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 GENDER, RACE, AND
 THE SHADOW STRUCTURE

 A Study of Informal Networks and
 Inequality in a Work Organization

 GAIL M. McGUIRE

 Indiana University at South Bend

 In this article, I analyze survey data from more than 1,000financial services employees to understand
 how gender inequality manifests itself in employees' informal networks. Ifound that even when Black
 and white women had jobs in which they controlled organizational resources and had ties to powerful
 employees, they received less work-related helpfrom their network members than did white men. Draw-

 ing on status characteristics theory, I explain that network members were less likely to invest in women

 than in white men because of cultural beliefs that rank women below that of white men. While past
 research has documented how employers use gender to rank workers and distribute rewards unequally,
 my research indicates that workers use gender to categorize and rank their network members as well.

 Somewhere behind the formal organization chart at Indsco was another, shadow
 structure in which dramas of power were played out.

 -Kanter (1977, 164)

 When I first read Rosabeth Moss Kanter's (1977) Men and Women of the Corpo-
 ration, I was drawn to her description of the shadow structure in corporations,
 where employees built alliances, traded organizational resources, and managed
 their reputations. This informal side of organizational life is also the place, I argue,
 where unspoken rules of interaction make gender inequality possible and highly
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 resistant to change. It is the goal of this article to understand how gender inequality
 is achieved in the shadows of formal organizational life.

 Sociologists have begun to understand the shadow structure in work organiza-
 tions by examining informal networks, or the web of relationships in which people
 exchange resources and services (Cook 1982; Scott 1991; Wellman 1983). Infor-
 mal networks differ from formal networks in that their membership is voluntary and

 in that they help workers achieve work-related, personal, and social goals through
 unofficial channels (Ibarra 1993). Network scholars describe informal networks as
 social resources because they direct the flow of information and power in work
 organizations, in part by helping workers circumvent formal procedures (Camp-
 bell, Marsden, and Hurlbert 1986; Lin, Ensel, and Vaughn 1981). For instance,
 informal networks help workers to obtain jobs, to advance up the corporate ladder,
 to gain skills, and to acquire legitimacy (Bridges and Villemez 1986; Burt 1992;
 Campbell and Rosenfeld 1985; Grieco 1996; Podolny and Baron 1997).

 The benefits of having informal networks are not the same for women and men
 workers, however (Aldrich 1989; Ibarra 1993; Smith-Lovin and McPherson 1993).
 Women are less likely than men to have high-status network members and to have
 diverse networks (Brass 1985; Campbell 1988; Ibarra 1992; McGuire 2000; Moore
 1992; Scott 1996). Having a network composed of diverse and powerful members
 is critical for employees' acquisition of resources and power in work organizations
 (Brass 1985; Higginbotham and Weber 1999; Jackall 1988; Kanter 1977; Lin,
 Ensel, and Vaughn 1981). Women are also less likely than men to be central in
 work-based networks, which limits their access to network members' resources
 (Ibarra 1992).

 While the studies reviewed above suggest that informal networks are gendered,
 several gaps in this research prevent an understanding of the causes of gender dif-
 ferences in informal networks. First, it is unclear how differences in men's and

 women's formal organizational positions versus informal discrimination by net-
 work members contribute to gender differences in informal networks. Much
 research indicates that structural differences between men and women explain gen-
 der differences in informal networks (Ibarra 1993; Kanter 1977; McGuire 2000;
 Moore 1992; Renzulli, Aldrich, and Moody 2000; South et al. 1982, 1987). These
 studies suggest that if men and women occupied the same jobs and organizational
 positions, their networks would be similar. Other researchers, in contrast, assert
 that women's networks are less resourceful than men's networks because network

 members use discriminatory criteria for establishing membership and distributing
 resources. Specifically, they claim that women obtain fewer network payoffs than
 men do for their organizational characteristics and are excluded from resourceful
 networks (Ibarra 1992; Miller, Lincoln, and Olson 1981; Ohlott, Ruderman, and
 McCauley 1994; Scott 1996). This research suggests that women's networks are
 less beneficial than men's networks even when women and men hold the same posi-
 tions in work organizations.
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 A second limitation of the research on gender differences in work-related net-
 works is that few studies have examined how gender and race operate in unison to
 affect workers' networks (but see Miller, Lincoln, and Olson 1981). This gap con-
 ceals how the experiences of white women and women of color may differ in the
 workplace and reinforces the erroneous conclusion that gender and race inequality
 are mutually exclusive systems.

 My research addresses these gaps by examining gender differences in the
 amount of work-related help that employees receive from their intraorganizational
 network members. Drawing on structural and social psychological perspectives, I
 explain why women tend to receive less work-related help than men do from their
 network members. While workers obtain a range of benefits from their informal ties

 (e.g., social support, emotional support, guidance on role expectations), I focus on
 job and career-related help. A majority of employees'job training and career devel-
 opment come from informal instruction, making instrumental help from network
 members critical for workers' advancement and success (Grieco 1996; U.S. Bureau
 of Labor Statistics 1996). A separate paper will examine gender differences in the
 socioemotional help that workers receive from their network members.

 This study furthers our understanding of the connections between gender, infor-
 mal networks, and inequality in a number of ways. Because I collected data on the
 personal, job, and network characteristics of men and women workers, my study
 disentangles the effects of workers' gender from their structural positions on their
 informal networks. This type of analysis is necessary to distinguish the formal,
 structural barriers that women face in the workplace from the informal, inter-
 actional ones they experience. I also compare the networks of white women, Black
 women, white men, and Black men, which most studies have been unable to do
 because of insufficient data on African Americans. This race-gender analysis is
 important for understanding how women's experience of gender varies in the work-
 place as well as the interconnectedness of gender and race inequality in work orga-
 nizations (Schwalbe et al. 2000).

 THEORETICAL PERSPECTIVES ON

 GENDER, INEQUALITY, AND NETWORKS

 Network Theory

 The main perspective that scholars have used to explain network differences is
 network theory, a hybrid of structural and social exchange theories. According to
 this theory, workers' structural location affects their attractiveness as network
 members, their power over network members, their access to network members,
 and their time to interact with others, all of which should affect the amount of help
 they receive from their network members (Campbell, Marsden, and Hurlbert 1986;
 Feld 1981; Ibarra, 1993; Marsden 1990; Wellman and Wortley 1990). For instance,
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 the structure of most corporations limits contact between low-status and high-
 status employees (Kanter 1977; McGuire 2000; Pierce 1995). Consequently, occu-
 pying a position with high organizational rank should increase an employee's
 access to corporate resources via her or his structural availability to powerful
 employees. Holding high-ranking positions also provides employees with credibil-
 ity and status, which enhances their influence over network members, helping them
 to get what they want (Kanter 1977). Workers' structural location also affects oth-
 ers' desire to help them by influencing workers' ability to reciprocate. Workers who
 have limited resources with which to trade are likely to be seen by others as undesir-
 able network members (Blau 1964; Cook 1982).'

 The composition of employees' networks should also determine the amount of
 informal help they receive. For instance, high-status employees have greater access
 to, and control over, corporate resources than do low-status employees (Lin and
 Dumin 1986). Consequently, high-status network members can facilitate employ-
 ees' mobility, advocate for employees in controversial situations, and help employ-
 ees bypass the corporate hierarchy (Brass 1985; DeGraaf and Flap 1988; Lin,
 Ensel, and Vaughn 1981). The composition of strong versus weak ties in a network
 may also influence the amount of work-related help employees receive. Strong ties
 are characterized by high intimacy and frequent contact, while weak ties are char-
 acterized by low intimacy and infrequent contact (Granovetter 1973). Research
 highlights the exchange of novel information by weak ties and the exchange of
 detailed information by strong ties (Granovetter 1973; Uzzi 1997). Strong ties are
 also highly motivated to help each other, particularly in uncertain or stressful situa-
 tions, because of their intimacy and trust (Aldrich, Elam, and Reese 1997; Grano-
 vetter 1995; Krackhardt 1992; Uzzi 1997).

 Network theory suggests that the effect of employees' gender on the amount of
 help they receive from their network members is indirect through structural factors,

 including employees' job characteristics and the composition of employees' net-
 works. In other words, women receive fewer instrumental benefits than men do

 from their informal networks because of the positions they occupy, not simply
 because of their gender, according to this theory. For instance, the gender segrega-
 tion of occupations, jobs, and voluntary organizations encourages workers to inter-
 act primarily with members of their own gender (Bielby and Baron 1986; King
 1992; McPherson and Smith-Lovin 1986; Popielarz 1999). As a result, workers'
 networks tend to be segregated by gender (Brass 1985; Ibarra 1992; Leicht and
 Marx 1997; McGuire 2000; Scott 1996). Because women tend to occupy positions
 with lower organizational rank and authority than men, their network members tend
 to have less status and power than men's network members (Aldrich 1989; Ibarra
 1993; McGuire and Reskin 1993). Consequently, women should receive fewer
 instrumental benefits than men do from their network members (McGuire 1999).2

 Hypothesis 1: Structural (i.e., job and network) differences between women and men will
 explain any gender differences in instrumental help from network members.
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 Status Characteristics Theory

 Status characteristics theory suggests that network members take each other's
 gender into account regardless of their structural positions. One of the ways that
 workers make sense of each other is by categorizing each other according to their
 gender (Reskin 2000; Ridgeway 1997). These categorizations are based on polar-
 ized, stereotypical notions about men and women that draw boundaries, and define
 relations, between women and men (Tilly 1998). According to status characteris-
 tics theory, workers also evaluate each other based on the resources their gender is
 assumed to have-the more resources a group is assumed to possess, the more com-
 petent its members are assumed to be (Ridgeway 1991, 1997; Thye 2000). Because
 women tend to hold positions with lower rank and less control over resources than
 men do, workers assume that women are less competent than men (Martin 1985;
 Ridgeway 1997; Ridgeway et al. 1998). Scholars refer to these generalizations
 about group members' worth as status value beliefs.

 Status characteristics theory suggests two ways in which gender could affect
 how much instrumental help workers receive from their network members. First,
 gender could have a direct effect on network help, meaning that women could
 receive less help from their network members than men do even when they occupy
 equivalent organizational positions. In other words, network members may give
 men more resources than they give women simply because they are men. Second,
 employees' gender may interact with structural opportunities. While all workers
 may benefit from occupying strategic organizational positions, men may receive
 higher network payoffs from such structural opportunities than women do.

 Hypothesis 2: Women will obtain less instrumental help from their informal network
 members than men will, net of their structural (i.e., job and network) opportunities.

 Hypothesis 3: Women will receive fewer network payoffs, in the form of instrumental
 help from network members, than men will for their structural (i.e., job and network)

 opportunities.

 In addition to the hypotheses suggested by network theory and status character-
 istics theory, I examine whether white and Black women receive different amounts
 of instrumental help from their network members. Neither network theory nor sta-

 tus characteristics theory offers predictions regarding the interaction between gen-
 der and race. While research suggests that white and Black women differ with
 regard to the formal rewards they receive at work, little research has compared how
 they fare in obtaining informal work rewards.

 DATA AND METHOD

 This study is based on survey data from workers employed by a large financial
 services corporation, which I refer to as U.S. Finance, a pseudonym. When I
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 collected the data, U.S. Finance employed more than 20,000 individuals, had
 annual revenues of more than $30 billion, and ranked in the top ten among those
 companies that provided similar services (Hillstrom and Ruby 1994). Among the
 approximately 6,000 employees at the home office, 59 percent were women and 15
 percent were people of color (48 percent were white women, 37 percent were white
 men, 11 percent were women of color, and 4 percent were men of color). Profes-
 sionals, clericals, managers, and technicians were overrepresented, while service
 workers, craft workers, salespeople, operatives, and laborers were under-
 represented at U.S. Finance.3

 My relationship with U.S. Finance began in the mid-1990s, when I interviewed
 several of its employees for a qualitative study on mentoring in the workplace
 (McGuire 1994). One of my interviewees, a manager in human resources, sug-
 gested that I apply for a research position in his department. I subsequently worked
 for U.S. Finance as a research consultant for a year and a half. I conducted several
 qualitative studies on mentoring and networks during my employment at the com-
 pany, which I draw on in this article to illustrate my quantitative findings.

 To obtain data on employees' informal networks, I mailed surveys to a stratified
 random sample of 1,756 full-time employees at U.S. Finance's home office. I
 excluded contract workers, part-time employees, independent sales agents, and
 subsidiary employees from the sample. I oversampled people of color so that I
 could conduct statistical analyses using employees' race (for additional details, see
 McGuire 2000). My final response rate was 65 percent, or 1,150 respondents.
 Thirty-one percent of the final sample were white women, 30 percent were white
 men, 26 percent were women of color, and 13 percent were men of color. More gen-
 erally, 57 percent of the sample were women, and 39 percent were people of color.4

 To capture workers' informal networks, I asked respondents to think of employ-
 ees at U.S. Finance who had made an effort to give them job, career, or personal
 help. I encouraged respondents to think of people with whom they worked, with
 whom they did not work, with whom they interacted frequently, and with whom
 they interacted occasionally so that workers would include close and distant net-
 work members. I asked about help received "since the beginning of the year," or
 within the past nine months, to minimize respondent recall bias. I also limited the
 number of network members to eight to minimize the difficulty of the survey.

 This technique did not capture an employee's entire informal network. It
 excluded network members outside of the company and those from whom employ-
 ees infrequently received help. As a result, I may have underestimated the amount
 of help that workers received from their informal networks. For the purposes of my
 research, this is not a problem if men and women had the same likelihood of having
 ties outside of the company and having network members with whom they infre-
 quently interacted. The survey did have a question that asked respondents whether
 they had someone outside of the company who had taken a special interest in their
 career and taken them under their wing. There were no significant differences
 between men and women on this item.
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 Measurement of Help from Network Members

 Building on the work of Brass (1985), Burt (1992), and Ibarra (1992) and my
 research at U.S. Finance, I created an index of network help composed of six indica-
 tors: help with a work-related problem, help in getting around bureaucratic hurdles,
 help in meeting employees in other areas of the company, help in meeting high-
 level employees (i.e., managers and officers), help in getting a new position or pro-
 motion, and help in getting one's work recognized. Respondents replied either
 "yes," the network member provided this help (coded 1) or "no," the network mem-
 ber did not provide this help (coded 0). I then summed respondents' scores on these
 six indicators. The alpha coefficient for this index is .80. The range, mean, and stan-
 dard deviation of this index and the other measures are presented in Table 1.

 While this index does not allow me to analyze gender differences in the types of
 network help received, examining generic processes prior to specific ones is a com-
 mon approach because it allows one to obtain a picture of the whole before disen-
 tangling its parts. This index also does not tap into the effectiveness of the help
 received. An employee may have received advice on a work-related problem from a
 network member, but the advice may have been useless or harmful. Employees who
 consistently gave bad advice probably would not have been listed as network mem-
 bers by the respondents, however. Nevertheless, network members who are not par-
 ticularly helpful are probably underrepresented in this study. In fact, only 2 percent
 of respondents reported that none of their network members gave them instrumen-
 tal help.

 Measurement of Hypothesized Causal Factors

 Employees' gender and race. I created dummy variables for being a white
 woman, Black woman, and Black man. The comparison group is white men. There
 are 234 Black women, 104 Black men, 354 white women, and 332 white men in the

 sample, for a total of 1,024 respondents. This sample is smaller than my original
 one because I excluded Asians, Latinos, and other people of color. I dropped these
 groups from this analysis because Blacks are the largest minority group at U.S.
 Finance and previous analyses indicated that Asians' and Latinos' networks resem-
 bled those of whites (McGuire 2000).

 Structural opportunities. The first set of structural opportunities relates to an
 individual's job characteristics. I measured employees' control over resources with
 four variables: ability to make purchases more than $10,000, ability to provide
 input into decisions that affect company services or products, ability to make final
 decisions that affect company services or products, and access to confidential infor-
 mation. Respondents indicated whether they could engage in these activities by
 responding "yes," coded 1, or "no," coded 0. To measure employees' organizational
 rank, I asked respondents to place themselves into one of five categories (coded 1 to
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 TABLE 1: Analysis of Variance Results, by Employees' Gender and Race

 Mean

 Standard White White Black Black Gender Race Interaction

 Variable Type Variable Range Deviation Sample Men Women Women Men Significant Significant Significant

 LU,.,- .... A--.....I ,- ILI n' to A,' f3 ~eti 4C:el A 4 A 1A 4 4,1 1 C ' E'~ 4 42"% * * nIltp Ilur!1 Ml'IIUUIlL Ul IUIp u LU 1'o
 network members from network

 members

 Network Network members' 0 to 64

 characteristics positional resources

 Average closeness 0 to 5
 Average frequency 0 to 5
 of socializing

 Average frequency 0 to 4
 of talking

 Average years known 0 to 4
 Number of women in 0 to 8

 Employees' job
 characteristics

 network

 Number of Blacks in

 network

 0to8

 Network size 0 to 8

 Intergroup 0 to 4
 communication

 (0 = not important)
 Organizational rank 1 to 5
 (1 = nonsupervisor)

 Access to confidential 0 to 1

 information

 9.43 15.20 17.45 14.15 11.93 12.93

 0.65 3.58 3.49 3.69 3.39 3.37

 0.94 2.04 2.00 2.10 1.84 2.05

 0.60 3.42 3.35 3.49 3.29 3.38

 0.79 2.68 2.69 2.71 2.50 2.39

 1.89 2.72 1.87 3.28 3.31 2.26

 0.77 0.44 0.27 0.38 1.41 1.09

 1.93 5.29 5.40 5.31 4.78 4.98

 1.17 2.99 3.13 2.97 2.52 2.73

 0.97 1.47 1.87 1.23 1.17 1.34

 0.49 0.59 0.65 0.58 0.43 0.40

 o.Yo 10. 1.01. I 13.VO 1 UV./O I L. I O
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 Provide input into 0 to 1
 decisions

 Make final decisions 0 to 1

 Make major purchases 0 to 1
 Family Currently married 0 to 1
 characteristics (1 = yes)

 Number of children 0 to 3

 under 18

 Credentials Years of education 12.00 to
 21.00

 Financial designations 0 to 1
 (1 = yes)

 Company tenure 1 to 5
 (1 = less than one year)

 *Significant at the .05 level. **Significant at the .10 level.

 0.49

 0.38

 0.25

 0.47

 0.98

 1.96

 0.42

 1.22

 0.62 0.71 0.57 0.51 0.53

 0.18 0.27 0.11 0.15 0.16

 0.06 0.11 0.04 0.02 0.04

 0.66 0.74 0.64 0.42 0.61

 0.77 0.89 0.69 0.73 0.84

 14.75 15.54 14.24 14.28 14.68

 0.23 0.32 0.18 0.12 0.15

 3.98 3.87 4.09 3.89 3.47
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 5, respectively): nonsupervisor, supervisor, manager, director, or officer and above.
 I asked respondents how important it was for them to communicate regularly with
 employees outside of their work group to perform their current job, with responses
 ranging from 0 = not at all important to 4 = essential.

 A second set of structural opportunities is characteristics of networks. My mea-
 sure of the positional resources of network members is composed of four indica-
 tors: organizational rank, ability to make major purchases, access to confidential
 information, and ability to make final decisions. The item for network members'
 organizational rank has five response categories: nonsupervisor, supervisor, man-
 ager, director, or officer. The survey questions for the other three indicators were,
 "Does this person make major purchases ($ 10,000 or more) without getting permis-
 sion from higher up?" "Does this person have access to sensitive or confidential
 company information?" and "Can this person make final decisions that signifi-
 cantly change [U.S. Finance] products, programs, or services?" Respondents indi-
 cated "yes," "no," or "don't know" for each network member. I summed the four
 indicators to create an index, which has an alpha of .63.

 In their review of tie-strength measures, Marsden and Campbell (1984) identi-
 fied two components of tie strength-depth of the relationship and time spent in the
 relationship. To tap into the depth of employees' network relationships, I asked
 respondents how close they felt to each of their network members. Responses
 ranged from "very distant" to "very close." I obtained an average closeness measure
 by summing the scores across respondents' network members and dividing by net-
 work size. Average amount of socializing also taps into the depth of employees' net-
 work relationships. Employees indicated whether they socialized (e.g., went out for
 drinks, ate lunch, played golf) with each of their network members "seldom to
 never," "several times a year," "about once a month," "several times a month," or
 "about once a week."

 I used two measures for the average time spent in network relationships.
 Respondents indicated the frequency with which they spoke to their network mem-
 bers (in person, by phone, by e-mail) by choosing one of the following responses:
 "less than once a month," "at least once a month," "at least once a week," or "about

 every day." The survey also asked respondents how long they had known each of
 their network members, with responses including "less than 1 year," "1-3 years,"
 "4-6 years," and "more than 6 years."

 Other measures: Interactions with gender. To examine the effects of social simi-

 larity, I computed interactions between the dummy variables for employees' gender
 and race and the variables for the gender and race composition of employees'
 networks.

 I tested interactions between employees' marital status and their gender as well
 as between employees' number of young children and their gender because I
 expected that women's familial obligations would decrease the amount of time they
 had to invest in their network relationships and affect others' perceptions of their
 commitment (Acker 1990; Campbell 1988; Hochschild 1997; Kunda 1992;
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 Wellman 1985). Respondents "presently married" are coded as 1, and respondents
 "not presently married" are coded as 0. The number of children younger than 18 liv-
 ing at home has a range from 0 = no children to 3 = three or more children.

 Control Variables

 I controlled for another category of variables, credentials, because of their role in
 helping employees to gain organizational resources and high-status positions
 (McGuire 2000). The measures I used were years of education completed, comple-
 tion of a financial designation, and level of company tenure. Financial designations
 are technical certifications in financial services, which are unofficial requirements
 for advancement. I coded respondents who had at least one designation as 1 and
 respondents who had no designations as 0. The five categories for company tenure
 were "less than 1 year," "1 to 3 years," "4 to 6 years," "7 to 9 years," and "10 or more
 years."

 Because my dependent variable sums the amount of help received by network
 members, an increase in network size would tend to increase the amount of help
 employees received, so I controlled for the size of employees' networks (the num-
 ber of network members).

 Method of Analysis

 I conducted an analysis of variance (ANOVA) to determine whether white
 women, white men, Black women, and Black men received different amounts of

 work-related help from their network members and if there were gender and race
 differences in structural opportunities. Table 1 presents the ANOVA results, which
 include weighted means for the whole sample, white men, white women, Black
 men, and Black women.

 I conducted an ordinary least squares (OLS) regression to identify the determi-
 nants of the amount of help from network members.5 Table 2 presents the unstan-
 dardized and standardized OLS regression coefficients for amount of work help
 provided by network members.6 I used one-tailed tests of significance for all
 hypotheses, except for the composition of strong ties because these measures could
 have either positively or negatively affected informal network help. Model 1 con-
 tains the variables for employees' gender and race, model 2 adds the controls for
 credentials, model 3 adds job characteristics, and model 4 adds network character-
 istics. I organized the models in this way to determine if gender differences in net-
 work help were explained by job or network-related structural factors, as suggested
 by network theory. To analyze the arguments of status characteristics theory, I
 examined whether women received less help than men did from their network
 members after structural differences were taken into account (models 3 and 4). I
 also tested the interactions of gender and race with structural factors (organiza-
 tional rank, control over resources, job communication, gender and race composi-
 tion of networks, positional resources of network members, and the composition of
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 TABLE 2: Ordinary Least Squares Regressions Predicting Amount of Work-Related Help from Network Members

 Variable Type Variable Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4

 Gender and race

 Credentials

 Job characteristics

 Network characteristics

 Black woman

 White woman

 Black man

 Years of education

 Financial designations
 Company tenure
 Intergroup communication
 Organizational rank
 Confidential information

 Provides input into decisions
 Makes final decisions

 Makes major purchases
 Members' positional resources
 Average closeness
 Average frequency of socializing
 Average frequency of talking
 Average years known
 Number of members

 Constant

 Adjusted R2
 14.09

 .03

 NOTE: Standardized coefficients are in parentheses.
 *Significant at the .05 level. **Significant at the .10 level.

 -3.02* (-.18)
 -.42 (-.03)

 -1.85* (-.08)

 -2.07* (-.12)
 .28 (.02)

 -1.32* (-.06)
 .65* (.18)
 .86** (.05)

 -.25 (-.04)

 4.71

 .06

 -.96* (-.06)
 .24 (.02)

 -.33 (-.01)
 .19** (.05)

 -.45 (-.03)
 -.81 (-.14)
 .58* (.10)
 .98* (.14)

 2.50* (.18)
 1.85* (.13)
 .19 (.01)
 .20 (.01)

 7.84

 .16

 -.72* (-.04)
 -.64* (-.04)
 -.17 (-.01)

 -.07 (-.02)
 -.45 (-.03)
 -.31 (-.06)
 .15 (.03)

 -.19 (-.03)
 .65* (.04)
 .78* (.05)
 .09 (.01)

 -.47 (-.02)
 .26* (.36)

 1.49* (.15)
 .77* (.10)

 -.34 (-.03)
 -.33 (-.04)
 1.60* (.44)

 -2.24

 .61

This content downloaded from 169.237.45.94 on Thu, 19 Apr 2018 17:07:48 UTC
All use subject to http://about.jstor.org/terms



 McGuire / INFORMAL NETWORKS AND INEQUALITY 315

 strong ties in their networks) to determine if white women, Black women, and
 Black men received less help than white men did even when they had the same job
 and network characteristics.

 BIVARIATE RESULTS

 The ANOVA results in Table 1 show that men received more instrumental help
 from their network members than women did. They also indicate that women
 tended to occupy jobs that limited their ability to form resourceful networks. For
 instance, women, particularly Black women, tended to hold positions with lower
 organizational rank than men's positions. Women were also less likely than men to
 have jobs in which they made final decisions and interacted with employees outside
 of their work groups. Consequently, men's network members were more likely than
 women's to control corporate resources.

 The bivariate findings also indicate that Blacks received less instrumental aid
 from their network members than whites did. The structural opportunities available
 to Black versus white employees at U.S. Finance could account for this difference.
 For instance, Black employees were less likely than white employees to have access
 to confidential information, to provide input into corporate decisions, to hold high-
 ranking positions, and to have jobs that required them to interact with employees
 outside of their work groups. As a result, Blacks had fewer network members than
 whites did, and their network members were less likely than whites' to control cor-
 porate resources.7

 MULTIVARIATE RESULTS

 While network theory suggests that structural differences between women and
 men explain gender differences in instrumental help from network members
 (hypothesis 1), status characteristics theory suggests that women obtain less instru-
 mental help from their informal network members than men do even when they
 have the same structural characteristics (hypothesis 2) or that women receive fewer
 network payoffs than men do for their structural opportunities (hypothesis 3).
 Model 4 shows that white and Black women received less help from their network
 members than white men did, net of their structural characteristics, contrary to
 hypothesis 1.8 The standardized coefficients for white and Black women in model 4
 indicate that Black women and white women were similarly disadvantaged with
 regard to obtaining informal help at work. Contrary to hypothesis 3, none of the
 interactions between employees' gender, race, and structural characteristics were
 statistically significant.9 In sum, these results support hypothesis 2-women,
 regardless of their race, received less instrumental help from their network mem-
 bers than men did simply because of their gender.
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 DISCUSSION

 The results for Black and white women support status characteristics theory's
 prediction that network members take each other's gender into account when div-
 vying up resources. Even when Black and white women had jobs in which they con-
 trolled resources and had network members who controlled resources, they
 received less informal help than white men did. Women were not completely
 excluded from informal networks, however. In fact, women had approximately the
 same number of network members as men. Thus, the informal discrimination that

 women experienced was in being treated differently than white men by their net-
 work members. Women may have been perceived by network members as poor or
 risky investments because of cultural beliefs that ranked them below that of white
 men, according to status characteristics theory. As a result, network members may
 have believed that their helpful efforts should be directed at white men, whom they
 perceived as having the potential to be successful. These results suggest that just as
 "employers can never interview or read the resume of a sex-neutral worker," work-
 ers categorize and rank their network members with their gender in mind (Ridge-
 way 1997, 225).

 While network theory's prediction did not hold true for Black and white women,
 this is not to say that the characteristics of women's jobs and networks were insig-
 nificant for the amount of instrumental help they received. For instance, the regres-
 sion coefficient for Black women diminished from model 1 to model 4 (after the
 structural variables were added), indicating that Black women's lack of structural
 opportunities provides a partial explanation for why they received less informal
 help than white men did.

 Network theory did explain why Black men received less work-related help
 from their network members than white men did, however. After I added the job
 characteristics to model 3 in Table 2, for instance, the coefficient for being a Black
 man became nonsignificant. This means that when Black men obtained positions
 with high intergroup communication, rank, and control over resources, they
 received the same amount of help from their network members as white men did.
 Correlation analyses (not shown) indicate that Black men were significantly less
 likely than white men to have jobs in which they controlled organizational
 resources, with high organizational rank, and requiring interdepartmental commu-
 nication. Thus, while Black men received the same amount of informal help as
 white men when they had the same job characteristics as white men, such job parity
 between Black and white men was rare.

 CONCLUSION

 Interest in informal networks has grown with the realization that networks can
 reveal the informal, interactional processes through which gender becomes embed-
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 ded in work organizations (Acker 1990; Britton 2000; Martin 1997; Schwalbe et al.
 2000; Smith-Lovin and McPherson 1993; Tilly 1998). Drawing on network theory
 and status characteristics theory, my study suggests how structural and social psy-
 chological processes contribute to the gendering of informal networks at work. It
 also offers insights on how to diminish informal inequities between women and
 men workers.

 Contrary to the expectation of network theory, I found that structural differences

 between men and women did not explain why women received less instrumental
 help from their network members than men did. I suspect that network theory's
 inability to explain gender differences in help from network members is due to two
 of its assumptions. The first assumption is that organizations are gender neutral.
 Network theorists certainly recognize the importance of gender in organizational
 life, but like so many sociologists, they tend to view gender as a characteristic of
 individuals rather than as an integral part of organizational structure (Acker 1990;
 Britton 2000; Martin 1997). As a result, they tend to overlook the ways in which
 organizational norms, values, and positions have been constructed to privilege men
 and disadvantage women. A second assumption underlying network theory is that
 workers seek to obtain as many resources, with as little risk to themselves, as possi-
 ble. This assumption fails to recognize how workers' gender affects those assess-
 ments of risks and benefits. My results suggest that even when women had much to
 offer, their network members invested less in them than in their male counterparts.

 While structural factors did not completely account for why Black and white
 women received less network help than white men, these factors did explain why
 Black men received less help than white men. One possible explanation for these
 disparate findings is that status value beliefs operate in different ways for white
 women, Black women, and Black men. Perhaps status value beliefs affect Black
 men in the early stages of their careers, when they are attempting to acquire human
 capital and obtain prestigious assignments. For Black and white women, however,
 there appears to be a level of acceptance that they cannot achieve even when they
 hold the necessary credentials and occupy powerful positions. Because our under-
 standing of status value beliefs comes mainly from the study of formal task groups,
 this explanation remains speculative, however. By examining the conditions under
 which status value beliefs are imported into informal exchanges, future research
 could better explain the irrational, discriminatory behavior of network members.

 Explaining these findings also requires additional research on the content of sta-
 tus value beliefs. Status characteristics theory suggests that status values beliefs
 signal a worker's competence. Research on networks, however, suggests another
 aspect of status value beliefs-trustworthiness (Krackhardt 1992). After all, a com-
 petent network member is of little value if she or he cannot be trusted. Trust is
 important in network relationships because it enables members to take risks, to get
 honest feedback, to ask sensitive questions, and to achieve some predictability
 (Jackall 1988; Kunda 1992). A manager at U.S. Finance explained that when peo-
 ple rose to positions of power,
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 they seem to be appointing their friends or people that have worked for them before, to
 other higher positions. And it looks, um, parochial, it looks closed. [But] after having
 observed that for a long time, I don't think there's anything really sinister about
 it.... You know the safest thing to do is to take people whose work I know... and who
 I know I can count on and who won't let me down ... It's safer to do that than to try
 somebody new.

 I suspect that white and Black women received less instrumental aid from their net-

 work members than white men did not only because of their presumed incompe-
 tence but also because of their presumed untrustworthiness.

 While this study contributes to our understanding of the informal mechanisms
 through which work organizations are gendered, any research that relies on data
 from a single organization is limited in its generalizability. U.S. Finance is a large,
 successful corporation in the financial services industry with a reputation for being
 conservative and slow to change. It may be that structural differences between men
 and women play a more important role in determining network help in less compet-
 itive or conservative organizations. Another limitation of this study is that it does
 not meet the scope conditions of status characteristics theory-I did not observe
 workers engaged in a joint, formal task for which there was a shared goal
 (Ridgeway 1991). I also did not directly measure status value beliefs but instead
 inferred their existence from my finding that men received more informal help than

 women did, even when they were structurally equivalent.
 In conclusion, sociological research warns us that the use of informal proce-

 dures to hire, to evaluate, and to reward workers tends to advantage workers already
 in privileged positions (Braddock and McPartland 1987; Reskin and McBrier
 2000). Formal work procedures that are consistently enforced, and for which man-
 agers are accountable, in contrast, could help to distribute organizational resources
 more equally (Bielby 2000; Heilman 1995; Reskin 2000). My results suggest that
 this strategy would be of particular help to Black men, whose informal disadvan-
 tages are rooted in their unequal access to formal positions.

 Formalizing work procedures would not be sufficient to alter the instrumental
 help that Black and white women receive from their informal networks, however.
 According to Ridgeway (1997), the process of gender categorization sustains status
 value beliefs even when the structural conditions that bolster such beliefs change.
 Privileged group members are unlikely to attend to information that challenges
 their assumed superiority and instead attribute oppressed group members' success
 to luck or an unfair advantage (Hochschild 1997; Reskin 2000; Ridgeway 1997). A
 woman's reliance on formal work procedures could, in fact, damage her reputation
 by marking her as an outsider. For instance, a U.S. Finance vice president whom I
 interviewed for an in-house study said that he obtained promotions for his friends
 by asking other vice presidents to put his friends on their candidate lists forjobs. He
 said that vice presidents routinely exchanged such favors and that only "losers"
 went to human resources (i.e., used a formal procedure) to try to obtain promotions.
 Women, in effect, face a double-edged sword; they obtain less instrumental help
 than men do from their informal network members, but if they turn to formal outlets
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 to meet their instrumental needs, they risk being further marginalized. In sum, orga-
 nizations' success in altering how social resources are distributed depends on their
 efforts to change their structural arrangements as well as the gendered beliefs
 underlying them.

 NOTES

 1. This perspective assumes that workers form informal networks primarily for the instrumental ben-

 efits they expect to receive from their network members and tends to ignore the emotional and social
 benefits that workers receive from their informal network members (Lawler and Thye 1999).

 2. Mutual interests and affinity between socially similar network members could also lead workers

 to provide more help to socially similar than to socially dissimilar network members (Baron and Pfeffer
 1994; Ibarra 1992; South et al. 1987; Thomas 1990; Tsui and O'Reilly 1989).

 3. Among employees at the home office, 32 percent were professionals, 29 percent were clericals, 17

 percent were managers, 16 percent were technicians, 3 percent were service workers, 1 percent worked
 in crafts, and less than 1 percent were in sales or operatives. Among employees in private industry in the

 United States in 1993, 11 percent were managers, 14.5 percent were professionals, 6 percent were tech-
 nicians, 11 percent were sales workers, 15 percent were clericals, 9 percent were craft workers, 15 per-
 cent were operatives, 7 percent were laborers, and 11 percent were service workers (U.S. Equal Employ-

 ment Opportunity Commission 1994, 1).
 4. The response rate varied by respondents' race/ethnicity and gender-71 percent of white women,

 67 percent of white men, 60 percent of men of color, and 58 percent of women of color returned the sur-

 vey. I received a handful of phone calls from employees who were concerned that African Americans
 were being singled out for study, which may explain why the response rate for whites was higher than

 that for people of color. Because I am unable to compare nonrespondents to respondents on the determi-
 nants of network help, my results should be interpreted with caution.

 5. Using linear regression models, such as ordinary least squares (OLS) regression, for dependent
 variables with limited count outcomes can produce inefficient, inconsistent, and biased estimates (Long
 1997). Because my dependent variable has a large number of possible values (0 to 48), however, the OLS
 estimates would be virtually the same as those from a nonlinear model, such as poisson regression or
 negative binomial regression.

 6. I tested for multicollinearity using the variance inflation factor, condition numbers, and variance-

 decomposition proportions. I did not conduct a weighted regression because employees' race is a deter-
 minant in the multivariate analysis.

 7. I refer to women, men, Blacks, and whites (instead of specific race-gender groups) because there
 were very few significant race and gender interactions in the ANOVA results.

 8. The coefficient for being a white woman did not become significant until model 4 because white
 women had higher scores than those of white men on average closeness to network members.

 9. I do not present the nonsignificant interaction coefficients because there are 38 of them.
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