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Academic Women: Individual Considerations and Structural Forces in Navigating
Academic Organizations

Introduction

In 1964, Jessie Bernard published Academic Women, one of the earliest
comprehensive studies on faculty women. She explores a period of “feminist
enlightenment” where academic women become intently engaged in creating
knowledge, shifting paradigms, and making their own discoveries and contributions.
She considers the differences between academic women and academic men looking at
their background, career patterns, and marital and family status, and the impact these
factors have on productivity and advancement. Bernard highlights the contributions
academic women have made while also exploring the barriers they have faced in an
institution where both subtle and overt biases are perpetuated.

Two decades later, in 1987, Angela Simeone presents Academic Women:
Working Towards Equality as an assessment of progress over the nearly twenty-five
intervening years. Using similar methods as Bernard, she considers the extent to which
women have made progress in higher education, using this site as a way to contribute
to broader guestions about achieving equity for women in society at large. Simeone
also moves beyond the standard numerical measures of advancement and success of
academic women in order to consider the extent to which behaviors, attitudes, and

institutional cultures themselves have, or have not, changed. As Simeone explores the



pervasive patterns of institutional sexism she ultimately concludes that the status of
women has not significantly improved since Bernard’s era.

Now, at the next twenty-five year interval, and nearly fifty years since the
original Academic Women, this research continues the scholarly engagement with
questions about academic women. Some attention is paid to quantitative data about
promotion, tenure, and retention, as they provide numerical measure of success;
however, the statistics alone do not entirely reflect the experiences of women in
academic organizations. This research, and the two studies of academic women after
which it is modeled, reference data about the progress and status of faculty women in
higher education for contextual purposes, but the primary source of information is
academic women reflecting on the experiences and processes that are rarely captured
by the quantitative data alone.

Through each of the now three studies, the accounts of academic women are
also situated in a broader context of feminist thought and perspective, which has
shifted in some subtle, and often not so subtle, ways since the time of Bernard’s and
even Simeone’s research. Unlike the situation one sees when looking at the start of the
last half-century, sexism is a notion at least basically understood by the general
population and women have started to assume places of significance within higher
education in the United States. Barriers persist, but scholars and activists continue to
offer new insight into the complex ways in which individuals navigate their own
identities and interpersonal relationships, as well as the obstructive systems they

egncounter.



With this changing social and theoretical landscape comes the need to also
reconsider the approach to understanding the condition of academic women. The
theoretical, social, and even economic contexts in which Bernard and Simeone posed
their questions have shifted in ways that compel the reexamination of academic
women in the twenty-first century. The purpose here is neither to be the final word on
the status of women in higher education, nor is it to dismiss extraordinary efforts that
have occurred or are under way; rather, the intent is to make meaningful contributions
to the larger conversations about both the status of faculty women in higher education

and the status of “women” in critical theories about identity.

Focusing on Women

There are at least three reasons why this research focuses exclusively on the
experiences of academic women: 1) Maintaining consistency with the efforts of
Bernard and Simeone, 2) Centering the experiences of research participants, and 3)
Allowing space to consider the applicability of “woman” as a universal category of
analysis. First, in order to fit well as the third installment of what might now be called
the Academic Women series, it is important to structure the inquiry in a way that is
consistent with the previous two studies. Significant alterations might have provided
new and interesting insights but would have also impacted the ability to continue the
trajectory started by Bernard and continued by Simeone. While | have added more
robust participant observation and a dataset of administrators to provide context, the

primary emphasis is on the experiences of academic women.



The prominence of the experiences of academic women is also a
methodological decision. For a brief period during the time that | was formulating the
proposal for this research | had several conversations with various individuals about
expanding my pool of participants beyond academic women. The focus of these
conversations tended to be on plans to assess the validity of experiences described by
research participants. These are reasonable concerns considering that each participant
derives meaning about the events of her life through her own filters, and this meaning
may or may not be shared by others. The participant who is turned down for
promotion and tenure might have a very different understanding from that of her
senior colleagues and university administrators about the reasons. | ultimately decided
that I am less concerned with whether the experiences shared with me would be found
to be “true” when held up against the perceptions of others. Although neither Bernard
nor Simeone articulate an explicitly feminist methodology, their approach to
conducting and presenting their research brings the lived experiences of academic
women to the center of the inquiry in a decidedly feminist way.

As a qualitative researcher, | see this as both challenging and fundamental to
my research. | am interested in the lives of my participants as they experience and
define them; anthropologists refer to this as the emic perspective. | interpret the stories
I hear and, as | retell them, reorganize them, and reread them in the context of my
theoretical frameworks | become inextricably apparent in the content. Yet, my role is
not to try to prove that what my participants say is absolute fact; instead, | embrace the

subjectivity of the process. So, in the accounts detailed in the following chapters,



participants say things that other people might not agree with, and participants say
things that others might know to be untrue. The point is that they are sharing their
understanding in a way that is true for them and the most generous perspective is to
view any areas of disconnect as insightful.

In addition to maintaining a consistent methodology and keeping the
experiences of participants at the center of the inquiry, the exclusive focus on
academic women provides an opportunity to explore the nuances within a group of
individuals who all self-identify with at least one common characteristic. Too often
research about academic women as compared to academic men focuses on the
differences between the two groups and obscures the variations within each. Even
research that focuses exclusively on academic women can overemphasize the
uniformity of gender. Yet, theories of intersectionality suggest that no aspect of
identity exists in isolation from others. For example, one’s experience with sexism is
also informed by one’s sexual orientation, race, and socioeconomic status.

While one component of identity may at times be more salient and provide
linkages to other individuals with similar experiences, such commonalities should not
be mistaken for universality. Given the stated intent of this research to reconceptualize
the experiences of academic women in accordance with shifting notions of identity it
is useful to maintain “woman” as a common point of comparison. For that reason, the
focus is exclusively the experiences of academic women; however, it can be difficult
to negotiate the space between creating solidarity and reifying essentialism. Thus, in

detailing the experiences of academic women it is important to be clear that the single



category is being used as a foundation for critical inquiry rather than to reinforce
problematic categorization. Indeed, what becomes evident is that there is a range of
individual and structural elements that interact to produce a variety of ways in which

academic women experience and navigate academic organizations.

Contemplating Higher Education

In March 2000, Anthropology & Education Quarterly published an issue titled
“Studying Universities.” In the lead article, Wisniewski (2000) describes the
qualitative research community’s apparent avoidance of studies of the academy as a
collective “averted gaze.” Among his explanations for why this has been the case is
the anthropological tradition in which researchers are expected to travel to exotic
locations to study something unfamiliar or different. Yet, according to Harrison, “If
the diversity of Western society is ever to be reflected in the composition of academic
staff in higher education, it is essential to have accurate descriptions of the
mechanisms that promote or limit that diversity” (2001:499). In this sense,
ethnographic research into these questions is essential for describing the cultural
assumptions and organizational structures that shape the policies and practices of
academia and inform the experiences of people within them. In the western
anthropological tradition, the university may not seem nearly as exotic as the Amazon;
however, it is a crucially important site for an inquiry into cultural norms and
practices, and it provides a location for testing emergent theoretical and

epistemological concepts.



At the same time, | have endured a recurring crisis throughout this process
stemming from the realization that academics, even academic women, are members of
a privileged class. There are budget cuts and increasingly heavy teaching loads but, at
least in terms of cultural capital, academics are among the elite. In a global context
where girls and women fall victim to sex-trafficking at alarming rates, yet another
study on academic women risks being perceived as effete. My only way out of that
despairing cycle is to return to the importance of understanding the racial, gender,
ethnic, class, and power issues that persist within higher education. If the basic
assumption is that access to exploring and creating knowledge should be a right, rather
than a privilege, academia can be seen as a site of ongoing struggle where inequities
persist. In this context, it becomes not only relevant but critically important to
understand who has access to and who succeeds in institutions of higher education. By
averting our gaze, the self-perpetuating academic organization risks becoming
obsolete as it fails to adapt to a changing cultural, economic, and political context, but
making it the site of critical inquiry provides the opportunity to create a more relevant,

navigable institution.

Research Objectives and Questions

This research seeks to join the persistent theoretical and practical questions
about gender with the limited availability of anthropological insight into higher
education in order to create an opportunity to engage with questions about how

academic women are navigating academic organizations. In a deliberate way | rely on



Bernard’s and Simeone’s benchmark questions, findings, and conclusions to
contextualize the progress of women in academia in the two decades since Academic
Women: Working Towards Equality was published. I also elect to mirror the approach
used by Simeone, who replicated Bernard’s methods, by relying on open-ended
interviews with women from a single large research university presented in
conjunction with relevant data about academic women.

Like Simeone and Bernard before her the shared premise is that the story of
academic women extends beyond statistical measures of promotion, tenure, and
retention; these important quantifiable measures must be understood in the context of
the rich experiential and reflective data of faculty women in academic organizations.
Where this study diverges is in its effort to not only uncover similarities, but also
differences among the experiences of academic women. Structural barriers have been
identified in numerous studies about the professoriate, but do all women interact with
them in the same way? Individual considerations, including aspects of identity, are
frequently noted as impacting the careers of academic women, but are these
experienced consistently across all women? That is, within the shared category of
gender, are there nuances to the ways in which academic women navigate academic
organizations, and specifically the process of promotion and tenure? If so, how does
this understanding inform efforts to achieve equity in access and success for women in

academic organizations? This study will suggest some answers to these questions.



Organization of the Dissertation

In many ways, this exploration into the experiences of women in higher
education is prefaced by the work of both Bernard and Simeone. They have provided
the framework for the conversation that continues in this research, and the hope is that
the dialogue will persist in meaningful ways beyond these pages. This introductory
chapter has provided the rationale for both the population and the general site of
inquiry noting that the pursuit of questions about academic women offers insight into
both the complexities of gender and the intricacies of academic organizations. | have
also outlined the objectives of this research and suggested where it aligns with or
extends beyond the works that precede it.

In Chapter One, | provide the conceptual frameworks that inform the questions
posed and the analyses conducted as part of this research. The chapter begins by
considering broad theoretical efforts to make meaning of work and organizations as a
way to more specifically contextualize higher education. | further explore the
relationship of anthropology to the study of organizations noting such inquiries were
markedly absent during a period in which the discipline as a whole flourished. This
supports the rationale outlined earlier in this introduction for focusing a purposeful
“gaze” on organizations generally and higher education specifically. | then consider
the social constructions of subjects and the relationship between agency and power.
This provides a foundation for understanding the structural and cognitive components
that impact the way an aspect of identity such as gender is experienced. Lastly, | move

to an overview of the ways in which theorists have come to understand gender. This
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includes not only gender as a category of analysis, but also the role of gender in the
relationship between identity and the creation of subjective knowledge.

Chapter Two extends the conversation about conceptual frameworks by
presenting the specific theoretical perspectives that inform my role as a researcher. |
explore my particular interpretation of anthropological and feminist methodologies,
and | further explain my commitment to negotiating the complex relations of power
and centering the lived experiences of participants throughout the research process.
Chapter Two also offers an introduction to my participants and more information
about the university in which this research was conducted. In this chapter | also
discuss several places where tensions emerge, first between engaging in a project that
both relies on and endeavors to problematize the category “woman,” and between
being an “insider” and a researcher in the same organization. My own positionality as
a researcher is complicated by the fact that prior to, during, and immediately after this
research | am employed as a professional in the same university that is the site of this
study. It is impossible to “unknow” information that | have learned in either my role as
a researcher or as an employee, so in many instances | find myself trying to allow
synergy where it is useful and define boundaries where it is necessary. While it might
not always be evident in these pages, the challenges of embodying multiple roles have
formed a constant undercurrent in this research.

Chapters Three and Four provide insight into the ways in which academic
women navigate higher education. The presentation of ethnographic data in these two

chapters is largely guided by Academic Women and Academic Women: Working
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Towards Equality. One significant distinction from the previous two books is that I
have separated my research findings, focusing first on how the structures of the
university shape the experiences of academic women, and then on how academic
women enact individual adaptations in negotiating the university.

The purpose of Chapter Three is to explore both the academy as an
organization and the organization of the academy. | detail aspects of the increasingly
corporate nature of universities in order to later reflect on how academic women
negotiate this emerging landscape. | also consider the extent to which academia is
prepared to respond to the embodied experiences of people within the organization,
and | conclude with a specific focus on what academic women understand to be
expected, supported, valued, and rewarded in the process of promotion and tenure.

In Chapter Four the focus shifts to the experiences of academic women from
their decision to become members of the professoriate to the individual and
interpersonal strategies they employ throughout the process. The chapter concludes
with a look at the ways in which academic women make space for the various
components of their full lives, sometimes very successfully and other times less so.
Together, Chapters Three and Four tell the story of how academic women access and
pursue success in one particular academic organization using the frameworks offered
by Bernard and Simeone as guides.

In Chapter Five | present case studies as a way to bring together the previous
two ethnographic chapters, and to further explore emergent themes. The decision to

present the experiences of academic women in this way came relatively late in the
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research process as | was initially hesitant to focus so much attention on specific
individuals due to concerns about protecting the identities of my participants.
Ultimately, | concluded that the insights participants generously shared with me were
too rich to not somehow be used to feature some of both the similar and divergent
experiences of academic women as they navigate academic organizations. The case
studies in Chapter Five are composites that have been carefully composed both to
protect individual identities and to emphasize important themes.

I begin Chapter Six by revisiting the extent to which “academic women” can
be understood as a homogeneous category and consider where there are opportunities
to develop a more nuanced understanding. What becomes apparent is that existing
categories and frameworks do not fully account for the successes of some and the
struggles of others. To address this theoretical gap, | propose a framework for
understanding the myriad ways in which individual considerations, including aspects
of identity, interact with structural forces to shape the ability of women to navigate
careers in higher education. I continue this discussion in the final chapter where | offer
my conclusions about enacting a more nuanced understanding of the category
“academic women.” In doing so, | consider both individual and organizational
strategies for supporting academic women and creating more navigable academic

organizations.
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Chapter One: Conceptual Frameworks

In this chapter | review the literature that makes it possible for me to answer
my research questions, and | explain how I define, connect, and position my research
in relation to these conceptual frameworks. First, | consider the order of organizations
and the nature of work as a way to contextualize the impact of an emergent market
ethos on the culture, assumptions, and processes of American universities. | then
explore the social construction of subjects and the relationship between agency and
power in navigating social contexts. Lastly, I investigate feminist paradigms and
theories of women’s identities. Throughout the literature I offer insight into academic
faculty and the organization in which they are embedded. Additionally, in an effort to
replicate the methods used by Jessie Bernard in Academic Women and Angela
Simeone in Academic Women: Working Towards Equality, | present a variety of
studies pertaining directly or indirectly to faculty women layered with findings from
my own ethnographic research. Thus, the theories and literature related to important
conceptual frameworks are detailed here, and more trends in research and public
discourse and the ways in which they are played out in the lives of individuals appear

in Chapters Three and Four.
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Work and Organizations
Organizational Theories

To begin, it is useful to contextualize higher education in the broader
anthropological and sociological study of work and organizations. A consideration of
how work is organized is of interest to scholars in a variety of disciplines, including
anthropologists, sociologists, and scholars of business and management. Across
disciplines, Karl Marx has had profound influence on organizational theory given his
focus on the concept of control as well as his ideas of struggle and resistance, and the
tension created between capitalist interest in the maximization of profit and the ability
of workers to resist (Jaffee 2001). This insight into the forces of capital provides a
foundation for understanding modern organizations and their social relations. Jaffe
suggests that Marxist theory highlights the use of bureaucracy as an “instrument of
control and manipulation” and a way to exert domination of the labor process, as well
as over individual workers (2001:116). Indeed, Marx is very clear in his belief about
the extent to which bureaucracy alienates workers through oppressive modes of
organization. While this serves the owners of capital who benefit from the
accumulation of profit, Marx explains that the individual performing the labor finds,
“that, in his work, therefore, he does not affirm himself but denies himself, does not
feel content but unhappy, does not develop freely his physical and mental energy but
mortifies his body and ruins his mind” (in Tucker 1978:74).

Indeed, bureaucratic models and their impact on the workers within them have

been a particular focus for social scientists interested in organizations. According to
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Weber (1958), a bureaucratic structure offers a number of advantages to organizations
competing in a capitalist market economy where there is an emphasis on precision,
clarity, and continuity. He also emphasizes a need for clear lines of authority,
divisions of labor, and formalized rules (McC. Heyman 2004). Weber suggests that
this organizational model is superior to other forms. He outlines the philosophically
ideal image of bureaucratic organizations and officials concluding that, were such an
image attainable, the efficiency of bureaucratic processes would allow organizations to
function at an optimum level. In this sense, the success of the bureaucratic model rests
on the ability to remove emotion and irrationality from organizational structures. To
structure processes and to coordinate labor in such a way is to operate as a machine
with each part designed to function effectively and efficiently (Jaffee 2001).

Modern organizational theory suggests, however, that organizations do not
always operate according to such a cohesive design (Hamada 1989). The complexity
of individuals within organizations and of organizations themselves renders the ideal
bureaucracy unattainable. Not only is such a mechanistic model unrealistic,
bureaucracies are often viewed as generating negative consequences for workers by
“suffocating the human spirit and robbing organizational participants of their freedom
and dignity” (Jaffee 2001:111). In the bureaucratic model, workers are assigned to
special tasks that only they perform as a way to ensure the most efficient mode of
production (Braverman 1974). Harvey (2000) argues that the conditions for workers
have not dramatically changed since the time of Marx and Engles. Workers continue

to be subjected to the powers of domination and subordination exerted by production
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processes that rely on the principles of bureaucracy; what has changed is the number
of workers worldwide that are subjected to work under bureaucratic models.

What will become most important to this study is an understanding of justice
or fairness within organizations. Although the anthropological study of organizations
is largely devoid of engagement with explicit questions about justice, the focus has
been part of organizational theories more broadly since the mid-1960s. The study of
organizational justice is primarily concerned with three forms: distributive justice,
procedural justice, and interactional justice (Colquitt et al. 2001; Greenberg 2009).
The notion of “distributive justice” is one of the earliest conceptualizations of fairness
in organizations. Much of the research has been shaped by the work of Adams (1965)
and the idea that people are most concerned with whether the distribution of outcomes
is consistent with the level of one’s contributions or “inputs” compared to others. The
focus is less on the absolute outcome and more about whether rewards are fairly
distributed.

Distributive justice has been supplemented with the concept of “procedural
justice,” which focuses less on the nature of specific outcomes and more on the
manner in which they are determined (Greenberg 2009). The concept was introduced
by Thibaut and Walker (1975) and expanded by Leventhal (1980), who offers six
criteria for determining whether a procedure will be perceived as fair: application of
procedures in a consistent manner, engagement in a process that is free of bias,

collection of accurate information for the purposes of decision-making, creation of
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mechanisms to modify or reverse flawed decisions, representation of the perspectives
of individuals impacted by decisions, and enactment of moral and ethical values.

The most recent expansion of thinking in justice literature is the importance of
not just fair outcomes and processes, but also the polite, dignified, and respectful
treatment of people (Colquitt et al. 2001). Bies and Moag (1986), introduce the
concept of “interactional justice” to emphasize that the quality of treatment people
receive when procedures are implemented also significantly impacts their perception
of justice. Together, these three forms of justice will guide an understanding of how
academia ought to be organized to support successful experiences for the

professoriate.

Anthropological Approaches

Though anthropologists are also engaged in the deliberate study of work,
broader ethnographic accounts conducted throughout the history of the discipline have
documented human labor across many societies. Anthropologists have provided
insight into a variety of approaches to dividing labor as well as to the tools and
methods employed, and the work performed. Anthropological interest in the nature of
work and the characteristics of organizations can be understood in the context of the
discipline as a whole. As theoretical shifts have occurred in the field, they have
impacted the study of labor. The trajectory of anthropological involvement in business
and industry is often traced to the Hawthorne Project, a study conducted in a factory

outside of Chicago between 1924 and 1933. A significant finding of the research is the



18

extent to which workers exert control over productivity and the influence of more
humane treatment by managers on employee performance (Jordan 2003:10).

The organizational theory that emerged from this study, the human relations
school, emphasizes the importance of manager-employee relationships in ensuring
productivity (Baba 2009; Jordan 2003). Yet, the popularity of the human relations
school exemplifies a disconnect between organization studies and the general field of
anthropology. While the discipline was exploring new theoretical perspectives,
anthropologists studying organizations remained committed to the human relations
school, which is rooted in a functionalist belief that characteristics of an organization
serve a function, otherwise they would not be present (Jordan 2003:13). During this
period, organizational anthropologists were hired by companies to use the theories and
techniques of anthropology to understand worker-management relations and to
analyze problems within the organization (Baba 2005; Jordan 2003).

While the discipline as a whole flourished during the period between 1960 and
1980, anthropological practice in or for business organizations almost completely
ceased (Baba 2005; Jordan 2003). For example, Marxist theories were of particular
interest to anthropologists throughout the 1960s and 1970s, yet despite the logical
connection, these theories were not incorporated into the anthropology of work and
organizations until later. Jordan (2008:13) points to ethical questions as the reason for
the decrease in activity, which stemmed from a concern about the possibility of
engagement by anthropologists in secret research for the U.S. government. Although

research conducted in corporations is distinct from that which might be conducted in
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conjunction with secretive government operations, the discipline’s code of ethics
served to halt developments in business anthropology for two decades.

During this period ethnographic investigation was focused elsewhere;
however, by the 1980s, anthropological interest in organizational culture had returned,
particularly in conjunction with the emergence of globalization (Hamada 1989).
Finally anthropologists had the opportunity to apply the theoretical frameworks
developed during the previous 20 years to the study of business. Although there was a
delay in their ability to do so, Schwartzman (1993:2) argues that anthropologists are
well positioned to explore what she describes as “the processes of organizational life
and incorporation that have become so familiar to us that we do not seem to see them.”
For Shumar (2004), the engagement of anthropologists with institutions is not just
desirable, it is crucial because the theories and methods used by anthropologists can
benefit the study of organizational behavior. These perspectives on the importance of
anthropological engagement with organizations along with the paucity of work by
anthropologists about higher education have spurred my own interest in featuring an

academic organization as the site of this research.

Organizational Culture

Another topic of interest to anthropologists, sociologists, and scholars of
business and management is “culture.” As previously indicated, the contributions to
the study of work and organizations are diverse and theories of culture are only one

component; however, the frequency with which the term is used in organizational
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literature indicates that it is an important aspect to consider more fully. According to
Jordan, culture became a popular term in the 1980s (2003:16), while the term
organizational culture gained popularity in the late 1990s (2008:3). Despite its
popularity as a concept, Martin (2002) notes that there is not one common
understanding of culture and while the numerous ways that culture is defined
generally share the same components, there is considerable variety to the approaches
used in the study culture. Given that modern organization theory is not unified, it is
useful to consider some of the perspectives applied to an understanding of culture.

First, it is important to note that approaching organizations from a cultural
perspective is different from approaches that view individual workers as parts of a
machine (Hamada 1989). That is not to say that culture does not exist in mechanical
models of organizations; rather, it is not explicitly a consideration of scholars with an
interest in the management of parts over the interactions of people. The cultural
approach focuses on social relationships, including conflict, as well as on the
motivations and values of individuals within the organization. From this perspective,
individuals are seen as creating organizational culture, not simply reacting to their
environment (Hamada 1989).

In her work, Baba (1989) is careful to distinguish between societies and
organizations. She argues that organizations are not simply small societies and that the
socialization of individuals within an organization is different from the enculturation
that takes place from birth for members of a society. Further, some anthropologists

consider work on organizational culture to be an inappropriate application of the
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concept in a way that is “inaccurate and dilutes its value” (Jordan 2008:9). For Baba
(1989), while the cultural phenomena that occur in an organizational context may bear
some similarities, the scope and duration is not the same as the expression of culture in
a broader context. In fact, individuals enter organizations already possessing “multiple
social and cultural identities” that impact their interaction with organizational culture
(Baba 1989:7). She suggests that the extension of theories of culture to organizations
can be valuable and that organizational culture can be seen to influence the formation
of relationships, the establishment of networks, and the sharing of knowledge.
Nevertheless, Baba (1989) concludes that organizations cannot be understood as
societies “writ small” and that it is important to recognize the unique and complex
expressions of culture within each context.

Although anthropologists do not agree on a single definition of culture, there
are general components that differ from the definitions applied by scholars of business
and management. Jordan defines culture as “an integrated system of shared ideas
(thoughts, ideas, attitudes), behaviors (actions), and material artifacts (objects) that
characterize a group” (2003:2). She further describes the ways in which culture is
transmitted in organizations through such means as formal training programs and the
informal sharing of stories among employees. Both of these methods are evident in the
following chapters as ways in which the culture of the university is defined and
disseminated. The sociological approach to such issues tends to focus more on an
analysis of social structures and the ways they influence the transmission of an

organizational values and expectations (Kuh and Whitt 1988).
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Together these disciplines provide the framework used throughout this
research for understanding the layered components that shape the nature and
experience of workers in organizations. | use these complex conceptualizations of
culture in organizations to guide my inquiry and analysis of the university as both an
integrated system and a complex social structure. It is also import to recognize,
however, that the workplace is not homogeneous and workers within the same
organization do not necessarily have the same set of experiences. For that reason, it is

also necessary to consider other factors that are evident within organizations.

Workplace Segregation and the Division of Labor

A discussion of segregation in the workplace and an understanding of the
approaches used in the study of power and inequality provide insight into the methods
and theories of a variety of disciplines. The division of labor, defined generally as the
ordering of tasks, and workplace segregation, defined as the observable phenomenon
of the segmentation and concentration of workers in different areas, are important
components of organizational order. In fact, the sex segregation of work and
occupations can be understood as stemming from the same stereotypes that serve as
the foundation for the sexual division of labor (O’ Brien 2009:353).

Historically, the biological discourse about sex has served as justification for
the separation of work between males and females. Despite the theoretical shifts away
from biological imperatives toward social constructions that have revealed such

divisions as arbitrary, segregation on the basis of sex persists in the workplace. One
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possible explanation for the maintenance of sex-ordered job segregation is the role of
men in not only asserting dominance over the labor of women, but in opposing the
inclusion of women in certain jobs through individual acts of harassment and
collective resistance (Hartmann 1976; Reskin and Roos 1990).

A second explanation for the composition of occupations is the job queue
theory proposed by Reskin and Roos (1990), which considers both rankings
established by employers with regard to workers and the processes used by workers to
rank jobs. In each instance, the desire is to select from as high in the queue as possible
so that employers want to hire the best workers, and workers want to accept the best
available jobs. These queues operate as “gender queues” when employers rely on
stereotypes, preferences, and bias to select men over women (Reskin and Roos
1990:38).

Another consideration in the perpetuation of segregation is the way in which
jobs are often conceptualized. For example, many careers are designed with the
expectation that the employee will continuously progress in the same organization
over a lifetime (Lorber 1994). Hochschild (1975) describes this as the “clockwork” by
which workers must order the timeline of their career. Yet these expectations are
devised for an “abstract, bodiless worker” based on a universal concept that does not
account for the material conditions of actual individuals (Acker 1990:151). In fact, the
model for promotion and tenure in universities within the United States has been
criticized for perpetuating an employment structure that is unrealistic for the modern

worker. As Mason and Goulden argue (2004), the present model was instituted at a
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time when academic men were supported in their career pursuits by wives who took
responsibility for household duties and child-rearing responsibilities. Whatever the
cause, segregation is a “fundamental process in social inequality” (Reskin 1993:241),
and it is observable across workplaces.

Divisions of labor, or the separation of particular roles and tasks, have been of
ongoing interest to scholars in a variety of fields. Philosophers, economists, and
notably Marx with his interest in distinctions between those who perform and those
who control labor, have all considered various models and motivations for the
separation of work. Beyond an ordering of who does what work, divisions of labor are
imbued with values and have served to perpetuate other biological and social
divisions.

First, it is important to note the use of the terminology the “sexual division of
labor.” Feminist scholars from a variety of disciplines have challenged the conflation
of biological sex with social gender and have made a shift to discussions of the
“gender division of labor” (Barfield 1997). This is more than simply a semantic
preference and, in fact, has been a valuable approach to countering the notion that
divisions of labor, distinctions between production and reproduction, and separations
between public and private reference fixed biological realities. Nevertheless, use of the
“sexual division of labor” is valuable to encompass the original conception of male
and female distinctions, and the contemporary understanding of divisions based on

gender. Similarly, “men” and “women” are used here to reflect a commonsense



25

understanding of the complex ways in which biological and cultural factors are
juxtaposed in the creation of these identities.

According to Bourdieu, the sexual division of labor is similar to any other
dualistic pairing, that is, “natural, to the point of being inevitable” (2001:8). He
suggests that divisions stem from oppositions between male and female, and are thus
founded in biology and sustained and reproduced by the actions of individuals. In fact,
the body becomes a point of reference for the division of labor through the habits of
the body, or the bodily hexis (Bourdieu 2001:30). That is, divisions are learned and
solidified through the enactment of embodied dispositions. According to Luthar and
Sadl (2008), they are also perpetuated by the contributions of those who are in the
dominated position via their socially constructed dispositions. This sexual division of
labor is further legitimated through not only the separation of production and
reproduction, but also the widespread subordination of reproductive activities to those
of production (Bourdieu 2001:97).

Brown (1970) also suggests that such a sexual division of labor is universal
though it is not due to physiological or psychological reasons. She notes that around
the world the rearing of children is primarily the responsibility of women and she
argues that across societies “the economic role of women is to be maximized” (Brown
1970:1075). Thus, the contributions of women to subsistence activities must be
considered in the context of their responsibilities for child care. While some societies

support caretaking arrangements that allow women to balance their economic pursuits
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with their care duties, the fact that this is not the case universally has shaped the
subsistence activities in which women are able to engage.

Conversely, Slocum (1975) offers a critique of the assumption that child-
rearing obligations necessitate the relegation of women to tasks that can be sedentary
and intermittent, such as gathering vegetation. She reframes the understanding of the
sexual division of labor by noting the male bias in traditional anthropological theories.
At the time of her publication, human evolution was assumed to be predicated on
hunting conducted by men and complementary gathering activities conducted by
women. Slocum’s (1975) criticism highlights how biased interpretations and language
use skew the understanding of the sexual division of labor, and obscure the range of
tasks in which both men and women engage.

Despite the reanalysis of predominate theoretical beliefs, there does not appear
to be consensus about divisions of labor on the basis of distinctions between sexes.
Nevertheless, one of the consequences of a sexual division is that it that perpetuates
the association of women with reproductive labor. First, Lamphere is careful to note
that “production” is not intended to be synonymous with “workplace,” nor is
“reproduction” directly equated with “family” and child-rearing (1986:119). Keeping
in mind this complexity, it can be observed that as the contributions of women were
rendered invisible within the context of industrialization for not resulting in monetary
compensation, so too were women themselves omitted from analyses of productivity.
Unpaid work came to be viewed as not “real” work and a woman who worked in the

home was “just a housewife” and her work “just housework” (Hochschild 1989:245).
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In fact, this view was codified by the U.S. Census Bureau’s introduction of the term
housekeeper to distinguish between a paid position and the non-reportable occupation,
“keeping house” (Cohen 2004:242).

This pervasive belief is particularly important in understanding the result of the
dramatic increase in the number of women in the paid sector by the 1980s. It is during
this time that Hochschild (1989) introduces the term the second shift as a way to
describe the persistence of the household burden women face in addition to their labor
force participation. That is, because “keeping house” is not viewed as work, the time
devoted to it is not included in the tally of hours that get counted as “work.”
Hochschild describes this as a “stalled revolution” (1989:12), where neither men nor
workplaces have changed to adapt to the changes in women. To be clear, she is
primarily focused on white, middle-class women in the United States; however, to say
that Hochschild’s analysis fails to address certain demographic segments is not to
discount the importance of the phenomenon she observes.

Anthropologists, sociologists, and scholars in a variety of other fields continue
to attempt to understand both the origins and persistence of the division of labor on the
basis of distinctions between sexes. Part of the debate is whether such divisions have
any biological basis, but what is clear is that a sexual division of labor has social
implications that extend to academic organizations. This becomes particularly evident
in Chapter Three through a discussion of what is valued and rewarded in the
university. The belief that the work of women is not valuable, either economically or

socially persists. Though the division itself may be arbitrary, the consequences of
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allocating tasks in such a way that certain work, and therefore the person who

performs it, are viewed as less valuable is real.

Academic Organizations

In order to understand contemporary American institutions of higher
education, it is helpful to look to their European heritage. According to Lewis, the
English influence on American universities can be seen not only in their organization,
but also their curriculum with an emphasis on producing well-rounded, “cultivated
gentlemen” (1975:2). Early American universities were also closely connected to
Christianity, with many professors trained in theology and many graduates entering
the ministry. Yet, Lewis (1975) notes that the weakening of ties with England
simultaneously lessened the effect of religion and European influence on American
university life. What remained was an interest in the attainment and advancement of
knowledge and the pursuit of the liberal arts by professors and students. In fact,
students interested in studying science received less scrutiny and were subject to lower
standards in the admissions process (Lewis 1975:4).

By the late nineteenth century the laboratory gained favor over the classroom
and the solitary pursuit of knowledge gained preference to engagement with students;
the individual scholar engaged in “the dispassionate search for truth” became the
hallmark of the American university (Lewis 1975:184). Though this change was
significant within the context of higher education, universities remained distinct from

other institutions in modern society in the security provided through tenure and the
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autonomy afforded to faculty. Further, Veblen argues that the university holds the
unique positions as “the only accepted institution of the modern culture” with the
primary, unquestioned responsibility of the pursuits of knowledge (1989:15).

In addition to valuing the pursuit of knowledge over profits, universities are
distinct in their arrangement of labor. According to Clark (1983), academics are more
closely aligned with their discipline than with the institution in which they are
working. Thus, while institutions have some ability to shape the working lives of
academics, the university is more akin to a collection of “heavily fragmented”
individuals from diverse professions (Clark 1983:36). The result is an institution that
is very different from the strongly interdependent model of bureaucratic organizations.
Additionally, operational control in universities has historically been distributed
among department chairs, rather than held by a single authority, with faculty retaining
considerable autonomy over the content and organization of their labor (Clark
1983:46). In fact, Shumar suggests that in their desire to see higher education as
distinct faculty often wan to deny “the fact that they are workers” (2004:28).
Academics are engaged in scientific inquiry and the quest for knowledge, or what has
describes as “the work of intellectual enterprise” (Veblen 1989:16). This is more than
an organizational model, it is an ideological justification, and one that is not designed
for efficiency, productivity, or profit; rather, it is intended to uphold academic

freedom, one of the most strongly-held principles of American universities.
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Changing Universities

During their early development, universities in the United States received
support first from religious organizations, and later from private businesses; however,
the relationship between business and higher education was not the same as the
organization of universities as bureaucracies. Lewis (1975) cites the post-World War
Il engagement with bureaucratic government organizations as the point at which
universities started to become bureaucracies. He expressed skepticism, however, that
the emerging bureaucratic tendencies he was witnessing in the early 1970s would
persist believing instead that American universities would return to their academic
pursuits (Lewis 1975:199). Yet, universities have adopted the structural characteristics
that were intended to ensure efficiency and productivity, and continue to experience
the “self-defeating consequence