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The legal basis for sex segregation began its

slow erosion with the passage of the 1964 Civil

Rights Act, which banned discrimination on the

basis of sex, race, color, religion, and national

origin in hiring, firing, compensation, and other

aspects of employment. In theory, this law made

it illegal for employers to reserve some jobs for

men and some for women. Court challenges

continue to this day, however. And while some

of the forces that reproduced sex segregation

have diminished, others reinforce these patterns.

To understand how segregation is reproduced,

we must consider two sets of factors.

One set of factors involves "supply side"

characteristics, such as male and female workers'

preferences, skills, and abilities. These character­

istics are typically understood as being formed

prior to women and men entering the labor mar­

ket. In this view, women and men are assumed

to seek and be qualified for different kinds of

occupations and jobs. Alternatively, a second set

of factors focuses on the "demand side." Here,

segregation is explained by processes that oper­

ate inside the workplace as workers are hired for

and assigned to jobs. In this view, employers'

actions-either intentionally or unintentionally­

reinforce segregation. Though both sets of fac­

tors are undoubtedly relevant, most sociologists

believe that gender differences in preferences,

skills, and abilities are less important than what

happens on the job.

Workers' Preferences, Values, and Abilities

The sex composition ofan occupation or job may

reflect sex differences in preferences, values, and

abilities. These differences are presumed to take

shape as women's and men's lives unfold from

birth. To the extent that each gender has differ­

ent experiences and interactions, they would be

expected to approach work differently, make dif­

ferent kinds of choices, and consequently end up

in different kinds of occupations.

While intuitively appealing, these explana­

tions are not completely satisfactory and receive

only mixed empirical support. For example,

while children's occupational aspirations are

highly gender-typed, these differences get smaller

as children age and enter adulthood. In addition,

young women's occupational aspirations have

changed dramatically over time. In a study of

several age groups, Shu and Marini (1998) found

that younger women were less likely than older

women to aspire to predominantly female occu­

pations and were more likely to aspire to occu­

pations with higher earning potential. These

changes occurred among all social classes and

racial groups, to some extent, but were particu­

larly strong among women from higher socio­

economlC backgrounds. Men's occupational

aspirations remained relatively stable across the

birth cohorts in Shu and Marini's study.

Research on individual careers also challenges

the notion that sex segregation reflects sex differ­

ences in job preferences. Jacobs (1989), for exam­

ple, found that women's and men's aspirations,

college majors, and occupations show consider­

able "sex-type mobility." Moreover, among both

women and men who change aspirations, col­

lege majors, or occupations, there is only a weak

relationship between the sex type of the original

position and the destination position. In other

words, while women's and men's occupational

aspirations, skills, and choices may be influenced

by sex, "sex-typed preferences are neither fixed

for life nor fully deterministic of the sex type of

workers' jobs" (Reskin and Hartmann 1986: 37).

Empirical support for sex differences in the

area ofwork-related values is also relatively weak.



Rowe and Snizek (1995) examined data from

twelve national samples of the U.S. population,

spanning the years 1973 to 1990. Survey respon­

dents were asked to rank five work values, rang­

ing from most to least preferred in a job. Rowe

and Snizek found that women and men ranked

each value in exactly the same order ofpreference:

feeling of accomplishment, high income, chance

for advancement, job security, and short working

hours (from most to least preferred). Moreover,

these researchers found no real changes over time

in the magnitude of sex differences. Work values,

as measured in this study, had more to do with

factors such as age, education, and occupational

prestige than sex.

The above accounts of occupational choice

emphasize people's experiences and patterns of

social interaction with parents, peers, and others.

Economists treat issues of occupational choice

much more narrowly. They argue that people

are motivated primarily by an economic calcu­

lus, seeking to reduce costs and increase rewards

by choosing one occupation over another. To

understand how this applies to issues of gender,

we must consider the concept of humall capital.

Human capital refers to those things that increase

one's productivity.

Human capital theorists suggest that people

invest in their own human capital-through

actions such as going to college or acquiring on­

the-Job-training-with the expectation that this

investment will eventually payoff for them eco­

nomically. Two people who make different kinds

of investments thus will acquire different types

and amounts ofhuman capital. Further, these the­

orists assume that people are economically ratio­

nal-that is, they will try to avoid bad investments

and gravitate toward those where the rewards of

the investment outweigh the costs. Human capital
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theorists believe that women and men, on aver­

age, make different kinds ofhuman capital invest­

ments. As a result, men and women are not really

"substitutable" for one another in the labor mar­

ket; they look different to an employer and thus

end up working in different kinds ofjobs.

A central problem with human capital

accounts of sex segregation is the validity of

its claims regarding sex differences in levels of

human capital. Most researchers recognize years

of education as one useful measure of human

capital. Even at the highest levels of education,

however, the gap between women and men on

this measure has virtually closed, with women

surpassing men in the percentages of bachelor's

and master's degrees awarded and close to parity

in the awarding ofdoctoral degrees. Ifdifferences

in human capital explain sex segregation, how­

ever, we would have expected sex segregation to

decline by a much more significant amount than

it has declined. Other traditional measures of

human capital, such as years of work experience,

show similar trends. Women and men are much

more alike with respect to the kinds of things

that make them productive employees than they

were twenty years ago.

The Opportunity Structure at Work
The factors examined previously imply that

women and men are different from one another

when they enter the labor market. Employers are

presumed to respond to these differences, but

do not create them. However, little evidence

supports the claim that sex segregation in paid

employment primarily reflects sex differences

in job-related preferences, skills, and abilities.

Explaining how and why people get the jobs they

do thus may have less to do with workers' choices

and more to do with what happens on the job.
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Employers play important roles in creat­

ing and maintaining sex segregation because

employers-in the form of personnel managers

or other gatekeepers-are the ones who hire and

assign workers to jobs. To understand how this

occurs, we must consider the hiring and staffIng

process. The hiring process brings together job

applicants with prospective employers. A suc­

cessful job search can be thought of as a match

between a worker and a job (Marsden 19%). The

ways in which this match is made are important;

they shape which individuals are hired for which

jobs. One aspect of the hiring process that seems

to play a role in reproducing sex segregation IS

employee recruitment.

Recruitment can occur through vanous

mechanisms. Employers can place advertisements

in newspapers or on websites; they can rely on

"headhunters" or employment agencies; they

can recruit informally by accessing their own or

their employees'social networks. Employers typi­

cally prefer more informal methods, such as per­

sonal contacts or employee referrals, to recruit

new employees (Granovetter lLJ74; Kalleberg

and Schmidt lLJ96). These are regarded as more

efficient and more effective than more formal

recruitment methods, such as placing advertise­

ments. Informal recruitment methods tend to

produce job applicants who are the same gender

as those already employed, however (Marsden

1LJ%). This results from the fact that people's

social networks-those with whom they interact

and share information-tend to be homophilous;

that is, they contain people similar to themselves

(McPherson, Smith-Lovin, and Cook 2(01).

Other aspects ofthe hiring process also help to

maintain sex segregation. For example, employ­

ers may use various means to assess a prospective

employee's skills and abilities. Some employers

rely on formal tests or other structured tech­

niques to evaluate applicants, while others oper­

ate much more informally. In general, research

suggests that informal staffIng methods are more

exclusionary to outsiders or those deemed "non­

typical" than more formal methods.

When recruiting or hiring workers, sex seg­

regation is maintained when employers rely on

gender stereotypes as the basis for their decisions.

One way in which stereotypes can influence

decision making is via statistical discrimination.

This form of discrimination occurs when an

individual applying for a job is treated as if he

or she possesses the qualities and characteristics

"typical" of his or her gender. For example, there

is a small, average difference between the height

of women and men in American society. As a

result, employers needing to fdl a job with people

who at least six feet tall could decide to exclude

all women from consideration on the assump­

tion that the average woman is less likely to meet

this height requirement than the average man.

Employers who used sex as a device to screen

prospective employees on height would likely

be able to fll1d qualified job candidates. Some

men they considered would not be tall enough,

and they would exclude from consideration

some women who met the height requirement.

Overall, however, they would not be exclud­

ing very many qualifIed candidates or including

many applicants who were unqualified.

When employers statistically discriminate,

they are assumed to be correctly assigning group

averages to individuals. This distinguishes statisti­

cal discrimination from discrimination resulting

from employers' use of incorrect, exaggerated, or

unsubstantiated stereotypes to hire or assign jobs



. workers. Statistical discrimination, like other

s of sex discrimination, is illegal. However,

players who engage in this type of discrimi­

tion have an economic motive to treat male

d female workers differently.

Hiring and staffing processes that systemati-

ally channel women into different jobs than men

eillegal according to the Civil Rights Act. Yet,

snumerous court cases reveal, sex discrimination

,has not disappeared. For example, in California,

.female employees of the Publix supermarket

chain recently reached an $81.5 million dollar

•settlement with the company. This class action

suit alleged that women were segregated into

stereotypical "female" jobs and prevented from

higher-paying management positions (National

Women's Law Center 2000). Another case

still pending involves Costco Wholesale Corp.

Although its workforce is roughly half female,

only 2 out of 35 senior executives at Costco are

women (Harris 2006). Wal-Mart faces a similar

court challenge (Besen and Kimmel 2006).

Despite these examples, it is exceedingly dif­

ficult to uncover and document discriminatory

practices. As Petersen and Saporta (2004: 860)

explain, "Those not hired and possibly discrimi­

nated against will rarely know what occurred,

and even when they do, it may be impossible to

gather the relevant evidence. And those turned

down often have applied for other jobs and may

have gotten those, in which case the incentives

for complaining or fIling suits are small, in par­

ticular when this kind of discrimination typi­

cally requires litigation." As a result, recruitment

or staffing practices that help perpetuate sex seg­

regation tend to be reproduced over time, taking

on a life of their own, regardless of the lack of

discriminatory intent.
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Being Different: The Experiences
of the Token
Thus far, we have looked at the factors that main­

tain sex segregation in the labor market. Barriers

between "men's" and "women's" jobs are not

insurmountable, however. While their num­

bers are small, roughly 6 percent of all registered

nurses are men. Understanding the experiences

of men and women who work in gender-atypical

occupations is important as it will help us iden­

tify some of the ways that interactions between

workers help to maintain barriers between wom­

en's and men's jobs.

In her 1977 classic, Men and TVomen oj the

Corporation, Kanter argued that one key to under­

standing people's experiences at work was how

many of their "social type" was present. Kanter

(1977a: 207) proposed that that the relative pro­

portions of different "social types" in a group

shape members' social relations. "As proportions

shift," she suggests, "so do social experiences."

Proportions have this eflect because they influ­

ence how people perceive one another.

Kanter (1977a: 208) was particularly inter­

ested in what she called "skewed groups." In these

groups, one social type is numerically dominant

and the other is a very small numerical minority

(15 percent or less). Kanter's focus on this type of

group stemmed from the fact that this is likely

to be the situation experienced by "newcom­

ers" to a social setting. Women who enter jobs

or workplaces historically dominated by men,

for example, are apt to enter as a minority of

this type, as are people of color who enter jobs

historically dominated by whites. Because it is

unlikely that an employer would hire large num­

bers of women or people of color at one time,

sex (and race) integration happens slowly, one or
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two people at a time. Members of the numeri­

cal minority in skewed groups are called tokens.

For Kanter, this term is not pejorative, nor does

it refer to people who are assumed to have been

hired because of their sex or race. Instead, the

term "token" is a neutral labeL referring to those

whose "social type" constitutes 15 percent or less

ofa group.

Kanter argues that relations between tokens

and dominants in skewed groups are shaped by

three perceptual tendencies: visibility, contrast,

and assimilation. First, tokens-because they are

different from the majority-are easily noticed;

their behavior is often attributed more to their

social category membership than to their own

individual characteristics. The second percep­

tual tendency associated with tokenism, con­

trast, involves dominants' attempts to exaggerate

and affirm their differences from tokens, a set

of behaviors Kanter (1977a: 229) refers to as

"boundary heightening." The third perceptual

tendency associated with tokenism is assimila­

tion. Dominants see tokens less as individuals

and more as representative members of their

social category. Moreover, because the charac­

teristics dominants associate with a token's social

category are often overly simplified or inaccu­

rate stereotypes, assimilation contributes to the

dominants' misperceptions of the token.

Tokens are threatening to dominants because

their presence creates uncertainty. Norms, beliefs,

and styles ofcommunication that dominants take

for granted may be challenged or misunderstood.

Dominants' uncertainty and discomfort may

result in hostility directed toward tokens or, in

more extreme cases, sexual harassment. Tokens

may leave or be driven out of their jobs as a con­

sequence of this treatment, thereby preservll1g

the dominance of the majority.

Kanter's ideas were derived from her research

on women working in white-collar positions

dominated by men. Since Kanter, there have

been many more studies of women's experiences

in predominantly male jobs. We know less about

men's experiences in predominantly female work

settings.

Men Doing "Women's Work"

Although Kanter's research focused on female

tokens, she believed that the processes associ­

ated with tokenism would operate regardless

of whether tokens were male or female. In the

years since Kanter first made these arguments,

researchers have concluded that the conse­

quences of tokenism may be very different for

women and men. For example, Williams (1992)

found that while relatively few men seek out pre­

dominantly female occupations such as nursing

or elementary school teaching, those who do are

likely to be successful and more highly economi­

cally rewarded than their female co-workers.

In the case of male elementary school teachers,

Cognard-Black (2004) found that they were sig­

nificantly more likely than comparable female

teachers to move up to a principal or assistant

principal position.

Because "femaleness" is less highly valued

than "maleness," women entering predomi­

nantly male occupations must struggle to fit in

and demonstrate their competence. Men enter­

ing predominantly female occupations, on the

other hand, carry no such burden. Maleness is

positively regarded, in general, and thus men in

predominantly female occupations may strive to

demonstrate these qualities and preserve their

distinctiveness from women. Hence, men are

likely to benefit from their token status in ways

that women do not. While female tokens must



ve themselves capable ofdoing "men's work,"

e tokens often find themselves on glass eseala­

, with invisible and sometimes even unwanted

essures to move up in the workplace (Williams

Along with research comparing the experi­

ces ofmale and female tokens, there have been

udies looking more generally at the experiences

'fwomen and men in gender-atypical jobs. For

xample, in their study of male clerical tem­

poraries, Henson and Rogers (2001) ask: How

do men "do masculinity" in a predominantly

female job? The vast majority of clerical work­

ers are women, and this is also true among those

in temporary jobs. Henson and Rogers note that

prior to the 1960s, most temporary employers of

clerical workers did not even accept male appli­

cants. Not surprisingly, then, men who become

clerical temporaries are likely to face questions,

surprise, and disapproval from their peers and

co-workers. As one man interviewed by Henson

and Rogers commented:

"People are looking at me like, 'What are you

doing here?' Like they're thinking, 'Gee, what's

the deai' Shouldn't you be, I don't know, doing

something else?' I lllean it's sort offme ifyou're just

out ofschool. They kind of expect well, you're just

doing this until you get a regular job" (2001: 223).

In response, male clerical temporaries reasserted

their masculinity using several strategies designed

to set them apart from and superior to women. For

example, they reframed the work, replacing the

term "secretary" with more nlasculine or gender­

neutral descriptions, such as bookkeeper or word

processor (Henson and Rogers 2001). They used

"cover stories" to create an alternative occupational

identity, such as actor or writer, and minimized
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the signiflCance of their temporary job. The male

clerical temporaries in Henson and Rogers' study

also asserted their masculinity by refusing to show

the deference (see Chapter 9) typically required of

subordinates-especially women (Pierce 1995).

From these studies, we see that sex segregation

is a persistent feature of the workplace and seems

to be continually reproduced. When women enter

occupations traditionally dominated by men, men

begin to avoid those fields, leading to a resegre­

gation of that occupation. When occupations or

jobs integrate by sex, as we have seen, other kinds

of sex distinctions often emerge.

The Gender Pay Gap and
the Worth ofJobs

An important link between the gendering ofjobs

and gender inequality appears when we examine

the relative values attached to different kinds of

work. The higher societal value placed on males

and masculinity over females and femininity is

reproduced within the workplace. In this setting,

the relative worth of activities can be assessed

economically-in the form of wages-and

symbolically-in the form of status and prestige.

On both counts, men and masculine activities

are more highly valued than women and femi­

nine activities.

Women workers, on average, earn less than

men, and this has been true ever since the United

States began keeping track of the relative earn­

ings of each sex. Moreover, the wage disparity

between women and men persists "regardless of

how you defme earnings (e.g., annual vs. weekly,

mean vs. median), in all race/ethnic groups, across

educational categories, over the life cycle, within

detailed occupational categories, and across cul­

tures" (Roos and Gatta 1999: 95).
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FIGURE 11.3 Median weekly earnings of full-time workers by gender, race, and ethnicity, 2006.
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The gender wage gap is typically expressed

as a ratio of women's earnings to men's earnings.

Usually, this ratio is measured in terms of the

median earnings of women and men who work

full-time, year-round. In 2006, women's median

weekly earnings (among those employed full­

time) were 80.7 percent ofmen's (Bureau ofLabor

Statistics 2007c). Women earn less than men in

all racial and ethnic categories (see Figure 11.3)

and in all major occupational groups, including

those containing high percentages ofwomen (see

Table 11.1).

Figure 11.4 shows that the gender wage gap

has fluctuated somewhat over time, declining

since the mid-1970s, but rising between 1995

and 2000. This decline in the gender wage

gap has occurred among African Americans

and Hispanics. For example, in 1970 African

American women working full-time, year-round

earned 66.9 percent of what African American

men earned; this ratio had risen to 81.0 percent

by 1990 (Roos and Gatta 1999). A similar trend

can be seen among Hispanics and whites. In the

past fIve years, however, all racial-gender groups

have lost ground relative to white men, who con­

tinue to have the highest earnings of any group.

The gender wage gap varies by age. The earn­

ings of younger women are closer to the earn­

ings ofyounger men than is the case among older

workers. In 2006, for instance, women between

the ages of 25 and 34 (employed full-time, year­

round) earned 88 percent of what men in this

age group earned; by contrast, women between

the ages of 45 and 64 earned only 73 percent of

men in this age group (Bureau of Labor Statistics

2007c).

Researchers suggest two reasons to explain

why the gender wage gap varies by age (Roos

and Gatta 1999). The first involves cohort dif­

ferences; younger workers are beginning their

careers in a more gender-equal world than the

one in which older workers began theirs. In addi­

tion, these variations in the gender wage gap in

part reflect life cycle differences in women's and



BLE 11.1 Median Weekly Earnings of full-Time Workers by Major Occupational Group
and Sex, 2006
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FIGURE 11.4 Median usual weekly earnings of full-time workers in constant (2006) dollars by sex,
1979-2006: annual averages.
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men's careers. Wonlen's and men's earnings nuy

be more similar at the beginning of their careers

than later in adulthood after other life events­

such as marriage and childbearing-have taken

place. Together, these explanations imply that,

while gender-based wage discrimination may

have decreased, women's and men's earnings

continue to be differentially affected by changes

over the life course.

Men earn more than women in every coun­

try in the world, although the size of this gap

varies. In 1997, for example, women in Sweden

earned 89 percent of what men earned, as com­

pared to Greece and the Netherlands, where the

gender wage gap was around 71 percent (Van

Der Lippe and Van Dijk 2001). These patterns

reflect several factors, including cross-national

differences in levels and types of sex segregation,

government policies, occupational structures,

and cultural beliefs.

Explaining the Wage Gap

To understand why women earn less than men,

we must first return to the issue of sex segrega­

tion, discussed earlier in this chapter. Sex seg­

regation contributes substantially to the wage

gap. Women earn less than men in part because

women and men work in different jobs; jobs held

disproportionately by women pay less than com­

parable jobs held disproportionately by men.

That jobs performed by women receive

lower average wages than comparable jobs per­

formed by men has become a well-established

research finding (Catanzarite 2003). Moreover,



is important to note that both women and men

ffer wage penalties when they work in pre­

ominantly female jobs, and the wages of both

exes benefIt from employment in jobs held pre­

ominantly by men (Budig 2002). More gener­

ly, Catanzarite (2003) shows that occupations

in which subordinate groups are overrepresented

tend to be more vulnerable to wage deterioration

over time than those populated by higher-status

groups. In other words, wages are more likely

to erode over time in occupations that have dis­

proportionately high percentages of women or

people of color.

Although these links between ajob's sex (and

race) composition and its wages are complex, they

suggest that pay rates are determined in part by

cultural understandings regarding the "worth"

of jobs and the values that should be given to

various kinds of skills. In societies that have tra­

ditionally placed higher value on male achieve­

ments and masculinity than on the achievements

ofwomen and femininity, it is not surprising that

insofar as cultural values enter into wage setting,

they will result in a higher value placed on jobs

and activities associated with men.

The efforts of workers and their organiza­

tions also influence the wages of many kinds

of jobs. The more powerful the workers, the

more likely they are to successfully influence the

wages their jobs receive, not only in the con­

text of labor unions, but in nonunion settings as

well (where social networks and organizational

processes often operate to the disadvantage of

women and minorities; see Nelson and Bridges

1999). Historically, male workers have been bet­

ter organized and thus a more powerful force in

negotiating wages with employers than women.

Although women have a long history of labor

activism, craft unions representing skilled workers
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in predominantly male manufacturing jobs have

been among the most powerful throughout the

twentieth century. As a result, some argue that

men-partICularly white men-have been better

able to organize for and demand higher wages

than their female counterparts, regardless of skill

level and market forces. In recent years, women

and racial minorities have had more opportuni­

ties to engage in collective action in the public

sector. Hence, it is not surprising that public-sec­

tor unions have been among the strongest sup­

porters of gender pay equity.

Yet the wage gap between wonlen and men

cannot be explained entirely on the basis of sex

segregation. Even within jobs, men are paid

more than women with comparable qualifIca­

tions (Budig 2002). Bayard et a1. (2003) estimate

that about one half of the wage gap is due to pay

differences between women and men employed

in the same occupation and establishment. Budig

(2002) argues that this within-occupation wage

gap reflects powerful forces of statistical discrim­

ination. Employers hire men at higher average

wages and reward them with promotions and

raises at faster rates than women because the

average woman has greater nonwork obligations

than the average man. In this view, the work­

place is structured in ways that penalize feminin­

ity, especially its stereotypical association with

caregiving and family responsibilities.

Studies of the "motherhood wage gap" lend

some support to this view. While women earn less

than men, on average, women who are mothers

in their childbearing years earn about 7 percent

less than other women (Budig and England 2001),

an effect that has also been found in some other

industrialized countries (Harkness and Waldfogel

1999). Mothers earn less than other women in part

due to having fewer years of work experience,
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more part-time work, and more breaks in

employment than nonmothers. However, these

differences explain only part of the motherhood

wage gap. We do not know how much of the

remainder stems from other employment-related

differences between mothers and nonmothers and

how much may result from employers' differen­

tial treatment of similarly qualified and produc­

tive mothers and nonmothers. Yet, some studies

suggest that differential treatment may be a con­

tributing factor (Cuddy, Fiske, and Glick 2004;

Fuegen, Biernat, Haines, and Deaux 2004). Even

when similarly qualified, mothers are viewed as

less desirable employees than fathers or women

who are not mothers.

The Future of Gender
Inequality at Work

Researchers' understanding of gender inequal­

ity at work, including how it occurs, how it has

changed over time, and its variations among

women and among men have become increas­

ingly more complex and nuanced (Blau and Kahn

1992; Bernhardt, Morris, and Handcock 1995;

Charles and Grusky 2004). For example, some

research attempts to relate gender-based wage

inequality to wage inequality more generally

as well as to other forces that are transforming

the workplace, including the changing relations

between work and family (see Chapter 14). Wage

inequality in the United States has increased in

recent decades-a pattern that reflects industrial

and occupational restructuring, changing labor

force demographics, globalization, and political

trends (Morris and Western 1999). This widening

inequality reflects not only earnings differences

between women and men, but also differences

among women and among men.

Similarly, researchers studying sex segrega­

tion have concluded that this issue is more com­

plicated than it seems. Egalitarianism is a strong

social force in modern (and postmodern) soci­

eties, and progress toward gender equality, in

particular, has been dramatic in several arenas,

such as educational attainment and labor force

participation. At the same time, levels of segre­

gation have not appreciably declined, especially

when compared to these other areas (Charles

and Grusky 2004). Charles and Grusky (2004:

298) suggest that a hypersegregated occupational

structure, in which "women are presumed to

excel in personal service, nurturance, and social

interaction (nonmanual pursuits) and men are

presumed to excel in technical tasks, outdoor

work, and strenuous physical labor (manual pur­

suits), is a type of gender inequality that is espe­

cially resistant to change and is compatible with

"equal opportunity" reforms.

It is also important to understand that gen­

der is not the only important distinction among

workers. The 150 million members of the U.S.

labor force differ by race, ethnicity, nationality,

age, sexual orientation, and many other char­

acteristics. Researchers who study workplace

diversity are interested in how all of these differ­

ences-acting together and alone-shape peo­

ple's interactions on the job and their responses

to work (Chemers, Oskamp, and Costanzo 1995;

Tsui and Gutek 1999). This research suggests

that differences between people-such as those

deriving from gender or race-are not always a

source ofconflict in the workplace. For example,

Chatmanet al. (1998) found that a more col­

lectivistic organizational culture that empha­

SIzes teamwork and encourages people's sense

of a shared fate can create cohesiveness even

among diverse groups. How a particular work



group is affected by diversity among its mem­

bers depends on several other aspects of the work

group and the organization of which it is a part.

For example, based on their analyses of cultur­

ally diverse work groups in three firms, Ely and

Thomas (2001) conclude that work groups often

have different orientations to diversity and that

these orientations-not the type or amount of

diversity alone-affect the impact ofdiversity on

group functioning. Diversity researchers chal­

lenge employers in the twenty-first century to

create workplaces where people who are differ­

ent can work together.

Conclusion

This chapter shows some of the many ways in

which gender has been incorporated into the

workplace. Our understandings of work, work­

ers, and jobs incorporate assumptions about gen­

der. The clearest evidence for this comes from
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studies of sex segregation, which show how and

why women and men end up in different jobs.

Studies ofwage setting reveal how gender shapes

the "worth" ofjobs and the power of workers to

demand and receive high wages.

One of the most important aspects of these

features of the workplace is their highly insti­

tutionalized character. An arrangement that is

highly institutionalized is one that is so taken

for granted that it seems to reproduce itself. It

is much more diffIcult to alter something that is

highly institutionalized than it is to perpetuate it.

As a result, highly institutionalized arrangements

do not require coercion to sustain them, making

participation appear voluntary and easily justifi­

able. The gendered aspects of work described in

this chapter clearly fit this description; they are

often unintended, taken for granted, and oper­

ate so subtly that they rarely are scrutinized. In

this respect, gender is a highly institutionalized

feature of the modern workplace.




