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of tips plus 42.13 an hour falls below the minimum wage, or $5.15 an hour, the employer is re
quired to make up the difference. This fact was not mentioned by managers or otherwise pulb
licized at either of the restaurants where I worked.
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kinds of jobs differ by gender. About two-thirds of multiple jobholders work one job full-time
and the other part-time. Only a heroic minority—4 percent of men and 2 percent of women
work two full-time jobs simultaneously. (From John F. Stinson Jr., “New Data on Multiple Job

holding Available from the CPS,” in the Monthly Labor Review, March 1997.)
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GENDER AS STRUCTURE
BARBARA RISMAN
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gendered distribution of resources and rewards to see
women have a higher social status. Objective indices of gender inequality in

clude income, educational attainment, wealth, occupational status, mortality
rates, and access to social institutions. In the selection that follows, Barbara
Risman, a professor of sociology at the University of Illinois, Chicago, exam
ines four theories that atterpt to explain why gender stratification exists.
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here are three distinet theoretfcal traditions that help us to understand sex
_and gender, and a fourth s now takdng shape, The first tradition focuses
Von gendered selves, whetlier sox ditferences are

origin. The second tradition @, focuses on how the social structure (as opposed
to biology or individual learning) creates gendered behavior, The third tradition
i )- emphasizes contextual issues and how doing gender re-creates inequality
éfurmg interaction. Thg@ourth, multilevel approach treats gender itself as built
in to social life via socia ization, interaction, and institutional organization. This
new perspective integrates the previous ones; it is formed on the assumption

that each viewpoint sheds different light on the same question. . . .

biological or social in

Gendered Selves

There are numerous theoretical perspectives within this tradition, but all
share the assumption that maleness and femaleness are, or become, properties
of individuals. . . . Research questions in this tradition focus on the develop-
ment of sex differences and their relative importance for behavior. . . .

Sociobiologists have argued that such behaviors as male aggressiveness
and female nurturance result from natural selection. Biosociologists
stress the infant care skills in which females appear to excel. Their perspec-
tive has been criticized for its ethnocentrism and its selective use of biologi-
cal species as evidence. . . .

More recent biosocial theories have posited complex interactions between
environment and biological predispositions, with attention to explaining in-
trasex differences. This new version of biosociology may eventually help to
identify the biological parameters that, in interaction with environmental
stimuli, affect human behavior. . . .

Sex-role theory suggests that early childhood socialization is an influen-
tial determinant of later behavior, and research has focused on how societies
create feminine women and masculine men. There is an impressive vari ety of
sex-role explanations for gender-differentiated behavior in families. Perha ps
the most commonly accepted explanation is reinforcement theory (e.g.,
Bandura and Walters 1963; Mischel 1966; and Weitzman 1979). Reinforce-
ment theory suggests, for example, that girls develop nurturant personalities
because they are given praise and attention for their interest in dolls and

babies, and that boys develop competitive selves because they are positively
reinforced for winning, whether at checkers or football. Although much lif
erature suggests that the socialization experiences of boys and girls continue
to differ dramatically, it is clearly the case that most girls raised in the 1990y
have received ambiguous gender socialization: they have been taught to de
sire domesticity (dolls remain a popular toy for girls), as well as to purste
careers. For generations, African Ameorican pivls have |

both motherhood and paid work (Colling 199(0))

Nancy Chodorow’s (1978, 1989)
approach has also been influentinl, |

wen socialized for

feminist puychoanalytic analysis
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Chodorow develoy s an object-relations puychomnaly perspective to explain
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regardloss of sex - with similar advantages. These social network variables
could explain succens at work far better than could assumptions of mascu
line versus feminine work styles, Women were less often successful because
(they were more often blocked from network advantages, not because they
feared success or had never developed competitive strategies. Men who
lacked such opportunities did not advance, and they behaved with stereo-
lypical feminine work styles. Kanter argued persuasively that structural sys-
lem properties better explain sex differences in workplace behavior than
does sex-role socialization. . . .

The application of a structural perspective to gender within personal re-
lationships has been less frequent. . . . In a series of studies (Risman 1986,
1987, 1988), I tested whether apparent sex differences in parenting styles are
better attributed to sex-role socialization or to the structural contingencies of
adult life. The question I asked was “Can men mother?” The answer is yes,
but only if they do not have women to do it for them. The lack of sex-role
socialization for nurturance did not inhibit the development of male mother-
ing when structural contingencies demanded it. This is an important part of
the story, but not all of it. . . .

While applications of structural perspectives both to workplaces and to
intimate relationships have furthered the sociological understanding of gen-
der, there is a fundamental flaw in the logic of these arguments. . . .

Several studies (Williams 1992; Yoder 1991; Zimmer 1988) found that

Kanter’s hypotheses about the explanatory power of social structural variables
such as relative numbers, access to mentors, and upward mobility are not, in
fact, gender neutral. That is, Kanter’s hypotheses are supported empirically
only when societally devalued groups enter traditionally white male work en-
vironments. When white males enter traditionally female work environments,
they do not hit the glass ceiling, they ride glass elevators. Reskin (1988) has
suggested that we have so accepted these “structural” arguments that we
sometimes forget that sexism itself stratifies our labor force. Evidence similarly
points to continued existence of gendered behavior in family settings. Hertz re-
ported that in her 1986 study of couples in which husbands and wives held
equivalent, high-status corporate jobs and brought similar resources to their
marriages, the wives continued to shoulder more responsibility for family
work (even if that means hiring and supervising help). Despite the importance
of structural variables in explaining behavior in families, the sex category itself
remains a powerful predictor of who does what kind of family work (Brines
1994; South and Spitz 1994). Gender stratification remains even when other
structural aspects of work or of family life are divorced from sex category. The
interactionist theory discussed below helps us to understand why.

Doing Gender X

This approach to gender was best articulated by West and Zimmerman in
their 1987 article “Diaing Cender” . West and Zimmerman suggest that
once a person b labeled o member of o sex category, she or he is morally



accountable for behaving as persons in that eategory do. That is, the person
I8 expected to “do gender”; the ease of {ntera: Hon depends on i, One of the
groundbreaking aspects in this argument in (hat doing pender implies
legitimating inequality. The authors suggest that, by l‘l‘lilll.“'()ll/ what is fe-
male in a patriarchal society is devalued. Within this theoretical frame-
work, the very belief that biological males and females are essentially
different (apart from their reproductive capabilities) exists (o justify male
dominance. : |

The tradition of doing gender has been well accepted in feminist sociol-
ogy (West and Zimmerman’s article was cited in journals more than one
hundred times by 1995). West and Zimmerman articulated an insight whose
time had come—that gender is not what we are but something that we d;).
Psychologists Deaux and Major (1990) . . . argue that interactional contexts
take priority over individual traits and personality differences; others’
expectations create the self-fulfilling prophecies that lead al of us to do
gengigr. -+ - They suggest that actual behavior depends on the interaction of
participants’ self-definitions, the expectations of others, and the cultura]
expectations attached to the context itself. I agree. The weakness in the
f:lomg—gender approach is that it undertheorizes the pervasiveness of gender
Inequality in organizations and gendered identities.

Although gender is always present in our interaction, it is not present
only in interaction. We must have a theoretical link from material consiraints
to what we do now, to who we think we are, [ suggest that the doing-gender
perspective is incomplete because it slights the institutional level of aralysis
and the links among institutional gender stratification, situational expecta-
tions, and gendered selves.

West and Fenstermaker (1995) have extended the argument from doing
gender to “doing difference.” They suggest that just as we create inequality
when we create gender during interaction, so we create race and class in-
equalities when we interact in daily life. Race does not generally holl the
biologically based assumption of dichotomy (as sex category does), jet inv
American society we constantly use race categories to guide our interactonal
encounters. This extension of theoretical ideas from gender to the analysis of
Inequalities is perhaps the most important direction gender theorizing has
taken in the past decade. . . . e

Gender as Social Structure

The sex-differences literature, the doing-gender contextual analyses, andthe
structural perspectives are not necessarily incompaltible, Allhmiph l, as vell
as others, have portrayed them as alternatives (e, Bpstein |1<)HH,' Feree
1990; Kanter 1977; Risman 1987; Risman and Schwartz 1989), My ,\'ivv of

gender as a social structure incorporates cach level of analyuis
‘Lorber (1994) argues that gender is an entity in and ol itself thates
tablishes patterns of expectations for individunls, orders no lal proceses

oteveryday life, and is built into all ofher majorsoctal organizations of sociidy
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She goes further, however, (o argue that gender difference is primarily
ameans Lo Justity sexual stratification. Gender is so ubiquitous because un
less we see difference, we cannol justify inequality. Lorber provides much
cross-cultural, literary, and scientific evidence to show thal gender difference
s socially constructed and yet is universally used to justify stratification,
She writes that “the continuing purpose of gender as a modern social i

slitution is to construct women as a group to be subordinate to men as o

proup” (p. 33).

I build on this notion that gender is an entity in and of itself and has con
sequences at every level of analysis. And I share the concern that the very
creation of difference is the foundation on which inequality rests. In my view,
itis most useful to conceptualize gender as a structure that has CoNsequUences
for every aspect of society. . . .

Gender itself must be considered a structural property of society. It is not
manifested just in our personalities, our cultural rules, or other institutions,
Giender is deeply embedded as a basis for stratification, differentiating op
portunities and constraints. This differentiation has consequences on three
levels: (1) at the individual level, for the development of gendered sclves;
(2) at the interactional level, for men and women face different ex pectations
cven when they fill the identical structural position; and (3) at the institu

tional level, for rarely will women and men be given identical positions. Dif
lerentiation at the institutional level is based on explicit regulations or laws
regarding resource distribution, whether resources be defined as access Lo
Opportunities or actual material goods. (See Figure 27.1 for a schematic sum
mary of the argument thus far.)

While the gender structure clearly affects selves, cultural rules, and insti
lutions, far too much explanatory power is presumed to rest in the motiva
tion of gendered selves. We live in a very individualistic society that teaches
us to make our own choices and take responsibility for our own actions,
What this has meant for theories about gender is that a tremendous amoun|
of energy is spent on trying to understand why women and men “choose” (o
devote their life energies to such different enterprises. The distinctl y 0o
logical contribution to the explanation hasn’t had enough attention: ever

Gender as Structure l
Institutional
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occupations by their families. The expectations we face during ongoing,
iteraction often push us to behave as others want us to (IHeiss 1981).

Cultural images within marriage also make gendered action possible.
[ lusbands are not free to work long hours in order to climb the career ladder
0 increase income unless they are superordinate partners in a system in
which wives provide them the “leisure” (i.e., freedom from responsibility
(01 self-care or family care) to do so. Some married women may leave jobs
(hey dislike because the position of domestic wife is open to them. A hus-
Land and father unable to keep a job has few other options for gaining self-
enteem and identity.

Individuals often act in a structurally patterned fashion, without much
(hought. Routine is taken for granted even when the action re-creates the
inequitable social structure. A woman may choose to change her name upon
marriage simply because it seems easier. (Some women may not even know
{ley are making a choice, as name change is so routine in their social circle.)
yol by changing her name a woman implicitly supports and re-creates a re-
(loctive definition of wifehood. She does gender. Similarly, when a woman
Ausents to her children carrying her husband’s surname (even when she her-
Lolf has retained her own), she is re-creating a patrilineal system by which
{amily identity is traced primarily through the male line. In both these ex-
aimnples, a couple’s intention may be to create anuclear family identity and to
wwold (he awkwardness of hyphenated names for children. Whatever the

nlention, the structure has constrained the possible choices available to
(e, Their purposive actions may provide them with both the desired con-
“wuences (one family name) and the unintended consequence of re-creating

1 pender structure based on reflective female identity and patrilineal family

Fnes,
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