws heavily on masculinist ways of being.

Taking a highly common if not legitimate management practice such as audit, and analysing it through the lens of performativity, allows us to see more clearly how so-called ‘scientific’ and objective work practices are never entirely neutral but are invested through discourses about organizational ‘reality’. These discourses have a gendered dimension in that they are powerfully and historically associated with men. This association with men is through those ways of being which define (male) leadership. Likewise to talk of ‘powerful leaders’ is invariably to conjure up male, not female, images. The rhetoric of the strong, assertive, confident, and unchallengeable leader or manager is enveloped in discourses which allow little space for femininity, and certainly do little to encourage traditional expressions of it in managers.

In this way masculinities become hidden in management. We can scrutinize management practices such as audit, accountability, recruitment, HRM, and appraisal. We can research the varied leadership styles of individuals. And we can subject managerialism, performativity, presenteeism, silo working, power and resistance, and work cultures to critical examination. But to do so without recognizing their gender sub-text is to fail to see how these practices are gendered ways of being, not only privileging masculinities, but encouraging and reinforcing an organizational culture which is inherently masculinist in its values and actions. Masculinities get concealed in management precisely because of this inability to connect the discourses of management with the discourses of masculinity.

A second reason why masculinities get hidden in management is because we too readily associate them with men and fail to see that women do masculinities also. As Chatterjee (2007) argues, ‘why do we (feminist theorists) insist on, or at least act like we believe in, an inherently natural bond between masculinity and biological male bodies?’ (quoted in Whitehead et al. 2013: 287). Chatterjee is alerting us to the fact that women do masculinities and that we need to overcome what Halberstam (1998: 15) describes as the ‘general disbelief in female masculinity … a collective failure of imagination [to recognize] that female-born people have been making convincing and powerful assaults on the coherence of a male masculinity for well over a hundred years’.

As I discuss in relation to the concepts of ‘post-modern men’ and ‘post-modern women’ (Whitehead et al. 2013), the gender binary reinforces the link between men and masculinities and women and femininities, even while there is increasing evidence all around us of women and men operating effectively and confidently across both spectrums at different times in their lives and in diverse social settings. This is almost certainly the case in contemporary management where increasing numbers of women are effectively performing the masculinities which envelop and define ‘good’ management practice across countless organizational sites and worldwide. Thus, masculine performances of management are not the exclusive province of men. To assume so is to merely reinforce the gender binary and fail to recognize that both women and men are ultimately discursive subjects taking up, knowingly or not, those gender signifying practices at their disposal. This performative action is not defined or predetermined by a person’s sex, but highly influenced by the cultural and social codes within which they are operating as discursive subjects in search of, ultimately, ontological validation.

Here, management and certainly senior management provide a powerful existential and ontological setting for both men and for women (Whitehead 2001a). As Gherardi (1995) notes, women moving into highly masculinist work sites will be constantly reminded of their femininity in ways in which men will not be constantly reminded of their masculinity. This can create in women managers a ‘schizogenic’ relationship to management whereby they are expected to retain an inherent and ‘natural’ femininity, while also practising masculine codes of management as effectively, or more so, than men managers.

Yet despite the obvious and long-standing gender and social barriers to women succeeding as leaders and senior managers, increasing numbers are now reaching the highest levels in organizations. They can be seen on this basis to be operating successfully in masculinist arenas. We should not assume, therefore, that women managers will, by virtue of being women, automatically challenge masculinist management cultures. Some may challenge, others may readily encourage them—just as not all men will readily enact masculinist management practices and instead try to resist them. The point is, in feminist poststructuralist terms, the discourses of management provide both men and women with the opportunity for ontological validation as gendered subjects. We should not assume only one gender is taking up these discourses.

To summarize, masculinities get hidden in management for two reasons. First, there is a failure to recognize that dominant managerial practices are framed within codes of behaviour that have historically been associated with male ways of being. The second reason masculinities get hidden in management is because we can fail to recognize that many women managers are now effectively performing masculinities not just as managerial practices, but as ways for themselves to achieve validation as women. What we are seeing here is a female masculine subject achieving validation of her particular expression of femininity and doing so quite effectively within the masculine/managerial space.

INVISIBLE MASCULINITIES

A recurring and long-standing theme within feminist theorizing has been the issue of what Middleton (1992) described as ‘men’s blocked reflexivity’, i.e. their apparent lack of self-awareness as to their own gender. Roberts (1984) and Segal (1990) also referred to ‘obliviousness’ in men when it comes to their lack of awareness of their gendered attitudes, prejudices, and motivations. Pro-feminist theorist, Michael Kimmel, has remarked that in his opinion ‘men do not know they have a gender’ (Kimmel, cited in Middleton, 1992: 11). Indeed, one of the main motivations for the ‘consciousness-raising’ men’s groups of the early 1970s, and the subsequent wider social critique of traditional male sex roles by feminists and other social commentators, was to alert men to the ways in which their everyday behaviours and assumptions about ‘being a man’ can be profoundly damaging to both themselves and others (Pleck 1981).

The concern was, and still is, can men change? Moreover, can they do so having reflexively and critically engaged with their own history as males and men, their relationships to others, their sexual identities, and their gendered practices? This question is not merely rhetorical but cuts to the point made by many (e.g. Giddens 1991) which is that, while we are seeing profound and dramatic changes in women and (post)modern expressions of femininity, corresponding and supportive changes in men are less marked and certainly less uniform.

Of course, as feminists and pro-feminists have long noted there are very powerful reasons for men to resist self-critique and subsequent change to a more enlightened and equitable way of being a man (Morgan 1992). Those men who have been raised in a patriarchal culture, one that has historically privileged males over females, may well be reluctant if not strongly resistant to a perceived loss of gendered power which comes with any rebalancing of the gender status quo. This resistance can be interpreted as some men’s strategic response to the emergence of women in positions of power and authority; they recognize the threat to their own gender status and seek to actively challenge it. There are examples of this around the world today, not least in the actions and rhetoric of certain radical religious groups.

However, arguably the more insidious and persistent barrier to gender equality, in both the public and private spheres, is less the overt resistance by men (which is increasingly challenged in law and society) and more the absolute inability of men to recognize their own practices of gender identity as being a contributing factor. In other words, men may verbally articulate support for gender equality, and in fact have a strong desire for such, yet at the same time be unable to make the leap to becoming more self-aware and reflexive as to how their own masculine identity remains founded on the very gendered assumptions and practices which have longed sustained women’s marginalization.

This brings us back to the point made by Kimmel, which is that most men appear unable to recognize they have a gender. That being so, how are they then able to move towards a state of gender equality with women if they cannot make a connection between their own masculine identity and their everyday practices as men?

Research has shown how women become reminded of if not confronted with the social, cultural, and material conditions arising from their sex and gender identity through both the actions of men and their experiences not least in work organizations (e.g. Gherardi 1995). That is, being and becoming a woman (leader) entails an almost inevitable process of self-awareness as to women’s social relationship to men within organizations. While this may or may not engender an ‘epistemic community’ (Assister 1996) and subsequent ‘feminist standpoint’ (Smith 1988) it certainly helps women become aware as to how their gender influences their experiences as a manager and leader, and this is especially the case when they move into organizations that are dominated by men and which operate within a masculinist culture.

My own research (Whitehead 2001b) clearly revealed the discrepancies that exist between most women managers’ awareness of their femininity as a major contributing factor to their experiences in the organization, and men managers’ awareness as to the same. Interviews I undertook through the 1990s and subsequently ten years later with women senior managers in UK further education showed an almost universal recognition amongst them of the gendered conditions prevailing in their respective work cultures. While these women had achieved high levels of seniority in educational management, they had been constantly reminded of their gender through the actions and behaviours of male managers. These behaviours ranged from comments about the women managers’ attractiveness and speculation about their sex lives to outright intimidation, threatening behaviour, and misogynistic comments about women’s ability to lead and manage in organizations. One woman vice principal of a large further education college in the north of England was typical of many in that she worked under a male principal who was under a lot of stress not least through his own inability to delegate. Instead of dealing with people in an even-handed way he used his female VP as an outlet for his frustrations and anger. Consequently, middle managers would be wary of approaching him. The woman vice principal therefore unwillingly assumed the position of ‘buffer’ between a concerned staff and the principal. As she put it to me:


It’s like I have to mother him (the Principal) and protect him from a lot of what’s going on in the college. He just cannot cope and when he gets stressed he loses his temper and flies off at anyone close by, which is usually me. The staff don’t like to approach him themselves so they come to me. If there is a problem I end up dealing with it, trying to smooth it all out so it doesn’t come to the attention of the Principal. I know the Principal partly does this on purpose—he likes having a woman VP in the organization, someone who can be maternalistic and soften his harder edges. I do stand up to him but it takes a lot of emotional energy to continually do so.



While bullying in organizations is not exclusive to male managers, this is an explicit example of how gender identity becomes entwined in the expectations and actions of managers and leaders. The ‘harder’ forms of people management can quickly be rendered invisible in terms of their gender origin, not least because they get interpreted as men just acting out ‘naturally’ macho and aggressive leadership styles. Men are excused such behaviour on the grounds that it is ‘what men leaders do’. Women managers, by contrast, are always under a gender gaze that can subject them to sexist comments if they themselves act out macho performances. It is much more acceptable for them to be maternalistic in style. This highlights the ‘schizogenic’ situations to which women in masculinist organizations can be exposed, that is, on one hand they are expected to conform to some larger feminine model of behaviour that suggests ‘natural’ maternal, supportive, and empathetic behaviour, yet on the other hand they are expected to replicate a more masculine style of leadership and management in order to be judged ‘credible leaders’.

There is extensive research undertaken over many decades which confirms how women managers come to acquire a heightened gender subjectivity as a consequence of their experiences climbing the ‘greasy pole’ of management (e.g. Itzin and Newman 1995; Marshall 1995; Whitehead and Moodley 1999; Kerfoot et al. 2000; Miller 2004; Prokos and Padavic 2006; Pacholok 2009; Bird and Rhoton 2011). This is not just in respect of having to overcome a ‘glass ceiling’ in their career journey, but is also indicative of a more fundamental level of self-awareness as to the relationship between being a woman and their experiences in management and organizations.

These experiences are symptomatic of the gendered divide which operates in many organizations where women managers are required to straddle both feminine and masculine behaviours if they are to progress up the management ladder, while men managers can remain locked in an state of apparent invisibility as to their gendered behaviour. The extent of such invisibility in management was exposed in research I undertook into men education managers during the late 1990s (Whitehead 2002). I interviewed nineteen men managers for a larger research project, asking each manager the following question: ‘Do you think your experiences as a manager have in any way been affected by you being a man? If so, how?’.

I was looking to assess to what extent the men managers were able to reflect on the fact that being a man might itself facilitate their rise up the management ladder, influence their relationships with colleagues and staff, affect the way they responded to situations, present challenges and opportunities to their career pathway. However, the responses I received merely confirmed the invisibility of masculinities in management, at least to these men managers:


Response 1: ‘Mmm … interesting; can you expand on that to help me?’

Response 2: ‘I don’t know … I really don’t know how I could answer that.’

Response 3: ‘I don’t know … I’ve just been lucky really.’

Response 4: ‘That is difficult. Difficult to give you a realistic answer … I’m not a woman.’

Response 5: ‘Mmm … [pause] … mmm … another question to ask my wife.’

Response 6: ‘I don’t know. I can’t answer that.’

Response 7: ‘Don’t know; most of my appointments have been women.’

Response 8: ‘No idea … I can’t answer that question.’

Response 9: ‘I’ve never thought about it. I don’t treat women differently.’

Response 10: ‘I’m not aware of it, not conscious of it … a difficult question.’

Response 11: ‘I don’t think so … you can’t know.’

Response 12: ‘Oh God! I don’t know … I’ve always worked tried to treat men and women similarly.’

Response 13: ‘No, I’m lucky, I’ve always worked with men.’

Response 14: ‘Difficult to answer that; I’ve never been a woman.’

Response 15: ‘Yes, but I’m not sure where I go with that.’

Response 16: ‘Yes, but …’

Response 17: ‘I’m not sure; it must have been … yes it’s made a difference.’

Response 18: ‘Yes, but I tend to be a systems man.’

Response 19: ‘Yes, because I work in a male-orientated environment.’

(Taken from Whitehead 2001b: 361–2)



Out of nineteen male senior education managers, all working in arguably one of the most important professional spaces for empowering individuals, regardless of their class, age, race, ethnicity, sexuality, and gender, only one is able to make a direct and confident link between his gender as a man and his professional experiences. It is not that these men are necessarily sexist or anti-equal opportunities. Indeed, my research showed a very clear desire in these managers to be empowering, supportive, and enabling of all those under their remit, both students and staff. What is patently missing is the reflexivity, their awareness of themselves as gendered subjects. Some of these men managers were instrumental in writing and developing equal opportunities policies in their institution and were politically committed to such. But at the same time they lacked any appreciation of their own gender, their own masculine behaviour, their own masculine subjectivity as men and as managers. Gender was a word, perhaps even a political space, they had learned to be sensitive of as educationalists—but they didn’t recognize their own gender.

How, then, can we interpret these very different responses from women and men to their understanding of how gender impacts on their experiences of being a manager? Masculine behaviour not only exists in management; in many instances it comes to define management and leadership. The relationship between men and management has a historical precedence and therefore already exists prior to any individual entering the management domain. But individuals have identities and those identities are gendered in some form or another. For women to enter management is to expose them to expectations, actions, languages, and behaviours which range from simplistic gendered stereotyping to outright bullying and misogynistic behaviour by men. For men to enter management is merely to locate them in a work arena that has come to be largely defined by male practices and men’s presence.

The stark contrast between most women managers’ experiences of organizational life and most men managers’ experiences of organizational life reveals the gender under-current at work. Research shows that women are much more likely to become sensitive, alert, and reflexive of this than men. The men can, indeed, continue to be the ‘invisible gendered subject’ in management not least because, for the most part, they are not constantly forced to reflect on how their gender is shaped through work.

PERSISTENT MASCULINITIES

As I have discussed, there have been, over the recent decades, profound if not dramatic changes in terms of the numerical presence of women in middle and senior management. Yet the same time, and with few notable exceptions, masculinist attitudes and behaviours tend to prevail in organizations. While they are more visible in, say, the uniformed services than many other professional sites (see e.g. Prokos and Padavic 2006; Hinojosa 2010) it can be argued that the gender paradigm within which work organizations flourish remains persistently masculinist. Consequently, management continues to privilege and reward those managers (men or women) who are prepared to replicate such values and styles of leadership. Inevitably, such values and styles will mitigate strongly against ways of working, managing, and leading in organizations which are more empathetic, balanced, gender neutral, indeed challenging of hegemonic masculine ways of being.

The question then arises as to why damaging/marginalizing expressions of masculinities persist in management, given several decades of feminist critique, more women in management/leadership, and most organizations recognizing, at least on the surface, equal opportunities. My own research and studies into men and masculinities over several decades suggests the following;

1. The gender binary remains a core factor in sustaining both masculine and feminine distinctions, to some extent throughout all societies. This division of being, reinforced through language, stereotype, and culture is crucially sustained in work organizations, even those that are active in challenging such stereotypes. The sexual division of labour in organizations framed largely through the public/private divide still posits women into caring and supportive roles and men into positions of authority and leadership. In short, the gender binary continues to provide the dualism by which the vast majority of identities and gender subjectivities become realized, so it should be no surprise that they are replicated in work organizations also.

2. The historical relationship of men to management/leadership positions continues to provide the template by which managers and leaders are recruited, measured, and identified. Any manager, regardless of their sex, gender, or sexuality, is operating in an arena that has come, over time, to be defined through male ways of being. So the performance and identity work which leader/managers must enact in order to appear ‘credible’ draws heavily on masculine values. For example, it might be the case that an overtly camp transsexual one day becomes President of the United States, Prime Minister of Russia, or CEO of General Motors, though that seems highly improbable at time of writing.

3. Management, and especially leadership, is potentially highly ontologically seductive (Whitehead 2002). That is, the very act of being a leader-manager requires a sense of grounded identity, a way of being which presents itself as assured, confident, and determined. Managers/leaders cannot afford to present ambiguity and insecurity. Indeed, the very discourses of being a leader-manager are bound up in notions of direction and vision. The language of leadership must present authority to be convincing to those it seeks to persuade and control. To therefore offer a way of being a leader-manager which is soft, yielding, passive, empathetic, and stereotypically feminine would not only be very difficult to perform but would be unlikely to be accepted by those who are its intended recipients, not least the shareholders of public limited companies.

4. Changes in management practices over the past few decades have come to reinforce masculine ways of being a leader-manager, not lessen them. The most obvious example is in the public sector where the introduction of market forces, neo-liberalist ideology, and performative appraisal systems all serve to emphasize a harder-edged competitiveness, removed rationality, fixation on outcomes over processes, audit and accountability systems, and instrumental intimacy/emotionality. Consequently, professional identity itself becomes increasingly invested in a masculinist value system that is highly difficult to challenge at the individual level. To be ‘successful’ as a leader-manager under these conditions requires a commitment to the ‘bottom-line’ that is unswerving. Management and leaders may well speak of the organization as a ‘family’ and the workforce as the most valuable resource available to it, but the reality is that the individual is a readily disposable unit.

The persistence of masculinities in management is, then, reinforced through the historical relationship of men/masculinities to leadership, the embedded practices of contemporary management across both the public and privates spheres, and in the seductive gendered discourses reflected in notions of the ‘strong, powerful, focused and determined leader’. Behind these factors lies the largely unchanging gender binary, the very ways in which societies are framed around a male and female dualism.

CONCLUSION

This chapter has, by exposing the invisible and hidden masculine character of contemporary management, shown how a masculinist paradigm persists in organizations despite the numerical advancement of women into management.

As gender theorists now widely accept, there are different types and expressions of masculinity in the social arena. Indeed I would argue these differences are becoming more apparent and acute. We can see, for example, postmodern expressions in that ways of being a man do not always reflect traditional discourses of macho-masculinity but appear to celebrate a more confident and blended feminine/masculine performance (Anderson 2011; Whitehead et al. 2013). Similarly, there is also increasing evidence that ways of being a leader are changing, reflecting less the modern authoritarian (male) leader and more the postmodern collegiate and facilitatory approach to management and leadership (Clegg et al. 2005). Alongside this there is the ongoing tussle in organizations and managements between the ‘hard and soft’ forms of human resource management (Legge 2005) and the requirements on workers and management to operate not so much in fixed hierarchical structures but as self-autonomous and responsible teams enabled through a more sensitive and situational leadership approach (Bottery 2004; Clegg et al. 2005).

These changes are to be welcomed and, combined with the numerical advancement of women into senior management positions worldwide, could herald a real challenge to the male/masculinist paradigm that has historically defined practices and notions of leadership and management and reinforced men’s symbiotic relationship to authority.

My concern with masculinities in management is, then, not so much that they exist at all, but the often damaging ways of being a manager/leader they can privilege and reinforce and the organizational cultures they subsequently come to inform. My second concern is that women managers, if they are to have career progression, become compelled into ways of behaving that can be potentially existentially, emotionally, and organizationally problematic for them. That is, they are required to operate some sort of balanced duality identity work; being both women (engaging a feminine discourse) and managers (engaging a masculine discourse). They then get judged and assessed on what is in effect their ability to maintain a continuous balancing act between femininity and masculinity. Any slippage leads to censure or ridicule.

Ideally, we should arrive at a place where we are no more concerned at having masculinities in management than we are at having femininities in management. What will remain of concern to feminist researchers are the discourses that are configuring management/leadership, their gendered origin, the (damaging) practices they can encourage, and the extent such discourses (as language and practice) openly or covertly serve to marginalize particular social groups and individuals, especially women and LGBT persons.

For the moment, management, leadership, and organizational cultures remain, to a greater rather than lesser extent, located in a discursive arena which privileges both men and/or ways of working which are toxically masculinist. By being masculinist as described, they require of their subjects a commitment to practices and organizational relationships that are neither collegiate in approach nor empowering of the individual.

This compels us to a recognition which is that it is most important to make the distinction between a numerical gender balance in management and a management/organizational work culture which is gender balanced. The two are not the same and certainly it is apparent that women in management do not, in themselves, inevitably challenge masculinities in management. From a feminist poststructuralist perspective this is hardly surprising. For to assume that women managers are, by virtue of being female, unable to perform masculinities would be untenable given what we now recognize to be the contingent, performative, and discursive character of gender identity and feminine and masculine subjectivities.

That said, as I have clearly argued in this chapter and shown through the research available, women managers do operate, for the most part, in a different discursive space to that of most men managers. Their sense of gender subjectivity is influenced to some extent by their experiences of being and becoming a leader-manager. Given the masculinist paradigm within which work organizations operate then one can appreciate that for many women while they may well come to replicate dominant expressions of masculinity as leaders themselves, they do so in a way which is not so seamless and unreflective as it is for most men leader-managers.

Therefore, one obvious way forward in terms of promoting more gender-neutral and sensitive behaviour in managers and leaders is to assist men managers especially to reflect on their masculine identity, their gendered assumptions, their priorities as men, and their subjective masculine relationship to power and authority. In this way we might bridge the current gap between the gendered subjectivities of women managers and the gendered subjectivities of men managers, thereby encouraging sensitivity and self-awareness, and positive gender and cultural transformations both in organizations and society generally.
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CHAPTER 21

MASCULINITY AND SEXUALITY AT WORK

Incorporating Gay and Bisexual Men’s Perspectives

NICK RUMENS

INTRODUCTION

As the title of this Handbook indicates, the study of gender and organization has often been accorded priority by scholars over other aspects of individual difference, including sexuality. This has led not only to an important and varied feminist literature on the gender of organization and work, but also a critical scholarship on men and masculinities in the workplace. One motive for studying men and masculinity has been to expose a familiar but, paradoxically, often unacknowledged link between men, masculinity, and organization. In other words, it might be ‘obvious’ that men’s identities, men’s practices, and masculinities are inclined to dominate organizations but, as scholars associated with critical studies on masculinity and organizations aver (Collinson and Hearn 1994; Cheng 1996; Whitehead 2001; Hearn 2002), this connection has not always been established and, at times, intentionally avoided. There has been a sizeable boom in the number of studies that have ‘named men as men’, problematizing the relationship between men, masculinity, and organization, particularly the conflation of men with organizational power. The same literature advocates speaking about masculinity not in the singular but in the plural. But if there are indeed so many types of men and masculinities, why should men who identify as ‘gay’ and ‘bi’ (bisexual) be routinely overlooked within these debates?

This chapter contends that the critical organizational scholarship on men and masculinities is heteronormative in its tendency to normalize white, middle-class, heterosexual, able-bodied gender norms. If it is to avoid accusations of complicity in reproducing heteronormative analyses of men and masculinities, the field itself must acknowledge and address its omissions. One aim of this chapter is to name some of those missing men and masculinities by drawing on the sexuality of organization scholarship, especially the segment that examines sexual minorities in the workplace. While accounts of gay men are more visible in this research, in-depth analyses of bi men’s perspectives and experiences are difficult to identify. Indeed, the sexuality of organization literature is not without its gaps, of which the study of bisexualities is one stark example. As such, another aim of this chapter is to engender dialogues between organizational scholars interested in men and masculinities and those scholars involved in examining gay and bi sexualities at work. It is hoped that researchers interested in genders and sexualities of organization may become better equipped to respond the question of ‘which men?’ when investigating how gender and sexuality influence the work lives of all men and women.

Undertaking such an endeavour, the first part of this chapter reviews some of the theoretical and empirical contributions in the critical literature on men and masculinities in organizations. Likewise, in the next section I review the sexualities of organization literature, paying close attention to the coverage of gay and bi-identified men, and how gender influences the construction of gay and bi sexualities within organizational settings. In the remainder of the chapter, I bring to the fore two examples of different men’s perspectives—gay and bi men—in order to enrich research on masculinities and sexualities at work. Part of this discussion introduces queer theory to provide conceptual inspiration and support for maintaining scholarly efforts to account for the dynamics between men, masculinities, and organizations in ways that transcend gender and sexual binaries. Throughout the sections on gay and bi sexualities I indicate underdeveloped areas of research which warrant further investigation.

MEN AND MASCULINITIES IN ORGANIZATION

As mentioned above, one significant development within the field of work and organization is the growth in scholarship on gender in general and the critical studies of masculinity in particular. It is within the latter body of literature that a critical account of men, masculinity, and organization has emerged over the last two decades or so (Collinson and Hearn 1994; Cheng 1996; Kerfoot and Whitehead 2000; Hearn 2002), often with the aim of illuminating and problematizing how organizational cultures are numerically and symbolically gendered in terms of masculinity. Sociological research by Carrigan et al. (1987) and Connell (1995) has been particularly influential for coining and advancing the term ‘hegemonic masculinity’, which fosters an understanding of masculinity that recognizes dominant definitions of being masculine are organized by social institutions, such as work organizations. Thus hegemonic masculinity regards male dominance as an exercise in gendered power relations, enabling researchers to cultivate analyses of how some men may ‘reproduce the social relations that generate their dominance’ (Carrigan et al. 1987: 179). As noted by pro-feminist scholars (Whitehead 2002), the influence of hegemonic masculinity has been profound within the field of critical gender research, but later theoretical developments have sought to explain differently the dynamics between men, masculinities, gendered power, and organization.

As one prominent example, poststructuralist theories have enabled gender critical organizational scholars to import into their analyses a discursive understanding of gender and power. More than most, poststructuralist theories have opened up possibilities for claiming there is no stable, immanent, and universal relationship between men and masculinity, just as there is no intrinsic relationship between women and femininity. It is no coincidence that scholars influenced by poststructuralism often refer to the term ‘masculinity’ in the plural—masculinities—to signify the diversity in how masculinity may be variously formed, expressed, and attributed meaning in specific contexts at different moments in time (Kerfoot and Knights 1993, 1998; Whitehead 2002). As such, analysing masculinities in the plural rejects masculinity (and femininity) as a fixed essential property of an individual and underlines the fluidity and contextual contingency of masculinities. In some strains of poststructuralist theorizing, masculinity is not just taken to be constructed, but also ‘performative’. Judith Butler’s (1990) Gender Trouble, which is heavily indebted to feminism and poststructuralism, is a well-thumbed text for scholars seeking a performative notion of gender. In this frame, gender is said to be continuously (re)constructed through processes of signification, enabling gender critical scholars to understand how the performance of organizational masculinities is constrained by dominant gender norms. At the same time, a Butlerian approach accounts for the discursive opportunities that might be available for individuals to enact gender identities in ways that transcend designated boundaries and norms. This chapter broadly subscribes to a Butlerian conceptualization of gender, not least because it can guard against relaxing into essentialist accounts of gender that reproduce restrictive and harmful gender binaries.

Poststructuralism has provided the conceptual scaffolding for some of the most frequently cited accounts of masculinity, work, and organization (e.g. Kerfoot and Knights 1993, 1998; Collinson and Hearn 1994; Kerfoot and Whitehead 2000), and it is remarkable how few of these discuss the multiplicity of organizational men and masculinities in relation to those who identify as gay and bisexual. This is a depressing state of affairs, illustrated vividly in research on the relationship between men, masculinity, and management. Over the last few decades or so, this literature has made an important contribution to the study of men within the world of management, especially as, in the first sentence of the opening paragraph of one landmark text, Men as Managers, Managers as Men (1996: 1), Collinson and Hearn assert that ‘most managers in most organizations in most countries are men’. The taken-for-granted nature of the relationship between men and management is the subject of critical examination in this text and others that have subsequently followed. None the less, despite the intense scrutiny this topic has attracted over the last twenty-five years or so (Broadbridge and Simpson 2011), it is striking that gay and bisexual men barely figure in these analyses. On the one hand, I doubt if the paucity of accounts on gay and bisexual men as managers betrays a serious aversion among scholars to researching the connections between gay and bisexual men, masculinities and management. On the other hand, the overwhelming focus displayed in this scholarship on heterosexual (and white, middle-class, able-bodied) men exposes the implicit heterosexism that has been imported into much of this scholarship, which also pervades the broader literature on men, masculinities, and organization (Steinman 2011).

While there are challenging methodological issues that make members of these ‘hard to find’ groups of men ‘difficult’ subjects to recruit as research participants (Ward and Winstanley 2004), these are not insurmountable obstacles. Put another way, not enough scholars have taken strident steps to engage with these groups of men within (non)managerial contexts, which is problematic given that so many critical gender commentators advocate dismantling the gender binary in the light of growing concerns about the normalization of white, middle-class, gender norms in the field of management and in other work contexts (Ashcraft 2009). The examination of non-conforming men in that respect is vital, of which many but crucially not all gay and bisexual men might qualify as illustrative examples. Disappointingly, the scarcity of literature on this topic reveals the limit of ambition among some scholars committed to undermining sexual and gender binaries. For insights into the employment experiences of gay and bi-identified men, it is necessary to examine the scholarship on the sexuality of organization.

SEXUALITIES OF ORGANIZATION

The study of sexuality in organization is an important body of literature, animated by early seminal texts including Hearn et al.’s (1989) Sexuality of Organisation and Hearn and Parkin’s (1987) Sex at Work. These texts marked a radical departure from understanding sexuality (and gender) as something that could be imported into and potentially contaminate ‘neutral’ places of work towards understanding how sexuality and organization exist in a mutually constitutive relationship. Put differently, sexuality shapes organizational forms just as organizations can shape sexualities, in terms of how they are organized, expressed, and assigned meaning. Researchers on the sexuality of organization have come at this dynamic from different and competing theoretical directions; a review of these theories falls outside the scope of this chapter. However, one approach, which this chapter subscribes to, suggests organizations are constituted in and through discourses that relate to, among other things, gender and sexuality (Halford and Leonard 2006; Tyler and Cohen 2010). As such, organizations are, in part, shaped by restrictive, hierarchical binaries that help us to make sense of complex and ‘messy’ matters such as gender (masculine/feminine) and sexuality (heterosexuality/homosexuality).

The question that then arises is how to theorize the relationship between sexuality and gender in the workplace. There are too many possibilities here to sketch out—for a useful overview of the gender–sexuality dynamic more generally, see Richardson (2007). However, for Judith Pringle (2008), who draws on the gender management literature to illustrate her complaint, separating the concepts of gender and sexuality is deeply problematic. For one thing it neglects the myriad ways heterosexuality is normalized within the construct of gender, obscuring our understanding of how gender is informed by assumptions and displays of heterosexuality. This compels Pringle to utilize interview data gathered from lesbian managers in New Zealand in order to articulate this relationship as ‘heterogender’. Here heterosexuality is viewed as an influential but often concealed organizing principle of gender. For others, gender and sexuality are seen to be interlinked but analytically separate, with some organizational researchers embracing the work of Judith Butler (1990, 1993, 2004) to that end. In an effort to carry through the full potential of Butler’s arguments within organization studies, scholars have asserted that it is the recitation of sexual and gender norms which partly affords the subject recognition in organizational life (Borgerson 2005; Hancock and Tyler 2007; Tyler and Cohen 2010). This is to say that performances of sexuality and gender are ‘intelligible’ when they comply with sexual and gender norms that form part of an epistemological schema that privileges heterosexuality and masculinity, or what Butler (1990) calls the ‘heterosexual matrix’. Performances of sexuality and gender that deviate from established hetero-norms are troublesome for they risk becoming ‘unintelligible’ and, potentially, ‘queer’ (Butler 2004). This directs a critical gaze towards ‘queer possibilities’ for performing gender and sexuality at work, surfaced when we mobilize queer theories to study the dynamic between organizational masculinities and sexualities: a deconstructive and destabilizing enterprise that I discuss later in this chapter. The exhortation to consider ‘queer’ performances of gender and sexuality within organizational environments marked by heteronormativity has a direct bearing on those who might be positioned as ‘non-conformers’ in that sense: gay and bi-identified men are two important examples.

GAY AND BISEXUAL MEN IN THE WORKPLACE

Organizational research on gay and bi-identified men is typically found in the literature on the employment experiences of sexual minorities. Emerging in the late 1970s, studies on employment discrimination on the grounds of sexual orientation have dominated the field, documenting numerous ‘misery stories’ about the multifarious practices and inimical effects of workplace heterosexism and homophobia (Levine 1979; Hall 1989; Woods and Lucas 1993; Ward and Winstanley 2003; Bowring and Brewis 2009). Related to this literature, studies on identity disclosure and identity management issues published since the 1980s have also increased our knowledge about dilemmas for interaction and identity building in the workplace. This body of work typically examines the antecedents and outcomes of identity disclosure (or ‘coming out’ as it has been termed in popular parlance) and the different strategies employed by members of sexual minority groups to ‘manage’ sexual identities within organizational life (Woods and Lucas 1993; Button 2004; Clair et al. 2005; DeJordy 2008). As lesbian, gay, bisexual, and transsexual (LGBT) people have increasingly gained rights and recognition in the public sphere (Colgan et al. 2007; Giuffre et al. 2008; Colgan 2011), studies have emerged over the last three decades or so that have moved the sexualities of organization literature forward in at least two regards. First, recent studies remind us that, although many LGBT employees are able to understand and normalize sexual orientation at work in positive and meaningful ways, in the process new restrictions emerge imposing limits on recognition and visibility in the workplace (Williams et al. 2009; Rumens and Kerfoot 2009). One key message from much of this research is that while ‘pro-gay/lesbian’ organizations may acknowledge sexual diversity and engender feelings of ‘inclusiveness’, LGB sexualities are subject to particular processes of organizing that open and foreclose opportunities for constructing positive and ‘open’ identities. Studies by Williams et al. (2009) and others (Giuffre et al. 2008; Rumens and Kerfoot 2009) show that some LGB employees who are able to openly participate in organizational life still find themselves confined by colleagues to harmful stereotypes about how LGB people are expected to look, act, and work. Williams et al. (2009) coin the term ‘gay-friendly closet’ to describe the ‘forced’ choices many LGB employees make between acceptance and visibility within ‘inclusive’ places of work.

Second, following the above work, there is a growing concern that not all sexual minorities have received equal coverage or been studied with necessary sensitivity in regard to axes of differences that relate to gender, among others. For instance, gay men and lesbians figure centrally in many studies, while bisexuals and trans people remain on the periphery of many organizational research agendas (Green et al. 2011; Thanem 2011). For some researchers, crucial gender differences are obscured when the employment experiences of gay men are conflated with lesbians. For example, Wright (2011) rebukes Ward and Winstanley (2006) for not differentiating sufficiently the gender dimension in their study of study on gay men and lesbians in the UK fire services. Such criticism reminds us that we should not presume or prejudge the employment experiences of men and women at a group level, as countless individuals make different choices about how they wish to live as LGBT people at and outside work.

So, with the above in mind, what can we draw from the sexuality of organization literature for advancing the study of sexualities and masculinities in the context of work organizations? One pertinent observation is that, while the organizational literature on men and masculinities directs attention to how men are expected to work as ‘men’, it follows that we must also examine how and why men are expected to be particular kinds of men. This is a challenge not yet convincingly met in a great deal of extant research, as I have suggested above. By not being sufficiently critical in how we might locate specific men in relation to sexuality, binary analyses of men and women remain intact. As noted by gender critical scholars (Alvesson and Billing 2009; Ashcraft 2009), this is partly explained by the propensity for masculinities (and femininities) to take precedence over other facets of difference which are treated as secondary. Although the sexuality of organization literature has addressed this to some extent, plenty of scope exists for notions of masculinities and sexualities to be profoundly ruptured. The remainder of this chapter pursues this theme more pointedly, in relation to gay and bi-identified men.

GAY MALE SEXUALITIES

Although there is not a dire shortage of organizational research on gay men in the workplace, there are gaping holes in current research agendas. For example, studies on the diversity of gay masculinities within different work locales are uncommon, despite the predilection among gender critical scholars for theorizing masculinity in terms of multiplicity. While sexualities scholars often agree that gender shapes the construction of gay male sexualities, and vice versa, organizational research on sexual minorities which include gay men seldom fully accounts for the influence of gender when examining, for example, the disclosure and management of sexual identities at work (Button 2004; Ward and Winstanley 2005). In some studies there is not a clear sense of how gay men differ in terms of gender or, indeed, age, class, ethnicity, race, and (dis)ability, and how these formations of difference might shape the motives and outcomes of adopting specific identity disclosure and management strategies. One way to avoid treating gay men as an undifferentiated group and thereby enrich the organizational literature on masculinities is to burrow more deeply into the realm of gender and its intersection with gay sexualities. In so doing, we may challenge dualistic modes of thinking that endorse gender in a binary formation. Facets of the critical scholarship on masculinities and sexualities can inspire organization studies scholars in that endeavour.

One general point of consensus to emerge from these bodies of literature is that gay men frequently pose a threat to hegemonic definitions of masculinity that valorize characteristics such as assertiveness, rationality, conquest, and control (Kimmel 1994; Pascoe 2007). This is due partly to the antagonistic relationship between gay masculinities and traditional masculinities within a dichotomous sex/gender system of signification. Both rely on the other to define themselves in terms of what they are not, but heterosexuality sustains the differences that reproduce the dominance of masculinity. Homophobia has an important policing role to play here. This is illustrated vibrantly in research about how gay men manage gender and sexuality identities in male-dominated work contexts that have a significant influence in shaping wider cultural discourses of masculinity, such as the armed forces (Kaplan and Ben-Ari 2000). As an organizing principle of masculinities, homophobia regulates relations between men, helping them to determine which of them measure up and fall short of idealized standards of masculinity that invoke what it is to be a ‘real man’. Significantly, this configuration of masculinities is structured within a binary formation, with the assumption that gay men are more likely to come under the category of those men who ‘fail’ at masculinity: men who can never be ‘real men’. Crucially, however, the relationship between hegemonic masculinities and gay men is not as static and straightforward as this binary arrangement might have us believe.

Organizational researchers stand to benefit from investigating how organizations can open up and foreclose opportunities for gay men to construct understandings of masculinity that are less vulnerable to being understood as marginal, failed, or Othered. Such insights may be derived from sociological and queer scholarship on the variability of gay masculinities: from gay skins, 1970s clones, faeries, bears, leathermen to gay chavs (Hennen 2008; Brewis and Jack 2010). Not all these gay masculinities coexist peacefully, as gay men battle to perform and attribute particular meanings to certain masculinities in specific contexts at different moments in time. The delineation of different ‘types’ of gay men and masculinities has, especially in popular culture, suffered from crude caricaturing, but there is no reason to doubt that gay men might perform masculinities in diverse ways, as specific work situations enable and constrain such gender constructions and performances. One important avenue of inquiry is how gay sexualities and masculinities mingle, creating opportunities for their construction in terms of empowerment and pleasure (Hennen 2008), terms rarely associated with the study of gay men within heteronormative work contexts.

It is worth expanding on this, albeit briefly. For instance, research on gay men’s workplace friendships shows how they can afford the individuals involved in them ‘safe’ relational contexts for inventing new ways of relating and identifying that resist the discursive pull of restrictive gender and sexual categories (Rumens 2008, 2010, 2011a). Such modes of organizing informally at work can be politically edged, undermining dominant binary discourses on gender and sexuality, producing a transformative effect by reshaping the gendered contours of some work environments (Rumens 2011a). Workplace friendships that involve men who identify differently sexually potentially represent a fresh empirical focal point for studying the power differentials between different men. For instance, some of the heterosexual men in Rumens (2010) experienced less pressure to perform constructions of traditional heteronormative masculinity in workplace friendships with gay men, revealing how gay sexualities may provide an effective way of dismantling how men perform gender at work. Indeed, some recent TV shows such as Bravo’s Queer Eye for the Straight Guy (US) demonstrate there may be a thing or two gay men can teach heterosexual men about the merits of consumer masculinity, which rejects aspects of traditional heterosexual masculinity (Hart 2004). Acknowledging that some men might wish to draw on particular gay men for lessons in performing masculinity differently, researchers must also recognize the variability in the organizational contexts in which these gender performances are constituted rather than contained.

A great deal of organizational research on sexual minorities has been conducted in public sector organizations, largely because of a ‘progressive’ track record many claim to demonstrate in sexual orientation equality work (Carabine and Monro 2004; Colgan and Wright 2011). While research on sexual minorities in private sector companies continues to address the asymmetry in sector analysis (Colgan 2011), there is a limited engagement with organizations run by or set up to provide services and products to LGBT people. Extant research in this area examines the possibilities for gay men to perform gender and sexuality differently in work environments within gay nightclubs, bars, and leisure parks (Deverell 2001; Orzechowicz 2010; Andersson 2011). In some of these settings, gay rather than heterosexual masculinities may be dominant, privileged, energising, constructed as a source of ‘professionalism’, and experienced as pleasurable. These work sites may be characterized by organizational cultures that accept and celebrate gay sexualities. In others, gay men may outnumber heterosexuals, furnishing gay men with opportunities to openly discuss partners, home life, engage in flirting and sexual banter, and develop intimacies with other men (Orzechowicz 2010; Rumens 2010). Whether the dominance of gay men and masculinities in such work contexts destabilizes the heterosexual/homosexual binary is questionable, requiring further empirical research. For example, Orzechowicz’s (2010) study of a gay male-dominated parade department within a US leisure park suggests such work cultures can simultaneously fracture and reproduce gender and sexual binaries. Given the numerical dominance of gay men within one department, employees were assumed to be ‘gay until proven to be straight’, conditioning possibilities for certain gay masculinities to be experienced as pleasurable and empowering. At the same time, the assumption of homosexuality sustained the heterosexual/homosexual binary by, for example, excluding and marginalizing alternative sexualities relating to lesbians and bisexuals. Such studies are a novel twist on existing research that investigates how ‘minority’ employees are perceived by ‘majority’ employees. Indeed, research conducted along these lines could enrich the literature on men who enter female-dominated occupations and women who enter male-dominated occupations, which often do not take into full account the influence of sexual orientation (Lupton 2000; Simpson 2004).

In such work arenas, where conceptualizations of femininity and masculinity are highly visible and susceptible to contestation, new insights may be cultivated into how men are (dis)advantaged by their gendered ‘token’ status. For example, in male-dominated occupations such as the police services, some openly gay men may find themselves gendered by colleagues as naturally more ‘feminine’ than heterosexual men, and thus corralled into departments (e.g. sexual abuse and rape) where the display of feminine characteristics is deemed to be important (Rumens and Broomfield 2012). Recent research on gay male masculinities within academic women’s studies problematizes facile stereotypes about, for example, female-dominated work contexts being the ‘natural province’ of gay men (Murphy 2011). One challenge confronted by gay men in female-dominated feminist work contexts is how to legitimate their presence without reasserting male dominance or retreating into the closet by playing down their sexuality and overlooking their disruptive potential to the gender binary. This, to my mind, helps to undermine the blithe assumptions made about gay men being ‘naturally’ closer to femininity and more comfortable in the company of women. For some gay men this stereotype may not be such a bad thing (Rumens 2012), but foregrounding the nuances in gay men’s perspectives on how men manage masculinity at work will expand the stream of research that is committed to exposing the diversity within gender groups.

Another take on this is how gender non-conformity may no longer be a strong indicator of homosexuality (Richardson 2004). Such debates need to be understood against a social and cultural context in which processes of gay and lesbian normalization involve aligning homosexuality with idealized constructions of heterosexuality. Some sociology researchers contend that the meanings attached to gender non-conformity appear to have altered (Seidman 2002). Historically, ‘real’ homosexuals were typically those who were gender non-conformers—those who overidentified with femininity (Chauncey 1994). However, contemporary ‘Western’ constructions of ‘normal’ gay and lesbian identities often appear indistinguishable from heterosexual identities, giving rise to questions about whether the heterosexual/homosexual binary is becoming blurred or being dissolved. For some this is a powerful indicator of how many gay men and lesbians conform to hetero-gender norms willingly for a number of reasons, not the least of them being to seek acceptance, respectability, and be understood as ‘normal’. Notably, gay men’s bodies are also implicated in this gendered process of normalization, as some studies expose the concerns voiced by gay men about not wishing to appear ‘too gay’ at work, through excessive body sculpting, hyper-muscularity, or being seen as narcissistic through a love of fashion (Rumens and Kerfoot 2009; Rumens 2011b). Accountability to such gender norms is likely to vary within and between work organizations, variously shaping how gay men’s bodies are discursively constructed, signposting an overlooked but significant line of future inquiry.

For some critical commentators, in order for some gay men to identify as ‘normal’, other (gay) sexualities must be positioned as the Other. For example, some gay men may borrow from hegemonic formations of dominant heterosexual masculinities to distance themselves discursively from those gay men considered ‘effeminate’ (Clarkson 2008). Effeminate gay men may find themselves attracting scorn not only from heterosexual men who endorse hegemonic heterosexual masculinities predicated on conquest, dominance, and control, but also from other gay men who subscribe to the same masculine characteristics. In the workplace, some gay men may be strategic in how they position themselves in relation to those men who are labelled ‘effeminate’. Research shows how effeminacy in gay men can be negatively read as a sign of ‘incompetence’, ‘unprofessionalism’, and flaunting their sexuality in the face of colleagues (Rumens and Kerfoot 2009). Such is the ferocity of this distaste of the feminine displayed by some gay men that ‘effeminophobia’ rather than ‘homophobia’ has been used to label this form of gender regulation among men (Richardson 2009). For others, gay masculinities that draw on idealized constructions of heterosexual masculinities are contingent on both a high level of effeminophobia and homophobia, in order for gay men to slam gender performances that ‘flaunt’ gay sexuality. For Clarkson (2008), the apparent rejection of the association between effeminacy and homosexuality signals the potential to destabilize heteronormative, dichotomous discourses on gender and sexuality. From another perspective, effeminophobic behaviour bolsters heteronormative constructions of masculinity through marginalizing certain gay men and women. Such workplace issues merit future research but further analyses are also needed that can build on existing insights into how gay masculinities framed as ‘effeminate’ can, in some work locations, subordinate gay masculinities infused with traditional heterosexual masculinities, disrupting heteronormative gender binaries (Orzechowicz 2010).

In the efforts to complicate organizational masculinities, especially in the context of organizational heteronormativity, the focus on gay men represents one promising avenue of inquiry that may guard against treating the category of ‘men’ as an undifferentiated group. Still, there are potential pitfalls to be wary of. As Ashcraft (2009) cautions, the challenge confronting critical gender scholars is not to stretch gender or sexual binaries by simply proliferating differences within a dualistic frame. One effect of this is the proliferation of a multiplicity of genders, particularly in terms of identities, but within the same dualistic frame of masculinity and femininity. Still, there are other theoretical and empirical possibilities for scholars within the field of organizational masculinities and sexualities to rupture binary formations, as discussed in the next section.

QUEERING ORGANIZATIONAL MASCULINITIES AND SEXUALITIES: MALE BISEXUALITIES

In regard to male (and female) bisexualities in organizational settings, there is little research to go on. Some organization studies scholars have touched on the subject when discussing how to move beyond binary thinking in gender relations (Linstead and Pullen 2006). The promise bisexualities appear to hold in that respect relate to the way bisexuals are frequently considered to be fluid and dynamic in their sexuality. Indeed, the literature on bisexualities more generally is largely conceptual, typically addressing definitional issues (Steinman 2011). Empirical accounts that solely focus on bisexuality as a lived experience have grown appreciably over the last ten years or so (Elia and Eliason 2012), revealing the opportunities and limitations of the conceptual fluidity routinely allotted to bisexuality (discussed below), although these rarely extend into the workplace. As suggested previously, within the organization literature on sexual minorities, bisexuals tend to figure in small numbers, often outnumbered in study samples by gay men and lesbians. In sum, the coverage of bisexualities as a serious organizational topic of study is highly variable. Before considering some of the options available to researchers for incorporating bisexualities into existing debates on organizational masculinities and sexualities at work, it is useful to begin by noting how bisexualities might be theorized. For insight here we must venture beyond the organization studies literature and tap into the well-established social science and humanities scholarship on sexualities.

One feature of the sexualities literature is that there has been much interest in using queer theory as a lens through which to examine and often applaud the disruptive potential of bisexualities for shattering restrictive sexual and gender binaries (Burrill 2009; Callis 2009; Erickson-Schroth and Mitchell 2009; Feldman 2009; Steinman 2011). This marks a welcome point of department for queer theory analyses, which have traditionally focused on homosexuality. This is not altogether surprising, given queer theory’s suspicion of and relentless resistance to neatly defined categories imbued with a sense of fixity, whether they relate to sexuality and gender (Butler 1990, 2004) or relationships and intimacies (Warner 1999). Nonetheless, for some commentators, queer theory has become synonymous with gay men and gay male sexualities that have excluded the concerns of (lesbian) women (Jeffreys 2003) and bisexuals (Storr 1999). Some of these criticisms are valid, but the appeal of queer theories for scholars interested in analysing bisexualities remains strong. It is worth elaborating on this.

Queer theory is famously difficult to define but its definitional indeterminacy makes queer theoretically attractive for questioning taken-for-granted assumptions that underpin everyday life (Jagose 1996). For many theorists associated with queer theory, sexuality and gender are viewed as discursive effects, thereby denaturalizing sexual and gender categories as fixed, natural, and predictable (Butler 1990, 2004; Sedgwick 1990). The crisp focus on sexuality and gender partly distinguishes queer theory from poststructuralism more generally, which had a huge bearing on its germination within the humanities departments of universities during the 1990s. In destabilizing sexuality and gender, queer theorists expose the constraining power of normative frameworks, as experienced by many LGBT people who must ward off violence (e.g. homophobia, bi-negativity) done by restrictive norms, in order to openly participate in a heteronormative society (Butler 1990). While queer theory is adept at underscoring the oppressive effects of heteronormativity, it also allows us to see how lives and identities can be constructed differently, at some distance from restrictive norms (Butler 2004). Here then queer theorizations of bisexualities may be seen to bear fruit, because they nourish a politics of transgression and subversion based on strategies such as deconstructing unified sexual categories (e.g. heterosexual/homosexual) understood in hierarchical and binary terms. From a queer perspective, when shoehorned into a binary schema that posits individuals as either heterosexual or homosexual, bi-identified people may find themselves struggling to mobilize relevant discursive resources for articulating their experiences as gendered and sexual subjects (Bereket and Brayton 2008).

One benefit of this approach to theorizing bisexualities is that it resists constructing bisexuality as ‘immature’ when compared to heterosexuality and homosexuality (Erickson-Shroth and Mitchell 2009). This is conceptually empowering but the realities of openly participating in and outside work as ‘bisexual’ reveals the harsh opprobrium and discrimination bi-identified individuals may attract (Eliason 2000; Klesse 2011). Defying rigid binary formations has its costs, as bisexuality and bisexuals are dogged by cruel stereotypes that emphasize internal conflict, instability, and immaturity in comparison to heterosexuality and homosexuality, which are assumed to be stable and ‘mature’ sexual categories. As such, compelling research on bisexualities exposes the multifarious practices of bi-negativity that feed the misapprehension that bisexuality is not a sexual orientation and that bisexuals are merely people who cannot make up their minds when it comes to deciding between two objects of desire (Klesse 2011). Such crude assumptions reinforce a restrictive gender binary by apportioning to bisexuality an excessive fluidity and indeterminacy which reinforces it as a non-sexuality. Queer theories may be seen to reject this mode of understanding bisexuality, viewing it as a subversive option in disassembling a binary system that privileges heterosexuality but depends on homosexuality as a subordinated Other (Horncastle 2008; Callis 2009; Erickson-Shroth and Mitchell 2009).

Turning to the particular issues that relate to theorizing and living male bisexualities, one general observation is pertinent here. As mentioned earlier, research on bisexualities is a relatively new phenomenon, but it is one that has attracted increasing attention among sexualities scholars. For instance, the Journal of Bisexuality, just over a decade old, exemplifies some of the achievements in the critical enterprise of scholars to firmly position bisexualities on research agendas. Despite these progressive developments within the field of bisexualities, it is striking that studies on male bisexualities are relatively uncommon. As Steinman (2011) notes, in regard the content of Journal of Bisexuality over the last ten years, there is appreciably less research on and produced by bi-identified men than research about and conducted by bi women. A number of reasons may be put forward to explain this discrepancy (e.g. bi men appear less willing to articulate their experiences), but one consequence of this asymmetry is that we do not know enough about the influence of gender in the construction of bisexualities. Addressing the deficit of research on bi men, scholars are encouraged to establish links with the critical literature on masculinities. One advantage of yoking together the critical scholarship on masculinities and research on bisexualities is deeper theoretical and empirical insights into how male bisexualities are gendered in specific contexts, and to what effect.

Taking the workplace as one important example, preliminary research published in this area reveals some startling but, arguably, not wholly surprising findings. Green et al. (2011) conducted an international survey of the experience of bisexual people in the workplace, which indicates that being ‘out’ as bi at work is linked to a higher quality of work life, especially when employers are committed to developing policies and organizational practice that targets both sexual orientation and gender identity issues. At the same time, being out is a risky enterprise due to the pervasiveness of bi-negativity. Many study respondents reported that gay and heterosexual colleagues misunderstood bisexuality, found they were not accepted as ‘legitimate’ members of LGBT employee resource groups, and perceived by colleagues as ‘untrustworthy’, ‘unreliable and/or indecisive’. Many survey participants felt this had a damaging effect on their career advancement prospects. A similar picture is painted by Chamberlain’s (2009) research conducted through the UK LGB charity Stonewall. It is not altogether remarkable that, when faced with the prospect of having to ‘explain’ their behaviour and bi identity to others, bi men and women are dissuaded from disclosing to colleagues. From this research, organizational studies scholars can formulate an initial picture of contemporary organizational life for bisexual men and women. However, in the near absence of published studies that directly focus on bi-men’s experiences of the workplace, the lacuna in current knowledge about how masculinities and male bisexualities intersect remains cavernous. One consequence of this omission is the sketchy current understanding of how bi men may construct and experience specific workplace encounters and relationships in terms of gender. The salience of this line of inquiry is underscored by the critical masculinities literature which shows how much is at stake for men who struggle to construct a seemingly coherent gender identity (Kimmel 1994).

As examples of men who risk being read as gender incoherent, bi men may encounter ‘gender troubles’ in the workplace that relate to the epistemological violence that is done when individuals do not fit sexual categories (Butler 2004). One particular issue relates to the difficulties men face in managing relations with other men in ways that are pleasurable without incurring accusations of homosexuality (Nardi 1992). This leads Steinman (2011) and others (Eliason 2000) to suggest that bi men might find it extremely challenging, perhaps more so than bi women, to construct positive gendered identities and subjectivities in the workplace, especially within environments where traditional notions of masculinity hold firm. Issues like these are likely to be of great importance to critical researchers interested in organizational masculinities, especially in occupations dominated by certain types of men and women (Lupton 2000; Simpson 2004). The significance of this point is underlined by the various ways bi men might be positioned. For example, heterosexuals who elide bisexuality with promiscuity are likely to construct bi men as sexual perverts and a public health risk, especially in terms of spreading sexual diseases (Steinman 2011). For some gay men (and lesbians), the perceived sexual greediness and promiscuity of bi men threatens to thwart discursive efforts to normalize homosexuality in relation to idealized versions of heterosexuality, in terms of monogamy. From another viewpoint, for those gay men (and lesbians) committed to understanding homosexuality as an essential part of themselves, male bisexualities raise uncomfortable and inconvenient questions about the constructed nature of sexuality. Of course female bisexualities may inspire similar concerns and anxieties, but the dearth of comparative analyses on gender differences between bi men and women does very little to turn present speculation into empirically informed insight.

In sum, bisexualities can be attacked on a number of (un)expected fronts. Therefore, it important to remember that while epistemological transgressions can be transformative and exhilarating for some bi men, for others it is exactly the opposite (McLean 2008). Not all bi (and gay) men have an appetite for binary bashing. Some bi men may wish to evade persecution and discrimination by not disclosing their bi identity to colleagues, while others may actively court ‘gender trouble’ in the workplace, by refusing to be constrained by organizational gender and sexual norms (Rumens 2012). What is more, many bisexual men and women may want to infuse their bisexual identities with a sense of stability rather than fluidity, creating a discrete and fixed ‘third’ sexual category. This might well create a new dynamic, one characterized by an abandonment of extremes and absolutes but, as Linstead and Pullen (2006) rightly argue, this might be difficult to realize for those individuals who have a substantial investment in one end of the binary. How these discursive tensions and their material effects are played out within organizations, amidst the welter of organizational gender and sexual norms that influence what is accepted as ‘(ab)normal’, merits future research. Returning then to the notion of queering organizational masculinities, the matter of bisexualities is central to such an endeavour. Attentiveness to queer possibilities for performing gender and sexuality at work, as they might be enacted by bi-identified men, may seek to reduce the marginalizing effects of current heteronormative research agendas and promote a more explicitly critical organizational literature on masculinities and sexualities. This is not to overlook the apprehensions of those for whom queer theory has favoured the concerns of gay men over women and bisexuals. Rather, this is to suggest that queering organizational masculinities needs to strike roots in the critical masculinities literature and sexualities scholarship more deeply, generating a sharper critical conscious about how bisexualities might constitute a new aperture for moving beyond binary thinking in gender and sexuality (Linstead and Pullen 2006). Part of this investigation entails examining whether organizational bisexualities, in the way they are constructed, sustained, embodied, and experienced generates fluidity of the kind that dissolves entrenched binary boundaries. Organizational scholars have their work cut out here, and queer theories are one conceptual resource of many for supporting these investigations.

CONCLUDING REMARKS

I have suggested in this chapter that the study of men and masculinities in the workplace has demonstrated limited engagement with men who identify as gay and bi. Before outlining a horizon of different possibilities in respect to gay and bi men’s perspectives and experiences, two broad segments of scholarship have been sketched out: (1) the critical gender literature which focuses on organizational masculinities; (2) the sexuality of organization literature. While applauding some of the scholarly contributions to naming men as men in organizations, I have also argued that this scholarship tends to normalize heterosexuality which unhelpfully maintains dualistic modes of understanding sexuality and gender. Gay and bi-identified men do not regularly figure in the critical masculinities literature and there appears to be low commitment among scholars for positioning bisexualities as a focus for empirical investigation in the organizational sexuality literature. The task of developing a richer organizational literature on gender, to which this Handbook is deeply committed, is vital and it must account fully for how gender is shaped by a range of sexualities. Otherwise we perpetuate the tendency to prioritize gender over other aspects of difference such as sexuality, thereby inadvertently treating sexuality and gender as detached conceptual outposts. Gay and bi men’s sexualities are two examples presented here to challenge the heteronormativity of the gender binary and enrich the discussion of gender within the sexualities of organization scholarship. However, other examples that deserve scholarly attention include the sexualities and genders that relate to trans people, bisexual women, pansexual, and metrosexual men and women.

I am optimistic about the type of fruit such scholarly endeavours might produce. Critical gender scholars on organizational masculinities benefit from incorporating gay masculinities into organization analyses as a way of resisting the normalization of heterosexuality in gender analyses and problematizing dualistic understandings of dominant/subordinate masculinities. Scholars in the sexuality of organization literature can derive deeper empirical insights into bisexualities, which suffer from the effects of marginalization within the organizational literature on sexual minorities. Building bridges between these two broad literatures is essential, not least for developing theoretical analyses of how gender and sexuality are mutually influencing within organization contexts. Thus one aim of this chapter has been to engender alternative ways of understanding men, masculinities and sexualities in the workplace. And I would cite queer theory as one but crucially not the only way forward here, especially given its limited impact on the field of organization studies so far (Rumens 2013). Queer theory has its detractors and limitations, but there are exciting opportunities for queer theories to inform empirical inquiry aimed at exploring the gender and sexuality of organizations, especially as numerous scholars working within these fields routinely clamour for the dismantling of gender and sexual binaries. Articulating fresh perspectives on this matter, like those expressed by bisexual men, helps us to search for the ‘queer existences’ and ‘queer possibilities’ that inform alternative ways of accounting for the gender and sexuality of organization.
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CHAPTER 22

DOING GENDER DIFFERENTLY

Men in Caring Occupations

RUTH SIMPSON

INTRODUCTION

IN this chapter I pull together the findings from a number of studies of men in non-traditional occupations, including my own research in Australia and the UK, to explore how men ‘do gender’ in ‘feminized’ work, i.e. occupations that are traditionally held by women and which are notable for requiring skills and attributes (e.g. sensitivity, service, nurturance, care) that society associates with femininity (Hochschild 1983; Heilman 1997). The chapter draws on a perspective that sees gender not as the property of the individual or as a simple, unambiguous category, but as ‘situated doing’ (West and Zimmerman 2002) or performance (Butler 1990). This focuses on how gender differentiated practices take place in the light of normative and localized conceptions of what it means to be a woman or a man (Moloney and Fenstermaker 2002).

The context of ‘feminized’ work is a powerful one for exploring masculinities and how they are constructed, resisted, and maintained. While in other contexts masculinity is often taken for granted as the normative case and therefore ‘opaque’ to analysis (Collinson and Hearn 1994), in feminized work, as Morgan (1992) points out, conceptualizations of masculinity are ‘on the line’, highly visible and vulnerable to challenge. Men in these contexts ‘stand out’ and their gender is rendered visible: they are seen as gendered subjects, as men working in gender-atypical roles. Equally, men face challenges in a non-traditional career that can help surface particular gender dynamics. Being both a man and a nurse for example involves occupying two contradictory subject positions in the ‘discourse on work’ (Fletcher 2003), based on ‘masculine’ attributes of independence and detachment as well as ‘feminine’ notions of nurturance and care. It is through these contradictions that new knowledge can be gained, with potential, as Connell (2000) argues, to understand and challenge the gender order.

In a general context, occupational ‘sex typing’ and the labelling of occupations as ‘masculine’ or ‘feminine’ mean that jobs carry assumptions concerning their suitability, in terms of the skills and attributes required, for women or men (Acker 1990; Williams 1995; Fletcher 2003). Different meanings attached to these skills and attributes can lead to a greater value placed on those that are associated with men and an undervaluation of those traditionally performed or seen to be possessed by women (often translating into differentials in status and pay). The persistence of these associations can be seen in the high levels of gender segregation by occupational groups. In the UK, for example, 81 per cent of care, leisure, and service workers as well as 77 per cent of administrative and secretarial staff are women, while 92 per cent of skilled trades, 89 per cent of machine operatives, and 68 per cent of managers and senior officials are men (ONS 2011). Further, women represent just 6 per cent of engineering, 13 per cent of ICT, and 14 per cent of architectural posts (EHRC 2011). In fact, a report by the EOC (2007) has indicted that over 60 per cent of occupations are performed mainly by men or by women. Despite this, there has been a trend for men and women to move into gender-atypical areas. For example, men now account for 9.6 per cent of all nurses in Australia (AIHW 2011), while the figure in the UK is currently 12 per cent (ONS 2011). In fact, latest data from the Teaching Agency (2012) shows more men are becoming primary school teachers, with the number of male trainee primary teachers having increased by more than 50 per cent in the last four years.

These figures suggest that, despite the persistence of gender-based occupational segregation referred to above, a small but growing number of men are ‘crossing over’ into female-dominated occupations—perhaps attracted by a desire for a professional status (Lupton 2006), for more ‘meaningful’ work (Simpson 2009), or because of declining employment options elsewhere. Greater opportunities for promotion may present themselves as key motivating factors for some groups of men, as the privileges attached to their gender translate into a ‘glass escalator’ (Williams 1993) in terms of career success. In primary schools, for example, many men have been attracted to the profession because of a targeted recruitment, reflecting a strategic shift in education policy, that has placed emphasis on the benefits through role modelling for male pupils as well as on prospects for career progression. Similarly, as Lupton (2006) found, men often seek a professional status that may not be open to them in more ‘masculine’ occupations. They may also be motivated by a desire for personal fulfilment and the opportunity to develop the ‘affective’ domain of their lives (Galbraith 1992; Simpson 2005). However, whatever the motivation to enter a non-traditional career, men often face challenges as they negotiate the potential mismatch between the (feminine) nature of the job and a gendered (masculine) identity.

These challenges relate to probable sacrifices in terms of pay and status in a non-traditional occupation as well as to a possible questioning, on the part of colleagues, managers, peers, of men’s motives, of their ‘masculinity’, and hence of their suitability for the job (Bradley 1993; Williams 1993; Lupton 1999). As Hochschild (1983) pointed out, work involving service and care may call for special abilities that only women are seen to possess. This can create problems for men who call into question their competence and suitability if they assert a traditional masculinity and yet who invite challenges to their masculinity, as well as their sexuality, if they adopt a more feminine approach. In the context of primary school teaching, men have been found to be in a double bind: their presumed masculine interests in sport, assumptions of leadership potential and ability to act as ‘role models’ for boys give them an initial hiring advantage but these same characteristics can alienate them from female staff (Williams 1993). This raises issues about how male workers reconcile the feminine nature of their work with the demands of a hegemonically masculine gender regime.

Work in the area suggests that men engage in various practices to reconcile the two and that these often involve a distancing from the feminine. One strategy may be a ‘careerist’ one, i.e. to move into management or supervisory positions (Williams 1995); to identify with more powerful male groups, such as hospital doctors or headteachers (Simpson 2009); to emphasize the male and downplay the female elements of the job by moving into what may be seen as more ‘masculine’ specialisms (Williams 1993). In nursing, for example, men often gravitate towards mental health, with historic (and ‘masculine’) links to custodialism, or accident and emergency, seen as more ‘adrenalin charged’ than general nursing care (Williams 1995; Squires 1995). Other work suggests that men create a sense of comfort with their occupational role through a process of ‘naming and reframing’. Piper and Collamer (1991) in the context of librarianship found that men often renamed the job (e.g. information scientist, information manager) to redress the weak image of the occupation and chose ‘masculine’ specialisms that involved new technology within its domain. Such strategies suggest a tension for men in non-traditional roles between the ‘feminine’ nature of the job and dominant discourses of masculinity—and the need to maintain a separation from what can be defined as female in order to restore a comfortable sense of self.

More recent work has moved away from a singular focus on separation strategies to explore how men move between and draw on both the masculine and feminine domains (Pullen and Simpson 2009; Simpson 2009). This has a focus on multiplicities of difference (Pullen and Linstead 2005) and how these may ‘play out’ in organizational contexts. Men in non-traditional occupations may draw on the privileges bestowed by gender to support a masculine identity but at the same time may experience and draw on ‘multiple otherness’ and forms of femininity. As Bruni and Gherardi (2002) found in a different context, lines of division may be sometimes deployed and sometimes resisted so that difference is both activated and dismantled. This suggests a less stable orientation to gender as a doing or performance, discussed below. Drawing on recent work, including an extensive study I conducted on men in non-traditional occupations in Australia and the UK, the chapter explores different strategies of compliance and resistance; how bodies are ‘marked’ in a feminized context and the ways bodies are deployed in gender performances; how ‘doing emotions’ are implicated in these performances and how spaces are drawn upon as both gendered and gendering. These themes help to highlight the complexities and uncertainties of ‘doing masculinity’ at work. We start with an overview of gender as practice and performance.

GENDER AS PRACTICE AND PERFORMANCE

The doing or practising of gender is associated with two key strands of thought that draw on symbolic interactionism, whereby difference and the gender binary are actively produced as part of the work of gender in everyday interactions (West and Zimmerman 2002; Fenstermaker and West 2002) and poststructuralism (Butler 1990, 1993) that conceives of gender as a ‘performance’ produced through discourse (see Kelan 2010 for a helpful overview). In terms of the former, gender is seen to be created through social interaction, i.e. through gesture, speech and body language, so that gender is an ‘interactional achievement’ or accomplishment that is produced according to normative conceptions of what it means to be a woman or a man. Here the focus is on how gender is ‘done’ in terms of the ways in which the gendered order, in the forms of a stable gender binary, is reproduced and maintained. Failure to do gender according to normative expectations, as West and Zimmerman (2002) point out, will call individuals (their character, motives, predispositions) to account. Individuals are thus ‘accountable’ for appropriate performances of gender in that they are subject to the regulatory force of what it means to be a woman or a man. This has clear implications for the individual performances of men in ‘feminized’ roles.

For poststructuralists, the gender binary is produced through discourse, i.e. signs, labels, expressions and rhetoric that help to construct meaning and which accordingly shape our thinking, attitudes, and behaviour, as well as our sense of self. Meanings about gender as well as sexuality are framed by rhetorical strategies about the ‘appropriate’ placing and behaviour of men and women where, as Butler (1990, 1993) maintains, these behaviours are shaped by and viewed in relation to heterosexual norms. Thus, articulations of dominant gender regimes and associated practices of gender are brought into being by the reiterative and citational practices of individuals within them (Kelan 2010)—a process Butler (1993) refers to as ‘performativity’ (Butler 1993). Individuals create themselves as gendered subjects through citing gendered discourses—so that discourse ‘produces the effects that it names’ (Butler 1993: 2, cited in Kelan 2010: 181).

Doing or practising gender accordingly involves creating and recreating difference in specific interactional and institutional contexts—either through interaction (West and Zimmerman 2002) or through discursive effects (Butler 1990, 1993). These provide a ‘repertoire of practices’ (Martin 2003) concerning the doing of gender at work. In the institutional context of teaching, for example, men ‘do’ masculinity in that they are often called upon to be the disciplinarian or to take on difficult or challenging groups (Simpson 2004, 2009)—a form of difference and ‘special contribution’ that can be discursively mobilized by men to support a desired identity. However, as Deutsch (2007) argues, the concept of ‘doing’ may leave little room for the incorporation of the challenge to and dismantling of difference. Recent work (e.g. Butler 2004: Pullen and Knights 2007) has therefore focused on the ‘undoing’ of gender, defined by Deutsch as those social interactions and associated discourses that reduce, dismantle, or challenge gender difference. In this respect, men’s decision to enter a non-traditional career can be seen as a form of resistance to dominant conceptions of masculinity. Gender performances in these contexts are likely to render the salience of undoing gender more visible and alert us to the complications of doing and the undoing of difference. In other words, gender can be seen to be done and undone in action and interaction—produced through discourse (Kerfoot and Knights 1998), symbolism (Gherardi 1995), or performances (Butler 1993).

DOING MASCULINITY IN NON-TRADITIONAL WORK

In so far as gender is a meaning that is produced through interaction with others and through discourse, issues of complexity, ambiguity, and fluidity become central themes. From this perspective, work on masculinity (e.g. Kerfoot and Knights 1993, 1998; Connell 2000) has focused on the fragmented, insecure and uncertain nature of gender identity (Kerfoot and Knights 1998; Collinson 2003; Pullen 2006). Such work has explored the dynamic nature of masculinity, how it is constructed and reconstructed, how it is experienced at a subjective level and how multiple masculinities exist in relation to the dominant (hegemonic) form.

This has highlighted the insecure nature of masculinity as men construct themselves as gendered subjects. Part of this insecurity may emanate from an erosion of stable reference points as a source of identity (e.g. birth, religion, class) and the rise of paid employment, with all its uncertainties, as the source of a valued sense of self (Collinson 2003). For Kimmel (1994) insecurity relates to the perceived failure to live up to a masculine hegemonic ideal. As Connell (2000) argues, while discourses of hegemonic masculinity are not always and everywhere the same and while different masculinities exist in definite (hierarchical, exclusionary) relations with each other, there is in most situations some form of hegemonic masculinity—the most honoured or desired—which can be expressed and represented in everyday interactions. Accordingly, despite differences and variations, successful performance of masculinity is, more often than not, equated with being heterosexual, successful, capable, reliable, and in control (Collinson and Hearn 1994; Alvesson 1998; Connell 2000; Knights and McCabe 2001). From Kimmel (1994), failure to ahieve this ‘ideal’ in all its manifestations is thus a constant source of anxiety and insecurity for most men.

As Kerfoot and Knights (1998) argue, the masculine desire for control (over self, over others, over environment) needs to be set in the context of this ontological insecurity. In this respect, competitive masculinity is one way to achieve a sense of certainty and stability in an uncertain world—but its foundation is shaky in that it is based on an identity that is continuously threatened as a consequence of the ‘failure, potential or otherwise, to maintain control’ (Kerfoot and Knights 1998: 9). This supports the need for identity work as men negotiate and renegotiate their conditions of insecurity as an ever incomplete process. Given that the cultural resources available for identity management will vary from organization to organization, as well as in different cultural contexts, ‘doing masculinity’ will be multiplicitous, fluid as well as multidimensional. Organizations also ‘do’ gender and have codes for performing gender identities. They are thus home to a variety of masculinities (Collinson and Hearn 1994), with implications for how the dynamics of different masculinities—some prioritized, others suppressed—inform men’s gender identities at work.

Managing masculinity in non-traditional occupations is likely to throw up particular challenges for men as they seek ways to reconcile the work they do with an identity they can accept. Here, discourses of service and care can collide with dominant conceptions of masculinity that are arraigned around rationality, detachment and profit (Ross-Smith and Kornberger 2004). Organizational interactions and practices may reflect non-masculine ways of working and men may find such femininity ‘unlivable’, in that its constituent elements (nurturance, passivity, service) have been defined and rejected by masculine identities. The insecurities referred to above as integral to masculinity may accordingly become exacerbated in non-traditional roles. As Williams (1993) argues, men who ‘cross over’ upset the gendered assumptions embedded in such work so they are suspected of not being ‘real’ men—generating insecurity in relation to their positioning against the hegemonic ideal. This is supported by Lupton (1999) who suggests that men in non-traditional roles fear feminization and stigmatization—fears which are particularly acute under the gaze of other men. Associations with homosexuality for example can clash with dominant discourses of heterosexual masculinity with sometimes painful implications for men in these roles (Lupton 1999). Men must therefore manage their identity under specific conditions of insecurity.

GENDER RESISTANCE IN NON-TRADITIONAL WORK

At a micro-political level, resistance occurs when individuals challenge or refuse to accept subjectivities and identities defined by dominant discourses. Resistance from this perspective concerns individual struggles over meanings and subjectivities rather than on specific behaviours or acts. As Davies and Thomas (2004) point out, resistance arises at ‘points of contestation and contradictions within discursive fields, presenting spaces for alternative meanings and subjectivities, and new forms of practice’ (Davies and Thomas 2004: 105). Individuals thus strive to subvert and evade the identities imposed on them by dominant discourses and associated attempts at classification. Men in non-traditional occupations, as we have seen, may struggle to align discourses of masculinity with their (feminine) occupational identity and may resist the categorizations and subjectivities that are imposed. The resources open to individuals are varied. Overt resistance can be seen in the hostility often expressed towards more higher status men (Simpson 2004, 2009)—as male nurses, for example, through antagonistic interactions, resist the subordinated identity impressed by their proximity to privileged masculinity in the workplace. Resistance is thus endemic to how men do gender in these contexts.

As we have seen, one form of resistance to the implications of non-masculine associations is to create and maintain distance from the feminine (Lupton 1999; Simpson 2004, 2009). Thus, male cabin crew often focus on the safety and security aspects of the job, overriding associations with deferential service and customer care (Simpson 2009), discussed further below. Men also engage in compensatory gendered practices so as to ‘restore’ a dominating position. This includes, as discussed above, ‘careerism’ whereby men aspire to (masculine) management or supervisory posts and away from (feminine) day-to-day professional practice (Heikes 1992; Williams 1995) and/or identification with more powerful male groups, such as male hospital doctors or headteachers (Floge and Merrill 1986; Simpson 2004, 2009). Blatant sexism in these contexts (Cross and Bagilhole 2002) is another way in which traditional masculinity can be emphasized.

Resistance can take more subtle forms. It can be activated through humour when employees make fun of customers or management and in so doing recapture a sense of dignity in what may be seen as a powerless or demeaning role. Cabin crew, for example, encounter asymmetric relations of deference in their interactions with passengers—where those interactions are driven by discourses of consumer sovereignty and the need to please (Abbott and Tyler 1998; Simpson 2009). They also have limited resources from which to draw, such as those around professional care or vocationalism, to create a compensatory and more valued identity. Crew often made fun of passengers through subtle changes in intonation (e.g. an exaggerated yes sir, no sir). Through ‘twists of meaning’ (Kondo 1990) they conveyed ironic service as a practice of subversion.

As Davies and Thomas (2004) argue, individuals can practise resistance by taking up alternative identities—embracing an Other status and using it to their advantage. Some cabin crew would act out a flamboyant and parodic homosexuality to cause discomfort in the flight deck—where male pilots were seen to embody normative and heterosexual masculinity and to be the source of a conventionally gender-based ‘gaze’ (Simpson 2009). Male crew thus reified and celebrated alterity—playing on difference to unsettle the mainstream.

Some men deliberately invoke gender and acknowledge the power of masculinity and some of its conventional understandings. Men can reconstruct a different masculinity through feminine practices that involve resistance to normative conceptions of gender: engaging in traditionally ‘feminine’ behaviours (‘female talk’ in the staffroom; performing domestic chores during offduty moments), valuing the special status as ‘New Men’. Similarly, men can present themselves as special in their reflexive capacity to be critical of masculine norms and values, for example, adopting a gentle tone while listening carefully and sympathetically to elderly patients. Men are thus able to create a satisfying identity that builds on yet also subverts traditional notions of gender. They recognize the power of masculinity but reject it in such a way that can also reinforce its status. In support of this, as Davies and Thomas (2004) argue, ‘to resist something is also to reify it’, privileging it, legitimising and reproducing ‘the very subject position that is being denied’ (Davies and Thomas 2004: 115). Men may therefore challenge masculinity through discourses and practices of denial but its purchase is dependent on masculinity’s continuing, hegemonic influence and presence. The challenge is supportive of the very thing that is resisted and refused.

This points to the complex forms of resistance and the diverse ways in which individuals respond to dissonance between subjectivity and the context in which he or she moves—where that context may mean a subject position on offer that is disconfirming to a sense of self. Men therefore engage in practices that create distance from as well as embrace the feminine while also, by mobilizing special capacities and qualities, calling into question masculine norms and values. Much of these practices and performances have an embodied dimension—an aspect of non-traditional work that is discussed below.

MASCULINE BODY PERFORMANCES

As Connell (2000) points out, bodies matter in that biological differences between men and women play an important part in determining what is seen to be ‘masculine’ and ‘feminine’ work. In other words, gendered norms and expectations are ‘written on’ the sexed bodies of men and women with implications for what is seen as ‘gender appropriate’ occupations. From Butler’s (1993) work, bodies carry meanings that help authenticate particular gender performances which then take on the semblance of ‘natural’ dispositions. Men and women accordingly ‘do’ gender partly through their bodies and these performances become sedimented as essentially gendered and universal. Norms of deference or of nurturance for example are often inscribed onto ‘softer’ female bodies (Trethewey 1999) while professional norms (e.g. of competence, expertise) and meanings attached to leadership roles are associated with the bodies of men. Men and women then come to be seen as ‘naturally’ predisposed to these roles and activities.

In a similar vein, women are often seen as more ‘embodied’ than men. As Hassard et al. (2000) point out, women are linked to nature through bodily associations of fluidity, flux, fecundity, and passion and associated with the private sphere where ‘natural’ bodily, emotional (and hence lower) functions are seen to occur. Men by contrast signify the ‘organized body’ that has meanings of dryness, solidity, containment—a body that is disciplined and controlled and the standard against women and their bodies are judged to be problematic. In short, men in general are disembodied in their divorce from bodily considerations—standing for universal personhood, organization, and rationality.

In non-traditional occupations, drawing on essential notions of femininity, the masculine body is largely at odds with this social definition (e.g. as rational, detached, disembodied) making it more difficult for masculinity to ‘take hold’ in these contexts. This potential mismatch is exacerbated, arguably, by the primacy afforded to body characteristics (gender, age, personality) in the production of service and care—where the embodied performances of the worker, such as facial expression and bodily demeanour, can be seen to be partly constitutive of the product. As Leidner (1991) has argued, these performances (and ultimately the nature and quality of the service produced) draw on looks, voices, emotion, personalities, and facial and body displays. Meanings attached to men’s bodies are therefore likely to be strongly implicated in how service and care are produced and less evident in other occupations, with implications for men in how such roles and scripted are performed.

Here, research suggests that men’s bodies are often coopted in a non-traditional role—as men are expected to undertake physically demanding work and to act as disciplinarian in the organization. Milligan (2001) found male nurses are routinely expected to deal with physically aggressive patients; Sargent (2001) that male primary school teachers are given the more challenging classes, while Simpson (2009) found that male cabin crew are often sent to deal with difficult passengers. In all these cases there is explicit recognition of the physicality of the masculine body so that men are deployed as ‘boundary setters’ (Forseth 2005) in aggressive or challenging situations where they signify an authoritative, reassuring, and regulatory presence. This is irrespective of men’s actual body size or personal disposition. Some men may be small in stature or non-confrontational in disposition—resentful of and resisting the pressure to take on these roles—suggesting that ‘body capital’ such as body build and physical characteristics such as strength, despite their individual variability, can become a ‘currency’ of masculinity in more general terms (Evans 2004).

Other men can welcome these meanings in that they enable the uptake and performance of a ‘protector’ role in the work context. This is presented in a traditional way as masculine chivalry and a concern for the welfare of women (Pullen and Simpson 2009), thereby creating a distinctive space for the practice of masculinity through meanings associated with heroic qualities of endurance and strength. In some instances, however, these meanings are out of place and men must manage their bodies, for example reducing semblance of body size and volume of voice, in order to present a non-threatening, caring self (e.g. sitting, rather than standing, at the end of the bed). Here men spoke of the need to overcome the inherent disadvantages of the male body in some practices of care. Therefore, in primary schools while men are called upon to be the disciplinarian or to act as masculine role model to boys (e.g. taking an active role in sport), they must at the same time conform to stereotypically feminine qualities in order to work effectively with young children—including bodily displays of ‘maternal care’ (Vogt 2002). This can create a ‘double bind’ (Sargent 2001): if men enact a traditional masculinity, demanded in their role modelling for boys and anticipated by many female colleagues and managers, they reinforce common assumptions concerning the appropriate behaviour of men and reinforce ideas of their often supposed ineptness. If they do teaching in the same way as women (e.g. as maternal care), their masculinity and their motivations are called into question.

From the above, while men may be valued for their bodies—assigned for example to work that demands physical strength or discipline—they are also ‘marked’ as different from the female norm where body size and other masculine features sit uncomfortably with the unmarked bodies of women. As Dahl (2005) notes, men can be seen as intruders creating disorder in a system over which women claim jurisdiction. Male teachers and nurses are thus often fast-tracked into more ‘body congruent’ specialties and levels of hierarchy and away from the classroom or the ward (Sargent 2001; Evans 2004). One nurse commented in Simpson’s (2009) study:


There was this constant undercurrent that a. you shouldn’t be here, either because you’re a bloke or b. because you’re too intelligent and you should be a doctor.



Male bodies can thus be ‘matter out of place’ in a non-traditional context. Men’s sexuality and masculinity can be seen as undesirable, potentially dangerous and disruptive in some of the work they do. Here, the presence of men in a non-masculine role can call into question and challenge the heterosexual norm in the workplace—with implications for the meanings attached to men’s bodies in these roles. Thus, irrespective of individual sexuality, men are routinely labelled ‘gay’. Equally, while women’s touch is seen as harmless or non-threatening, men’s touch is sexualized (Evans 2002), leading to ‘cautious care-giving’ as men manage the line between relationality and propriety (Sargent 2001). In the context of teaching the sexualization of men’s touch is often seen to be synonymous with the potential for child molestation, with often painful implications for men. Although they want to have the same level of close interaction with the children that female colleagues enjoy, they must also distance themselves in order to avoid the very real dangers of suspicion. As Sargent (2001) notes, referring to the double bind above, they then reinforce the very behaviours (e.g. of stoic, distant men) which suggest that men are unsuited to primary teaching in the first place.

From the above, we can see how we do masculinity and femininity through our bodies, drawing them into displays of appropriate (or inappropriate) gender behaviour. At the same time, bodies are inscribed with meanings, beyond our control, which have implications for how we do gender and for our sense of self. As Butler (2004) has pointed out, we therefore both do and have gender done to us. The lived body, i.e. the ways in which it is represented and used in specific contexts, is an amalgam of active and passive, of doing and being done to, of signifying and signified which together strongly influence how gender is performed in specific contexts. Men in non-traditional roles can therefore draw on traditional body ascriptions to present a particular self, coopting these meanings to produce a desired effect; they manage their bodies to redefine meanings associated with, for example, body size seen as inappropriate for some forms of care and they negotiate the implications of the marking of their bodies in day-to-day practices and performances.

PERFORMING EMOTIONS, SERVICE, AND MASCULINITY

Both emotions and service are involved to greater and lesser extents in men’s non-traditional occupations. This may include professional ‘caring’ roles as in nursing, teaching, social work or ‘para-professional’ roles including front-line service workers (e.g. cabin crew, hotel workers, call centre operators, retail assistants) engaged in interactive work. Both categories have cultural connections with femininity through associations with service and care or through the domestic nature of some of the tasks involved (Tyler and Abbott 1998; Adib and Guerrier 2003). Such work is therefore often constructed as a ‘natural’ part of doing femininity (Hall 1993; Adkins 2001) through embodied performances and gendered scripts. This has implications for men as they do or undo masculinity in non-traditional roles—roles that are embedded with gendered norms and expectations. For example, as MacDonald and Sirianni (1996) argue, men are less likely to embrace some service demands, particularly those involving deference, because they do not fit their notion of gender-appropriate behaviour—drawing on other voices and repertoires (e.g. of authority, of rational expert) to side-step the practices and identity implications of such work.

In the context of teaching and nursing, there are several implications for men in terms of how they perform service and care. Some emotions are not seen as suitable for men: open displays of sorrow for example can be seen to be out of place in the workplace and a source of embarrassment even if the circumstances are painful—supporting Parkin’s (1993) claim that an ethos of control over emotions is seen as part of being professional. Thus, male nurses have been found to mobilise a ‘cool headed detachment’ (Pullen and Simpson 2009) in their descriptions of how they care, creating a difference from women who are positioned deficiently as overly emotional—so that they fail to comply with what men see as a professional stance. Further, men are more likely than women to present their emotional labour—work that alters the ways individuals manage emotions to make them appropriate with an expected organizational goal (Hochschild 1983)—as special and distinctive (Simpson 2009; Pullen and Simpson 2009). Here, high standards of care are often seen as a ‘natural’ part of femininity and hence undervalued and invisible when undertaken by women—(Taylor and Tyler, 2000; Williams 2003). One outcome is that emotional labour performed by men is more likely to be presented—and received—as ‘philanthropic’ (Bolton 2005), i.e. as a particular type of ‘gift exchange’ that goes beyond the call of duty. Relatedly, men can combine philanthropic with maverick performances as they present themselves as ‘going the extra mile’—circumventing bureaucracy and mobilizing resources for those in their care. This is highlighted in the following example:


What do I mean by care? Well, for me it’s being able to do the best for the patient, and if that means breaking rules then so be it … so you’ve got to understand it from a patient’s point of view … if a patient is obviously dying, he wants a cigarette, there’s no point refusing him a cigarette, I would take him outside whereas my female colleagues would say ‘no you’re not allowed to smoke’. You try and give him a cigarette when they’re going to die anyway. They’re at the end of the road and what he needs most in this case is a cigarette, he wanted a cigarette. Now, with the women he’ll get a hard and fast, ‘this is what’s good for you’ and that’s it, that’s the way … I don’t feel that way. You tell me what’s good for you, what you want—and I’ll do it …

(cited in Pullen and Simpson 2009: 571)



Presenting women as ‘rule bound’ and cautious allows the uptake of a more satisfying oppositional identity around independence and non-conformity. At the same time, as Pullen and Simpson (2009) found, men can promote femininity, commenting and placing value on their feminine side. Here men dis-identify with normalized conceptions of masculinity, presenting themselves in terms of ‘New Manhood’ as they celebrate their ‘feminine’ dispositions to nurture and care. Activities around emotional labour may accordingly provide men with repertoires of ‘doing’ gender that, by drawing on displays of risk-taking, emotional control, and distinctive capacity, have positive identity implications (Pierce 1995; Brannen 2005; Lewis and Simpson 2007). As Swan (2008) has argued, the mobilization of feminine emotions can be a source of power for men. Men restore status and privilege (threatened, for example, by the feminization of work practices) through a number of ‘appropriating moves’—including the cooption of the feminine, the performance of care as a masculine rationality and detachment, and the mobilisation of New Manhood to enhance the value and specificity of their caring skills.

PERFORMING GENDER IN SPACE

As Halford and Leonard (2006) argue, place, space, and time in organizations combine with more generic resources such as those afforded by gender and occupation to offer multiple and competing resources for the construction of working identities. Individuals operate and interact with and in space—through gesture and bodily movements and influenced by norms of engagement in these specific contexts. These spatial contexts are not gender neutral but offer resources that are both gendered and gendering (Massey 1994, 2005). Environmental ‘variables’ such as access to space and opportunities for mobility as well as meanings attached to space can come together to strengthen gender power relations. The primary school classroom, for example, where teachers spend most of their day with the same group of children, can be seen to be a feminine space (diminutive, confined, nurturing)—supported by a maternal logic with implications for men who work within that domain. The presence of men, as we have seen, may alter the nature of the space so that it becomes less symbolic, for example, of ‘safe’ maternal care. Similarly, male nurse speak of simple presence (‘just standing there’) to contain behaviour of unruly patients—as their bodies create meanings around authority and discipline in the public space of a hospital waiting room. At the same time, as we have seen, men can be ‘marked’ through occupancy of a feminine space (as non-masculine, as potentially disruptive) with implications for professional practice and identity.

Cabin crew work provides an interesting example of how gendered spaces, both supportive and incorporative of power relations, can be drawn upon to assist in a performance and subjectivity of ‘male’ and ‘female’. Here, the flight deck and the aircraft cabin can be seen as masculine and feminine spaces respectively (Simpson 2009). As Mills (1995) has illustrated, the highly technologized space of the flight deck is underscored with meanings around rationality, danger and expertise that have core connections with discourses of (heterosexual) masculinity. Militaristic uniforms worn by the (mostly male) occupants are symbolic resources that further enhance the masculinity of this space. By contrast, the cabin, or main body of the aircraft, can be defined as a feminine space. It is in this arena that consumption, service, and the trivia of entertainment occur—culturally associated with femininity. Further, this space has sexual connotations in that it continues to be the site for the mobilization by airlines of a subordinated heterosexual femininity (Hochschild 1983; Williams 2003) based on perceptions of sexual availability and norms of deferential service. When men enter this space as crew they too become associated with femininity (Hochschild 1983) and with a denigrated homosexuality.

These gendered meanings attached to spaces are not stable however but can shift with the practices occurring within them—such as the nature and extent of physical movement and the satisfaction of service demands. For example, while movement and walking are often associated with a (masculine) purpose and authority (e.g. as crew undertake safety and security checks in the aisle), movement in response to the demands of others (‘running around’ after the passengers) can be seen to be part of deferential and hence devalued ‘feminine’ service. In terms of the former, as Simpson (2009) found, male crew often draw on (masculine) discourses of safety and security, positioning themselves as a source of strength and security against the less ‘reassuring’ presence of female crew—masculine attributes that have arguably been given greater purchase since the events of 9/11. However, once safety checks and take-off are complete, the appearance of the trolley (as feminine artefact) in the aisle signifies a shift in power relations as consumer sovereignty and service demands take hold. The aisle is thus transformed from a space of authority and expertise to one associated with devalued domesticity and deferential service—impressing painfully on male crew (many referred to the uncomfortable ‘trolley dolly’ image of their role). Space is thus complex and unstable—its meanings shifting with the activities and practices contained—both influencing and influenced by gendered identity processes and gendered performances. When men enter a feminine space, meanings attached to that space may alter as we have seen above. At the same time, male bodies (as well as the spaces they occupy) become ‘marked’ as different from the heterosexual norm.

In the latter respect, in a ‘reversal of gaze’ and through ‘movements of exhibition’ as male crew perform their role within the highly visible space of the aisle, attention is drawn to men’s Otherness with often contradictory consequences. On the one hand, assumptions of homosexuality, irrespective of individual sexual preferences of male crew, routinely insinuate into on-board service interactions through customer attitudes and behaviours. The power saturated ‘gaze’ is fundamentally patriarchal and heterosexual. On the other hand, men can gain pleasure and pride from aesthetic displays. As Warhurst and Nickson (2007) found in the context of service organizations generally, the need for airlines to present a particular professional ‘face’ is associated with aesthetic codes of body management and with corporeal dispositions that express friendly and helpful service. In contrast to women where the ‘panoptic gaze’ is often seen to be experienced as oppressive and patriarchal (Tyler and Abbott 1998; Taylor and Tyler 2000), and assisted by celebrations of physical strength and ascriptions of proficiency and autonomy, men often gain pleasure and pride from their bodies (an one male crew commented of his visibility at work: ‘I love it, I’m like that, bring it on!’). Male crew, therefore, may celebrate their bodies as the bearers of an aesthetic ideal as well as a claimed source of strength and security in the day-to-day operations of the cabin.

We have seen how men draw on strategies of resistance, for example, to a subordinated identity in a non-traditional role. Spaces are implicated in different ways in these processes and behaviours. Both men and women use the galley as an ‘off-stage’ region out of sight of customers for mutual support. Here emotions can be expressed without the danger of violating organizational display norms (Morris and Feldman 1996). Crew let off steam, can refer disparagingly to passengers, and indulge in sexual innuendo, gossip, and flirtatious banter. In more subtle ways, and drawing on the greater licence for humour often afforded to men, resistance can be practised through ironic recognition of the dominant meanings attached to space (e.g. of deference and sexual availability). In the following quote a male crew member playfully contrasted an acceptance of a subordinated identity within the service encounter of the aisle with a more authoritative, expert role:


So you’re a trolley dolly because they see you up and down the aisles with the coffee or tea and I used to laugh and make a joke, I’d say you can’t afford me so you might as well have the tea or coffee or whatever but when you collapse in the aisle with a heart attack, this trolley dolly has got to know what to do …



Male crew also engaged in status levelling tactics associated with the masculine space of the flight deck. As suggested earlier, the proximity of this space, culturally associated with a superior and heterosexual masculinity, may serve to underscore the femininity of the meanings and material practices within the cabin. The antagonism displayed towards the flight deck and its occupants (perceived as arrogant, bullying, and homophobic) may be testimony to levels of discomfort experienced as status differences impress subordinated identities on male crew. One crew briefly reflected on his negative feelings towards pilots: ‘I’m only a steward and you’re flight deck … it’s a male thing I suppose’. Putting pilots in their place (‘winding them up’) was a preoccupation of male crew—achieved through potentially embarrassing banter (e.g. through excessive, flamboyant displays of homosexuality and camp), withholding food, and refusing a servile role. As Lupton (1999) argues, while women are frequently subordinated in organizations, the take-up of an inferiorized identity can be more difficult for men. This may be particularly the case when men are forced to confront a privileged masculine space in the workplace.

We have seen how a ‘masculine’ authoritative space created through discourses and activities of safety and security can be easily disrupted and subverted by feminine activities of service and care—creating tensions for men as they manage such contestations of meaning. Equally, the presence of male bodies can convert the cabin and aisle as sites of female heterosexuality, encouraged by past and current promotional practices suggestive of female service and availability (Tyler and Abbott 1998; Tyler and Taylor, 1998; Williams 2003), into a space saturated with and marked by homosexual meanings. Men accordingly move within and draw on space in ways that support dominant conceptions of (deferential) service and, within the feminized space of the cabin, strive in different ways to reinvigorate traditional notions of masculinity. Taken together, this highlights how the performance of gender is deeply contextual—not in the sense of context as a ‘backdrop’ to gender expression, but as an active resource in the ‘doing’ of gender at work.

CONCLUSION

This chapter has explored some of the ways in which men, in the context of Australia and the UK, ‘do’ gender in a non-traditional occupational context. We have charted the challenges men face in a non-traditional (e.g. service and/or caring) role and have positioned much of the existing literature on men’s experiences and practices as oriented towards a ‘distancing’ from the feminine. Through our focus on bodies and embodiment, the gendering of service and care and the significance of gendered spaces, we have considered some of the diverse ways in which men manage gender in these contexts. These may encompass distancing strategies and reaffirmations of masculinity—such as the ways in which masculinity (rationality, detachment) can be mobilized in performances of service and care, as well how men value (and can be valued for) their bodies and for the meanings masculine bodies convey. A focus on distancing however can hide more complex and often contradictory processes—as men negotiate the marking of their bodies as ‘out of place’ in ways that then support essentialized notions of men’s non-suitability for the job; how masculinity can be invoked in strategies of ‘new manhood’ that seek to reject its status while, paradoxically, reifying its normativity and, relatedly, how men can restore status and privilege by colonizing the feminine through practices and discourses of distinctiveness.

Equally, we have seen how men may work to manage their masculinity (voice, demeanour) and their embodied performances to comply with more appropriate and non-assertive notions of care; how men must manage the implications of a gaze that is founded on conventional notions of masculinity, femininity and sexuality. Alterity can be a challenging, painful and sometimes pleasurable experience—it can confer subordinated identities or support rewarding and less conventional selves. In the latter respect, men comfortably engage with behaviour and activities culturally coded feminine in day-to-day practices that define their occupation. In other words, while some aspects of occupational identity may be resisted and challenged, others will be simultaneously embraced. Some elements of gender relations may be questioned, others may become further entrenched, and still others quietly transformed in day-to-day activities of service and care.

As Deutsch (2007) argues, the concept of gender ‘doing’ leaves little room for dismantling gender difference or diminishing gender inequity and oppression. While ‘doing’ gender can theoretically capture both conformity and resistance to gendered norms, the focus on ‘accountability’, as a regulatory (and institutionally based) mechanism of gender assessment, tilts the balance towards conformity. The single conceptualization of ‘doing’ may not therefore adequately capture the dismantling of and resistance to difference. By capturing the social interactions and associated discourses can reduce or challenge difference, ‘undoing’ goes some way to address these weakness. Undoing alerts us to the ways in which difference is drawn upon, activated, and denied to dismantle or disrupt traditional notions of gender. In this respect, the analysis of the experiences of men in gender-atypical occupations allows a dramatization of difference which may be rendered more visible than in other more conventional contexts. This chapter has highlighted how, by entering a non-traditional occupation, men simultaneously ‘do’ and ‘undo’ gender in different ways and with different levels of contestation and challenge—acting to reinforce as well as to destabilize gender in its stereotypical forms.
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CHAPTER 23

MASCULINITY IN THE FINANCIAL SECTOR

DAVID KNIGHTS AND MARIA TULLBERG

INTRODUCTION

MAINSTREAM or malestream writing generally denies or denigrates the significance of gender in the study of management and organizational practice. By contrast, gender studies and liberal feminist studies have focused on women and their experience of, and location within (patriarchal) organizational structures and their differential status in the paid labour market (Ely et al. 2003). One result of this neglect of men, and in particular, of discourses of masculinity as a core problematic in management and organization is that they ‘remain taken for granted, hidden and unexamined’ (Collinson and Hearn 1994: 3). We follow this literature in seeking to theorize discourses of masculinity and management in organizations but with the limited focus of contributing to an understanding of the global financial crisis of 2008 and its aftermath. Our target of exploring discourses of management and masculinity with reference primarily to the financial sector is not at the expense of the sphere of work and organization and the gender dimension more generally, since it can be argued that these different spheres are impossible to understand independently of one another. However, because of the particularly aggressive macho competitiveness and preoccupation with financial reward (Lewis 2010), the financial sector renders more visible the discourses of masculinity which otherwise remain hidden and unexamined. It is for this reason if no other that it is an important site for examining and studying masculine discourses and practices. This would be so regardless of the devastating social and political damage incurred by the excesses that eventually helped to produce the global financial crisis but the latter provides even further justification for addressing the problems of masculinity in this sector.

The analysis of gender, whether under the auspices of gender theory, feminist research, women’s studies, the study of men and masculinity, literary criticism, psychoanalysis, philosophy, equal opportunity, or labour-market research has, over recent years, been proliferating within academia, education, the media, and politics (Butler 1990, 1993, 2004a; Knights and Kerfoot 2004; Connell and Messerschmidt 2005; Young 2005; Dolan 2011). It is also beginning to be taken seriously within the academic study of management and organizations as a number of contemporary publications testify (Ferguson 1984; Butler 1990, 2004a; Collinson et al. 1990; Acker 1992; Mills and Tancred 1992; Collinson and Hearn 1996; Connell and Messerschmidt 2005; Young 2005; Dolan 2011; Jeanes et al. 2011).

Sex discrimination, inequality of opportunity, sex stereotyping, gendered job segregation, and sexual harassment have been central concerns of both students of gender at work, and the anti-discrimination and equal opportunity agencies. However, there has been a comparatively limited literature that attempts an integration of the issues from a perspective that focuses on management and masculinity (cf. Kerfoot and Knights 1992, 1993, 1996; Collinson and Hearn 1994, 1996; Aaltio-Marjosola and Lehtinen 1998; Wahl 2001; Mörck and Tullberg 2005). It is also the case that some of them are only peripherally engaged in theorizing the relationship between masculinity and management.

Within Western economies, a tough, macho-masculinity in the management or mismanagement of organizations (Knights and Tullberg 2012) has been stimulated and legitimized by neo-liberal political philosophies that emphasize market principles, forceful competition, and self-sufficiency. As yet, this shift to a more aggressively masculine, political, and managerial economy has gone comparatively unchallenged, even when it can be seen to have contributed significantly to the events that unfolded in the global financial crisis of 2008 and the Eurozone crisis of 2011 (cf. Knights and Tullberg 2012).

The financial sector is particularly important because ‘it exerts more and more influence over more and more people’s everyday life’ (Blomberg 2009: 204) especially as discourses and practices of financialization effect a reduction of social relations to financially instrumental transactions (Dembinski 2009) that displace the very trade they traditionally were designed to service (Knights 2009; Lewis 2010).1 It is this crisis that we are drawing on to illustrate and analyse masculinity in management and business in this chapter. While we believe discourses of masculinity are important for studying many aspects of contemporary society, their contribution to the global financial crisis and its negative impact on almost everyone cannot be ignored. We will not argue that masculine discourses have single-handedly generated the crisis, for there are multiplicities of contributing conditions to which we will make passing reference in this chapter. However, our interest in focusing upon discourses of masculinity is based on their almost total neglect in the voluminous academic and media discussions of the crisis.2

In this chapter we first review the gender literature, and in particular discourses of masculinity in the context of management and organization, since it is central to our argument that the very concept of management reflects and reproduces modes of discourse and behaviour that we identify as masculine.3 Our approach to this literature is selective as we specifically support a view of discourses of gender and masculinity as socially constructed and reproduced through routine and recurrent performances. Our central concern is to provide the analytical context for an examination of the global financial crisis in terms of what we argue are dominant discourses of masculinity within management. This focus on discourses of masculinity is unique in terms of understanding management, trading, and institutional practices in the financial sector. Of course, we acknowledge that numerous diverse conditions are responsible for the events that culminated in major international banks and insurance companies either passing into administration or accepting a bailout from taxpayers through their national governments. Consequently, we document some of the most frequently reported media accounts of the crisis before turning to an analysis of what has been almost completely neglected or ignored—the contribution of discourses of masculinity.

DISCOURSES ON MANAGEMENT AND MASCULINITY

The discussion in this chapter is based on a view of gender as continually constructed and sustained through different performative acts. Gender is not there, to be played out as a set of role expectations; it has to be performed in everyday life and work is one important arena for this process of doing gender (West and Zimmerman 1987; Butler 1990) and in particular of doing masculinity (Game 1990; Clough 1992; Knights 1997). Other scholars developed this perspective further and have shown how the allocation of labour, of wages, and power positions contribute to the social construction of gender (Acker 1992; Gheradi 1994; Liff and Ward 2001; Smithson and Stokoe 2005). Following Butler (1993/7, 2004b) we eschew any sense of an essential gender identity that lies behind the performance; gender is all drag, a stylized repetition of acts. The gender binary has to be continually repeated and reproduced and its effects are to sustain the dominance of heterosexuality, but the performance is not simply ‘within the grasp or control of the individual as it is social and cultural’ (Butler 1997, quoted in Emig and Rowland 2010: 7). Nor is it the subject that performs; it is the performance that constitutes the subject. The performance includes several elements, where some are more important than others in the construction of gender and gender identity. To become a mother is more performative in the construction of femininity than to be a professor but it also depends on the actions as a mother. Not all mothers are seen as ‘the right kind of woman’. Each single element implies different meanings in diverse contexts; it is the interplay, which constitutes the final result. Also, the performance has to be interpreted and confirmed by others. Some glimpses from a study on masculinity constructions among senior managers and board members in a Swedish bank (Tullberg and Mörck 2012) provide an example:


An organization in crisis needs to recover and to restore confidence among customer and the public. Previous board members and top management are changed and at the AGM the new chairman of the board is presented to the shareholders. He introduces himself as a very experienced man (he is more than 60 years of age) and he describes his new position as similar ‘to doing military service’ which is compulsory for young men in Sweden. The same day he is interviewed on the TV news and one part of the interview is performed in a gym where he is training with weights, and there are close-ups of the muscles on his arms. Military service is a task only for the ‘right kind’ of men—women and disabled men are excluded. To do military service is also a community service—not anything that you do for financial gain or to boost your career. To be bodily strong and fit through regular training, and refusing to change any routines in response to a request for an interview from a journalist signals control, both mentally and physically. For many of the people in the TV audience and generally in the media he was confirmed as a man of the ‘right kind’ for this important management position. Some maybe instead interpreted this performance as absurd or ridiculous—that a man near retirement is drawing a parallel between himself and a young draftee and so obviously that he needed to demonstrate his physical abilities by being filmed in the gym.



The concepts of performance and performativity relate to the perspective of understanding social life in terms of theatrical metaphors (Schechner 2002). Consistent with this metaphor the society is the stage, and as such is set up for different kinds of performances. In various times and places, there are a range of conditions that invite but also preclude certain kinds performances and, in writing about gender, a diversity of scripts along the masculinity/femininity continuum are available within current discourse. The setting of the scene is produced in interplay between the actors, sometimes with serious conflicts and difficult negotiations, which become evident in times of change. Examples of such conflicts are when different measures are introduced to increase the number of women on company boards or to encourage more men to use the rights to parental leave. The familiar performative elements in the construction of gender become threatened and many, both men and women, protest loudly largely because they see that traditional constructions of masculinity and femininity are being threatened. Women often want to remain primary with respect to childcare since not to do so threatens their (socially mediated) construction of what it is to be a mother. Men, however, hardly ever challenge this primacy but secure their identity more exclusively through work. Similarly, the ‘breadwinner’ image of masculinity is one that is preserved by both men and women as men are supposed to privilege work and women domestic relations. In this context, it is interesting to see that, despite a long period over which the of the association of breadwinner with men has been discredited, a well-known popular author has claimed that men are hard-wired to protect and provide and to lose his breadwinner status would be equivalent to having his penis cut off (BBC 2012).

Our focus on management is because it is a scene for discourses of masculinity. Masculinity is frequently a presupposition underlying the production of most representations of management but it remains tacit and unspoken. Clearly it is not something that can be observed or pointed to in a concrete sense, for masculinity is like many other cultural phenomena (e.g. patriotism, misogyny) only visible indirectly through behaviour and discourse. Only for purposes of analysis do we attribute the label masculinity to these behaviours and discourses and to the subjectivity that is its medium and outcome. This is not to suggest that what is eventually labelled masculine is absent from conversation or behaviour prior to it being attributed as such. Masculinity, no less than femininity, is seen as manifest in a multiplicity of forms and not as a ‘fixed’ entity. Also within the financial sector there are obvious differences among male financial operators, i.e. between the patriarchs from the boardroom and the macho dealers from the floor (McDowell 1997). Accepting the term masculinity as problematic, in that there are clearly diverse masculinities across racial and ethnic difference within and between countries (Gilmore 1990) and across time and location. Subsequent work on men and masculinity has sought to escape the confines of dualistic gender essentialism. Moreover, beyond the obvious plurality of masculinities, the differing experiences of masculinity within the lifespan of individuals forces reconsideration of whether masculinity as an all-embracing descriptor for the behaviours of men is of any significant value.

The work of Connell (2005/1995) resonated with that begun by Brittan (1989), arguing that the failure to recognize masculine identities as plural could be found in the hitherto unacknowledged understanding that masculinity had been conceived as an internally undifferentiated category. Connell’s contention was that the failure to recognize the complexities and differences amongst men had resulted in a skewed analysis of social relations and in a politics of the sexes wherein, as a consequence of this theoretical slippage, all men were pitted against all women. Whilst there are clearly multiple masculinities, culturally and historically, what remained at issue in the discussion and development of the literature on masculinity was the shared characteristics of these behaviours. Following the attempts of Carrigan et al. (1985) to theorize men’s (dominant) behaviour in terms of masculinity, the term ‘hegemonic masculinity’ achieved prominence. We are aware of the criticism of this concept because of its ‘universalism’, ‘inherent rationalism’, and neglect of the body and its emotions (Siedler 2009: 10) and that it has many of the same limitations as did the concept of patriarchy as ‘too monolithic, ethnocentric, and one dimensional’ (Beechey 1979; Rowbotham 1979, quoted in Hearn and Morrell 2012: 5). However, we are limiting our use of the concept largely to Western cultures of management as implicated in the US and European driven financial crisis of 2008. Also in the form of homosocial bonding as contributing to the excessive bonuses in banking, we believe the masculine hegemony does incorporate an emotional and bodily dimension, albeit not one conducive to self-transformation independently of external intervention.

What we would want to describe as discourses of hegemonic masculinity are what characterize most business and indeed non-commercial organizations. While in their own terms tacit and non-explicit, discourses of masculinity nonetheless prevail to structure and sustain behaviour of certain sorts. It is ordinarily behaviour that is technically rational, performance oriented, highly instrumental, devoid of intimacy yet preoccupied with identity, and driven by rarely reflected upon corporate or bureaucratic goals that are presumed inviolable. These masculine discourses thereby have the effect of constituting both managers and employees as subjects that secure their sense of identity, meaning, and reality through the rational, efficient, and singularly uncritical pursuit of goals and objectives handed down from above. Conditioned by this privileged and pervasive form of masculinity, the modern manager in the private sector is ritually engaged in coordinating and controlling others in pursuit of the instrumental goals of performance, productivity, and profit. In the public or voluntary sector, the same rigorous pursuits continue by adopting various substitutes for the market measure of profit accumulation such as efficiency, ‘best value’, best practice, etc.

It is appropriate to embellish our earlier sketch of the genesis of management and masculinity with not so much the genesis of management per se but of the way it has evolved, and continues to be sustained, predominantly as a masculine enterprise. This is the case, we would argue, even when partly due to equal opportunity policies but increasingly because of the feminization of many large corporations, more women are becoming managers. Most accounts of the history of modern management indicate that, although women were very often to be found in factory employment or the mines, virtually no women occupied managerial positions during the Industrial Revolution (Pollard 1965; Anthony 1977). In the early development of managerial work, then, men and masculinity were a dominant feature. Even today, there remain few promotions of women into senior managerial positions above what has euphemistically been described as the ‘glass ceiling’ (Davidson and Cooper 1992) or the ‘glass cliff’ (Ryan et al. 2007). But even if women were able to secure managerial positions, this would not be sufficient to negate the description of management as a masculine enterprise. Wajcman (1998) showed how women managers had to adopt very much the same behaviour as men in the same position. For, as we go on to argue, masculinity is neither exclusive to men nor exhaustive of their discursive being; nonetheless, contemporary organizations create, sustain, and reproduce masculine modes of behaviour that privilege heterosexual men and discriminate against women and those with non-conventional sexual preferences or identities.

These discourses are abstract and highly instrumental with respect to controlling their objects, thus sustaining a mode of relating to externalities that is self-estranged and wholly disembodied (Williams and Bendelow 1998; Knights and Thanem 2006). Rarely does masculinity embrace the world or even itself with a sense of wonderment, pleasure, or engagement, for it labours ceaselessly under a struggle to control and possess the objects of its desire, whilst at the same time self-deceptively presuming itself to be free of desire. That is to say, the desire is so buried beneath a series of rationalities and rationalizations as to be virtually invisible to its agents. Yet it may be suggested that the hidden agenda behind masculine discursive struggles for control is a desire to produce a stable world in which the identity of certain individuals can be rendered safe and secure (Game 1990; Clough 1992). For example, these authors attribute the tendency for men to produce ‘grand theory’ in the social sciences to this struggle for order and control.

Where this masculine preoccupation with ordering the world reaches its culmination in modern management is in its attraction to strategic discourse. As ‘Big Boy Caprice in the film Dick Tracy puts it very neatly “A man is not a man without a plan”’ (Kerfoot and Knights 1996: 82). Of all the managerialist concepts peddled by consultants and gurus, strategy has probably had a more universal impact on modern management than has any other (Whittington 1993). In fact Hoskin and Macve (1988) treat strategy4 as synonymous with the genesis of modern management in the sense that it was the point when exact records and calculable decisions rendered the future amenable to the precise and predictable controls of a strategic plan. While Hoskin does not focus on the gendered nature of these technologies of control, it is clear that strategic management coincides closely with those contemporary forms of masculinity that turn everything into an object of conquest and control (Seidler 1989). It involves a disembodied and emotionally estranged conception of reason (Kerfoot and Knights 1993) that attaches itself to a ceaseless pursuit of strategic goals, the attainment of which confirms the promise, though rarely the reality, of a secure masculine identity. In this sense ‘the best is yet to come’ (Kerfoot and Knights 1996) is the illusion of perfect security, contentment, and control that pushes masculinity towards ever more heroic and self-sacrificing struggles.

Corporate capitalism is both the vehicle for the expression of this masculinity and a major driving force in its continued discursive domination within management and organizations more generally. For in elevating competitive success and the ethic of accumulation or ‘possessive individualism’ (MacPherson 1962) as the reason for existence, the capitalist corporation provides a legitimate outlet for masculine preoccupations with conquest and control. But as we have already indicated, it also reproduces the conditions that sustain the dominance of masculine discourses. First, the corporation stimulates the pursuit of abstract, instrumental objectives, such as output, profit, and growth, above all else and this reflects and reinforces a disembodied and estranged relationship between masculine subjects and their worlds, including that of other subjects. Yet second and simultaneously, it generates the conditions of competition and uncertainty where such strategic pursuits continually leave individuals feeling threatened and insecure. Since, as we have intimated, masculine projects are often a disguised or disavowed desire to order the world for purposes of establishing a secure identity, these insecurities only serve to reinforce the masculine drive for success. In short, the very pursuit of security through achievement, conquest, success, and wealth generates precisely those self-same conditions of insecurity that make the pursuit compulsive and unending, thus closing the ‘vicious circle’ and denying masculinity the possibility of escaping from itself. Of course, in the sense that masculinity knows no other mode of being and denigrates feminine, gay, lesbian, or alternative lifestyle discourses that fail to sustain this way of relating to the world, it cannot even contemplate any necessity for such an escape.

In management as in most male sites to be a man is to ‘not be a woman’, which is constantly demonstrated in everyday life, for example by the frequency of invectives against men’s sexist references to the feminine body; their resistance to wearing clothes that in any way resemble feminine attire or to engage in what is seen as feminine interests. The 2000 movie about Billy Elliot, who preferred ballet to boxing and breakdance illustrates very clearly the dilemma a boy gets into when not following the right script. Scholars have also described the two-sided problem to get more men into what is seen as feminine occupations like nursing and pre-school teaching (Williams 1995; Sargent 2000; Nordberg 2002; Ekstrand 2005). There are difficulties in attracting men to, and problems for men working in, feminized occupations, especially in proving that that they are ‘real men’. One could argue that this dilemma is the same for women who break gender norms but there are some important differences. In general, the feminine scripts are more open and less constraining in regard to dress: girls can wear trousers and play like boys but for heterosexual boys and men the fear of being seen as effeminate or ‘gay’ means that they rarely wear women’s clothes. Recent androgynous fashions worn by ‘metrosexuals’—young men with nail varnish, eyeliner, and interesting haircuts—most publicly represented by David Beckham wearing a sarong, confirm rather than contradict this view. Only a very masculine man, preferably a successful sportsman, visible and public heterosexual (or even better, a notorious womanizer) can use female attributes without losing his position of masculinity within conventional male hierarchies.

In research on work organization and management it is well documented that women are discriminated against to the point of almost being excluded from male-dominated occupations (Cockburn 1983; Wahl 1995) and that men in both male and female professions are often favoured to enjoy a faster career progress. We can speculate about different accounts for understanding this state of affairs but there is little doubt that men exercise more power than women largely because they disproportionately occupy senior positions in organizational hierarchies (Kanter 1977; Ferguson 1984). But men also feel the need to exclude women because they represent a potential threat to their performance of masculinity and this is partly why women are under-represented in senior management despite a long history of equal opportunity practice. Men retain their privileged status in the performance of masculinity and in maintaining some level of distance from aspects of femininity and sometimes from women through homosocial relations. In work situations where women form a significant minority, the performative aspects of masculinity or not-to-be-a-woman are threatened so that it is no longer a job or an arena for ‘real men’.

The sacrifices that are made in transforming everything into an object of control and conquest are especially visible in the field of management where leisure, personal life, family, and even physical and mental health are often subordinated to the greater goal of conquest, mastery, and competitive material and symbolic success. These sacrifices are made largely in the name of the organization and its hierarchical structure but in the service of the masculine self. Of course, the desire to be in control and always winning or succeeding in competitive conquests manifests itself in many different ways. Within business and management, at least two of these manifestations are illustrative of masculine conquest, competition, and control. First is when it takes the form of predatory corporate mergers and acquisitions despite evidence that they are often unprofitable.5

A merger may often have more to do with glory-seeking than business strategy. The executive ego, which is boosted by buying the competition, is a major force in M&A, especially when combined with the influences from the bankers, lawyers, and other assorted advisers who can earn big fees from clients engaged in mergers. Most CEOs get to where they are because they want to be the biggest and the best, and many top executives get a big bonus for merger deals, no matter what happens to the share price later (McClure 2012).

These examples clearly demonstrate how masculine conquest, competition, and control dominate business in general, but we now turn to examine the global financial crisis suggesting that it can be understood more clearly through an analysis of discourses of masculinity and more specifically, how money makes the man.

MONEY MAKES THE MAN

Before focusing on how money makes an important contribution to the construction and reconstruction of discourses and identities of masculinity, we need to provide a brief summary of the financial stage upon which this drama and its turning into a crisis takes place.6 The finance sector generated the conditions of crisis in the first decade of the twenty-first century in the area of domestic credit provision where a range of mortages with different risk profiles were securitized; that is, transformed into tradeable bonds for an immediate profit rather than awaiting returns at maturity. The packaging of these securities into bundles (credit debt obligations) that were able to secure triple A ratings as assets only to prove toxic once the bubble burst, and creating insurance products called credit default swaps that insured against any default exacerbated an already non-sustainable market in credit. The ratings and the insurance against risk generated a moral hazard whereby the overprovision of credit created and sustained a boom of such proportions that it had inevitably to bust. Of course, it is much more complicated than this and indeed the proliferation of financial instruments that fuelled it were often not understood by many that traded them. However, for our purposes it is only necessary to understand that even in less candyfloss times as prior to the crisis, those working in this sector operate principally from a position of making as much money as possible on the basis that they never expect such bonanzas to last. In other words, their very actions anticipate the crash but as a self-fulfilling prophecy since they behave in precisely those ways that make it inevitable.

As indicated earlier, we adopt a perspective on gender as socially constructed as individuals interact with others where there is an anticipation or expectation of the social confirmation of self (Mead 1934; Blumer 1969). Of course, because it is impossible to predict let alone control this social confirmation not least because of shifting desires and values, the self or identity is under continuous reconstruction and change. The concepts of performance and performativity that were introduced earlier relate to the perspective of understanding social life in terms of theatrical metaphors (Schechner 2002; Bial 2004) and these enable us to identify what a person has to do, to think, to desire, to show (or to pretend), in order to become the ‘right’ kind of man (or woman) in the eyes of others, as well as themselves. There is a considerable amount of effort required to produce and reproduce gender relations as they are presently constituted since it is a ‘historical process, not a self-producing system’ (Connell and Messerschmidt 2005: 844).

According to Butler, it is not the subject that performs; it is the performance that constitute the subject (1993/1997) and different cultures and subcultures provide individuals with distinct scripts for these acts. In so far as subjects can only secure social confirmation when they perform the scripts and comply with the expectations of others and of the wider culture they inhabit, performativity is clearly foundational to social life and existence. However, there is a sense in which this perspective appears wholly deterministic whereas there are a multiplicity of dramas and scripts from which to choose and the transformation of individuals into subjects (Foucault 1982) that secure a sense of identity through engaging in the practices that the exercise of power invokes (Knights 1992, 2002) is variable. Power is never exhaustive and individuals are selective in their pursuit of specific identities, subscribing to some but resisting or refusing other exercises of power in accordance with particular aesthetics, ethics, meanings, talents, and values, even though these are themselves clearly cultural products.

In this chapter we have focused on the discourses of hegemonic masculinity (Connell 2005/1995) in contemporary management and, in particular, the financial sector where they could be seen to manifest some of their most extreme forms. There are certain instrumental elements in the performance of different masculinities that we want to illustrate here. These elements are not unique to this context but, in combination with the access that the finance sector has to economic power, we argue can have a devastating impact on our economic and social well-being, as has been the case since the global financial crisis of 2008.

Without seeking to grade these different elements, we begin with the notion of competitiveness that everywhere but especially in the finance sector frequently takes the form of individuals seeking to win, be visibly successful through securing the highest income, status, and power. The continued furore over bankers’ bonuses is a visible manifestation of this preoccupation with winning and being among the most highly paid of executives but this is supported by a range of remuneration committees whose members invariably benefit from being part of an elite club that is often characterized by homosocial male bonding. It has been reported in the UK that the majority of non-executive directors who sit on remuneration committees come from business and in particular financial intermediation (High Pay Centre 2012: 4). For example, former lead executives represent 46 per cent of those sitting on remuneration committees of FTSE 100 companies and of the 366 non-executive directors who sit on remuneration committees only thirty-seven (10 per cent) are from outside business or financial intermediation. Furthermore, 45 per cent of the companies in this survey had all-male remuneration committees and only 16 per cent of the total memberships of these committees were women (High Pay Centre 2012: 4). This evidence supports our claim that homosocial bonding in remuneration committees is effective in protecting privileges and high pay and bonuses in business (Knights and Tullberg 2012).

Obviously these are well-known performative elements in several masculine discourses even though the concepts of competitiveness and success may imply different kinds of performance, not necessarily concerned exclusively with economic reward. Masculine competitive performance is a major preoccupation of, for example, politicians (Knights 2004), sports people (Dashper 2011), and even criminals (Britton 2011). For criminals, ‘being masculine is screwing the most girls, who could fight the best … who could hold the most beer, smoke the most weed’ (Britton 2011: 50). Among the business elite, success is equated with financial power and above all it is manifested in growth, profit, or income. As an owner or manager of a company you could become visibly, economically successful in different ways: the company grows, takes over other businesses, becomes a market leader, and so on. The owner doesn’t have to exhibit great personal wealth as there are many other ways to be a winner. This doesn’t apply to most managers in the financial sector where corporate and institutional rather than individual, personal ownership is dominant; the majority of managers are employees thus executing power on behalf of a range of different institutional or private investors. Although it is not routine, executive managers as well as board members can in principle easily be replaced at short notice. Combined with the basic insecurities surrounding masculine identities, this fear of how the income, power, and status of executive managers are precarious became especially intense during the credit boom of the early twenty-first century. This was because, based as it was on a candyfloss structure of escalating credit, ‘deep down’ most of the beneficiaries even without knowledge of economic cycles must have felt that the boom had a limited lifespan. Indeed, as one retired senior public official remarked at a recent conference on financial services, ‘managers with such high incomes believe it cannot go on for much longer so they grab all they can before the Armageddon’ (Bristol Business School 2010).

We argue that this masculine insecurity and sense of precariousness had a major impact on the financial sector and the crisis it perpetrated in 2008. First, as we have argued, the sense of the boom and bonanza being too good to be true stimulated those at the heart of it to push for as much as possible while it still lasted—hence the astronomical bonuses in the sector. This may be seen as part of the explanation for what appears to be excessive risk-taking, greed, and irrational hubris in the sector. Of course, politicians who believed in finance as a salvation for Western economies in global manufacturing decline and academics who constructed models justifying the risk-taking, the proliferation of new financial instruments, and the bonus culture supported this. There was a neo-liberal consensus about the ‘free’ market and the benefits of new financial instruments among Western politicians and within academia, the Black-Scholes model provided mathematical justification for risk calculations7 and finance economists developed principal-agency theory to justify stock options and bonuses as incentives for corporate managers.

Despite the horrendous consequences of the global financial crisis in terms of economic recession, austerity programmes, and threats to human well-being, executives in the financial sector continue to be awarded excessive bonuses, only marginally restrained by public and political pressure.8 For example, executive management in general and particularly those in the financial sector seek to have the highest salaries or achieve the biggest bonuses regardless of corporate performance. Between 2008 and 2012 there have been frequent scandals concerning the continued payment of large bonuses to executives and traders in the financial sector against a background of falling profits and returns to shareholders, resulting in what journalists were describing in 2012 as a Spring Shareholder uprising. While there have been some high-profile shareholder revolts about executive pay (e.g. Citigroup, Barclays, and Aviva) ‘of 200 or so proxy votes completed this year, only four received a majority negative vote on executive compensation’ so the challenge to excessive remuneration is less than is claimed in the media (Waggoner and Krantz 2012). Of course, there is good reason for this state of affairs because institutional investment companies are the owners of most corporations and their managers enjoy similar remuneration privileges and so have a vested interest in the high pay culture that dominates the corporate boardroom. Also as we argue below, they are part of the homosocial elite from which remuneration committees recruit their members (High Pay Centre 2012). Moreover, transparency programmes may well create a greater visibility of the remuneration packages with the intention of restraining excessive pay and bonuses but it generally has the opposite effect since masculine discourse reinforces a competitive pursuit of the highest pay and everybody joins in the chase. Thus transparancy has the unintended consequence of undermining its own objectives. The public represented by the media and politicians have been incensed when the banks that had to be bailed out by taxpayers continue to reward their executives excessively not only in terms of salary and bonuses but also through pension benefits and agreements on parachutes on retirement or dismissal regardless of success or failure.

In several countries the politicians have introduced or tried to introduce rules to limit the bonuses but, for example in Sweden, the bank managers and brokers then raised the fixed salary in order to achieve the same level of reward (Dagens Industri 2012). Defenders of the bonus system argue that removing them would not only result in losing talented executives to competitors but also a displacement of bonuses into higher fixed salaries, thus removing the incentive element. Yet, without denying the importance of economic insecurity and individual greed, albeit simply a reflection of elite and capitalist values, we argue that there are also other driving forces behind the rapidly rising curve of income among the (white, male) business elite (Knights and Tullberg 2012) closely connected with the masculine discourse in this circle of men. For senior executives, high income continues to be the most obvious sign of importance, position, and success in comparison with others. To be among the best paid makes one a winner. In addition, a winner never has to provide any further rationale to explain their advantages, as competitive success is its own justification. Thus no explanations or reasons are ever given in the media, annual reports, or other texts justifying the basis for the high income. Instead, what are published are comparisons with other companies or managers and sometimes listings of the best paid CEOs. These revelations simply fuel the high income/bonus culture within executive management.

While insecurity is inescapable, having its roots in ontological, existential, and social conditions of human life (Knights and Willmott 1999), it is exacerbated by discourses of both management and masculinity. Moreover in Western society, discourses of masculinity and management are mutually reinforcing. That is to say, managers and the culture that surrounds them tends to reflect and reproduce a range of masculine discourses while the very subscription to masculine discourses invites a management mentality of control, competition, and conquest (Kerfoot and Knights 1996). Masculinity is a performative element in the construction of management and leadership, which is one reason why it is so much harder for women to secure access to these positions (Wahl 2001) and why successful women in management are often depicted as being more masculine in their assertiveness, determination, and drive. It may be expected that, as the context becomes even more insecure, the relationship between management and masculinity will become even more important to maintain and protect. There is little doubt that the financial sector is a very insecure field, and this is not simply because of the general insecurity around management work (Knights and Willmott 1999).9 The insecurity of management in general is exacerbated within the financial sector by the intangible, risky, and unpredictable nature of its products and services (Morgan and Sturdy 2000) and the speed and intensity of the circulation of money and decisions surrounding it (Lewis 2010). Success, as well as failure, is highly visible and in the direct spotlight of the media.

Having the solidarity of group membership reduces vulnerability for the individual, as this can offer some feelings of safety and protection if often they may prove somewhat illusory. In a business context group bonding and networking can be a resource when seeking new positions in cases of dismissal or resignation, a source of privileged information and knowledge, access to resources, and other advantages of value in business transactions. The groups become very important and is protected by strong, often homosocial group norms. Classic theory on group dynamics informs us that the more threatened a group is, the stronger the norms become and the more outsiders are stereotyped as the threat to internal solidarity. For this reason internal traitors or deviant members are heavily policed and punished since they can be seen as an even greater threat to group solidarity (Tajfel 1970; Tajfel and Turner 1986). One is in-the-group if following the norms, or out of the group and without protection if one is questioning the dominant values or set of rules in the group or is outside the group and therefore an out-group subject to stereotyping.

Several scholars have discussed homosociality among men, how men seek out other men for friendship,10 and prefer to employ and work with men, rather than women. The phenomena has been connected with asymmetries in the numbers and power of men in most organizations (Kanter 1977); with male domination and that men and male interests and activities are perceived to be more valuable in society (Roper 1996; Bird 1996; Holgersson 2004. Clearly, homosociality is prevalent in the financial sector and can be seen as one of the reasons why men seek mutual dependence in one another, thus facilitating a closing of ranks as has been evident in relation to the public hostility to excessive pay and bonuses since the financial crisis (Knights and Tullberg 2012). Homosocial male bonding increases material and symbolic security and provides a means of confirming a form of mutual masculinity.

Earlier research has shown how the strong norms among the business elite, as well as among different occupational groups in the financial sector, are embodied in the uniform style of dressing, in the language, and in the codes of behaviour (McDowell 1997; Blomberg 2009; Tullberg and Mörck 2012). The documentary film Inside Job (2010) clearly illustrate the economic short-term and anti-social values, the attitudes, and behaviour in the financial sector but also how people are loyal to operations and decisions that they are actually questioning from an individual ethical point of view. To be an in-group member means you have to join in the dominant masculine discourse, not reveal any information about doubtful operations, keep closed ranks, and last but not least, never challenge or question any kind of remunerations however excessive they may appear. This also applies to the minority of women who are holding senior positions in the financial sector (Wajcman 1998; Pullen and Knights 2007) for in climbing the ‘greasy pole’ they have been forced to subscribe to discourses of masculinity and they get generally rewarded if they can be seen as one of the ‘lads’ and thereby not a threat to masculine norms.

Earlier crises, scandals, and crimes led to a demand for greater transparency and new rules and standards were set for company reports that included the remuneration of board members and top executive management. The boards of the main stockmarket-listed companies then formed remuneration committees to set the levels of pay and their work is separately reported in the AGMs and in the Annual Reports. In the written report the figures are shown, but verbally in the AGM meetings no money is mentioned. What’s reported there is the work process, most often in terms of number of meetings and the basic principles of how to distribute the remuneration according to the relation between fixed and variable parts. No justification of the levels of remuneration is provided and the construction of the bonus system or how it is connected to different requirements or targets is never explained and intimate questions about the remunerations are rejected by the chairman (Mörck and Tullberg 2005).

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION

In this chapter we have discussed the link between the discourses of masculinity in contemporary management and the financial crisis/crises recently experienced in Western countries. Our aim has not been to displace all other accounts of the global financial crisis for clearly there is a proliferation of conditions that would need to be examined. To mention just a few, new financial instruments such as collateral debt obligations and credit default swaps, the neo-liberal or Washington political consensus, economic deregulation, bonus mania, inadequate or light touch regulation, corporate, government, and individual over-indebtedness all help to account for the crisis. We have simply focused here on understanding the financial crisis and its aftermath through a neglected gender perspective on masculinity that complements but also challenges some of the conventional wisdom in this field.

Mainstream writing on management generally discounts or dismisses the significance of gender as a concept in understanding management and organizational practices. Still, while remaining tacit and unspoken, masculinity is a presupposition underlying the production of many representations of management. Clearly it is not something that can be observed or pointed to in a concrete manner for masculinity is like many other cultural phenomena (e.g. patriotism, misogyny) only visible indirectly through behaviour and discourse. Also it is only for purposes of analysis that we attribute the label masculinity to different behaviours and discourses and to the subjectivity that is their medium and outcome. Masculinity, no less than femininity, is seen as manifest in a multiplicity of forms and not as a ‘fixed’ entity and also within the financial sector there are obvious differences among male financial actors (McDowell 1997). Masculine discourses do not reduce managers to a single unitary set of subjects; however, they do appear to encourage particular interests and preoccupations that coalesce around pursuing high salaries and bonuses, both of which can be seen to have fuelled and fired the crisis.

While acknowledging the various critiques of hegemonic masculinity (Connell 2005/1995) that claim it is over-rational and disembodied (Seidler 2007; Hearn and Morrell 2012), we believe it is still of relevance for the financial sector. This is because it is in the financial sector and not just on the trading floor where some of the most extreme manifestations of unadulterated masculine discourses are performed and perpetuated. Certain elements, such as conquest, competitiveness, and visible success, have been emphasized that are not unique to this context, but in combination with the centrality of its role in the modern economy and thereby its access to power, the finance sector has had a devastating impact on our economic and social well-being.

The discussion has been based on a view of gender as continually constructed and sustained through different performative acts, where masculinities as well as femininities are constructed in everyday life and where work is an important arena for this process of doing gender (Butler 1990). The concepts of performance and performativity relate to the perspective of understanding social life in terms of theatrical metaphors (Schechner 2002). Consistent with these metaphors, masculinities are staged not only as entertaining dramas but, as we have sought to indicate, ones that have very real consequences for us all that are far from theatrical.

Management is a scene for discourses of masculinity that prevent too many women invading the protected space where homosocial constructions and masculine performances reproduce power and privilege for men. It keeps the feminine at a safe distance so as to minimize the threat of the Other to masculine discourses and their performative outcomes, for the greatest fear is to fail to be a ‘real man’.

It may be expected that the relationship between management and masculinity will become even more important to maintain and protect, the more insecure the context. There is little doubt that the financial sector is a very insecure stage, and this is not simply because of the general insecurity around management work (Knights and Willmott 1999). The insecurity of management in general is exacerbated within the financial sector by the intangible, risky, and unpredictable nature of its products and services (Morgan and Sturdy 2000) and the speed and intensity of the circulation of money and decisions surrounding it (Lewis 2010). Success, as well as failure, is highly visible and in the direct spotlight of the media.

Earlier crises, scandals, and crimes led to a demand for greater transparency and new rules and standards were set for company reports that included the remuneration of board members and top executive management. We argue that these attempts to restrain pay generally have had the opposite effect. The greater visibility of remuneration involves all senior executives chasing the highest levels of pay, for that is a sign of their manliness and a demonstration of their masculine sense of being first past the post.

NOTES

1. E.g. at the height of the bubble in 2007 hedge funds were trading at several trillion dollars, equal to the gross national product of the whole globe.

2. The literature both academic and popular as well as the media coverage has become too extensive to document. However, the following academic books were consulted and none of them provide any analysis based on gender or masculinity: Harvey 2010; Keen 2010; Mellor 2010; Rajan 2010; Stiglitz 2010; Rogoff 2009; Roubini and Mihm 2011. There have been some limited contributions from feminists in the media where the crisis was attributed to gender imbalances in business and management but no sustained analysis of masculinity as attempted in this chapter.

3. Despite emphasizing the multiplicity and diversity of masculine identities or masculinities, the singular term masculinity or masculine identity is also often used to convey certain of its ideal typical features. Among these are such features as disembodiment, instrumental rationality, and a preoccupation with control that are commonly, though variably, produced and reproduced in all masculine discourses.

4. As is often the case, by far the best definition of strategy derives not from the management literature but from philosophy. De Certeau (1984: p. xix) argues that strategy is that calculus of force relationships that becomes possible when a subject of power can be isolated from an ‘environment’.

5. Studies reveal that between 40 and 80% of mergers and acquisitions prove to be disappointing. The reason is that their value on the stockmarket deteriorates (http://finance. mapsofworld.com/merger-acquisition/failure.html).

6. Ironically, in the 1980s there was a regular advert on UK TV for domestic insurance arguing that ‘we never turn a drama into a crisis’ because of the speed and efficiency of settling the claim for damage and losses.

7. While winning a Noble prize for their efforts, the model developed by Fischer Black and Myron Scholes had already been discredited long before the financial crisis, as its authors lost money as fast as they had made it by applying the model to their investments. The model was not wrong in providing a method for assessing the value of a financial derivative but it was then used to turn derivatives into commodities traded in their own right—the Midas Formula for turning everything into gold. The herd instinct did the rest in terms of sending the global economy over the precipice (Stewart 2012).

8. This restraint has been most marked in the UK where a £1million bonus to the CEO of one of the nationalized banks was withdrawn only after political pressure from the opposition in parliament.

9. Ironically novels are a better source than academic publications for evidence of the insecurity among managers (e.g. Joseph Heller, Something Happened. New York: Alfred A. Knopf, 1974; Tom Wolfe, The Bonfire of the Vanities, New York: Farrar Straus Giroux, 1987; David Lodge, Nice Work, Harmondsworth: Penguin, 1989).

10. A recent piece of research found that telephone usage was highly gendered. Women spent more time communicating with their children and other close relatives whereas men were more likely to call their male friends (Smoreda and Licoppe 2010: 244). Males are more profound texters than females in almost all the categories of users (Iqbal 2010: 517).
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CHAPTER 24

MASCULINITIES IN MULTINATIONALS

JANNE TIENARI AND ALEXEI KOVESHNIKOV

INTRODUCTION


Global managers have exceptionally open minds … [they] push the limits of the culture … [and] sort through the debris of cultural excuses and find opportunities to innovate.

(Gupta and Govindarajan 2002: 116)



‘GLOBAL managers’ find their playing field in multinationals. Business is increasingly carried out across national boundaries and companies with operations in several countries reign supreme, often with ownership distributed across nations. The term multinational corporation prevails, although some scholars and practitioners prefer to talk about multinational enterprises. The management of these organizations is portrayed as particularly complex, with a need to embrace global integration and overcome cultural challenges in fostering innovation, effectiveness, and performance (Perlmutter 1969; Bartlett and Ghoshal 1992; Gupta and Govindarajan 2002). The message is that managing multinationals requires exceptional people who are capable of heroic deeds.

Management in multinationals is infused with specific masculinities as the top echelons of these organizations are taken up by a particular type of man and the ways in which they operate routinely exclude others from positions of influence. A masculinist image of the ‘ideal’ corporate executive is reproduced (Connell and Wood 2005; Tienari et al. 2010). This affects recruitment, reward, and promotion practices in the multinational as specific forms of masculinity are valorized, supported, and celebrated while others are silenced, marginalized, and excluded. Nevertheless, the extant literature in the field of international business and management remains blind to these questions.

This is unfortunate, as the importance of multinationals transcends their organizational boundaries in the contemporary global economy. Encouraging and rewarding specific forms of masculinity reproduces particular assumptions about family, fatherhood, and motherhood (Calás and Smircich 1993; Hearn et al. 2008). More generally, multinationals are social spaces where transnational elites operate. Their privileged key people draw from and reproduce a global system of inclusion and exclusion, which serves to perpetuate inequality within and across societies (Bauman 1998; Acker 2004).

In this chapter, we revisit influential texts on the management of multinationals. These widely read and cited texts represent a genre of academic writing where the focus is on individuals who thrive in the multinational context. This genre has remained popular throughout recent decades. We argue that the texts and the idealized image of managers that they represent are based on problematic assumptions. They (re)create meanings that go far beyond the global openness and cultural sensitivity which they claim to advocate. We scrutinize these assumptions and disrupt the masculine image of managing multinationals.

MANAGING MULTINATIONALS

Burgeoning research interest in multinational corporations reflects the growing power of these organizations (Seno-Alday 2010). In the global economy, multinationals account for a large part of international trade. They demand favourable conditions for their operations and they ‘vote’ in national elections (Vaaler 2008). Through mergers, acquisitions and direct investments, the ownership base of an increasing number of formerly domestically contolled companies becomes multinational. Foreign ownership, in turn, tends to change management practices in these organizations (Tainio et al. 2003). Through outsourcing and offshoring decisions multinationals further impact upon the restructuring of national economies and societies.

The ways in which multinationals operate have been studied from a variety of theoretical perspectives. The bulk of this research has been functionalist in orientation, displaying what is known as the economic perspective (Buckley and Casson 1976), while Hofstede’s (1980) idea of culture as the ‘programming of the mind’ offered a template for advancing a culturalist perspective on multinationals. The evolutionary perspective, in turn, has conceptualized the multinational as a differentiated network (Nohria and Ghoshal 1997) and pointed towards the importance of socialization processes, management of shared values, and normative integration in addressing cross-cultural and cross-divisional conflicts in multinationals. Multinationals have also been subjected to comparative institutional (Kostova and Zaheer 1999) and national business systems (Whitley et al. 2001) analyses. These institutionalist perspectives emphasize how institutions in both home and host environments affect the operations of multinationals.

We selected three well-known texts by influential scholars to represent state-of-the-art theorizing on the management of multinationals. The texts span more than three decades. First, as early as the 1960s, Howard Perlmutter pondered the degrees of multinationality and identified three different attitudes held by executives toward building a multinational enterprise. He termed them ethnocentrism, polycentrism, and geocentrism (Perlmutter 1969). He presented geocentrism—the ability of an organization to seek the most competent individuals, regardless of nationality, to solve problems anywhere in the world—as the most advanced form of managing multinationals. Perlmutter cemented the idea that the management of multinationals requires specific qualities that only outstanding individuals possess.

Second, Christopher Bartlett and Sumantra Ghoshal (1992) advocated the notion of transnational managers who are attentive to the local specifics of national markets, but are simultaneously able to maintain a global view. They argued that transnationals require three kinds of specialists (business, country, and functional managers) as well as senior executives who nurture the specialists and coordinate their efforts. Third, and finally, Anil Gupta and Vijay Govindarajan (2002) suggested that creating a global mindset is one of the central ingredients required for business in the multinational context. Building intelligence in observing and interpreting the dynamic world, they argued, is paramount in managing multinationals. A global mindset allows executives to be open towards diversity across cultures and markets and to benefit from it.

We suggest that these three texts represent an influential genre of academic writing that develops particular assumptions about what managing multinationals means. They are concerned with individuals and enthusiastic about the opportunities offered by the global marketplace. They seek out insightful ways to benefit from these opportunities. We suggest that, in so doing, the texts (re)construct an idealized image of managing multinationals and define particular personal traits and capabilities required for such management. The underlying assumptions in the texts are particularly intriguing from the point of view of men and masculinities.

REVISITING MANAGEMENT TEXTS

Drawing insights from critical studies of men as well as feminist theory, we reread the articles by Perlmutter (1969), Bartlett and Ghoshal (1992), and Gupta and Govindarajan (2002). This is done in three moves. First, we search for explicit references to men and women in the texts. We locate passages where they could have been referred to but, for some reason, were not. In this way, we uncover their taken-for-granted assumptions about men and women as managers and discern qualities that are attached to the exceptional people who are needed to run multinationals. We use Collinson and Hearn’s (1994) idea of multiple masculinities (authoritarianism, paternalism, entrepreneurialism, informalism, and careerism) as a sense-making device, and consider how the image of the ‘ideal’ executive in the multinational is (re)constructed through meanings related to men and masculinities.

Second, we focus on what the texts assume about the lives of the executives valorized by them. Feminist research argues that, according to the dominant discourse on multinationals, women are not able to travel as much as is required of executives due to their family obligations, and are thus deemed unable to meet the challenges of the global playing field (Calás and Smircich 1993). Executive management in multinationals remains in practice reserved for men whose wives and domestic help take care of the home (Calás and Smircich 1993; Reis 2004; Hearn et al. 2008). We consider how descriptions of the ‘ideal’ executive’s qualities and tasks are related to assumptions about their family status and arrangements. These assumptions are hidden in the texts, and unmasking them is an analytical exercise.

[image: Image]

FIGURE 24.1 Revisiting management texts

Third, and in similar manner, we consider the kind of operational context (re)constructed by the texts for the ‘ideal’ executives. From a critical perspective, multinationals have been conceived of as a platform on which new transnational business elites operate (Beaverstock 2002) and where others are systematically disadvantaged and excluded (Bauman 1998). Hence it has been argued that multinationals act as spaces where abundant societal inequality originates. In other words, assumptions about management in multinationals have repercussions far beyond the boundaries of these organizations (Connell 1998; Acker 2004). We read the three exemplary texts against this backdrop and consider how they describe the playing field of the exceptional individuals valorized by them (see Figure 24.1).

GEOCENTRIC MEN

Howard Perlmutter (1969) innocently talks about the ‘best men’ when he discusses the building blocks of sound management in multinationals. Perlmutter mentions the staffing of managerial ranks as a key challenge in these organizations: ‘Whenever replacements for … men are sought, it is the practice, if not the policy, to “look next to you at the head office” and pick someone (usually a home-country national) you know and trust’ (1969: 9–10). The apparent problem, then, is that men tend to favour their fellow nationals when they make choices for key positions. Perlmutter suggests that this problem can be directly confronted in what he calls the geocentric organization where the recruitment of senior executives is based on merit and initiative: ‘Within legal and political limits, [geocentric organizations] seek the best men, regardless of nationality, to solve the company’s problems anywhere in the world’ (p. 13).

In a section titled ‘A Geocentric Man—?’ Perlmutter concludes that ‘the geocentric enterprise depends on having an adequate supply of men who are geocentrically oriented’ (p. 17). This is not easy because ‘building trust between persons of different nationality is a central obstacle’ (p. 18). Perlmutter nevertheless finishes the article on a positive note, envisioning that ‘if we are to judge men … “by the kind of world they are trying to build,” the senior executives engaged in building the geocentric enterprise could well be the most important social architects of the last third of the twentieth century’ (p. 18). In a nutshell, Perlmutter argues for a decidedly meritocratic management system populated by individuals free of national sentiments. This would enable the multinational organization to reach its full potential.

Perlmutter’s article makes no reference to homosociality. Back in 1969, even those international business and management scholars who would have been interested in these questions lacked the vocabulary to discuss homosocial reproduction and its effects (Kanter 1977). Nevertheless, ‘picking someone … you know and trust’ clearly suggests that relations between men of the same nationality in the multinational context is a relevant basis for homosociality. However, Perlmutter’s alternative meritocratic system remains available in a similar way to men only or, more precisely, to a specific type of man.

Geocentric men must be able to withstand considerable pressure. They need to be constantly available and willing to move wherever they are needed. To accomplish this, geocentric men need a supporting cast at home. Pressure is transferred to their families. When explicitly discussing the costs and risks of the geocentric orientation, Perlmutter lists a number of political and social repercussions such as excessive distribution of power and problems with personnel and with executives re-entering their home organization. He only subsequently mentions ‘the human stress’ of a geocentric career, such as major adjustments expected from the managers’ family. Perlmutter goes on to optimistically conclude that the payoffs of the geocentric orientation are, in any case, much greater both for the company and the manager than any costs that it involves on a personal level.

On this basis, particular forms of masculinity can be read in Perlmutter’s text. The notion of ‘best men’ reconstructs the masculinity of careerism. The ‘best men’ are committed to their organization’s goals, willing to work long hours, travel extensively, and move overseas when necessary. Their lives—as well as the lives of their family members—are guided by their organizational commitments and career aspirations. These men also embrace the masculinity of informalism. Being geocentric in orientation, they need to be able to build a network of similarly oriented men whom ‘they know and trust.’ Thus, a form of homosociality based on national identification (which is presumably prevalent among ethnocentric managers), is replaced by homosociality between geocentrically minded men who are not preoccupied with national interests and sentiments, but who build their networks out of ‘the best men of different nations’ (p. 17).

Finally, the masculinity of entrepreneurialism is pertinent to geocentric men. Perlmutter states that these men ‘erect promises of a greater universal sharing of wealth and a consequent control of the explosive centrifugal tendencies of our evolving world community’ (p. 18). They take their multinational towards its full potential by being motivated to work for worldwide objectives. Being open to new business ideas that can surface anywhere in the world to serve present and future customers, and constantly seeking new possibilities to raise money, to build a plant, or to conduct R&D constitute the essence of geocentric men. Only with an entrepreneurial mindset can a multinational become genuinely geocentric.

Howard Perlmutter, professor at the Wharton School at the University of Pennsylvania, became a world-renowned authority on globalization issues. ‘He always had a gift for prediction’, the Wharton website tells us in 2012. Perlmutter’s work on The Multinational Firm and the Future (1972) ‘accurately forecast viability and legitimacy issues for multinational corporations’. Perlmutter’s ideas on developing the geocentric organization where the ‘best men’ prevail stuck. When we fast-forward to the early 1990s, this rhetoric turns to considerations of transnationality. The essence of management in the multinational is, however, still about the ability of exceptional individuals to see the big picture and to work for the whole rather than its constituent parts. This is exemplified by Christopher Bartlett and Sumantra Ghoshal’s influential ideas on transnational managers.

TRANSNATIQNAL MANAGERS

In an article titled ‘What is a Global Manager?’, Bartlett and Ghoshal (1992) offer inspiring stories of great leaders in multinationals, testifying to their extraordinary skills. Although no explicit references are made to either men or women, all the examples cited are male executives. The text leads with the heroic tale of Mr Leif Johansson, a visionary Swede who is said to have transformed the household appliance division of Electrolux into a globally integrated and strategically agile business unit that was able ‘to capture valuable global-scale efficiencies while reaping the benefits of a flexible response to national market fragmentation’ (p. 103). Johansson represents the transnational business manager in Bartlett and Ghoshal’s model.

Three other stories of successful men follow. Mr Howard Gottlieb of NEC (the transnational country manager) and Mr Wahib Zaki of Procter & Gamble (the transnational functional manager) are introduced as two leaders who were able to turn their respective units into ‘hothouses of entrepreneurship and innovation’, thereby changing the role of these units from mere implementers of corporate strategies into important contributors. Finally, the transnational corporate manager—the leader, talent scout, and developer who keeps the multinational together—is given the face of Mr Floris Maljers, the Dutch co-chairman of Unilever. We are told that Mr Maljers has made the recruitment, training, and development of promising executives a top corporate priority and, by so doing, developed a strong pool of specialized senior managers in the organization.

A specific type of man prevails in Bartlett and Ghoshal’s text, a man very similar to Perlmutter’s. He is a visionary who, in a world ‘riven by ideology, religion, and mistrust … more fragmented, more at odds, than at any time since, arguably, World War II’ (p. 101), figures out how to run global operations in an integrated way, innovatively, efficiently and profitably. This man is not ‘an elite jet-setter’ or ‘a big-picture overseer’ (although such an interpretation could be made on the basis of the text), but instead possesses ‘the skills, knowledge, and sophistication to operate in a more tightly linked and less classically hierarchical network’ (p. 102) that consists of transnational business, country, regional, and functional managers. The focus of this man’s job resolves around ‘the intense interchanges and subtle negotiations’ within the network (p. 108).

Following the categorization by Collinson and Hearn (1994), specific masculinities are embraced in the representation of transnational managers in Bartlett and Ghoshal’s text. First, the masculinity of careerism can be discerned. The implicitly present hierarchical division between business, country, and functional managers suggests that, by fulfilling the specific requirements and roles imposed on them by the transnational multinational, managers are able to move ever higher in the corporate hierarchy. In no way, the authors claim, are any of these positions meant to be ‘a warehouse for corporate misfits’ or ‘a graveyard for managerial has-beens’. All are important and, if managers perform their functions well, they can be catapulted at any moment ‘into a much more central role’ (p. 106).

Second, the very essence of the transnational multinational presupposes that transnational managers develop and function in a tight and dispersed network that includes managers from different hierarchical levels and geographic regions. Channelling important information between different units effectively and in a timely manner is presented as one of its most critical features. Bartlett and Ghoshal suggest that one way for transnational business managers to coordinate these information flows is through informal communication. Similarly, functional managers need to develop their informal networks to channel information concerning opportunities that pop up around the world. Hence, the vitality of informal networks points towards the importance of the masculinity of informalism for managers in Bartlett and Ghoshal’s transnational organization.

Third, the masculinity of entrepreneurialism is embraced. For instance, transnational functional managers must continuously ‘scan their local environment for new developments … and champion innovations with transnational applications’ (p. 108). Country managers, in turn, are to develop their units into ‘hothouses of entrepreneurship and innovation’ and business managers are to be ‘the architects’ who initiate and lead the debate on how to achieve an efficient distribution of assets and resources. This seeks to optimize robustness and flexibility in the long term rather than to minimize short-term costs. Efforts to achieve this presuppose a particular entrepreneurial masculinity that is continuously creative and innovative.

In all, then, it can be seen that, despite the gap of some twenty-three years between the texts, the forms of masculinity embraced by managers in Bartlett and Ghoshal’s transnational multinational are notably similar to those represented by Perlmutter’s geocentric men. Both images of ‘ideal’ executives rely heavily on their informal networks, both need to be continuously innovative and entrepreneurial, and, by so doing, both strive to move up the corporate ladder. As in the case of the geocentric men, we can assume that transnational managers rely on support from their families, although in fact Bartlett and Ghoshal do not touch upon this issue at all. The role of managers’ families in enabling the transnational multinational remains silenced and unrecognized. Managers manage, without responsibilities at home.

By the early 1990s, Christopher Bartlett, professor at Harvard Business School, and Sumantra Ghoshal, professor at London Business School, were already seminal figures in the field of international business and management. Their Transnational Management had become a hugely influential textbook, which continues to be used in universities across the world. The search for the Holy Grail of managing multinationals continued. Anil Gupta and Vijay Govindarajan’s (2002) work is illustrative of this.

GLOBAL MINDSET MANAGERS

Gupta and Govindarajan (2002: 116) begin their article by quoting the (ex-)CEO of ABB, Mr Percy Barnevik: ‘global managers have exceptionally open minds … push the limits of the culture … [and] sort through the debris of cultural excuses and find opportunities to innovate’. Gupta and Govindarajan introduce a particular type of manager blessed with a ‘global mindset’. These individuals combine ‘an openness to diversity and an awareness of it across cultures and markets with a propensity and ability to synthesize across this diversity’. As one of the exemplary managers in the article puts it, a global mindset is about the ability to ambitiously combine ‘Chinese costs with Japanese quality, European design, and American marketing’.

No direct references to men or women are made, but all but one of the examples in the texts deal with men. Gupta and Govindarajan state that to achieve a global mindset takes continuous cultivation. They call it ‘the quest’, as every multinational should be constantly searching for managers with a global mindset. Gupta and Govindarajan propose a number of managerial characteristics that the global mindset is connected to. These are (1) curiosity about the world and commitment to becoming smarter about how the world works; (2) the ability to explicitly and self-consciously articulate current mindsets; (3) openness to diversity and novelty; and (4) and the discipline required to develop an integrated perspective that weaves together diverse strands of knowledge about cultures and markets.

Multinationals need to value ‘global experience’ as the highest merit on the basis of which managers are promoted to senior executive levels. Managers, in turn, should be motivated to actively interact with other global mindset people from other cultures and markets and not be ‘trapped in one’s own mental web’. To illustrate this, Gupta and Govindarajan narrate the heroic stories of Mr Douglas Daft (Coca-Cola Company) and Mr Andreas Renschler (DaimlerChrysler), who are presented as culturally sensitive and knowledgeable global mindset men; they are ‘always away from home’. We are told that both have managed to steer their multinationals successfully towards a ‘think global, act local’ approach.

Gupta and Govindarajan suggest that there are a number of ways through which global mindset managers can cultivate knowledge regarding diverse cultures and markets. First, they need to obtain formal education, which can take the form of self-study courses, university-based education, in-company seminars, and management education programmes. Second, these managers must actively take part in the cross-border endeavours of the multinational and in job rotations between regions, divisions, and functions. This will facilitate development of their interpersonal and social ties with other managers based in different locations. Finally, and most importantly, global mindset managers need to possess immersion experiences in foreign cultures and eagerly take on expatriate assignments.

Similarly to Perlmutter’s geocentric multinationals and Bartlett and Ghoshal’s trans-nationals, global mindset multinationals are committed to using ‘merit’—the most valuable of which is global experience—rather than nationality as the prime driver for rewards and career mobility. High value is put on the ability of managers to move overseas. The aim is, again, to develop individuals who can rise above national sentiments to see and comprehend the ‘big picture’ and to integrate various local opinions, views, and knowledge. Managers are to be assisted in developing interpersonal and social networks to help them to stay open to other cultures and markets.

Global mindset managers are depicted as representing forms of masculinity similar to those embraced by geocentric men and transnational managers. First, the important role of social and interpersonal ties across the world points toward the masculinity of informalism. Second, the constant urge of global mindset managers to increase their global experience, which is perceived to constitute the highest merit, indicates that the masculinity of careerism is privileged. Finally, the overarching idea behind cultivating global mindsets for multinationals to combine ‘Chinese costs with Japanese quality, European design, and American marketing’ points towards privileging the masculinity of entrepreneurialism, which prioritizes performance levels, budget targets, and profits, and makes economic efficiency the prime criterion of success for global mindset managers.

Taking on expatriate assignments is acknowledged to be very expensive for the company as well as for the individual, due to the increasing preponderance of dual-career marriages. Curiously, after acknowledging this, Gupta and Govindarajan go on to suggest that ‘companies need to target expatriate assignments toward high-potential managers … to ensure that their stay abroad fosters cultural learning rather than cultural isolation’ (p. 122). A dual-career marriage, then, might reduce the likelihood that a manager would be identified as having high potential.

Anil K. Gupta is Professor of Global Strategy and Entrepreneurship at the Smith School of Business, the University of Maryland at College Park. Vijay Govindarajan is Professor of International Business at Tuck School of Business at Dartmouth College. Both are regarded as leading experts on strategy and globalization, and they continue to be active in the circuit of global business thinkers and speakers.

DISRUPTING THE IMAGE OF THE ‘IDEAL’ MANAGER

The three influential texts revisited above (re)construct an idealized image of management and managers in multinationals. They are written by men about men for men, as management texts tend to be (Collinson and Hearn 1994). Not all men qualify, however. A particular type of man prevails. The texts carry assumptions not only about preferred masculinities, but also about family, fatherhood, and motherhood. Descriptions of the right qualities of multinational executives (needed for the tasks envisioned) promote, first, masculinities such as careerism, informalism, and entrepreneurialism that are presented as ‘normal’ traits of ambitious individuals. The qualities remain unquestioned and alternatives are not considered. Second, the texts reinforce and render ‘natural’ a traditional male breadwinner family model where women are destined to stay at home. This is assumed rather than explicitly addressed and argued for, let alone questioned. Overall, the construed image is uncompromising, and it has not changed to any significant extent since the 1960s.

While mainstream international business and management research remains blind to these questions, critical studies have focused on family-related assumptions that underlie career-making in multinationals. In their study of managerial work and gender relations in the multinational, for example, Hearn et al. (2008) bring to the fore that someone else must take care of his home while the executive develops his exceptional qualities and climbs the organizational hierarchy. Hearn et al. (2008) focus on Finland-based multinationals, and highlight the important and often decisive role of domestic arrangements for the development and success of managerial careers. Their study shows that, constrained by their obligations to fulfil a traditional woman’s role of being primarily responsible for children and the household, female managers cannot in practice engage to the same extent as male managers in transnational managerial work, which includes foreign assignments and constant travelling. At the same time, the support of the (woman) spouse and family are seen as crucial for the (man) expatriate’s adjustment to the new cultural environment and his performance overseas. To provide that support, working women have to interrupt their own careers in order to follow their husbands’ career moves abroad.

In her study of a European multinational, Cristina Reis (2004) similarly finds that the families of male managers are curiously important for how they are perceived by themselves and others. Being married (to a woman) is regarded as crucial for men as it is considered to be a sign of stability in life—and, thus, a prerequisite for good job performance as a manager in the multinational context. As in the study by Hearn and colleagues, the managers’ wives studied by Reis are expected to adjust their employment to fit their husband’s career aspirations. It becomes clear in both studies that married men are able to take advantage of their traditional family arrangements in living up to the stereotypical expectations for management in a multinational. A masculinized model of management and a conservative gender pattern persists in these organizations (Wajcman 1999).

While Perlmutter (1969), Bartlett and Ghoshal (1992), and Gupta and Govindarajan (2002) theorize on managers in multinationals as if they lived their lives in a vacuum, Wajcman (1999), Reis (2004), and Hearn et al. (2008) highlight the problematic assumptions behind representations of exceptional men and their success. The argument is that what managers in multinationals are expected to do at work, on the one hand, and how they organize their private life, on the other, are two sides of the same coin, although this remains unsaid. Multinationals have significant gendered consequences in the societies where they operate. It has been argued, for example, that the gender egalitarian tradition in the Nordic countries such as Finland, which is based on a double-earner family model, is being eroded by the norms and practices of multinationals (Tienari et al. 2005, 2010; Hearn et al. 2008). The traditional male-breadwinner model is making a triumphant comeback in Finnish society in and through multinationals.

Third, it is relevant to consider how texts such as the three examples revisited above (re)construct a particular context for the ‘ideal’ executives to operate in. In developing their qualities and jumping from one job assignment to the next, they rely not only on their partners at home, but on the work of many others. Marta Calás and Linda Smircich (2011) revisit Hearn et al.’s (2008) study of Finnish-based multinationals and note that, by focusing on highly skilled managers in a wealthy European country, Hearn et al. make ‘various others disappear from view’ (p. 422). Calás and Smircich ask who are the nannies taking care of the children of Finnish expatriates and where do they come from? The point is that it does not suffice for us to theorize on the operations of multinationals from the point of view of managers that comprise global elites. The ‘various others’ who enable the local activities of multinationals should also be included in the analyses to acknowledge that any transnational activity occurs ‘in transnational social fields populated by people [with] interconnections and linkages in various national and transnational networks’ (p. 423). Reis (2004) offers a similar argument. In the rare cases where the managers’ wives in her study had demanding full-time jobs, they relied on less privileged women to do the ‘unspoken work’ in the home.

While exceptional individuals use multinationals as springboards for their careers, others experience multinationals in a fundamentally different way, providing them with the necessary infrastructure to be constantly and comfortably on the move. These people are expected to stay put. When they migrate, they are treated as unwanted aliens. Zygmunt Bauman (1998) speaks of tourists and vagabonds. Managers in multinationals are like tourists; they are welcome everywhere and pampered by others. Vagabonds, in contrast, are only welcome in the West when they are needed as nannies and the like, in jobs that the locals are reluctant to take up.

The argument in Calás and Smircich’s (2011) criticism of Hearn et al.’s (2008) focus on gender relations in Finnish families relates to this dynamic in the global economy. Echoing privileged views, Western management academics—mainstream and critical alike—tend to inadvertently valorize the tourists and disregard the vagabonds. We reproduce the idea that multinational organizations are primarily about exceptional individuals with the right qualities for management, and our criticism merely extends to highlighting gender-based inequalities in relation to white Western women.

The invisibility of others in the literature sustains crucial gender, race, and class-based disparities in globalization processes. The fact remains unchallenged that the ways in which multinationals function works to the detriment of poor women of colour around the world (Mohanty 2004; Berry and Bell 2012). Decisions made by managers embodying the right masculinities in multinationals have consequences that are shrugged off as inevitable economic forces or disembodied social trends (Acker 2004). However, there is nothing inevitable about these decisions. Intersecting markers of difference such as gender and ethnicity serve to legitimize practices that produce inequalities in the division of labour on a global scale (Calás et al. 2010).

TRANSNATIONAL BUSINESS MASCULINITY AND ITS DISCONTENTS

Those men who are able to live up to the right masculinities in multinationals and who have a supporting cast at home that enables them to move from one job assignment to the next, gain entry into mobile elites. Multinationals become social spaces where aspiring elite members earn their spurs in what unfold as transnational social networks. Fiona Moore (2004) studied what she calls the social maps of such people. According to Moore, they do not belong to a ‘global culture’ that exists with little references to the local—rather, they possess complex connections to various global and local groups. The focal point in their lives is not a specific organization. In contrast, they are ambitious individuals who are concerned about their own personal development and career. They are likely to be less preoccupied with the long-term success of a particular multinational than with increasing their own opportunities to gain the right capabilities and credentials and to acquire the right contacts to move on and take up new challenges elsewhere. They are likely to jump from one multinational to another several times during the course of their career—and return favours by recruiting and promoting other individuals of the same persuasion (Gee et al. 1996).

In this way, Raewyn Connell (1998, 2001) argues, a specific type of hegemonic masculinity has found a home in multinationals operating in global markets. The ideal executive is a self-assertive and energetic individual who is constantly mobile and available for work. Connell notes that the masculinity thus cultivated and celebrated—somewhat ironically—motivates managers to become more egocentric, career oriented, and less organizationally committed. Transnational social networks that spread around ‘global cities’ facilitate such a mindset and lifestyle (Beaverstock 2002; Faulconbridge et al. 2009), which reinforces a sense of short-termism and a focus on maximizing one’s personal gains (Gee et al. 1996). The dominant forms of masculinities that we identified in the three texts above can thus be argued to transcend the boundaries of specific multinationals. They are portable, and they become the currency found in transnational social networks and nurtured by them.

The other side of the coin is a highly insecure and stressful work environment. In order to be considered part of elite networks, managers in multinationals need to constantly prove their worth. The right masculinities and lifestyles must be continuously demonstrated. The pace is hectic, every new challenge is a decisive one, and successes in the past do not matter much. At the same time, Connell and Wood describe management in multinationals as driven by an intense multidirectional peer scrunity. Despite encouraging egocentrism, the managers’ work is increasingly collective in the sense that it is characterized by mutual control and comparison; a particular form of homosociality, perhaps. All this leads Connell and Wood (2005) to ask the question: ‘What holds people in high-stress, unhealthy, insecure jobs?’ Their answer is a simple and persuasive one: ‘Lots of money is part of the answer … Also significant is the access to power’ (p. 358).

Connell and Wood (2005) argue that collective scrunity among managers in multinationals is a powerful countercurrent to the competitive individualism of contemporary business ideology. ‘An intense and stressful labor process creates multiple linkages among managers and subjects them to mutual scrutiny, a force for gender conservatism’ (p. 347). This is reflected in managers’ conformity of appearance. Not only complying to the right dress code, but managing one’s own body as ‘an entity’ becomes a significant part of the job. Appearing to be fit and energetic is crucial. Amanda Sinclair (2011: 126) argues that ‘there is a danger that [this] new body awareness is recruited to the project of becoming a “corporate athlete”: a leader who can work harder and longer towards ends that are exploitative’. Again, our attention is drawn to masculinities and male bodies. They are inescapable, no matter how one views management and managers in multinationals.

Knights and Tullberg (2012) take the explanatory power of masculinities in the global economy perhaps the furthest in their analysis of the financial crisis that shocked the Western world in 2008. Knights and Tullberg suggest a link between managing masculinity and mismanaging the corporation. They argue that not only individual material and symbolic self-interest played a role in the events. Masculine fragilities conditioned the excesses that led to the crisis. Again, we can see how masculinities and masculine discourses within the global business elite transcend the boundaries of individual organizations and show their systemic nature.

Finally, Tienari et al. (2010) take a different perspective to look at masculinities in multinationals. They observe the prevalence of transnational business masculinity that is shared by managers of different nationalities who ‘live in a space where in exchange for handsome material rewards they are expected to offer their body and mind to the rhythm and spatial challenges [of multinationals]’ (p. 41). However, Tienari and colleagues are convinced that the national identification of managers persists as a form of masculinity that provides a counterbalance to the pressures in their mobile transnational work. National identification offers ‘protection’ in the ‘crazy life’ (p. 47) of the weary men in their hectic jobs. This comforting side of ethnocentrism is homosociality among male compatriots and nurturing the possibility of returning to a job back home. This is silenced in management texts’ enthusiastic celebrations of geocentrism, transnationalism, and global mindset. But it is likely to lurk beneath the surface.

CONCLUDING REMARKS

In this chapter, we have revisited influential texts on the management of multinational corporations from the viewpoint of men and masculinities. We have disrupted the masculine image that the texts (re)construct. We have suggested that the ‘ideal’ executive in the multinational reflects the gendered nature of today’s global capitalism, and that it has repercussions for men, women, families, and gender relations across societies. The implications of managing multinationals in specific ways by a particular type of masculine individual spill over organizational boundaries. Multinationals transfer Western knowledge, which is deemed globally superior. They dictate what types of individuals are best suited to turn that knowledge into profit and value. The image of the Western white male business executive, embracing the masculinities of informalism, careerism, and entrepreneurialism, is reproduced. This takes the form of a transnational business masculinity that is superficially sensitive to difference and diversity, but remains egocentric and exploitative of others (Connell and Wood 2005).

However, multinationals remain complex organizations. A spectrum of gender patterns across contexts must be recognized in the increasingly complex global business environment (Connell and Wood 2005). Different socio-cultural traditions of displaying masculinity jockey for position in multinationals and transnational business masculinity is challenged by prevalent masculinities in different national and local contexts (Tienari et al. 2010). Contrary to what Perlmutter (1969) and others after him have envisioned, national identification is not left behind when one makes a career in a multinational. Transnational business masculinity and national identification are likely to be in constant tension in these organizations.

One possible direction for future research on masculinities in multinationals would deal with the ways in which transnational business masculinity is challenged when it is imposed on the non-Western affiliates of Western multinationals. Even more importantly, considering the increasing global activity of multinationals originating from emerging markets such as China, India, and Russia, the hegemonic Western masculinity may be contested by hegemonic masculinities prominent in those contexts. The result is a meeting of Western business masculinity and those originating elsewhere. As the economic and geopolitical domination of Western multinationals is increasingly challenged, we are likely to see changes in the forms of masculinities that are idealized among corporate managers and management scholars.

When we study these ‘new’ masculinities we should not lose sight of the wider repercussions of the dominance of particular types of men in multinationals. We must not forget about the various others who provide the infrastructure for the exceptional individuals who get all the credit. While we are all traversed by multi- or transnational social and economic conditions fuelled by powerful ideological and political apparatuses, we articulate our experiences from the particular vantage point of our particular place (Calás et al. 2010). Analyses of transnational processes must be nuanced by paying attention to local specificities as globalized capitalism takes various forms in different nation-states and local settings.
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