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[Gethenians) do not see each other as men or women. This is
almost impossible for our imagination to accept. What is the

first question we ask about a newborn baby?
-Ursula LeGuin (1969, 94)

"NIGHT TO HIS DAY":

THE SOCIAL CONSTRUCTION OF GENDER

1__ -

Talking about gender for most people is the equivalent of fish talking
about water. Gender is so much the routine ground of everyday activities that
questioning its taken-for-granted assumptions and presuppositions is like
thinking about whether the sun will come up. 1 Gender is so pervasive that in
our society we assume it is bred into our genes. Most people find it hard to
believe that gender is constantly created and re-created out of human interac-
tion, out of social life, and is the texture and order of that social life. Yet
gender, like culture, is a human production that depends on everyone con-
stantly "doing gender" (West and Zimmerman 1987).

And everyone "does gender" without thinking about it. Today, on the
subway, I saw a well-dressed man with a year-old child in a stroller. Yesterday,
on a bus, I saw a man with a tiny baby in a carrier on his chest. Seeing men
taking eare of small children in public is increasingly common-at least in
New York City. But both men were quite obviously stared at-and smiled at,
approvingly. Everyone was doing gender-the men who were changing the
role of fathers and the other passengers, who were applauding them silently.
But there was more gendering going on that probably fewer people noticed.
The baby was wearing a white crocheted cap and white clothes. You couldn't
tell if it was a boy or a girl. The ehild in the stroller was wearing a dark blue
T-shirt and dark print pants. As they started to leave the train, the father put a
Yankee baseball cap on the child's head. Ah, a boy, I thought. Then I noticed the
gleam of tiny earrings in the child's ears, and as they got off, I saw the little
flowered sneakers and lace-trimmed socks. Not a boy after all. Gender done.

Gender is such a familiar part of daily life that it usually takes a deliberate



disruption of oUl-expectations of how women and men are supposed to act to
pay attention to how it is produced. Gender signs and signals are so ubiquitous
that we usually fail to note them-unless they are missing or ambiguous. Then
we are uncomfortable until we have successfully placed the other person in a
gender status; otherwise, we feel socially dislocated. In our society, in addition
to man and woman, the status can be transvestite (a person who dresses in
opposite-gender clothes) and transsexual (a person who has had sex-change
surgery). Transvestites and transsexuals carefully construct their gender status
by dressing, speaking, walking, gesturing in the ways prescribed for women or
men-whichever they want to be taken for-and so does any "normal"
person.

For the individual, gender construction starts with assignment to a sex
category on the basis of what the genitalia look like at birth. 2 Then babies are
dressed or adorned in a way that displays the category because parents don't
want to be con:tantly asked whether their baby is a girl or a boy. A sex category
becomes a gender status through naming, dress, and the use of other gender
markers. Once a child's gender is evident, others treat those in one gender
differently from those in the other, and the children respond to the different
treatment by feeling different and behaving differently. As soon as they can
talk, they start to refer to themselves as members of their gender. Sex doesn't
come into play again until puberty, but by that time, sexual feelings and desires
and practices have been shaped by gendered norms and expectations. Adoles-
cent boys and girls approach and avoid each other in an elaborately scripted and
gendered mating dance. Parenting is gendered, with different expectations for
mothers and for fathers, and people of different genders work at different
kinds of jobs. The work adults do as mothers and fathers and as low-level
workers and high-level bosses, shapes women's and men's life experiences, and
these experiences produce different feelings, consciousness, relationships,
skills-ways of being that we call feminine or masculine.3 All of these pro-
cesses constitute the social construction of gender.

Gendered roles change-today fathers are taking care of little children,
girls and boys are wearing unisex clothing and getting the same education,
women and men arc working at the same jobs. Although many traditional
social groups are quite strict about maintaining gender differences, in other
social groups they seem to be blurring. Then why the one-year-old's earrings?
Why is it still so important to mark a child as a girl or a boy, to make sure she is
not taken for a boy or he for a girl? What would happen if they were? They
would, quite literally, have changed places in their social world.

To explain why gendering is done from birth, constantly and by everyone,

look not only at the way individuals experience gender but at
~~w .

ocial institution. As a social InstitutIOn, gender ISone of the majorender as as. . .
g th t human beings organize their lives. Human sOCiety depends on a
ways a .,

d· bl division of labor a designated allocatIOn of scarce goods, assignedpre Icta e ,
'b'll'ty for children and others who cannot care for themselves, com-responsl I ., . . .
I S and their systematic transmiSSIOn to new members, legitimatemon va ue

d hi music art stories games and other symbolic productions. Onelea ers p, " , ,
way of choosing people for the different tasks .of society is on the b~SiSof their
talents, motivations, and competence-their demonstrated achievements.
The other way is on the basis of gender, race, ethnicity-ascribed membership
in a category of people. Although societies vary in the extent to which they use
one or the other of these ways of allocating people to work and to carry out
other responsibilities, every society uses gender and age grades. Every society
classifies people as "girl and boy children," "girls and boys ready to be mar-
ried," and "fully adult women and men," constructs similarities among them
and differences between them, and assigns them to different roles and respon-
sibilities. Personality characteristics, feelings, motivations, and ambitions flow
from these different life experiences so that the members of these different
groups become different kinds of people. The process of gendering and its
outcome are legitimated by religion, law, science, and the society's entire set
of values.

In order to understand gender as a social institution, it is important to
distinguish human action from animal behavior. Animals feed themselves and
their young until their young can feed themselves. Humans have to produce
not only food but shelter and clothing. They also, if the group is going to
continue as a social group, have to teach the children how their particular
group does these tasks. In the process, humans reproduce gender, family,
kinship, and a division of labor-social institutions that do not exist among
animals. Primate social groups have been referred to as families, and their
mating patterns as monogamy, adultery, and harems. Primate behavior has
been used to prove the universality of sex differences-as built into our
evolutionary inheritance (Haraway 1978a). But animals' sex differences are
not at all the same as humans' gender differences; animals' bonding is not
kinship; animals' mating is not ordered by marriage; and animals' dominance
hierarchies are not the equivalent of human stratification systems. Animals
group on sex and age, relational categories that are phYSiologically, not socially,
different. Humans create gender and age-group categories that are socially,
and not necessarily phYSiologically, different.4

For animals, physiological maturity means being able to impregnate or



conceive; its markers are coming into heat (estrus) and sexual attraction. For
humans, puberty means being available for marriage; it is marked by rites that
demonstrate this marital eligibility. Although the onset of physiological pu-
berty is signaled by secondary sex characteristics (menstruation, breast devel-
opment, sperm ejaculation, pubic axl underarm hair), the onset of social
adulthood is ritualized by the coming-out party or desert walkabout or bar
mitzvah or graduation from college or first successful hunt or dreaming or
inheritance of property. Humans have rituals that mark the passage from
childhood into puberty and puberty into full adult status, as well as for
marriage, childbirth, and death; animals do not (van Gennep 1960). To the
extent that infants and the dead are differentiated by whether they are male or
female, there are different birth rituals for girls and boys, and different funeral
rituals for men and women (Biersack 1984, 132-33). Rituals of puberty,
marriage, and becoming a parent are gendered, creating a "woman," a "man," a
"b'd "" "" th " "C h "A' I h . I Cn e, a groom, a mo er, a lat er. nIma save no eqUlva ents lOr
these statuses.

Among animals, siblings mate and so do parents and children; humans
have incest taboos and rules that encourage or forbid mating between mem-
bers of different kin groups (Levi-Strauss 1956, [1949] 1969). Any animal of
the same species may feed another's young (or may not, depending on the
species). Humans designate responsibility for particular children by kinship;
humans frequently limit responsibility for children to the members of their
kinship group or make them into members of their kinship group with adop-
tion rituals.

Animals have dominance hierarchies based on size or on successful threat
gestures and signals. These hierarchies are usually sexed, and in some species,
moving to the top of the hierarchy physically changes the sex (Austad 1986).
Humans have stratification patterns based on control of surplus food, owner-
ship of property, legitimate demands on others' work and sexual services,
enforced determinations of who marries whom, and approved use of violence.
If a woman replaces a man at the top of a stratification hierarchy, her social
status may be that of a man, but her sex does not change.

Mating, feeding, and nurturant behavior in animals is determined by
instinct and imitative learning and ordered by physiological sex and age (Lan-
caster 1974). In humans, these behaviors are taught and symbolically rein-
forced and ordered by socially constructed gender and age grades. Social
gender and age statuses sometimes ignore or override physiological sex and age
completely. Male and female animals (unless they physiologically change) are
not interchangeable; infant animals cannot take the place of adult animals.

C males can become husbands and fathers, and human males can
Human Ie

W
ives and mothers without sex-change surgery (Blackwood 1984).

become '
Human infants can reign as kings or queens.

Western society's values legitimate gendering by claiming that it all comes
from physiology-female and male procreative differences. But gender and

not equivalent and gender as a social construction does not flow
sex are '
automatically from genitalia and reproductive organs, the main physiological
differences of females and males. In the construction of ascribed social sta-
tuses, physiological differences such as sex, stage of development, color of
skin, and size are crude markers. They are not the source of the social statuses
of gender, age grade, and race. Social statuses are carefully constructed
through prescribed processes of teaching, learning, emulation, and enforce-
ment. Whatever genes, hormones, and biological evolution contribute to
human social institutions is materially as well as qualitatively transformed by
social practices. Every social institution has a material base, but culture and
social practices transform that base into something with qualitatively different
patterns and constraints. The economy is much more than producing food and
goods and distributing them to eaters and users; family and kinship are not the
equivalent of having sex and procreating; morals and religions cannot be
equated with the fears and ecstasies of the brain; language goes far beyond the
sounds produced by tongue and larynx. No one eats "money" or "credit"; the
concepts of "god" and "angels" are the subjects of theological disquisitions; not
only words but objects, such as their flag, "speak" to the citizens of a country.

Similarly, gender cannot be equated with biological and physiological
differences between human females and males. The building blocks of gender
are socially constructed statuses. Western societies have only two genders, "man"
and "woman." Some societies have three genders-men, women, and ber-
daches or hijras or xaniths. Berdaches, hijras, and xaniths are biological males
who behave, dress, work, and are treated in most respects as social women;
they are therefore not men, nor are they female women; they are, in our
language, "male women."s There are African and American Indian societies
that have a gender status called manly hearted women-biological females who
work, marry, and parent as men; their social status is "female men" (Am-
adiume 1987; Blackwood 1984). They do not have to behave or dress as men to
have the social responsibilities and prerogatives of husbands and fathers; what
makes them men is enough wealth to buy a wife.

Modern Western societies' transsexuals and transvestites are the nearest
eqUivalent of these crossover genders, but they are not institutionalized as
third genders (Bolin 1987). Transsexuals are biological males and females who
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have sex-change operations to alter their genitalia. They do so in order to bring
their physical anatomy in congruence with the way they want to live and with
their own sense of gender identity. They do not become a third gender; they
change genders. Transvestites are males who live as women and females who
live as men but do not intend to have sex-change surgery. Their dress, appear-
ance, and mannerisms fall within the range of what is expected from members
of the opposite gender, so that they "pass." They also change genders, some-
times temporarily, some for most of their lives. Transvestite women have
fought in wars as men soldiers as recently as the nineteenth century; some
married women, and others went back to being women and married men once
the war was over.6 Some were discovered when their wounds were treated· ,
others not until they died. In order to work as a jazz musician, a man's
occupation, Billy Tipton, a woman, lived most of her life as a man. She died
recently at seventy-four, leaving a wife and three adopted sons for whom she
was husband and father, and musicians with whom she had played and traveled,
for whom she was "one of the boys" (New York Times 1989).7 There have been
many other such occurrences of women passing as men to do more prestigious
or lucrative men's work (Matthaei 1982, 192-93).8

Genders, therefore, are not attached to a biological substratum. Gender
boundaries are breachable, and individual and socially organized shifts from
one gender to another call attention to "cultural, social, or aesthetic disso-
nances" (Garber 1992, 16). These odd or deviant or third genders show us
what we ordinarily take for granted-that people have to learn to be women
and men. Men who cross-dress for performances or for pleasure often learn
from women's magazines how to "do femininity" convincingly (Garber 1992,
41-51). Becau~e transvestism is direct evidence of how gender is constructed,
Marjorie Garber claims it has "extraordinary power . . . to disrupt, expose,
and challenge, putting in question the very notion of the' original' and of stable
identity" (1992, 16).

tl'CS women and men would look far more alike.9 Even societies
and cosme ,

d t C
over women's breasts have gender-identifying clothing, scarifica-

that 0 no
. 'ewelry and hairstyles.

tJOn, J '
The ease with which many transvestite women pass as men and transves-

. s women is corroborated by the common gender misidentification in
ute men a
Westernized societies of people in jeans, T-shirts, and sneakers. Men with long

h
. Ybe addressed as "miss," and women with short hair are often taken for

alrma
men unless they offset the potential ambiguity with deliberate gender markers
(Devor 1987, 1989). Jan Morris, in Conundrum, an autobiographical account of
events just before and just after a sex-change operation, described how easy it
was to shift back and forth from being a man to being a woman when testing
how it would feel to change gender status. During this time, Morris still had a
penis and wore more or less unisex clothing; the context alone made the man

and the woman:

Sometimes the arena of my ambivalence was uncomfortably small. At
the Travellers' Club, for example, I was obviously known as a man of
sorts-women were only allowed on the premises at all during a few
hours of the day, and even then were hidden away as far as possible in
lesser rooms or alcoves. But I had another club, only a few hundred
yards away, where I was known only as a woman, and often 1 went
directly from one to the other, imperceptibly changing roles on the
way-"Cheerio, sir," the porter would say at one club, and "Hello,
madam," the porter would greet me at the other. (1975,132)

Gender Bendina

It is difficult to see how gender is constructed because we take it for granted
that it's all biology, or hormones, or human nature. The differences between
women and men seem to be self-evident, and we think they would occur no
matter what society did. But in actuality, human females and males are physi-
ologically more similar in appearance than are the two sexes of many species of
animals and are more alike than different in traits and behavior (c. F. Epstein
1988). Without the deliberate use of gendered clothing, hairstyles, jewelry,

Gender shifts are actually a common phenomenon in public roles as well.
Queen Elizabeth II of England bore children, but when she went to Saudi
Arabia on a state visit, she was considered an honorary man so that she could
confer and dine with the men who were heads of a state that forbids unrelated
men and women to have face-to-unveiled-face contact. In contemporary
Egypt, lower-class women who run restaurants or shops dress in men's
clothing and engage in unfeminine aggressive behavior, and middle-class edu-
cated women of professional or managerial status can take positions of author-
ity (Rugh 1986, 131). In these situations, there is an important status change:
These women are treated by the others in the situation as if they are men. From
their own point of view, they are still women. From the social perspective,
however, they are men.1o

In many cultures, gender bending is prevalent in theater or dance-the
Japanese kabuki are men actors who play both women and men; in Shake-
speare's theater company, there were no actresses Juliet and Lady Macbeth



Were it not better,
Because that I am more than common tall,
That I did suit me all points like a man:
A gallant curtle-axe upon my thigh,
A boar-spear in my hand, and in my heart
Lie there what hidden women's fear there will,
We'll have a swashing and martial outside,
As many other mannish cowards have
That do outface it with their semblances. (I, i, 115-22)

h ho do not want to change their anatomy but do want to change
973). T ose w . ., .

1 d b havior fare less well in establishing theIr socIal Identity. The
th . gen er e

elr Holl Devor called "gender blenders" wore their hair short, dressed in
women y d d'd . I. ts shirts, and comfortable shoes, an I not wear Jewe ry or
unisex pan , , I h' 0 'd "IThe described their everyday dress as women scot mg: ne sal ,
make~P~ns a!t the time, but I didn't wear men's clothes" (Devor 1989,100).
wore Je f d "d C ••• ". d 'dentity was women but because they re use to a lemlmmty,Their gen er I ,

nstantly taken for men (1987, 1989, 107-42). Devor said ofthey were co . .
them: "The most common area of complaint was With public ~ashrooms.
They repeatedly spoke of the humiliation of bein~ challenged or ejected from
women's washrooms. Similarly, they found public change rooms to be dan-
gerous territory and the buying of undergarments to be a difficult feat ~o

I· h" (1987 29) In an ultimate ironic twist, some of these women saidaccomp IS ,.

"they would feel like transvestites if they were to wear dresses, and two women
said that they had been called transvestites when they had done so" (1987, 31).
They resolved the ambiguity of their gender status by identifying as women in

rivate and passing as men in public to avoid harassment on the street, to get
~en's jobs, and, if they were lesbians, to make it easier to display affection
publicly with their lovers (Devor 1989, 107-42). Sometimes they even used
men's bathrooms. When they had gender-neutral names, like Leslie, they
could avoid the bureaucratic hassles that arose when they had to present their
passports or other proof of identity, but because most had names associated
with women, their appearance and their cards of identity were not conven-
tionally congruent, and their gender status was in constant jeopardy. I+ When
they could, they found it easier to pass as men than to try to change the
stereotyped notions of what women should look like.

Paradoxically, then, bending gender rules and passing between genders
does not erode but rather preserves gender boundaries. In societies with only
two genders, the gender dichotomy is not disturbed by transvestites, because
others feel that a transvestite is only transitorily ambiguous-is "really a man
or woman underneath." After sex-change surgery, transsexuals end up in a
conventional gender status-a "man" or a "woman" with the appropriate
genitals (Eichler 1989). When women dress as men for business reasons, they
are indicating that in that situation, they want to be treated the way men are
treated; when they dress as women, they want to be treated as women:

were played by boys. Shakespeare's comedies are full of witty comments On
gender shifts. Women characters frequently masquerade as young men, and
other women characters fall in love with them; the boys playing these mas-
querading women, meanwhile, are acting out pining for the love of men
characters.11 In As You Like It, when Rosalind justifies her protective cross-
dressing, Shakespeare also comments on manliness:

Shakespeare's audience could appreciate the double subtext: Rosalind, a
woman character, was a boy dressed in girl's clothing who then dressed as a
boy; like bravery, masculinity and femininity can be put on and taken off with
changes of costume and role (Howard 1988,435).12

M Butteifly is a modern play of gender ambiguities, which David Hwang
(1989) based on a real person. Shi Peipu, a male Chinese opera singer who sang
women's roles, was a spy as a man and the lover as a woman of a Frenchman,
Gallimard, a diplomat (Bernstein 1986). The relationship lasted twenty years,
and Shi Peipu even pretended to be the mother of a child by Gallimard. "She"
also pretended to be too shy to undress completely. As "Butterfly," Shi Peipu
portrayed a fantasy Oriental woman who made the lover a "real man" (Kondo
1990b). In Gallimard's words, the fantasy was "of slender women in chong
sams and kimonos who die for the love of unworthy foreign devils. Who are
born and raised to be perfect women. Who take whatever punishment we give
them, and bounce back, strengthened by love, unconditionally" (D. H. Hwang
1989, 91). When the fantasy woman betrayed him by turning out to be the
more powerful "real man," Gallimard assumed the role of Butterfly and,
dressed in a geisha's robes, killed himself: "because 'man' and 'woman' are op-
positionally defined terms, reversals ... are possible" (Kondo 1990b, 18).13

But despite the ease with which gender boundaries can be traversed in
work, in social relationships, and in cultural productions, gender statuses
remain. Transvestites and transsexuals do not challenge the social construction
of gender. Their goal is to be feminine women and masculine men (Kando

By their male dress, female entrepreneurs signal their desire to suspend
the expectations of accepted feminine conduct without losing respect
and reputation. By wearing what is "unattractive" they signify that they



are not intending to display their physical charms while engaging in
public activity. Their loud, aggressive banter contrasts with the modest
demeanor that attracts men .... Overt signalling of a suspension of
the rules preserves normal conduct from eroding expectations. (Rugh
1986,131)

d cognize that the people around them also fit into categoriesb'ects an re "
o J I . k skl'nned brown-skinned' boys, girls. Three has also been theb' litt e' pm -, ,

Ig, h ' h'ldren's appearance is ritually gendered, usually by cutting a boy's
age w en c 1 . . ..,

d . g him in distinctively masculme clothmg. In VIctorian tImes,hair or reSSm

I· h b wore dresses up to the age of three, when they were put into shortEng IS oys
ants (Garber 1992,1-2). . ,

P The parents of the accidental transsexual bent over backward to femmlze
e child-and succeeded. Frilly dresses, hair ribbons, and jewelry created a

th'd . I oks neatness and "daintiness." More significant, the child's domi-pn em 0, ,

nance was also feminized:

Although the possible combinations of genitalia, body shapes, clothing, man-
nerisms, sexuality, and roles could produce infinite varieties in human beings,
the social institution of gender depends on the production and maintenance of
a limited number of gender statuses and of making the members of these
statuses similar to each other. Individuals are born sexed but not gendered, and
they have to be taught to be masculine or feminine. J 5 As Simone de Beauvoir
said: "One is not born, but rather becomes, a woman ... ; it is civilization as
a whole that produces this creature ... which is described as feminine."
(1952,267).

Children learn to walk, talk, and gesture the way their social group says
girls and boys should. Ray Birdwhistell, in his analysis of body motion as human
communication, calls these learned gender displays tertiary sex characteristics
and argues that they are needed to distinguish genders because humans are a
weakly dimorphic species-their only sex markers are genitalia (1970, 39-
46). Clothing, paradoxically, often hides the sex but displays the gender.

In early childhood, humans develop gendered personality structures and
sexual orientations through their interactions with parents of the same and
opposite gender. As adolescents, they conduct their sexual behavior according
to gendered scripts. Schools, parents, peers, and the mass media guide young
people into gendered work and family roles. As adults, they take on a gendered
social status in their SOciety's stratification system. Gender is thus both as-
cribed and achieved (West and Zimmerman 1987),

The achievement of gender was most dramatically revealed in a case of an
accidental transsexual-a baby boy whose penis was destroyed in the course of
a botched circumcision when he was seven months old (Money and Ehrhardt
1972, 118-23). The child's sex category was changed to "female," and a vagina
was surgically constructed when the child was seventeen months old. The
parents were advised that they could successfully raise the child, one of
identical twins, as a girl. Physicians assured them that the child was too young
to have formed a gender identity. Children's sense of which gender they belong
to usually develops around the age of three, at the time that they start to group

The girl had many tomboyish traits, such as abundant physical energy, a
high level of activity, stubbornness, and being often the dominant one
in a girls' group. Her mother tried to modify her tomboyishness:
". . . I teach her to be more polite and quiet. I always wanted those
virtues. I never did manage, but I'm going to try to manage them to-
my daughter-to be more quiet and ladylike." From the beginning the
girl had been the dominant twin. By the age of three, her dominance
over her brother was, as her mother described it, that of a mother hen.
The boy in turn took up for his sister, if anyone threatened her. (Money
and Ehrhardt 1972, 122)

This child was not a tomboy because of male genes or hormones; according to
her mother, she herself had also been a tomboy. What the mother had learned
poorly while growing up as a "natural" female she insisted that her physically
r(;constructed son-daughter learn well. For both mother and child, the social
construction of gender overrode any possibly inborn traits.

People go along with the imposition of gender norms because the weight
of morality as well as immediate social pressure enforces them. Consider how
many instructions for properly gendered behavior are packed into this
mother's admonition to her daughter: "This is how to hem a dress when you
see the hem coming down and so to prevent yourself from looking like the slut
I know you are so bent on becoming" (Kincaid 1978).

Gender norms are inscribed in the way people move, gesture, and even
eat. In one African society, men were supposed to eat with their "whole
mouth, wholeheartedly, and not, like women, just with the lips, that is
halfheartedly, with reservation and restraint" (Bourdieu [1980] 1990, 70).
Men and women in this society learned to walk in ways that proclaimed their
different positions in the society:



PRODUCING GENDER

The manly man . . . stands up straight into the face of the person he
approaches, or wishes to welcome. Ever on the alert, because ever
threatened, he misses nothing of what happens around him .... Con-
versely, a well brought-up woman . . . is expected to walk with a
slight stoop, avoiding every misplaced movement of her body, her head
or her arms, looking down, keeping her eyes on the spot where she will
next put her foot, especially if she happens to have to walk past the
men's assembly. (70)

T TO HIS DAY"
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. Many cultu~es g~ beyond clothing, gestures, and demeanor in gendering
chIldren. They Inscnbe gender directly into bodies. In traditional Chinese
society, mothers bound their daughters' feet into three-inch stumps to en-
hance their sexual attractiveness. Jewish fathers circumcise their infant sons to
show their covenant with God. Women in African societies remove the clitoris
of prepubescent girls, scrape their labia, and make the lips grow together to
preserve their chastity and ensure their marriageability. In Western societies,
women augment their breast size with silicone and reconstruct their faces with
cosmetic surgery to conform to cultural ideals of feminine beauty. Hanna
Papanek (1990) notes that these practices reinforce the sense of superiority or
inferiority in the adults who carry them out as well as in the children on whom
the~ are d.one: The genitals of Jewish fathers and sons are physical and psycho-
logIcal eVIdence of their common dominant religious and familial status; the
ge~itals of African mothers and daughters are physical and psychological
eVIdence of their joint subordination. 16

Sandra Bern (1981, 1983) argues that because gender is a powerful
"schema" that orders the cognitive world, one must wage a constant, active
battle for a child not to fall into typical gendered attitudes and behavior. In
1972, Ms. Ma8azine published Lois Gould's fantasy of how to raise a child free
of gender-typing. The experiment calls for hiding the child's anatomy from all
ey~s except the parents' and treating the child as neither a girl nor a boy. The
chIld, called X, gets to do all the things boys and girls do. The experiment is so
successful that all the children in X's class at school want to look and behave
like X. At the end of the story, the creators of the experiment are asked what
will happen when X grows up. The scientists' answer is that by then it will be
quite clear what X is, implying that its hormones will kick in and it will be
revealed as a female or male. That ambiguous, and somewhat contradictory,
ending lets Gould off the hook; neither she nor we have any idea what someone
brought up totally androgynously would be like sexually or socially as an adult.
The hormonal input will not create gender or sexuality but will only establish

haracteristics' breasts, beards, and menstruation alone do not
condary sex c ,

SC . I manhood or womanhood. Indeed, it is at puberty, when sex
roduce SOCIa . . .

p .' become evident that most SOCIetIesput pubescent chIldren
characterIstICS ' . .

h th· ost important rites of passage, the ntuals that offiCIallymark
throug eIr m

f II gendered-that is ready to marry and become adults.
them as u y' . .

Most parents create a gendered world for their newborn by naming, bIrth
nts and dress. Children's relationships with same-gendered andannounceme ,

.ce t ndered caretakers structure their self-identifications and person-dllieren -ge .
I
.' Through cognitive development, children extract and apply to theIra lues .

own actions the appropriate behavior for those who belong in their own

d S well as race religion ethnic group, and social class, rejecting whatgen er, a , ,
is not appropriate. If their social categories are highly valued, they value
themselves highly; if their social categories are low status, they lose self-
esteem (Chodorow 1974). Many feminist parents who want to raise andro-

nous children soon lose their children to the pull of gendered norms~f.Gordon 1990, 87-90). My son attended a carefully nonsexist elementary
school, which didn't even have girls' and boys' bathrooms. When he was seven
or eight years old, I attended a class play about "squares" and "circles" and their
need for each other and noticed that all the girl squares and circles wore
makeup, but none of the boy squares and circles did. I asked the teacher about
it after the play, and she said, "Bobby said he was not going to wear makeup,
and he is a powerful child, so none of the boys would either." In a long
discussion about conformity, my son confronted me with the question of who
the conformists were, the boys who followed their leader or the girls who
listened to the woman teacher. In actuality, they both were, because they both
followed same-gender leaders and acted in gender-appropriate ways. (Actors
may wear makeup, but real boys don't.)

For human beings there is no essential femaleness or maleness, femininity
or masculinity, womanhood or manhood, but once gender is ascribed, the
social order constructs and holds individuals to strongly gendered norms and
expectations. Individuals may vary on many of the components of gender and
may shift genders temporarily or permanently, but they must fit into the
limited number of gender statuses their society recognizes. In the process,
they re-create their SOCiety'sversion of women and men: "If we do gender
appropriately, we simultaneously sustain, reproduce, and render legitimate
the institutional arrangements. . . . If we fail to do gender appropriately, we
as individuals-not the institutional arrangements-may be called to account
(for our character, motives, and predispositions)" (West and Zimmerman
1987, 146).
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h somes and genitalia that are not clearly female or male.with c romo
born d d'fferenees are socially constructed, all men and all women can
S'nce gen er I h h' . I .
I h . of the other because they know t e ot er s sOCIa scnpt:t the be aVlOr ,

en
ac

, d' an' are at once empty and overflowing categories. Empty"'Man an worn
the have no ultimate, transcendental meaning. Overflowing because

because Y . . h' th I .th appear to be fixcd, they still contain WIt In em a ternatlve,
even when ey h I

. d ppressed definitions." (J. W Scott 1988a, 49). Nonet e ess,denIe , or su .
h· d··d Is may be able to shift gender statuses, the gender boundanesthoug 10 IVI ua .,

h ld the whole gendered social order will come crashing down.have to 0 , or .
d . Ily it is the social importance of gender statuses and theIrPara OXlca ,

I kers-clothing mannerisms and spatial segregation-thatexterna mar , ,
makes gender bending or gender crossing possible-or even necessary: The

. I . b'l'ty of differentiated gender statuses produces the need or deSIre toSOCIavIa I I
hift statuses. Without gender differentiation, transvestism and transsexuality

would be meaningless. You couldn't dress in the opposite gender's clothing if
all clothing were unisex. There would be no need to reconstruct genitalia to
match identity if interests and life-styles were not gendered. There would be
no need for women to pass as men to do certain kinds of work if jobs were not
t ped as "women's work" and "men's work." Women would not have to dress
!s men in public life in order to give orders or aggressively bargain with

The gendered practices of everyday life reproduce a SOciety's view of how
women and men should act (Bourdieu [1980] 1990). Gendered social arran e-
ments are justified by religion and cultural productions and backed by law, ~ut
the most powerful means of sustaining the moral hegemony of the dominant
gender ideology is that the process is made invisible; any possible alternatives
are "irtually unthinkable (Foucault 1972; Gramsci 1971). 17

For Society, Gender Means Diffirence

The pervasiveness of gender as a way of structuring social life demands that
gender statuses be clearly differentiated. Varied talents, sexual preferences
identities, personalities, interests, and ways of interacting fragment the indi~
vidual's bodily and social experiences. Nonetheless, these are organized in
Western cultures into two and only two socially and legally recognized gender
t t " " d" "18 I hs a uses, man an woman. n t e social construction of gender, it does

not matter what men and women actually do; it does not even matter if they do
exactly the same thing. The social institution of gender insists only that what
they do is perceived as different.

If men and women are doing the same tasks, they are usually spatially
segregated to maintain gender separation, and often the tasks are given differ-
ent job titles as well, such as executive secretary and administrative assistant
(Reskin 1988). If the differences between women and men begin to blur,
society's "sameness taboo" goes into action (G. Rubin 1975, 178). At a rock
and roll dance at West Point in 1976, the year women were admitted to the
prestigious military academy for the first time, the school's administrators
"were reportedly perturbed by the sight of mirror-image couples dancing in
short hair and dress gray trousers," and a rule was established that women
cadets could dance ~t these events only if they wore skirts (Barkalow and Raab
1990, 53).19 Women recruits in the U.S. Marine Corps are required to wear
makeup-at a minimum, lipstick and eye shadow-and they have to take
classes in makeup, hair care, poise, and etiquette. This feminization is part of a
deliberate policy of making them clearly distinguishable from men Marines.
Christine Williams quotes a twenty-five-year-old woman drill instructor as
saying: "A lot of the recruits who come here don't wear makeup; they're
tomboyish or athletic. A lot of them have the preconceived idea that going into
the military means they can still be a tomboy. They don't realize that you are a
/Voman Marine" (1989, 76-77).20

If gender differences were genetic, physiological, or hormonal, gender
bending and gender ambiguity would occur only in hermaphrodites, who are

customers.
Gender boundaries are preserved when transsexuals create congruous

autobiographies of always having felt like what they are now. The transvestite's
story also "recuperates social and sexual norms" (Garber 1992, 69). In the
transvestite's normalized narrative, he or she "is 'compelled' by social and
economic forces to disguise himself or herself in order to get a job, escape
repression, or gain artistic or political 'freedom'" (Garber 1992, 70). The
"true identity" when revealed causes amazement over how easily and suc-, ,
cessfully the person passed as a member of the opposite gender, not a suspicion
that gender itself is something of a put-on.

Gender Ranking

Most societies rank genders according to prestige and power and construct
them to be unequal, so that moving from one to another also means moving up
or down the social scale. Among some North American Indian cultures, the
hierarchy was male men, male women, female men, female women. Women
produced significant durable goods (basketry, textiles, pottery, decorated
leather goods), which could be traded. Women also controlled what they



produced and any profit or wealth they earned. Since women's occupational
realm could lead to prosperity and prestige, it was fair game for young men_
but only if they became women in gender status. Similarly, women in other
societies who amassed a great deal of wealth were allowed to become men_
"manly hearts." According to Harriet Whitehead (1981):

Both reactions reveal an unwillingness or inability to distinguish the
sources of prestige-wealth, skill, personal efficacy (among other
things)-from masculinity. Rather there is the innuendo that if a
person performing female tasks can attain excellence, prosperity, or
social power, it must be because that person is, at some level, a
man .... A woman who could succeed at doing the things men did
was honored as a man would be .... What seems to have been more
disturbing to the culture-which means, for all intents and purposes,
to the men-was the possibility that women, within their own depart-
ment, might be onto a good thing. It was into this unsettling breach that
the berdache institution was hurled. In their social aspect, women were
complimented by the berdache's imitation. In their anatomic aspect,
they were subtly insulted by his vaunted superiority. (108)

In American society, men-to-women transsexuals tend to earn less after
surgery if they change occupations; women-to-men transsexuals tend to in-
crease their income (Bolin 1988, 153-60; Brody 1979). Men who go into
women's fields, like nursing, have less prestige than women who go into men's
fields, like physics. Janice Raymond, a radical feminist, feels that transsexual
men-to-women have advantages over female women because they were not
socialized to be subordinate or oppressed throughout life. She says:

We know that we are women who are born with female chromosomes
and anatomy, and that whether or not we were socialized to be so-
called normal women, patriarchy has treated and will treat us like
women. Transsexuals have not had this same history. No man can have
the history of being born and located in this culture as a woman. He can
have the history of wishin8 to be a woman and of actin8 like a woman,
but this gender experience is that of a transsexual, not of a woman.
Surgery may confer the artifacts of outward and inward female organs
but it cannot confer the history of being born a woman in this society.
(1979, 114)

'ch Dustin Hoffman plays an actor who passes as a woman in order to be able
whi C •• " f th " C t d'

k "Dorothy" becomes a lemlnlst woman 0 e year lOr s an mgto get wor .
for women's rights not to be demeaned or sexually harassed. Showalter

up . . d bl d d "0 th' 'C •• ,

I th t the message of the movIe IS ou e-e ge: oro y s lemlnlst
fee s a

hare less a response to the oppression of women than an instinc-speec es . . . , . . .
. . t'onal male reaction to being treated like a woman. The ImplIcatIOn IStIve sltua I

that women must be taught by men how to win their rights .... It says that
feminist ideas are much less threatening when they come from a man" (123).
Like Raymond, Showalter feels that being or having been a man gives a
transsexual man-to-woman or a man cross-dressed as a woman a social advan-

I " "21 Th' I' .tage over those whose gender status was a ways woman. e Imp !CatIon
here is that there is an experiential superiority that doesn't disappear with the

gender shift.
For one transsexual man-to-woman, however, the experience ofliving as a

woman changed his Iher whole personality. As James, Morris had been a
soldier, foreign correspondent, and mountain climber; as Jan, Morris is a
successful travel writer. But socially, James was far superior to Jan, and so Jan
developed the "learned helplessness" that is supposed to characterize women in

Western society:

Because women who become men rise in the world and men who become
women fall, Elaine Showalter (1987) was very critical of the movie Tootsie, in

We are told that the social gap between the sexes is narrowing, but I can
only report that having, in the second half of the twentieth century,
experienced life in both roles, there seems to me no aspect of exis-
tence, no moment of the day, no contact, no arrangement, no re-
sponse, which is not different for men and for women. The very tone of
voice in which I was now addressed, the very posture of the person
next in the queue, the very feel in the air when I entered a room or sat
at a restaurant table, constantly emphasized my change of status.

And if other's responses shifted, so did my own. The more I was
treated as woman, the more woman I became. I adapted willy-nilly. IfI
was assumed to be incompetent at reversing cars, or opening bottles,
oddly incompetent I found myself becoming. If a case was thought too
heavy for me, inexplicably I found it so myself. ... Women treated
me with a frankness which, while it was one of the happiest discoveries
of my metamorphosis, did imply membership of a camp, a faction, or at
least a school of thought; so I found myself gravitating always towards
the female, whether in sharing a railway compartment or supporting a
political cause. Men treated me more and more as junior, ... and so,
addressed every day of my life as an inferior, involuntarily, month by
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month Iaccepted the condition. Idiscovered th
women to be less informed I bl I at even now men prefer

, ess a e, ess talkati d .
self-centered than the h J ve, an certaInly less

yare t emse ves' s I II
(1975, 165-66)22 ' 0 genera y obliged them.
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and legitimate gender statuses. Culture is one of the main supports of

the dominant gender ideology.

For an individual, gender is composed of:

Components if Gender

By now, it should be clear that gende . .r IS not a umtary e b h
components as a social institutio d '. . ssence ut as many

A . I . n an as an IndIvidual status 23
s a SOcia mstitution gend .' ., el IScomposed of:

Gender stawses, the socially recognized end' .
and expectations for th' - g ers m a society and the norms

elr enactment behavior Il
gUistically, emotionally and h . II a y, gesturally, lin-

, p YSlca y How gend tuated depends h' . J . er s atuses are eval-
on lstonca development in '

GenJered division or labo th ' any partIcular society.
V r, e aSSIgnment of produc ' 'd .

to members of different d tn e an domestIc work
of different gender stat gen er statuhses. The work assigned to those

uses strengt ens the so . t' I
those statuses-the h' h th Cle y s eva uation of

19 er e status the ..
ued the work and th "more prestlglOus and val-

e greater ItS rewards.
Gendered kinship the f '1 ' h

status. Kins~ip sta::~: r:~e;: :ndd r~s~onsibilities for each gender
d.ee n remlOrce the prest' d

Ilierences of the differe t d Ige an powern gen ers,
Gendered sexual scripts the norm t'I ,a Ive patterns of sexual d' d

)ehavior, as prescribed for the diff: eSlre an sexual
the dominant gende h erent gender statuses. Members of

rave more sexual prerogat·· b
subordinate gender ma b II lves, mem ers of a

y e sexua y exploited.
Gendered personalities, the combinations of t '

norms of how mem bers of d 'ft: ralts patterned by gender
I lerent gender stat

feel and behave Soci I. uses are supposed to
, , a expectations of others i fe,

tlOn constantly bolst th n ace-to-Iace mterac-er ese norms.
Gendered social control, the formal and ' e1Il1Ormal appro I d

conforming behavior and th . ., va an reward of
e stigmatization soc' I' I .ment and d' I . , la ISOatlOn, punish-

, me Ica treatment of nonconf: .
Gender ideoloov, the J'ust'f" f ormlllg behavior.

(Jp I lcatlOn 0 gender t .
differential evaluation Th d . . s atuses, partIcularly, their

. e ommant Ideology te d
cism by making the I' n s to Suppress criti-

G d ' se eva uatlOns seem natural
en er Imdasery, the cultural representations of gende~ and embod' f

gen er In symbolic I d IIDent 0
anguage an artistic productions that re dpro uce

Sex cateBory to which the infant is assigned at birth based on appearance of
genitalia. With prenatal testing and sex-typing, categorization is pre-
natal. Sex category may be changed later through surgery or reinspec-

tion of ambiguous genitalia.
Gender identity, the individual's sense of gendered self as a worker and

family member.
Gendered marital and procreative stows, fulfillment or nonfulfillment of al-

lowed or disallowed mating, impregnation, childbearing, kinship roles.
Gendered sexual orientation, socially and individually patterned sexual de-

sires, feelings, practices, and identification.
Gendered personality, internalized patterns of socially normative emotions

as organized by family structure and parenting,
Gendered processes, the social practices of learning, being taught, picking up

cues, enacting behavior already learned to be gender-appropriate (or
inappropriate, if rebelling, testing), developing a gender identity,
"doing gender" as a member of a gender status in relationships with
gendered others, acting deferent or dominant.

Gender beliifs, incorporation of or resistance to gender ideology.
Gender display, presentation of self as a certain kind of gendered person

through dress, cosmetics, adornments, and permanent and reversible
body markers.

For an individual, all the social components are supposed to be consistent
and congruent with perceived physiology. The actual combination of genes and
genitalia, prenatal, adolescent, and adult hormonal input, and procreative
capacity mayor may not be congruous with each other and with sex-category
assignment, gender identity, gendered sexual orientation and procreative sta-
tus, gender display, personality, and work and family roles. At anyone time, an
individual's identity is a combination of the major ascribed statuses of gender,
race, ethnicity, religion, and social class, and the individual's achieved statuses,
such as education level, occupation or profession, marital status, parenthood,
prestige, authority, and wealth. The ascribed statuses substantially limit or
create opportunities for individual achievements and also diminish or enhance
the luster of those achievements.
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ne ender is usually the touchstone, the normal, the dominant, and
however, a g d' I W ."". A. d'ff rent deviant, and subor mate. n estern sOCIety, man IS ,
th other IS Ie,e "is Not-A. (Consider what a society would be like where woman was
"wo-man
A and man Not-A.) .

The further dichotomization by race and class constructs the gradations of

S Society's stratification scheme. Thus, in the United States,
a heterogeneou . . . . .. . A African American ISNot-A; middle class ISA, workmg class ISNot-
white IS , . . . .
A, and "African-American women occupy a ,fosltlon wher.eby the mfenor half

. f these dichotomies converge (P. H. Collms 1990, 70). The
of a senes 0
dominant categories are the hegemonic ideals, taken so for granted as the way
things should be that white is not ordinarily thought of as a race, ~iddle ~lassas

I men
as a gender The characteristics of these categones defme the

a c ass, or .
Other as that which lacks the valuable qualities the dominants exhibit.

In a gender-stratified society, what men do is usually valued more highly
than what women do because men do it, even when their activities are very
similar or the same. In different regions of southern India, for example,
harvesting rice is men's work, shared work, or women's work: "Wherever a
task is done by women it is considered easy, and where it is done by [men) it is
considered difficult" (Mencher 1988,104). A gathering and hunting society's
survival usually depends on the nuts, grubs, and small animals brought in by
the women's foraging trips, but when the men's hunt is successful, it is the
occasion for a celebration. Conversely, because they are the superior group,
white men do not have to do the "dirty work," such as housework; the most

inferior group does it, usually poor women of color (Palmer 1989).
Freudian psychoanalytic theory claims that boys must reject their mothers

and deny the feminine in themselves in order to become men: "For boys the
major goal is the achievement of personal masculine identification with their
father and sense of secure masculine self, achieved through superego formation
and disparagement of women" (Chodorow 1978, 165). Masculinity may be the
outcome of boys' intrapsychic struggles to separate their identity from that of
their mothers, but the proofs of masculinity are culturally shaped and usually

ritualistic and symbolic (Gilmore 1990).
The Marxist feminist explanation for gender inequality is that by demean-

ing women's abilities and keeping them from learning valuable technological
skills, bosses preserve them as a cheap and exploitable reserve army of labor.
Unionized men who could be easily replaced by women collude in this process
because it allows them to monopolize the better paid, more interesting, and
more autonomous jobs: "Two factors emerge as helping men maintain their
separation from women and their control of technological occupations. One is

Gender as Process, Stratification, and Structure

As a social institution, gender is a process of creating distinguishable SOcial
s~atuses for the assignment of rights and responsibilities. As part of a stratifica_
tIOn s~stem tha~ ranks these statuses unequally, gender is a major building
block m the social structures built on these unequal statuses.

As a process, gender creates the social differences that define "woma" d
" " n an
man. In social interaction throughout their lives, individuals learn what is

e.xpected, see what is expected, act and react in expected ways, and thus
simultaneously construct and maintain the gender order' "Th .. .. . every mJunctIon
to be a given gender takes place through discursive routes: to be a good
mother, to be a heterosexually desirable object, to be a fit worker in sum t
signify a multiplicity of guarantees in response to a variety of differ:nt dema~do

11 " sa at once (J. Butler 1990, 145). Members of a social group neither make up
gender as they go along nor exactly replicate in rote fashion what was done
before. In almost every encounter, human beings produce gender, behaving in
the w~ys they. learned were appropriate for their gender status, or resisting or
rebellmg agamst these norms. Resistance and rebellion have altered gender
norms, but so far they have rarely eroded the statuses.

G~ndered p.atterns of interaction acquire additional layers of gendered
sexualIty, parentmg, and work behaviors in childhood, adolescence, and adult-
h.ood. Gendered norms and expectations are enforced through informal sanc-
tIOns of gender-inappropriate behavior by peers and by formal punishment or
threat of punishment by those in authority should behavior deviate too far from
socially imposed standards for women and men.

Everyday gendered interactions build gender into the family, the work
process, and other organizations and institutions, which in turn reinforce
gender expectations for individuals.24 Because gender is a process, there is
room not only for modification and variation by individuals and small groups
but also for institutionalized change (1. W Scott 1988a, 7).

As part of a stratification system, gender ranks men above women of the
same race and class. Women and men could be different but equal. In practice,
the process of creating difference depends to a great extent on differential
~valuation. As Nancy Jay (1981) says: "That which is defined, separated out,
Isolated from all else is A and pure. Not-A is necessarily impure, a random
catchall, to which nothing is external except A and th .. I f d he prmClp e 0 or er t at
separates it from Not-A" (45). From the individual's point of view, whichever
gender is A, the other is Not-A; gender boundaries tell the individual who is
like him or her, and all the rest are unlike. From society's point of view,
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. . t' s with less rigid gender boundaries, women and men spendeven m SOCleIe
But th . t' e with people of their own gender because of the way workuch of elr 1m .
rn . ed This spatial separation of women and men rem forcesd family are orgamz . .
an d d'fe entness identity and ways of thinking and behavmg (Cosergendere I ler , ,

1986). f" "d h . I d .
d· II'ty-the devaluation a women an t e socia omma-Gen er mequa

. f" "-has social functions and a social history. It is not the result oftlon a men . . . .
. hysiology anatomy hormones, or genetic predisposItIOns.sex, procreatIOn, p , :. . .

. d d nd maintained by identifiable sOCIalprocesses and budt mto theIus pro uce a . . .
I . I structure and individual identities deliberately and purposefully.~~w~ .
. I der as we know it in Western societies is organized around raCialThe SOCiaor . .

h· I ss and gender inequality. I contend, therefore, that the contmumget mc, c a ,
f gender as a modern social institution is to construct women as apurpose a .'

group to be the subordinates of men as a group. The hfe of everyone placed m
the status "woman" is "night to his day-that has forever been the fantasy.
Black to his white. Shut out of his system's space, she is the repressed that
ensures the system's functioning" (Cixous and Clement [1975] 1986, 67).

the active gendering of jobs and people. The second is the continual creation
of ~ub-divisions in the work processes, and levels in work hierarchies, into
which men can move in order to keep their distance from women" (Cockburn
1985,13).

Societies vary in the extent of the inequality in social status of their women
and men members, but where there is inequality, the status "woman" (and its
attendant behavior and role allocations) is usually held in lesser esteem than the
status "man." Since gender is also intertwined with a society's other con-
~tructed statuses of differential evaluation-race, religion, occupation, class,
country of origin, and so on-men and women members of the favored
groups command more power, more prestige, and more property than the
members of the disfavored groups. Within many social groups, however, men
arc advantaged over women. The more economic resources, such as education
and job opportunities, are available to a group, the more they tend to be.
monopolized by men. In poorer groups that have few resources (such as
working-class African Americans in the United States), women and men are
more nearly equal, and the women may even outstrip the men in education and
occupational status (Almquist 1987).

As a structure, gender divides work in the home and in economic produc-
tion, legitimates those in authority, and organizes sexuality and emotional life
(C.onnel~ 1987,91-.142). As primary parents, women Significantly influence
chIldren s psychologIcal development and emotional attachments, in the pro-
cess reproducing gender. Emergent sexuality is shaped by heterosexual, homo-
sexual, bisexual, and sadomasochistic patterns that arc gendered-different
for girls and boys, and for women and men-so that sexual statuses reflect
gender statuses.

When gender is a major component of structured inequality, the devalued
genders have less power, prestige, and economic rewards than the valued
gend~rs. In countries that discourage gender discrimination, many major roles
are stIll ~ende~ed; women still do most of the domestic labor and child rearing,
~ven whIle domg full-time paid work; women and men are segregated on the
Job and each does ,~ork considered "appropriate"; women's work is usually
paId les~ than men s work. Men dominate the positions of authority and
lead~rshlp m government, the military, and the law; cultural productions,
relIgIOns, and sports reflect men's interests.

In societies that create the greatest gender difference, such as Saudi
Arabia, women are kept out of sight behind walls or veils, have no civil rights,
and often create a cultural and emotional world of their own (Bernard 1981).

The Paradox dHuman Nature
To say that sex, sexuality, and gender are all socially constructed is not to
minimize their social power. These categorical imperatives govern our lives in
the most profound and pervasive ways, through the social experiences and
social practices of what Dorothy Smith calls the "everyday / everynight world"
(1990, 31-57). The paradox of human nature is that it is always a manifestation
of cultural meanings, social relationships, and power politics; "not biology, but
culture, becomes destiny" (J. Butler 1990, 8). Gendered people emerge not
from physiology or sexual orientation but from the exigencies of the social
order mostly from the need for a reliable division of the work of food, ,
production and the social (not physical) reproduction of new members. The
moral imperatives of religion and cultural representations guard the boun-
dary lines among genders and ensure that what is demanded, what is per-
mitted, and what is tabooed for the people in each gender is well known
and followed by most (c. Davies 1982). Political power, control of scarce
resources, and, if necessary, violence uphold the gendered social order in the
face of resistance and rebellion. Most people, however, voluntarily go along
with their society's prescriptions for those of their gender status, because the
norms and expectations get built into their sense of worth and identity as a



What would happen ... if suddenly, magically, men could menstru-
ate and women could not? ... The answer is clear-menstruation

would become an enviable, boast-worthy, masculine event.

-Gloria 5teinem (/9780, J J 0)

certain kind of human being, and because they believe their society's way is the
natural way. These beliefs emerge from the imagery that pervades the way we
think, the way we see and hear and speak, the way we fantasy, and the way we
feel.

There is no core or bedrock human nature below these endlessly looping
processes of the social production of sex and gender, self and other, identity
and psyche, each of which is a "complex cultural construction" (J. Butler
1990, 36). For humans, the social is the natural. Therefore, "in its feminist senses
gender cannot mean simply the cultural appropriation of biological sexuai
difference. Sexual difference is itself a fundamental-and scientifically
contested-construction. Both 'sex' and 'gender' are woven of multiple,
asymmetrical strands of difference, charged with multifaceted dramatic narra-
tives of domination and struggle" (Haraway 1990, 140).

BELIEVING Is SEEING:

BIOLOGY AS IDEOLOGY

Freud claimed that anatomy is destiny, but Aristotle believed that
destiny was determined by one's place in the social order, not only as a man or a
woman but as a free man or a slave. Until the eighteenth century, Western
philosophers and scientists believed that there was one sex and that women's
internal genitals were the inverse of men's external genitalia (Dean-Jones
1991; Laqueur 1990a). And so, what they saw was that the womb and vagina
were the penis and scrotum turned inside out: "The more Renaissance anato-
mists dissected, looked into, and visually represented the female body, the
more powerfully and convincingly they saw it to be a version of the male's"
(Laqueur 1990a, 70). I

Current Western thinking sees women and men as so different physically
as to sometimes seem two species. The bodies, which have been mapped inside
and out for hundreds of years, have not changed. What has changed are the
ju tifications for gender inequality. When the social position of all human
beings was believed to be set by natural law or was considered God-given,
women and men of different classes had their assigned places. When scientists
began to question the divine basis of social order and replaced faith with
empirical knowledge, they now saw that women were very different from men
in that they had wombs and menstruated. Such anatomical differences had to
destine them for an entirely different social life than men.

In actuality, the basic bodily material is the same for females and males;
except for procreative hormones and organs, female and male human beings
have similar bodies (Naftolin and Butz 1981). Furthermore, as has been known
since the middle of the nineteenth century, male and female genitalia develop



IOU re proposing your interpretation of the universe, and for
that you need to have the recognition of your colleagues. You must
assert that this is a good idea, the right interpretation, and that you
thought of it, because all three of those things have to be accepted
by your colleagues. It doesn't do your career any good to have the

theory accepted, without anyone giving you the credit.

-Harriet Zuckerman, Jonathan R. Cole, and John T Bruer (199 J, 103)

GUARDING THE GATES:

THE MICROPOLITICS OF GENDER

I •

Twenty-five years ago, Muriel F. Siebert bought a seat on the New
York Stock Exchange, the first woman to be permitted to do so. [n 1992,
receiving an award for her accomplishments, she said bluntly that despite the
numbers of women coming into high finance, the professions, and govern-
ment, the arenas of power are still overwhelmingly dominated by men (Henri-
ques 1992). The numbers bear her out.

[n 1980 in the United States, only two women were chief executive
officers of the largest corporations, the Fortune 500. They were Katherine
Graham, chief executive of the Washington Post Company, and Marion O.
Sandler, co-chief executive of Golden West Financial Corporation, in Oak-
land, California. [n 1985, there were three: Graham, Sandler, and Elisabeth
Claiborne of the Liz Claiborne clothing company. [n 1990, there were also
three: Graham, Sandler, and Linda Wachncr of the \Varnaco Group, [nc., New
York. [n 1992, Charlotte Beers became chief executive of Ogilvie & Mather
Worldwide, the fifth largest international advertising agency, with billings of
S5.4 billion, making her the world's highest ranking woman executive in that
field (Elliott 1992). Linda Wachner (earning S3.1 million in 1991) was the first
Woman in Fortune's "roster of exorbitantly paid executives" (Strom 1992).
Thus, in the past decade, in the United States, where women composed
between 42.4 and 45.4 percent of the work force, and numbered between
42.1 and 53.5 million, a total of five women were heads of the largest
Corporations (Marsh 1991).1 When Fortune culled the lists of the highest paid
offieers and directors of 799 U.S. industrial and service companies, out of
4,012 it found 19 women, or less than one-half of 1 percent (Fierman 1990).
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\\3

5
h was the only woman told me that a year later, the men colleagues
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e
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oat en
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was validated. She was furious that they had fclt she had to prove
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, he had been their colleague and friend for seventeen years, an they
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have known her worth and her leadership capabilities. At that
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POlot, s '" I' h "3('rcd her one 0 t em.

The Glass Ceiling
rhe pe""ive pheoomenon ofwomengoingjU"' '0 b, ,nd no fu,thce in thei,
occup,tio

o
,,nd p,ofe"iom h", come to be known'" the g/nli ,,;lIng Thi,

conocpt",um" th,t womenh,ve the motiv"inn, ,mbitinn, ,"d "p"ity fo'
p"itiom ofpowce,"d p",tige, but invi,ib\cb,,,'ee' keep them fcom,,,,ching
thetop. Theycon,ee tbe" go,i, but theybump thei, he,d, on' ceilingth,t i,
both hidden and impenetrable. The U.S. Department of Labor defines the
gl." ceiling" "thw "tifid,1 b,,,iee' b",ed on ,ttitudin>10' ocg,"intion>i
bias that prevent qualified individuals from advancing upward in their organiza-

tion into management level positions" (L. Martin 1991, 1).
A recent study of the pipelines to power in large-scale corporations

conducted by the U.S. Department of Labor found that the glass ceiling was
lower than preViously thought-in middle management. Members of disad-
vantaged groupS were even less likely than white women to be promoted to
top po,itiom, ,"d tbe uppee ,ung' weco"n"e1y impenctnble" fo' women of
color (L. Martin 1991). A random sample of ninety-four reviewS of person-
nel in corporate headquarters found that of 147,179 employees, 37.

2
percent

were women and 15.5 percent were minorities. Of these employees, 31,184
were in all levels of management, from clerical supervisor to chief executive
officer; 16.9 percent were women and 6 percent were minorities. Of 4,491
managers at the level of assistant vice president and higher, 6.6 percent were
women and 2.6 percent were minorities. Thus, in this survey, the higher

the corporate position, the smaller the proportion of women; if the numbers
of women in the top ranks had been proportional with the number of women
in the lower ranks, over a third of the vice presidents, presidents, and execu-
tive officers would have been women. There was no separate breakdown of
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mended by someone alread th) , -mout an bemg recom-
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mJOrmal norms of the w king coac e through the

or p ace), and sponsorshi (b' h I
a senior colleague) I "1' P emg e ped to advance by

. . n CIVI service bureaucracies h .
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agement and advice from . ' ose w 0 receive encour-

senIor members of th "
qualifying tests or obt' th . . e organIzatIOn tend to take the

am e requIsIte training (P II 1978)
research productivity d dO. In the sciencesepen s to a significant d '
whom you work with d h egree on where you work,

, an w at resources '1 bl
processes of advancement d _ d are aval a e to you.
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All these

h
epen on the support of IIw ich means that in k I co eagues and superiors,

a wor p ace where men 0 t b
outnumber any other rac' I h' u num er women and whites

la et nICgroup wh'
of disadvantaged racial th ' ' Ite women and women and men

e nICgroups have to be hid b h'to be helped at all. e pe y w Ite men if they are

An in-depth study of nine Fortune 500 c . .
products and services I d" ompanIes WIth a broad range of

ocate m dIfferent pa t f h
despite differences in ,. r sot e country found that

organIzatIOnal structurenel policies the s~m' ' corporate culture, and perso
n
-

, .. e practIces results in a gla '1' cwomen of color (L M t' 199 ss cel 109 lor women, especially
. ar 10 1 4-5) Th 'policies for upper-ma I ' . ese practIces were recruitment

nagement evels that depend d
working and employe ~ I e on word-of-mouth net-

ere erra s. When "head hunters" were used, they were
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flpl NGGU~ d to look for women and men of social groups underrepresented

, structenot In . 1levels The few white women and women and men of color who
gena .3

t
n1ana d hired were not given the opportunity to build up their credentials
,rC alrea y. '\\c their careers by assIgnment to corporate commIttees, task forces,
cnhanceor . 1proJ'ects. These are traditional avenues of advancement, since they
d~~ . .3n . . r members into contact with senior members of the organIZatIOn

bring JunlO" them visibility and the chance to show what they can do. There was no
Jndg,\e . .', . g of evaluation or compensatIOn systems that determme salanes,
nlonltonnincentives, or perks to make sure that white women and women and
bonuses,

f
color were getting their fair share. In general, "monitoring for equal

mcn 0""" .nd oppoctunity,"pcci'!\y " m.n.gm mo« up the eoepoe'" hdd"
to scnior management levels where important decisions are made, was almost
nC\e

r
considered a corporate responsibility or part of the planning for develop-

mcntal programs and policies" (L. Martin 1991,4). In short, none of the white
mcn in senior management saw it as their responsibility to sponsor white
,,"omen or women and men of color to be their replacements when they

rctired.Men in traditional women's occupations report the opposite phenome-
non. Their minority status turns out to be a career advantage. Christine
Williams's study of seventy-six men and twenty-three women in nursing,
tcaching, librarianship, and social work in the United States, whom she inter-
viewed from 1985 to 1991, found that the men were tracked into the more
prestigious, better-paying specialties within the occupation, and urged by their
mentors, mostly other men, to move into positions of authority. Most of these
men were white, so they were the most advantaged workers. 5 For them not to
move up to supervisory and administrative positions was considered inap-
propriate. As a result, they were on a "glass escalator," Williams says: "Often,
despite their intentions, they face invisible pressures to move up in their
professions. As if on a moving escalator, they must "vork to stay in place"
(1992, 256). But they sometimes faced a glass ceiling at higher levels. The
affirmative action policies of many institutions make the women deans and
heads of departments in the women's areas too visible for them to be replaced

by men (257).
Although these processes may seem benign, the imbalance of lower-level

workers with disadvantaged social characteristics compared to upper-level
workers with advantaged social characteristics implies a deliberate, though
unstated, policy of hostility and resistance that deepens with each additional
mark of disadvantage. Kimberle Crenshaw presents a graphic analysis of who

can make it through the glass ceiling:



THE POLITIC
S 0 F

Imagine a b GENbasement which contains all 1 t
on the basis of race, sex, class sexual peop e who are disadvant

ahbility.These people are stacked_fe:;:;:~~~ce, agehandl Or Phy:~:~
t ose on the bott b' , ng on s ould

h om emg dIsadvantaged by the fi 11 ers-\\'ith
to t e very top, where the heads of a11thos d' ~ array of factors up
factor brush up against th '1' e Isa vantaged by a .'

, e cel mg. " A h h' SIngl
whIch those placed im -d' lb' atc ISdeveloped th e

me late y elow can cra 1 rough
generally available only to thos _ h d w. Yet this hateh '
b e w 0- ue to th . IS

urden and their otherwise privileged . . e smgularity of their
below-are in the ' . posItIOn relative to th

posItIOn to crawl throu h Th OSe
burdened are generally left below. (199 I ,g6~) ose who are mUltiply.

Bands if Brothers

Parallel to the formal organization of 1
t d a arge moder k 1s ructure as a task-relat db. .' n wor p ace, which'
'. e , ureaucratIc hIerarch . th . IS

tlOn, whIch is based on trust 1 1 . y, IS e mformal organiza.
1989 ' oya ty, and reclproc 1 [;

a). Because the unspoke 1 a avors (Lorber r 1979J
. n ru es are often . 'fi'
ISconducted as the written rul 11 as slgm Icant to the way business
k es, co eagues wa t t k'
now what goes without saying' "I d h n 0 Wor WIth people who

fi 1 d . n or er t at men r ' Jree y an confidentially th b SIC may communicate
. ' ey must e able to tak d

SentIments for granted Th e a goo deal of each other's
b . ey must feel easy ab t h' .

a out their utterances Th [; ou t elr sIlences as well as
b 1 . ese actors conspire to k II
oc Y of unspoken underst d' ma e co eagues, with a large

an mgs uncom[; t bl . h
consider odd kinds of fell "(H' h or a e m t e presence of what the)'

, ows ug es 1971,146).
, Personal dIscretion and reliabilit are '

posItions of authorit b y partIcularly necessary for those in
y ecause of the unc t" h

47-68). According to D' F' . er amtles t ey face (Kanter 1977a,
lanne emstem form f

was elected to the U S S' ,er mayor 0 San Francisco who
. . enate m 1992 wome h b

prove not only their ,n ave to end over backward to
competence but their trustworthiness:

Women have to prove themselves effectiv '.
again. Experience h h e and credible tIme and time

as taug t me that the k ,.
ness in public offic b " eys to a woman s effectlve-

e are to e trustabl ". t . d' .
to follow up to'f e. 0 gIve IrectlOns clearly and

, ven y every statement f,
integrity carefully and t b or accuracy, to guard her

, 0 0 serve the publ' ,cent Most' ICs trust one hundred per-
. Important, she must be a team 1

ships with her coIl th payer and build relation-
eagues at are based o' .

(Cantor and Bernway 1992, xv) n mtegnty and respect.

THE GATESDIN G
GLIAl!

t twenty years ago, Margaret Hennig and Anne Jardim predicted
AlmaS

'entious and hard-working women would find it difficult to get out of
th t consCl

J nagement because their performance was geared to formal training
[lliddlema 'b'I" Th C I h'f 1m h .ucratic responsl 1 lties. ey Ie t t at 1 women ew t at seUlord burea
J/l ent relies on informal networking, gathering extensive sources of
[llJnagern ,. . .

.1 dge from areas other than one sown, plannmg, pohcy-makmg, and
1l/1O\\ e

IJ'ng responsibility to reliable subordinates, they would be able to movedclega

P
orate career ladders (1976,55-68).6 Career mobility, however, doesupcor

d P
end only on competent performance and other efforts by the ambitiousnot e

individual. To move up, a young person's worth has to be recognized and
encouraged by those in the upper echelons. Promising young men of the right
acial characteristics are groomed for senior management by "godfathers" or

"rabbis"-sponsors who take them under their wing and see to it that they
learn the informal organizational rules for getting ahead. Promising young
women are left to fend for themselves (Lorber 1981).

Brotherly trust among men who are business associates goes back to the
nineteenth century. Before the creation of the impersonal corporation, each
partner in an enterprise was personally responsible for raising capital and
making a profit. Credit depended on personal trustworthiness; bankruptcy
was a personal tragedy (Davidoff and Hall 1987, 198-228; Silver 1990).
In these transactions, the active players were all men. Women were passive
partners; their money was used by kinsmen and men friends who acted as
trustees. In order to cement the brotherly bonds among men who were in
business together, women were encouraged to marry cousins or their
brothers' partners; two sisters often married two brothers, or a brother and
sister married a sister and brother: "Free choice marriage controlled in this
way provided a form of security in binding together members of the middle
classin local, regional and national networks, a guarantee of congenial views as
well as trustworthiness in economic and financial affairs" (Davidoff and Hall
1987,221),7

In twentieth-century businesses, profeSSions, and politics, trust and loy-
alty are built not through kin ties (which is considered nepotism) but through
homosociality-the bonding of men of the same race, religion, and social-class
background (Lipman-Blumen 1976). These men have the economic, political,
professional, and social resources to do each other favors. Women with the
same social characteristics may be included in men's circles when they have
eqUivalent wealth, power, and social position (c. F. Epstein 1981, 265-302;
Lorber 1984, 57-63). Most men and women, however, relate to each other
SOcia11yonly in familial or sexual roles (G. Moore 1990).
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doingsO~nefitfrom these informal contacts in more favorable evaluations of
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il1
a b k Men physicians' status is too high to be compromised by chatting
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,11th I however may face discrimination from men superdso
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(c. L.

oseXua, ,h(lln 1992 259), Women physicians socialize with women medical stu-

,,'ilharllS ', terns and residents, but not with women nurses,13 Women phvsi-
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Because men know the power of homosocial bonding, they are discom-
fitedwhen women do the same thing and often accuse such \\'omen oflesbian-
ism,particularly because women's attentions are turned to each other and not

to them, As Carol Barkalow said of the military:

They often appear to possess an irrational fear of women's groupS,
believing that, in their midst, men "dll be plotted against, or perhaps
worst of all, rendered somehow unnecessary, If women soldiers do try
to develop a professional support network among themsehes, the)' are
faced with the dilemma that something as simple as two women offi-
cers having lunch together more than once might spark rumors of
lesbianism-a potentially lethal charge, since even rumored homosex-

uality can damage an officer's career. (1990, 167-68)'4

Women officers who want to bond without innuendoes of homosexuality
often turn to sports, which is as legitimate a place to build trust and loyalt)'

among women as it is among men, \ 5
For the most part, as colleagues, friends, and wives, women are relegated

to acting as audience or sex objects for men, According to Kathryn Ann Farr
(1988), who studied a group of upper-class white men whose bonding pre-
served their race and class as well as their gender privileges, wives and
girlfriends were needed to serve as foils for the men's exclusive sociability, TheJ

Women listened as the men talked about their exploits, When the men went off
on an escapade, their women warned them against getting into too much
trouble, prepared food for them, and stayed behind, The men defined the
boundaries of their homosocial world by excluding women, just as they main-
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t' d' . I Ellame Its racla and class exclusivity by keeping out the" " k'.. .. wrong md of
The Irony ISthat they bUIlt theIr superior status in a direct and' . lllen.
b d . th. . ImmedIate
y enymg elr own wIves and girlfriends the privileges of th . Way

I I th
O h d elr race

c ass. n ISway, t e omination of men over women in th . and. . elr own SOcial r
ISsustamed, and the women collude in the process: g oup

These men do not view themselves as sexist and they d. . ' 0 not appear to
be VIewedby the women WIth whom they interact as sexist In th· h'
f

. .. . ~c~
o wIves and glrlfnends, the majority of these men se. .. ~~~
mdependent and mtelllgent women. Yet their socialization int. . 0 a male-
dommated envIronment and a culture in which male so . b'l' .. . cIa I Ity IS
hIghly valued causes them to thmk and act in ways that confl' .ICtWIth
their intellectual assessments of the worth of and the If'. . va ue 0 SOCIal
relatIOnshIps with women. (Farr 1988, 269)16

By excluding women who share their social characteristics from thel' . Ir socIa
space, these men never have to treat women as equals or as serious competitors
for positions of power. 17

The "Mommy Track"

If they could not exclude women completely or relegate them to subordinate
positions, men have reduced competition and encouraged turnover by refusing
to hire marrie.d women or mothers and by encouraging women employees
who get marned or have children to quit. Marriage bars were used against
women schoolteachers, stewardesses, and other occupations in the United
States well into the twentieth century and are still used today in other coun-
tries (Brinton 1989; Goldin 1990, 160-84). When the marriage bar fell out of
use in the United States in the late 1950s, partly because there was a dearth of
young single women workers, it was replaced by what Claudia Goldin calls
"the pregnancy bar" (1990, 176). The ideology that children need full-time
mothering produced turnover not at marriage but at first pregnancy.

Discriminating against women workers and job applicants who are mar-
ried, pregnant, or mothers is now illegal in the United States; informally,
~owever, these practices have been replaced by a tacit or openly acknowledged
mommy track." Ostensibly intended to make it easier for married women

with children to continue managerial and profeSSional jobs, the "mommy
track" offers flexible working hours and generous maternity leave to women
but not men in dual-career marriages to ameliorate the pressures offamily and
work (Rodgers and Rodgers 1989). But women are penalized for taking ad-
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th P
olicies because once they do, their commitment to achiev-

of ese '\30tage 1 ositions is called into question (Kingson 1988). The secondary
top-leve P "k " . d '1iog would argue, latent function of these mommy trac s ISto eral
ult and, I l' 1 H' "11reS ho were on fast tracks to the top. As A Ice Kess er- arns says: 0

\\oroenw t take J'obswhile simultaneously restraining their ambition to
. ducewomen 0 .10 . th required a series of socially accepted constramts on work roles.
. c In em . fflS ial prescription-a tacit understanding about the pnmacy 0

U spoken soc .n 1 _remained the most forceful influence. This is most apparent m
horoe rO es. 1 .obs where the potential for ambition was greatest" (1982, 231).
~k~oMJ .. ..

p Until quite recently in many Westermzed countnes, the more prestIgIOUS

f
. s such as medicine law, and the sciences, and the upper-level

Pro eSSlon, ,
. 1 sector of business were thoroughly dominated by men.

18
Men

rnanagena'1 able to keep women out because they were gatekeepers in several
wereeasl y. They determined admissions to professional and managerial training
ways.

h 1
. they controlled recruitment to and from such schools; and they

sc 00 s,
determined promotion policies. With the advent of affirmative action in the
United States, many women have become doctors, lawyers, scientists, and
administrators, and they have become formidable competition for men. The
"mommy track" keeps women professionals and managers in lower-paid,
lower-prestige ranks. This exclusion from top-level positions is considered
legitimatebecause they are mothers. The assumption is that women could not
possiblyhandle the responsibility of leadership and the responsibility for their
children's welfare at the same time, but they are never given the chance to try
(Covin and Brush 1991). It is also taken for granted that mothers, never
fathers, will supervise their children's day-to-day care. \9 "Mommy tracks" thus
reinforce and legitimate the structural glass ceiling, the processes of exclusion,

and the justifying stereotypes.
Paradoxically, "mommy tracks" are not the way most married women

professionals and executives with children organize their careers. Such women
order their lives so they can be productive.2o Jonathan Cole and Harriet
Zuckerman's interviews with seventy-three women and forty-seven men sci-
entists, eminent and rank and file, who received their doctorates between
1920and 1979 found little difference in the rates and patterns of publication of
the men and women, the married and single women, and the childless women
and those with children (1991). A woman with an endowed chair in a major
department of behavioral science was married four times, divorced three
times, and had four children by three different husbands, but the largest dip in
her publication rate came in a year when there were no changes in her personal
life (167). The rate of publication for all these scientists depended on stage of
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career, extent of collaboration and the com I t' f. Ell
th . ' pelOn 0 prOject T

ey Interviewed were successful scientists as well as' s. he wOtne
because of a "" Wives and moth II

. mommy track but because they carefull ti ers nOt
and chIldbearing, had child care and household h I Yd med both marriag
f " h e p, an cut out I . e

ac IVltles t at had no professional payoff. 21 elsUre-tirne

When women put their families before th .
d' elr careers th

respon Ing to a generalized cultural mandate that is med' ' ey are often
pressures from their husbands at home and oth lated through diret1

k I er women's h b
wor p ace (Cockburn 1991) Th . us ands in th. . ese men, accordIng to M' e
have Inconsistent ideas about their wo Irra Komarovshmen peers: J.

Some of the revealed inconsistencies are' th' h
. . " e ng t of b

woman to a career of her choice' the ad . . c an a Ie, mlratlOn lOr wo
measure up in terms of the dominant val f . men who
lues 0 Our society' th I

a so the threat that such ' e ure but
women present; the low status

houseWifery but the conviction that there is no s b t' attached to
h ' u s Itute fo th

mot er.s care of young children; the deeply internalized norm fr je
occupatIOnal su '. . d a ma epenonty pltte against the . . I f. . pnnclp e 0 equal
tumty Irrespective of sex. (1976, 37) Oppor-

These inconsistencies are resolved by rewarding men' fD
their careers but not re d' , s e orts to move up in

war Ing women s efforts d b h .
punishing women for taking care of their families~ an ~t rewarding and
and punishing them a c· I rewarding them as women

s prOfesslona s managers and I'"woman not k th .' , po Itlclans. Should an)'
ma e e appropnate "choice" to h f; .

both she and her h b d f C put er amlly before her career,
us an 0 ten race subtl d

their men collea Af . e an not-so-subtle harassment from
gues. ncan-American w d

egalitarian norms and . omen an men may have more
expectatIOns about women's amb't' b th

C '. I IOns ut esewomen lace dlscnmination from h' - '
peting with Af . . w Ite men on two Counts and may be com-

ncan-Amencan men fo th c". "
(Fulbright 1987) "T . . I' e same few minority positions

. ¥vomen may feel It ISth' h'1/ h 'ld ell' c olce to stay home with their
sma c 1 ren and to limit their care .

. d er commitments, but their choices are
constralne by real and direct social
1985, 225 68). pressures (Gerson 1985; Komarovsky

The Saberi Phenomenon and the Matthew EjJeet

What happens when women can't b I I 'h e exc U( ed from the workplace and don t
c oose to put family before career b ., ut Instead become men's competitors?

RDING THE GATES

GuA
oken practices of the informal organization of work make womenrhc unsp .

. I rly vulnerable to the covert undercutting I have called the Salieri
Jrtlcu aP on after the highly placed composer who allegedly sabotaged
henomen ,

P t's career (Lorber 1984, 8-10). In Peter Shaffer's play Amadeus, Salieri
\tozar
. penly criticizes Mozart to the emperor who employs both of them; he
nC\'cr a
. I fails to recommend him enthusiastically. Salieri also suggests that

,Imp Y
. rt be paid much less than the musician he is replacing. Mozart later thanks\Ioza
. Jlieri for his help in getting a position; he blames the emperor for the low
sJlary (P. Shaffer 1980, 71-72). Salieri's damning with faint praise is one way
women are undermined by their men colleagues and bosses, often without

being aware of it.
Nijole Benokraitis and Joe Feagin (1986) describe other ways men subtly

undercut women: condescendins chivalry, where a boss protects a woman em-
ployee from what could be useful criticism; supportive discourasement, where a
woman is not encouraged to compete for a challenging position because she
might not make it; friendly harassment, such as being joshed in public when
risibly pregnant or dressed for a social occasion; subjective objectification, or
being grouped with "all women"; radiant devaluation, when a woman is given
extravagant praise for doing what is considered routine when men do it-the
"dancing dog" effect; liberated sexism, such as inviting a woman for an after-work
drink but not letting her pay for a round; benevolent exploitation, where a woman
isgiven all the detail work so she can learn the job, but a man takes credit for
the final product; considerate domination, such as deciding what responsibilities
a married woman can and cannot handle, instead of letting her determine how
shewants to organize her time; and collesial exclusion, thoughtlessly scheduling
networking meetings for times women are likely to have family respon-
sibilities. These practices undermine a woman's reputation for competence in
the eyes of others and her abilities in her own eyes, making it less likely that she
will be visible to gatekeepers or considered a legitimate competitor for a
position of power.

Once out of the fast track for advancement, it is very difficult to accrue the
necessary resources to perform valued profeSSional activities. Those who have
access to personnel, work space, and money have the opportunity to do the
kind of work that increases their reputation, brings the approval of superiors,
and garners additional rewards and promotions. The circular proliferation of
prestige, resources, and power is the Matthew rjJect. As attributed to Christ in
the Gospel according to Matthew, those who have faith become more and
more favored and those who do not sink lower and lower: "For whosoever



238 THE POLITICS OF
G£tibt

hath, to him shall be given, and he shall have more abundance: but h
w osoe

hath not, from him shall be taken away even that he hath." (Bible K' Yet
version, 25:29). ' IngJatne

The Matthew effect in science was first described by Robert M
d k ~~(1968) an Harriet Zuc erman (1977) to explain the "halo" that wi '

nnlng the
Nobel Prize confers, The process of accumulating advantages in '

, ",. . SCIence
however, starts with the SCIentist s workmg at a prestigious unive' •rslty Or
laboratory that encourages the kind of research and productivity that win
Nobel Prizes.22 Women scientists are disadvantaged by positions that give
them fewer resources and less encouragement to do high-quality work and bva
lesser payoff for their achievements in recognition, rewards, and additio~al
resources. Citations of published papers by others in a field are a form of
visibility that adds to the researcher's or scholar's reputation (Astin 1991),
According to Marianne Ferber (1986, 1988), women tend to cite other
women more than men cite women, and the fewer women in a field, the
greater the citations gap. As a result of the accumulation of disadvantages,
women often have stop-and-go careers that may start out well, but then
founder (Lorber and Ecker 1983),23

Two brilliant twentieth-century women scientists who were loners had
totally different fates that had little to do with the value of their scientific work,
One of them, Rosalind Franklin, was a well-born Jewish woman scientist who
launched a productive career in England in the 1950s, Her crucial contribution
to the discovery of the double-helix structure of DNA was minimally acknowl-
edged in the initial announcement by James Watson and Francis Crick in
1953.24 She herself was denigrated by Watson in his widely read book, The
Double Helix (1968). His description of her and her work is a classic example of
the Salieri phenomenon: "Rosy ... spoke to an audience of about fifteen in a
quick, nervous style .. , . There was not a trace of warmth or frivolity in her
words. And yet I could not regard her as totally uninteresting. Momentarily I
wondered how she would look if she took off her glasses and did something
novel with her hair, Then, however, my main concern was her description of
the crystalline X-ray diffraction pattern" (68-69).25 What Franklin was de-
scribing was nothing less than a clear X-ray picture of the DNA molecule that
actually showed its helical structure! Watson paid little attention to what she
had reported for over a year. Working alone, Franklin tried to envisage the
three-dimensional structure her photographs of DNA suggested; she alternately
played with and rejected a helical model. Watson subsequently was shown her
best picture without her knowledge by the man who ran the laboratory she
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R DIN G h I' "(J dGuA "W "the pattern shouted e IX u son
, Maurice WIlkms; to atson,

ked Ill,

"9
0
7
r
9135). h b the collaborator Franklin needed to help her

l' Id ave een "h d
Wilkins cou b ordingto Franklin's biographer, they ate one

. leap ut acc d
kean inductive , I 'dently the antipathy was instant an mu-

ilIa , h On y too eVI .
O
ther at slg t. . .' H Freeland Judson calls the conflict between

all 975 95) orace , f
IUal" (Sayre 1 ~I' ';one of the great personal quarrels in the history 0

\\,ilkins and F9ran1;~) noting but underplaying the gendered overtones.
" (197 , , d'ff . n DNA' Frank-science , d F kl'n to do the X-ray I ractlOns 0 ,, ,'d he hIre ran I .

\VilkinsmSlste h h ht she had been given control of the project
d' 'ted that set oug th

lill'Sfrien s mSlS d" b being treated as an assistant rather an a

alld"was pro~~~~s ~~:~~ 26 A~ thirty-one, she was eight years older tha~,
colleague by b t" uch further along professionally than Cnck

d I'ttle younger u m d
Watsonan a I d C 'ck regularly corresponded, converse ,

W'lk Watson an n
(148), Yet I ms, 'Fran~lin's onl associate was a graduate student, and as
alldate together (159)" d th C II WS~iPof the luncheon club organized by the

" h as deme e Ie 0awoman, sew , , C 11 London where her laboratory was
, common room" at Kmg s 0 ege, ,senIor

located (148). f . 1958 at the age of thirty-seven; Watson, Crick,
Franklin died 0 cancer me Nob~l Prize in physiology or medicine in 1962,

andWilkins were awa~ded th 'b k ublished in 1968, did Watson pay
Only in a contrite epIlogue to hiS 00 • p

tribute to Franklin:

k h did at King's is increasingly regarded as su-
The X-ray wor s e I h t

b We both came to appreciate greatly her person~ o~es Y
per , . . " Iizin ears too late the struggles that the mtellIgent
and generosIty, rea g y " , Id h' h often regards

b d by a sCIentifICwor w IC
woman faces to e accepte . 'kin Rosalind's exemplary
women as mere diversions from senous thm g. 'h was

. arent to all when, knowmg s e
courage and integnty were app k' h' h level

'b t' ed wor mg on a Ig
11 'II h dl'd not complam ut con mumorta y I , S e 27

until a few weeks before her death, (225-26)

" I but luckier because she lived to see
Another woman SCientist, also a oner M CI' t k She

. , h' h st honor was Barbara c m oc '
her work rewarded with sCience s Ig e, 1basis of

th bI' h d the chromosoma
published a landmark paper in 1931 at esta IS e

th
G t' Society In the

" 1 d resident of e ene ICS .
genetics and, m 1945, was e ecte PC' k del of genetics, in

, db the Watson- nc mo
1950s, the field became dommate y , Th research that

d produces protem, e
which DNA produces RNA, an RNA h t the rocess was not
McClintock published in that decade, which showed tap
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SOstralg tlorward and that genes could "J'ump "0 t. ' r ranspose, was i
spite of the fact that she had long since established h gnorl'd: ~11l. .. er reputati
Im~eccable InvestIgator, few listened, and fewer understood Sh On as an
scnbed as 'obscure,' even 'mad'" (Keller 1983, 10). C Wasde.

In 1960, McClintock described the parallels between h
th t f h er Own Wo k

a 0 ot er scientists, but these scientists did not re . . randClplocate and .
work. Except for two other women scientists she was' d cIte her, Ignore at Cold S .
Harbor Laboratory where she had worked since 1941 (W b pnng. atson ecame di
tor 10 1968), but she had nowhere else to go. McClintock liv d I ree

" I' e ong enough
see start Ing new developments in biology that echo ma f th fi' to
d 'b d ny 0 e mdmgsh

escn e as long as thirty years ago" (Keller 1983 ) d h s eN b I . . ,x , an s e was awarded th
o e Pnze 10 medicine in 1983, when she was eighty-one years old Sh . e

on S t b 2 1992 th . e dlcdep em er, ,at e age of ninety, her work "widely celebra
prescient" (Kolata 1992b). ted a

The Salieri phenomenon and the Matthew effect arc two side fth. Th so e same
com. ose who benefit from the Matthew effect receive ackn I df . ~e~~
rom theIr colleagues for good work, which builds their reputation and b .

them financial and professional rewards The work of th b' d nngs. . . ose su Jecte to the
Sahen phenome~on is not recognized; they do not get credit for good perfor-
ma~ce,. and their careers are stymied. But reputations must be constanth
maIntaIned; even those who have built up social credit can lose it, and reversals
of.fort~ne are not uncommon. Because women do not have a protective "status
shIeld, they are easy targets for jealous, threatened, or hostile Salieris. Cer-
tainly, not all women are future Mozarts, but even those who are may never be
heard.28

Inner Circles, Friendly Colleaaues, and Tokens

The dis~riminatory aspects of the sorting and tracking that occur in every
occupatIOn and profession with long career ladders are obscured because
colleagues who are not considered for the top jobs are not fired. They simply
fail to mak 't' t th· . Ie I In 0 e Inner clrc e. Colleagues are organized, informally, into
three concentric circles-inner circles, friendly collea8ues, and isolated Joners.

29

Power is concentrated and policy is made in inner circles, which are usually
homogeneous on gender, race, religion, ethnicity, social class, and education
or training. Friendly colleagues usually have some, but not all, of the social
characteristics members of the inner circle have. Although they are not totally
excluded from the informal colleague network, they are rarely groomed to be
part of the inner circle. Women with excellent credentials and work perfor-
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tions and professions dominated by men tend to end up

in occupa01JflCC 'fthey are of the same race and social class as the men of the
. . 1 colleagues 1 ..tflendY d do similar kinds of work; otherwIse, they become loners.

circle anioner c' nals have formed their own separate colleague groups or
prolesslO

,,'o01Cn I t rks but many ambitious women do not want to be profes-
fcssiona ne wo , .pro t d They often try to fit in with the men or work on theIr own

. all segrega e .,IOn Y th t their worth will eventually be recognized by the gatekeepers of
andhope a .

. fession or occupatIOn.
theIrpro d I"

th h
'nner circles tend to be homogeneous on gen er, re IglOn, race,

Al oug I. d t'on and class background a few people with different social
ethniclty, e uca I , ,. t' may be accepted if they have a respected sponsor and demon-
charactens ICS ..-

th
. II other ways they are Just lIke the others. fhey are the true

strate at m a' . ."(J L Laws 1975). They are actively discouraged from bnngmg more
"tokens . . . .
ofthcir kind into the inner circle or from competing for the very top POSltlO~S
. th nization Tokens usually are eager to fit in and not embarrass theIr
10 e orga .o they do not challenge these restrictions or the views, values, or
sponsor, s .
lI.ork practices of the inner circle. Indeed, they may out~o the oth~rs m
upholding the prevailing perspectives and exclusionary practIces. That ISwhy

token women tend to be "one of the boys."
In order to get support from senior men, a senior woman may end up in

theparadoxical position of making a stand for women by proving she is just like
a man. A woman physician I interviewed was passed over by one set of
gatekeepers in favor of her younger brother for the top position in a hospital
department. She went over their heads to more powerful men, who vouched

for her "manliness." She said:

I do give a hoot about titles and I'm enough of a feminist not to let them
promote my brother over me. I have put in many years more of service,
and I'm a far better dermatologist than my brother. They tried to do
this to me because I'm a woman. Those, excuse the French, assholes,
said to me, "Do you mind us promoting your brother over you? He
needs the honor." And I said, "For the sake of the women who follow
after me, I mind." ... And they said, "Well, if you come to our
meetings, we can't tell dirty jokes, and we can't take off our shoes."
I said, "Bull to that one. I know just as many 8irty jokes as you do, and I
always take off my shoes." All the board of trustees laughed like hellh "when they heard about it. They all said, "For God's sake, promote er.
Most of them were patients of mine anyway. It's a stupid thing to say to
a woman doctor. I don't care for me, but I want to make sure that the
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next generatIOn gets a fair shake and doesn't get it in the e
1984,61-62) ye. (Lorber

Unfortunately, token junior women cannot afford to b. e so outspoke
In 1977, Rosabeth Moss Kanter predicted that as th . b n.. . e num er of '

group p~ers With different characteristics significantly increased, the \\ork
lose their token status and characteristics and be bett' y would30 er Integrated int
group. They would be able to express individual difCer 0 theh . .. l' ences and s
ot ers with similar social characteristics for leadershl' . . ponsorp positions When
became almost half of the group they could b . . thcy. ,ecome a recogmzed s b
With alternative views and work practices and the' . . u group,Ir own Inner circles. Sub
quent research on what came to be called the "K t h th. c-an er ypo eSls" showed th
as the numbers of women approach 15 percent, paradoxically th at

t I . I d h ' ey are more
no ess ISOate , as s e had predicted. They are cut off f . .. ~ . rom orgamzatlonal
In ormatIOn flows, are not able to acquire the loyal subordinates that I d
depend d I . ea erson, an are not centra In the organizational structure (01
Miller 1983; South et al. 1982a, 1982b). Because they lack the protec:i:: :~~
sponsor that tokens have, they may be subject to open and covert harassment.

~~en the occupation is symbolically masculine, such as police work or thc
milItary, additional numbers of women rarely break down the . t t' I. In erac IOna
barners, a~d they continue to be loners.31 Being few in number,. therefore,
may result In a more favorable position than a more balanced gender mix since
an increase may be seen as a threat to those in the majority (Toren and 'Kraus
1987; Wharton and Baron 1987).

Why are men professionals and managers reluctant to allow substantial
numbers of women into elite inner circles or to support the ambitions of more
than a select safe few for I d h' . . Cea ers Ip positIOns? ompetition is one reason. Yet
oth~r men are competitors, too. Catholic and Jewish men physicians, once also
subject to discrimi t . A' .na ory quotas In mencan medical schools, are more
successfully integrated than . th . . d' I. women Into e prestIgIOus ranks of the me Ica
profeSSIOn. It could be that men feel their profession will "tip" and become
feminized if too many wo . h' h 'd h' . .. . men are 111 Ig -pal , Igh-prestlge, and high-power
posItIOns (Lorber 1991). Just as one group seems to fear the neighborhood will
go downhill when too many of a devalued group move in, men professionals
may be afraid that if too many women become leaders, their profession will
become women's work, and the men in it will lose prestige, income, and their
control over resources (Blum and Smith 1988; Reskin 1988).

People from subordinate social groups do not become half of the work
group unless the occupation, profession, or job specialty loses its prestige and
power (Carter and Carter 1981). The leaders, however, tend to stay on and
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h e S
uccessors to the top positions who are like themselves, not

. ue to coos,ooun pIe who outnumber them. The men in colleague groups of
~~~ I .like d the whites in groups of mostly people of color (at east m
I women an ..OlostY . S t ) tend to remain the supervisors and admmlstrators. As
UnIted ta es ., .the dominant white men need to keep productIVity hIgh and costs

d
inistrators, ha rn bers of formerly excluded groups can be relegated to t e
If the mem . .

10\\' lower-paid and less prestigious jobs (such as primary care m medl-
oecessary d th· . b f

d
. . trators can keep costs down an use e mcreasmg num ers 0

. e) a minIS
(10 , d women and men of color who are highly trained profes-
white women an .th d' b' th t t 32. I d managers WI out lstur mg e s a us quo.
.'\Ooas an

Gender and Authority
muc

h more acceptable in positions of authority because women
~re men so~dopower" differently? There tend to be two models of. women's leadership
stvles: women are exactly like men, and women are dIfferent, but equally
c~mpetent (Adler and Izraeli 1988a). 33 How women or men act doe.s not give
the whole picture; women's and men's leadership styles are SOCIallycon-
tructed in interaction and heavily influenced by the situational context and
howothers perceive them. If women in positions of authority tend to be more
accessible, to grant more autonomy, but also to be more demanding of subor-
dinates to perform well, the reason may be that they are in weaker positions in
the organization and have fewer resources. 34They need subordinates' help but
maybe unable to reward them with raises or other perks. As a result, they ask
more of subordinates but are also more likely to give concessions to those who
are loyal to them, which may be perceived as contradictory behavior.

Authority in a woman is granted in a woman-dominated situation, such as
nursing, but questioned where authority is defined as a masculine trait, such as
in police work or the military.35 In 1986, 10.4 percent of all uniformerl. U.S.
Army personnel were women, but they have been underrepresented in the
higher ranks. In 1988, there were nine women who were one-star generals in
the U.S. military, 1.2 percent of the total, and none of higher rank. Women
constituted 2 percent of the colonels, 3.5 percent of the lieutenant colonels,
and 7.1 percent of other officer ranks (Barkalow and Raab 1990, 280 81). In
1991, a woman, Midshipman Juliane Gallina, was chosen the U.S. Naval
Academy's brigade commander, student leader of 4,300 midshipmen. Iron-
ically,her appointment came six months after a survey found that a "consider-
able segment" of students, faculty, and staffbclie"ed women had no place in the

Naval Academy (New York Times 1991b).
A woman leader is expected to be empathic, considerate of other's feel-
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ings, and attuned to the personal (Lorber 1985). If she is not, she is I'
II d "b . "A th " Ikely t Lca e a raslve. s e editor of the prestigious Harvard B' 0 ~

USIness R .
Rosabeth Moss Kanter has been publicly faulted for her confro t. el'/ew,

n atlonal1l1
agement style by her associates, even though her predecessor an.
. . ' a man h

sImIlar problems in his first year (A. L. Cowan 1991). Her hi h ,ad
. g status as

Harvard BusIness School professor, corporate consultant and auth " a
. ' or of Inte

natIOnally known books on management did not protect her from r.
. Open crir

clsm by her colleagues. I·

On the other hand, a more conciliatory style may be criticized b
. . '. y men and

women colleagues as Insufficiently authontative Despite the .. Increase in
women managers in the past twenty years men and women at II. . ' a career
stages, IncludIng undergraduate and graduate business students t, s ereotype
the good manager as "masculine" (Powell 1988, 145-50). Nonetheless, there
are situations where a nonconfrontational approach is highly appropriate. In
medicine and police work, quintessential masculine professions in American
society, being able to listen and take the role of the other person may be more
productive than a distancing, authoritative stance in eliciting information or
deflecting conflict (S. E. Martin 1980; West 1984, 51-70). Conciliation and
using the other person's views can be threatening to men in police work who
have learned to rely on physical force and to men doctors for whom medical
expertise is the ultimate authority.

If the goal for women in men-dominated situations is to be treated as if
they were men, they are in a double bind, and so are the men (Chase 1988). If
the women act like men, they challenge men's "natural" right to positions of
power. If the women act like women, they don't belong in a situation where
they have to take charge (that is, act like a man). As Susan Ehrlich Martin says
of policewomen on patrol: "The more a female partner acts like a police
officer, the less she behaves like a woman. On the other hand, the more she
behaves like a woman, the less protection she provides, the less adequate she is
as a partner although such behavior preserves the man's sense of mas-
culinity. The way out of the bind is simple: keep women out of patrol work"
(1980,93-94).36

Producing "Face"

All these processes of legitimation and validation that build the reputations of
stature and ability needed by a competitor for a position of power and prestige
take place in face-to-face interaction. 37 In everyday encounters, people pre-
sent themselves the way they would like to be responded to as powerful
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tl've colleagues deferential underlings, more or less intimated s coopera ,
lea er, ossible sexual partners. The ways people dress, gesture, talk, act,
friends, Ph motion produce social identities, consciously or unconsciously

d "ens owe
an e c d'ff rent arenas and a variety of occasions. 38 Ritual behavior, such

fted lor I e
(ra d h dshakes and the rules of protocol-who goes through a door. b ws an an ,
a' 0 h 't where who calls whom by their first name-reproduce statuso tWO Sl S ,
IrS, h create status equality. Ordinary conversations become covert
hicrarc Y or . . '

d . Who talks more who Interrupts, whose Interests are dls-
battlegroun s. , .' .

d ho gets sustained attention or short shnft, all IndIcate who has the
(usse , w

. I r hand.39 Whom one walks with or stands with-or puts space
socIa uppe

demonstrates affiliation hostility, or respect, as does eye contact,
between- ,

h" d other forms of "body politics."4o These "face" productions are
toUC mg, an
suchdelicate balances of power and deference that they can easily be disrupted
byrudeness or embarrassment (Goffman 1967,97-112; Scheff 1988). Secret
stigmas, such as deviant behavior in the past or pres~nt, or even b~ member.s of
one's family or by intimate friends, can contamInate a seemIngly upnght
identity if revealed (Goffman 1963a). In face-to-face interaction, accidental
attributes, such as beauty or height, may add to social status, and obvious

physical deformities often detract from it.41

These presentations of self take place in social contexts, and the responses
of others validate, neutralize, deny, or subvert them. Status signals, whether
they are verbal or nonverbal, practical or symbolic, can be understood only in
the social context and only by people who have learned their meaning (Hodge
and Kress 1988). You need to know the symbolic language of everyday social
interaction to be able to tell who is the boss and who is the employee, who are
friends and who are enemies. Signals can be manipulated to shore up or
subvert the status quo, or they can be used deliberately in open resistance or

rebellion.
These status productions are part of "doing gender" (or of doing race,

ethnicity, religion, or social class). In doing gender, as West and Zimmerman
point out, "men are also doing dominance and women are doing deference"
(1987, 146). That is, in face-to-face interaction, what is being produced,
reinforced, or resisted is the SOCiety's whole system of social stratification.
This system endows women and men, people of different racial ethnic groups
and religions, and those with greater or lesser economic resources with
different social worth. Everyday interaction reenacts these power and prestige
differences because people with different status characteristics are seen as
legitimately superior or inferior by the others in the situation. When people
are evaluated highly, the others take what they have to say seriously, follow
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their suggestions, and defer to their judgment. Those who h

aVe 10\\0the eyes of the others are not listened to their advice is igno d status
C I '. ' re , and th .lOr eadershlp are sImply not acknowledged Status super' elrb1l!a

. lors are gr
benefit of the doubt if they make a mistake' status inferl'ors h anted the

' ave to prcompetence over and over again. oVetheir

The pattern of structured power and prestige in face-to_fo '
. '. ace Inter .repbcates the rankmg of SOCIalcharacteristics in the large . action

r soclet)' bpeople are seen not as individuals but as representatives of thei ecaUse
r race reli .gender, education, occupation, and so on. If everyone in a grou h' glon,
p as the amsocial characteristics, then natural leaders and followers emerge. . e

, , , In a grou offnends, there ISusually one person who is the ringleader. But wh th P
, " en e sOcialcharactenstlcs of people m a group differ, the social characteristics h

. ~m~salJence than personal characteristics-the woman who leads oth '
er ""omenfollows when men are present. The solo man does not dominate in a

. , group of
women, but he IS bstened to more than the solo woman is in a group of men
(Johnson and Schulman 1989). The size of the group, its status mix, en-
durance, and purpose determine its structure of power and prestige, but the
patterns are constant: Status superiors lead because others feel they have the
right to lead; they don't have superior status because they lead. Most of the
time, the building up and tearing down of "face" goes unnoticed, but conflicts
and confrontations reveal that the vital subtext is the social production of
prestige and power (Morrill 1991).

Producing Power

The week I started to write this chapter was the week of the U.S. Senate
Judiciary Committee hcarings on Professor Anita Hill's allegations of sexual
harassment by Judge Clarence Thomas, nominee to the Supreme Court. These
encounters dramatized status production and destruction, and the interplay of
race, class, and gender with evaluations of performance and social worth. The)'
laid bare the social processcs of upward mobility, and how these differ for
women and men of the same race. "The scalding contest was not only about
race and sex, and women and men. It was about power, and who knows how to
use it more effectively" (Dowd 1991c).42

Both Clarence Thomas and Anita Hill are African Americans who were
born into poverty and segregation, and both received their law degrees from
Yale University, one of the most prestigious law schools in the United States,
during a time of nationally approved and implemented affirmative action.
They met when they worked together in the administration of President
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,L1 h D
J deThomas, then thirty-three years old, was at t e epart-

d Reagan. u gO' .
oO[1al . d then head of the Equal Employment pportumtles" f EducatIOn an .. . .
JII(,[1t0 . ) the body set up to implement the CIVIlnghts laws agamst

'sSlOn(EEOC , d k d C J d
ornrn

l
. p C or Hill then twenty-five years 01 , wor e lOr u ge, . atJon. rmess ,

d crImm C I
I 'both organizations lOr severa years.

Thorn as m H'lI contended that on and off during this time, at both work-
Professor I C d

he had been subject to Judge Thomas's repeated requests lOr ates, as
places,s .' f the sexual acts in pornographic movies he had seen, the." as descnptlOns 0 . . .
\\l d penises of the actors in those mOVIes, the sIze of hISown, f the breasts an
17e,o d his own sexual prowess. She had told few people of the incidents-

P('[1IS,an . h I' d' th 't d thef' ds a man she was datmg wOlve m ano er CIy, antWOwomen nen , I
h 1 ~ nsidering her for an appointment six or seven years ater.deanat a sc 00 ,,0

'fi d be core the judiciary Committee that she had been very upsetTheytestJ Ie I'

C t ble talking about it although she had offered none of theand uncomlor a, .
raphic details that she was asked to make public at,the reconvened he.anngs,

g Judge Thomas denied the allegations categoncally and made .hls own
charges that he was the victim of a particularly ugly brand of raC1s~, the

t ' of African American men as nothing more than sexual amma1s,terea ypmg - . .
He called it a "high-tech lynching," but it was Amta HIli who was verbally
lynchedby the senators who supported Judge Thomas. The ju~ge's su~p~rt~rs
on the Judiciary Committee accused Professor Hill of bemg a vmdlctlve
scorned woman the tool of anti-Thomas political interests, a fantasizer, and a
chizophrenic. ~he members of the Judiciary Committee who were against

confirming Judge Thomas were circumspect when they question~d him, ~nd
rambling and disjointed with his witnesses. They did not ask hIm anythmg
about what was rumored to be his well-known interest in pornography. They
called no experts to testify on sexual harassment, its effects, or common
responses, but listened respectfully to the rambling, self-serving account of a
man who had met Anita Hill at a large party.

Professor Hill's accusation of sexual harassment by Judge Thomas was
called into question because she had followed him from the Department of
Education to the EEOC and had kept in touch with him professionally after she
left the EEoc for a teaching position, once asking him for a needed reference,
once to come to her campus as a speaker, and at other times requesting help for
others or materials for seminars and grants. She had telephoned him about ten
to fifteen times in the decade after she left Washington, D. C. When he came to
speak at the school where she had her first teaching job, she participated in the
SOcialevents around his visit and drove him to the airport. A witness to their
interaction said it was very friendly and relaxed.
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Judge Thomas's supporters on the Judiciary Committee sa'd

th hI over and
at t ey could not understand why Anita Hill had followed hi oVer

" h f h h m fromorgamzatlOn to anot er a ter e ad harassed her, She said th one
at for Se

months before he took the new position, he had not engaged' I ,vera)
In ewd t Ik

pressured her for dates, as he had started seeing someone serio I a Or
, us y, After th

both moved to EEOC, she saId he harassed her again, His relaf h' eIons Ip had
worked out, and he was also going through a divorce. Pro- Thom not

as member f
the committee also said they could not understand why she had ' . 0

, , ."" maIntained a
cordIal professIOnal relatIOnshIp WIth hIm 10 the ensuing years 0

." , . ne of Pro
fessor Hill s wItnesses tned to explain why by talking about her Own ex

h' h' I d d" h' " d d pen.ence, w IC mc u e touc 109, an sai that as a Black woman I
" . , " you earn to
gnt your teeth and bear It so that you can get to a position where dyou a not

need the support of your harasser any longer,
Professor Hill said she had followed Thomas to EEOC because she "as

afraid she could not otherwise find employment commensurate with her
credentials and abilities, She had been a corporate lawyer and did not want to
return to that sector of law. Although this motivation for continuing a relation.
ship with someone she said had subjected her to disgusting talk was challenged
by witnesses for Judge Thomas, the evidence of her career path bears out her
restricted opportunities. At the time of the alleged incidents, Professor Hill
was an African-American woman professional in her twenties, a graduate ofa
highly prestigious law school, just beginning her career. The position shc went
to after she left EEOC was with Oral Roberts University, a small low-statu
school (now defunct).43 Judge Thomas was an African-American man in hi
thirties, appointed by the president to direct a large federal agency. He was
being groomed for further appointments in Republican circles and was de·
scribed by one witness as "a rising star." Professor Hill's continued reliance on
Judge Thomas for reference letters, speaking engagements, positions for
others, and materials on civil rights enhanced her career and standing at her
workplace and in the profession. Despite a high level of professional activitie ,
such as research and attendance at conventions of the American Bar Associa-
tion, she could not afford to alienate an important professional contact.

The women who testified for Judge Thomas lauded him for his respcct for
women and the help he gave them; except for one, none was a professional~
Th II d A, H'II" 'd I ,,, " " " p'nionated,ey ca e mta I stn ent y aggressIve, arrogant, 0 I .
"h d"" h "" b" " d" If" Th d th h motivatIOnar, toug, am ItlOus, an a 00 . ey suggeste at er
was that she resented not being his main assistant at EEOC, as she had been at
th f h' " nd wase Department 0 Education, or that she "had a crush on 1m a
scorned.
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C 'nal woman Professor Hill realized too late that ClarenceprolesslO ,
As a interested in her sexually than professionally and was notwas more

'fhornas hel ful in advancing her career at EEOC, She said that he had said
l!0ingto b

e
f

p C that if she ever talked about what he had done, it would ruin
• , she Ie t EEO "
\\hen he did not talk about it publicly, and 10 turn, he filled any request

career, S , . h fi II d'd dhi' h h d nothing to gain by gomg public when s e lOa y I so, an
~ 1 hcr, Sea f f thIron Id not have done so had she not been approached by staf 0 e

. saidshe wou
shl C 'ttee who had been told of rumors that Judge Thomas had
Judiciary omml ,

, Ived in sexual harassment at EEOC,
been IOVO 'ddl I

d" Committee was made up of fourteen upper-ml e-c ass
The Ju IClary " ,

. Th Senate which had to vote to confIrm the nommatlOn, con-
\\hltc men. e , ,

f ' t eight men almost all white and two whIte women. More ofi.ted 0 mne y-, , ,
('ncluding the Republican woman) and, accord 109 to polls, morethescnators I

of thc American people, believed him than her (Kolbert 1991 ~), After a
weckcndof testimony by Professor Hill and Judge Thomas and wItnesses for
amiagainst her and for him, and a day of debate in the full Senate, on October
16, 1991, he was confirmed, 52-48, to a lifetime term on the Supreme
Court. Professor Hill went back to her teaching job, with applause from her
collcaguesand students and later awards from professional women's groups,44

Sexual Harassment as Discrimination

BarbaraGutek (1985) found that 67,2 percent of 393 men would be flattered if
asked to have sex by a woman coworker, but 62,8 percent of 814 women
wouldbe insulted by a sexual invitation from a male colleague (table 1, p, 96),
Drmands for sexual relations by superiors as the cost of keeping a job or
advancingin it is quid pro quo, a long-standing ugly phenomenon of work life
lor heterosexual and lesbian women of all classes and races, and also for many
women college and graduate students,45 Most people understand the unfair-
nes when someone who needs a job or a grade is subject to unwanted sexual
advances, verbal or physical. But sexual talk, gestures, and other behavior
Inappropriate to a work environment or to a profeSSional or student-teacher
rrlationship also constitute discrimination against the targets. This concept of
exual harassment as discrimination first advanced by Catharine MacKinnon

(1979), was promulgated in EEOC g~idelines in 1980 but was not upheld in the
COurtsin th' th ' 1991 W'ISor 0 er countries until the late 1980s (LeWIn a; elsman
19 9).

The concept of harassment as discrimination emerged in the United States
When wh' k IIte women and women and men of color were hired in wor paces
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and accepted m training institutions from which they had b
Women in blue-collar jobs tend to come up against se I h

een
eXclUded. ~ ~m

other forms of mterpersonal resistance when they suc f II ent and
h

cess u y br k
w ite men's work worlds, especially when they are worn f ea intoen 0 color d
low-status jobs (Gruber and Bjorn 1982). The intent of s h h an hayuc arassme .
make work life so unpleasant that the woman will quit W nt I to. omen who
formerly all-men managerial or professional schools or k I enterwor p aces are Iik I
to be subject to sexual innuendoes or remarks about their ph . I e

h
. h . YSlca appearanc

w IC are aImed at undercutting their poise and work perfor. .. . . . mance. Theaim,
to mduce them to shnnk from vIsIbIlIty and assertiveness the h II k, a mar s ofth
person who becomes a leader in a field.

Only recently, and only in a very few instances have formal I .. . . . ' camp atnts or
gnevances been filed and laWSUItsmstltuted over persistent episod fes a sexual
harassment of women or of homosexual men The reason for not k'. . . . . ma tng the
mCldents p~blIc IS that the accuser is often not supported by colleagu or
~os.ses, and m many cases, the harasser is the boss (Schneider 1991). When the
mCldents, such as embarrassing sexual remarks or jokes at meetings, 'are
between peers, they are frequently condoned or at least not halted or criticized
by those present. Neither senior men nor women are likely to put a stop to
such incidents while they are happening or to chastise the harasser and afTer
support to the person harassed in private afterward. These "microinequities"
are not considered serious enough for a lawsuit, but "in the daily lives of
working women, it is precisely these small, taken-for-granted comments,
jokes, and physical acts, each individually unlikely to force a woman to initiate
administrative action, that may accumulate in the long-term feeling and expe-
rience of harassment" (Schneider 1985, 104).46

Recently, feminists have begun to speak of a continuum that runs from
Bender harassment, which is inappropriately calling attention to women's or
men's bodies, sexuality, and marital status, to sexual harassment, which is
turning a profeSSional, work or student-teacher relationship into a sexual
relationship that is not wanted by one if the people involved and that is coercive because

the initiator has some power over the other person.47 The defining criterion for
gender harassment is that the person's gender or sexual persuasion is used to
comment on the individual's capabilities or career commitment. The defining
criterion for sexual harassment is that the behavior is inappropriate for the
situation; what should be a gender-neutral situation is turned into an unwanted

sexual situation, and the initiator or instigator has power, which makes it
difficult for those subject to the harassment to protest, leave, complain to
others, or take action without jeopardy to their own status. The immediate
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der and sexual harassment is likely to be discomfort, anger,

ion to gen . hreJ~t s of powerlessness, inability to work, or feelmg demeane.d. T ese
lcehog a be suppressed if the person feels he or she has no chOIce but to
".[jogs rn y . .
III . the situation or relatIOnshIp.

tioue In S 1-00 . women have faced such continued harassment. evera
Even senIor

c Anita Hill's allegations a woman neurosurgeon, Dr. Frances K.
ths bel are '

0100 fift _year-old full professor at Stanford Medical School and head of
cooley, a y h f 1 48 Sh .d h

1
Senate resigned after sixteen years on t e acu ty. e sal s e

the Facu ty , . 1 hsub'ect to continuous verbal sabotage of her professlOna status, suc
hadbeen J 11 d "h ". f ft on her breasts at meetings and being ca e oney m ront 0
ascomrnen s'. 0 Conley was the only woman faculty member in neurosurgery and
P

atients. r. .
f t 0

full professors in the department. The other, the actmg head of
ooe a w

ry
was going to be made chair of the department. He was the man

neurosurge ,
she said was constantly insulting to her and to other women. Her women
. 11 s and the women medical students reported the long-standing prac-
co eague
ticeof men physicians' use of pictures of naked women in lectures. If women
complained or argued, they were labeled "premenstrual." Women medic~l
students have always been subject to sexist practices, but women now constI-
tute almost 40 percent of the classes in the United States. Rather than abating,
gender and sexual harassment as a means of curbing the ambitions of women
haspersisted as the number of women in medicine has increased.

49

"Speak-out" sessions reveal many incidents of gender and sexual harass-
ment and how situations are differently perceived by women and by men.

either type of harassment is likely to diminish using only formal methods of
complaint and censure because both are so pervasive at every level in every
workplace where women and men work together. The best remedy is clear
indication from senior men, in a public setting, that all women employees,
trainees, and students are to be treated neutral0'-which does not mean coldly
and distantly, but in a cordial, friendly, but not sexual manner. Most people do
know the difference; they make such distinctions all the time in relating to

their friends' spouses, for instance.
It takes a very well-established woman to stand up for her professional

status successfully, and she needs the support of senior men. Dr. Conley finally
agreed to return to the Stanford Medical School faculty because the adminis-
tration appointed a task force on discrimination and also set up committees to
review claims of sexual harassment. A follow-up interview showed that her
actions paid off. Mary Roth Walsh (1992) reported that Conley has become the
Anita Hill of American medicine, giving speeches all over the country and
garnering awards from feminist organizations. Dr. Gerald Silverberg, the chair
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who had harassed Conley and many other wome h ~ I) E II
, h n w 0 were prep d

agaInst im, resigned, made a formal apology and are to teStif
'f' I ' was attend' Ysensl IVlty c asses and counseling sessions! Jng gender

Women who live on the economic margins and worn th
th ' en at e be 'elr careers cannot be expected to Counter th ,ginning of
h e constant seXlst

t at men use to guard the boundaries of what they fe J' h' eornrnentar)
s th' '" e ISt elr turf Nympa etlc men In simIlar positions Not much ' Or (an, 'SUpport can be ex
SenIor men, who often engage in gender and sexual h pected from
, , arassment th I
It IS up to senior women to use whatever power the h C e~se Yes.So
Th I Y ave lor soelal hey can no onger remain silent' "Worn h c ange.. . an must put erself into th
Into the world and into history-b h e text· a

y er own movement" (C'875).50 lXOUS1976,

Oh, liberty, what crimes are committed in thy name.
-Madame Manon Roland (L. Kelly 1987, 121)

THE VISIBLE HAND:

GENDER AND THE STATE

During the 1980s, while Margaret Thatcher was prime minister of
Great Britain, the lord mayor of London was also a woman. With Elizabeth II
asqueen, that was a remarkable concentration of women leaders in a modern
society, but it didn't make England a matriarchy. Parliament as well as other
government institutions were dominated by men, and Thatcher's regime
showed that a woman head of state is no guarantee of support for women's
rights. Her government reduced child-care provisions, maternity benefits, and
work rights for women (Gelb 1989, 59).

Women's civil status has fluctuated in Western societies; it has not im-
proved with the rise of the modern state or the spread of Western ideas of
individual liberty. Paradoxically, as states become more democratic, elite
women lose power, but middle-class and poor women do not gain. There were
periods in ancient Greece and Rome and in medieval Islamic and European
Societies when elite women had a higher status than upper-class women did in
the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries in England, France, and the United
States. I Women who are part of a landowning aristocracy derive power from
their family's status. They often have inheritance rights or act as agents and
managers so that the extended family's property can be kept intact. Women
lost the right to inherit and control property in ancient Greece and Rome
When entrepreneurial nuclear families supplanted landowning extended fami-
lies as the main production units (Arthur 1977). The European Renaissance,
by elevating the individual over the family, similarly reduced the power of
aristocratic women members of families that had owned great tracts of land,
since they had often substituted for their kinsmen in the feudal period (Coontz
and Henderson 1986; J. Kelly 1984).




