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5.	 Relational Inequality and 
Organizational Variation in the 
Gender Authority Gap1

Introduction

Following the finding that gender differences in individual authority-
associated characteristics, industry and sector gender segregation, and the 
gendered transition to parenthood do not explain men’s disproportionate 
representation in positions of workplace authority (see chapters 2 and 
4) is the conclusion that the most promising explanations for women’s 
underrepresentation in authority may have to do with processes of exclusion 
by higher-status groups at the workplace. This suggestion, consistent with 
ethnographic work identifying inequality as produced locally through 
relational power struggles over resources (Muñoz 2008; Salzinger 2003; 
Vallas 2006), leads to the expectation that the gender gap in authority varies 
across workplaces as a function of organizational actors’ relative power to 
gain disproportionate access to authority as a job resource.

Prior quantitative work on the gender gap in workplace authority has 
largely been based on survey observations of individuals, producing average 
estimates of the gender authority gap on the level of national labor markets 
or particular segments of the economy (e.g., Yaish and Stier 2009; Bygren 
and Gähler 2012; Dämmrich and Blossfeld 2016). Qualitative studies, on 
the other hand, deepen our understanding of processes excluding women 
from having authority at the workplace (e.g., Sealy and Pryce 2013; Brink and 
Benschop 2012a), but are limited in the extent of comparative analysis across 
organizations. This chapter sets out to study organizational variation in the 
gender gap in workplace authority and its relationship to organizational 
actors’ relative power to claim authority at the workplace. To preview the 
theoretical argument, I borrow from the “relational inequalities” literature 

1	 A slightly different version of this chapter is currently under review at an international peer-re-
viewed journal as: Stojmenovska, Dragana. Relational Inequality and Organizational Variation 
in the Gender Gap in Workplace Authority.



106

Chapter 5

(Tomaskovic-Devey 2014; Tomaskovic-Devey and Avent-Holt 2019) 
in arguing that inequality in authority is produced through processes of 
claims-making by (groups of) individuals in the form of (explicit or implicit) 
statements about why they are more deserving of having authority than 
categorically distinct others. While men on average are more likely to have 
their claims seen as legitimate than women because they are culturally 
associated with higher status (Ridgeway 2001, 2014), the extent to which 
this is the case should be organizationally variable, depending on the salience 
of gender as a status characteristic and the other status resources individuals 
at the organization have.

In this chapter I study two sources of potential organizational variation 
in men’s and women’s relative power, and, by extension, the gender authority 
gap: the share of men at the organization and the difference between women 
and men in terms of other culturally and organizationally recognized status 
distinctions. In line with data availability, I look at the composition of 
men and women at the organization in terms of migration status, having 
permanent as opposed to temporary employment status, and working 
long hours (overwork). I expect to find larger gender authority gaps in 
organizations with larger shares of men and organizations where men tend 
to have higher status in terms of the other status characteristics, for example, 
where they tend to have permanent employment status, and women tend to 
have temporary employment status.

While this study is, to my knowledge, the first to study whether the 
gender gap in workplace authority is larger in organizations where authority-
relevant status distinctions reinforce each other, prior work has examined the 
association between the total share of women at the workplace and, typically, 
the share of women in management, using organizations as units of analysis 
(Blum, Fields, and Goodman 1994; Huffman 1999; Reskin and McBrier 
2000). Because of the use of aggregate-level data, however, these studies 
have not been able to discern whether the positive association observed 
is due to contextual effects (the share of women at the organization) or 
sorting of individuals with different authority-associated characteristics into 
organizations with different shares of women. The analyses in this chapter 
are based on linked survey and administrative data from the Netherlands 
that match individuals to their workplaces. My data enable me to study how 
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the gender authority gap relates to the share of men at the workplace and the 
distinction between women and men in terms of other status characteristics, 
while taking account of differences in authority-associated characteristics of 
individuals in these organizations.

This chapter contributes to two distinct bodies of literature. First, 
to the literature on the gender gap in workplace authority, by studying 
organizational variation in the gender authority gap in relation to the long-
standing argument about relational power struggles over authority at the 
workplace being an important cause of the gender gap in authority (Smith 
2002). Second, and more generally, this study contributes to the small but 
emerging relational inequalities literature (Tomaskovic-Devey and Avent-
Holt 2019) that has recently revived old calls for “bringing the firms back 
in” (Baron and Bielby 1980) to the quantitative study of social stratification, 
making a case for inequality being a local accomplishment. While prior 
work has studied organizational variation in the gender gap in earnings 
(e.g., Avent-Holt and Tomaskovic-Devey 2012), I study the distribution of 
a job resource hitherto understudied in this literature: workplace authority.

Organizations, Relational Power, and Status Distinctions

The key mechanisms through which (groups of) individuals in organizations 
acquire disproportionate amounts of job resources revolve around processes 
of claims-making. This view on the production of inequalities in the 
workplace, as the immediate context in which claims-making happens, 
has recently been popularized by social stratification scholars advancing 
a so-called “relational inequalities” literature (Tomaskovic-Devey 2014; 
Tomaskovic-Devey and Avent-Holt 2019) that draws from, among others, 
feminist work on organizations as gendered (Acker 1990) and theories 
of intersectionality (Collins 2019) and tokenism (Kanter 1977b). Claims-
making in these bodies of literature is seen as relational in the sense that 
it is done by individuals or groups of individuals at the workplace in the 
form of statements about why they are more deserving of job resources 
(such as earnings and authority) than others. These claims can be explicit 
(e.g., requesting an authority job) or implicit (e.g., stereotyping categorically 
distinct individuals as unfit for authority). Through claims-making, actors 
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disproportionately acquire resources at the expense of others (a process 
known as exploitation) or exclude others from access to (valuable) resources 
altogether (known as social closure or opportunity hoarding).

For claims to be successful they need to be seen as legitimate. Which 
claims will be seen as legitimate and thereby result in disproportionate 
acquisition of resources is not arbitrarily determined. Rather, the generic 
expectation is that claims will be seen as legitimate if made by actors 
who are relationally powerful (i.e., more powerful than others) in the 
particular context. The relational power of actors is shaped by status beliefs 
organized around culturally recognized grounds for categorization (e.g., 
gender and migration status) or organizational distinctions (e.g., having a 
permanent, as opposed to a temporary contract). Whereas groups culturally 
or organizationally recognized as more status-worthy and deserving of 
resources benefit in the initial distribution of resources and the legitimization 
of this unequal distribution, claims to resources of relationally less powerful 
groups are less likely to be seen as legitimate.

Processes of exploitation and social closure are widely documented. The 
literature on the devaluation of women’s work has found, for example, that 
earnings associated with an occupation decline when proportionally more 
women enter the occupation (Murphy and Oesch 2016; Levanon, England, 
and Allison 2009), suggesting a possible shift of resources from individuals 
in this occupation to another group (e.g., the employer or customers). 
Employers engage in social closure when they discriminate in hiring, for 
example, against women (e.g., Kübler, Schmid, and Stüber 2018) or pregnant 
individuals (e.g., Byron and Roscigno 2014), and coworkers partake in social 
closure when they stereotype categorically distinct others and exclude them 
from informal activities that bolster career opportunities (Sealy and Pryce 
2013). Organizational distinctions also create conditions for exploitation 
and social closure; individuals with temporary contracts, for example, are 
typically excluded from discussions about the distribution of organizational 
resources (Tomaskovic-Devey and Avent-Holt 2019).

While generic predictions about whose claims will be seen as legitimate 
in the organizational context can be derived, the categorical distinctions that 
exist between organizational actors and the status distinctions that are salient 
are organizationally variable (Avent-Holt and Tomaskovic-Devey 2010), 
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making the claims recognized as legitimate, and the extent to which they as 
seen as legitimate, also variable across organizations. By extension, then, the 
nature and level of inequality should also vary across organizations. Although 
there have been few attempts to document organizational variation in the 
gender authority gap, owing to the growing availability of linked employer-
employee data, studies have begun to document organizational variation 
in earnings inequality. These studies have found considerable variation in 
gender (Avent-Holt and Tomaskovic-Devey 2012), migrant-nonmigrant 
(Tomaskovic-Devey, Hällsten, and Avent-Holt 2015), and manager-worker 
earnings gaps (Tomaskovic-Devey et al. 2009) across organizations, net of 
strong controls for individuals’ earnings-associated characteristics. Based 
on this evidence of organizational variation in inequality, I expect to find 
that the gender gap in workplace authority also varies substantially across 
organizations.

In this chapter, I look at the share of men at the organization and the 
extent to which men at the organization have higher status than women in 
terms of other culturally or organizationally recognized status distinctions, 
as two potential correlates of organizational variation in the gender 
authority gap. I expect that in organizations with larger shares of men, the 
salience of women as a subordinate status group is higher; this, in turn, 
may increase men’s chances of having their claims of status-worthiness 
be seen as legitimate. In addition, processes of social closure may also be 
relatively more present in organizations with larger shares of men; in a 
study investigating promotion processes in investment banking, Sealy and 
Pryce (2013), for example, find that women report various experiences of 
social closure, ranging from being stereotyped as unfit for directorship as 
well as being excluded from informal activities (such as playing football and 
going for drinks) that bolster career opportunities. Therefore, I expect to 
find stronger underrepresentation of women in authority in organizations 
with larger shares of men, a prediction consistent with both the relational 
model of inequality and theories on token-based bias (Tomaskovic-Devey 
and Avent-Holt 2019; Kanter 1977b). Prior work, using organizations as 
units of analysis, has found a positive association between the organizational 
share of women in the general ranks and the share of women in management 
(Blum, Fields, and Goodman 1994; Huffman 1999; Reskin and McBrier 
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2000), but due to the use of aggregate-level data these studies have not able 
to separate contextual from individual-level effects.

While men are on average associated with higher status than women 
(Ridgeway 2001, 2014), and hence more likely to have their claims seen 
as legitimate, individuals are located at the intersection of multiple status 
distinctions. In addition to gender, individuals are seen as categorically 
distinct in terms of culturally recognized axes of signification such as race/
ethnicity and migration status, as well as status-relevant job distinctions, 
such as the type of contract they have. Because each organization has its 
own intersection between gender and other status distinctions, women’s and 
men’s relative power, and hence the gender authority gap, should vary across 
organizations as a function of these status distinctions. Studies exploring 
organizational variation in earnings inequality have found that inequality 
is larger in organizations where status distinctions reinforce each other. 
Worker-manager earnings gaps, for example, are larger in organizations 
where managers are white and workers are persons of color (Tomaskovic-
Devey et al. 2009), gender earnings gaps are larger in organizations where 
men tend to have higher educational attainment than women (Avent-Holt 
and Tomaskovic-Devey 2012), and migrant-nonmigrant earnings gap are 
larger in organizations with smaller shares of migrants (Tomaskovic-Devey, 
Hällsten, and Avent-Holt 2015). These studies also identify “status-inverted 
workplaces” where workers on average earn more than managers, women 
earn more than men, and migrants earn more than nonmigrants. These are 
workplaces where the lower-status group has higher status on other grounds 
(e.g., workers have higher educational attainment than managers).

In line with data availability, in this chapter I study how organizational 
variation in the gender authority gap is related to the categorical distinction 
of women and men at the organization in terms of migration status, having 
permanent as opposed to temporary employment status, and working long 
hours (overwork). I expect to find larger advantage in authority of men 
relative to women in organizations with reinforcing status characteristics, 
where men tend to be nonmigrants and women migrants, men have 
permanent contracts and women have temporary contracts, and men are 
more likely to overwork relative to women. When men are nonmigrants and 
women migrants, the status difference between women and men should be 
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larger; due to racism, migrants are ascribed and prescribed lower status than 
nonmigrants; discrimination against migrants in the Netherlands has grown 
over time (e.g., McGinnity and Gijsberts 2018).

The status difference between women and men should also grow with 
the extent to which women and men differ in terms of overwork and 
organizational citizenship, marked as the distinction between permanent 
and temporary employment status. Temporary workers are typically excluded 
from discussions about the distribution of organizational resources and 
are more likely to experience social closure in the workplace (Roscigno, 
Lopez, and Hodson 2009). Overwork is a relevant status distinction 
because employers see working long hours as a signal of commitment to the 
organization and subsequently attach more status to individuals who work 
overtime (Brumley 2014). Studies have shown that organizational valuation 
of overwork has increased over time (Blair-Loy 2005; Shu and Meagher 
2018) and that individuals who work long hours receive a wage premium 
relative to individuals who do not (Goldin 2014; Cha and Weeden 2014).

Method

Data and Sample
I use linked survey and administrative data from the Netherlands 
matching workers to their workplaces for the years 2014–2018. The Dutch 
population and workplace registers contain information on all documented 
employed individuals and work organizations in the Netherlands. Using 
unique individual and organization identifiers, I match individuals to the 
organization in which they derived the largest share of their income in a 
given year. To derive organization-level information, such as the share of 
men in the organization, I use data on all employees in an organization in 
a given year. Organizations are defined as “factual actors in the production 
process” that are autonomous and maintain independent accounting 
(Statistics Netherlands 2020, 11). This means that individuals who work 
in organizations with multiple branches that pay out wages centrally are 
matched to the headquarters, rather than their most proximate workplace.

The Dutch registers do not contain information on the authority status of 
individuals. To obtain this information, I link the administrative data––using 
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unique respondent identifiers––to survey data from the Dutch National 
Survey of Working Conditions (Nationale Enquête Arbeidsomstandigheden 
[NEA]) and the Dutch Labor Force Survey (Enquête Beroepsbevolking 
[EBB]). These surveys measure authority in an identical manner and have 
an overlap in sampled organizations; given the latter, using both yields larger 
worker clusters per organization. The survey respondents were asked to give 
information (e.g., regarding authority status) about the job in which they 
derived the largest share of their income in the survey year; this definition 
of main jobs corresponds to the way I matched individuals to organizations, 
increasing the likelihood that I matched respondents with multiple 
employers to the right employer. The NEA, a yearly survey representative 
of employees in the Netherlands, and the EBB, a quarterly reported survey 
of the Dutch labor force, sample a large number of individuals, on average 
about 45,000 and 80,000 per year, respectively. I pool the matched data 
over five years (2014 through 2018) to achieve larger numbers of workers 
per organization. This is a viable strategy because organizations have not 
changed meaningfully in terms of employee composition over the course 
of these five years. For example, the mean within-organization change of 
the share of men between adjacent years is 0.74 percentage points (see table 
A.9 in the appendix).

From the initial sample of organizations, I exclude military organizations, 
following standard practice, along with employment agencies because 
individuals hired through employment agencies are registered as employees of 
the agency, rather than the actual organization where they work. In addition, 
given the interest in studying gender authority gaps in organizations, I 
exclude organizations whose (sampled) workers are exclusively women 
or men, and organizations for which the sampled shares of women and 
men are substantially different (more than 10 percent) from those found 
in the total population of workers at the organization. Information on the 
composition of organizations’ full population of workers used as baseline 
here is obtained from the registers (see Measures for more detail). Finally, 
to avoid producing biased estimates due to having too few individuals 
in authority in the data relative to the number of independent variables 
analyzed in the model (Peduzzi et al. 1996), I select organizations with 
at least 25 sampled individuals in authority given the five individual-level 
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predictors in my model (see Analytic Strategy for more detail). This selection 
follows the recommendation of at least five outcome events per predictor in 
logistic regression (Vittinghoff and McCulloch 2007).

Altogether, these sample restrictions result in an analytic sample of 
108,542 individuals nested in 389 work organizations. Given the higher 
chance of sampling multiple individuals from large organizations while 
drawing random samples for the NEA and the EBB, the organizations in 
my sample tend to be large (about 90 percent of them had more than 1,000 
employees at the end of the calendar year). In terms of worker composition 
(share of permanent contracts, share of migrants, average age, and average 
earnings), they are generally comparable to the total population of large 
organizations (of at least 1,000 employees). Due to selecting organizations 
with at least 25 sampled individuals in authority, however, men-dominated 
organizations and industries are overrepresented in the sample (see table 
A.10 in the appendix for a comparison of characteristics of the organizations 
in the sample to those in the population).

Measures
The measure of workplace authority, the dependent variable in my analyses, is 
an individual-level dichotomous measure of supervisory authority, indicating 
whether the respondent supervises others in their workplace. The individual-
level independent variable of main interest is gender, coded dichotomously 
with women as the reference category. Individual-level control variables 
include educational attainment (lower secondary, higher secondary, Bachelor 
and Master), potential work experience (calculated as age minus the average 
age of finishing the highest completed education the respondent has 
indicated), tenure (the square root of number of years of work experience 
at the organization to address skew in the distribution of the variable), and 
a dichotomous indicator for part-time work. Table 5.1 shows the summary 
statistics of all individual-level variables. The share of men with supervisory 
authority is almost double that of women (33 percent as opposed to 17 
percent). Men have on average higher educational attainment, more years 
of work experience and tenure than women, and are less likely to work 
part-time.



114

Chapter 5

Table ‎5.1: Descriptive Statistics Individual-Level Variables

Women Men
Mean SD Min Max Mean SD Min Max

Supervisory authority 0.17 0 1 0.33 0 1
Education

Lower secondary 0.15 0 1 0.13 0 1
Higher secondary 0.38 0 1 0.38 0 1
Bachelor 0.26 0 1 0.26 0 1
Master 0.21 0 1 0.23 0 1

Work experience 23.49 13.35 0 53 26.39 13.07 0 53
Tenure 12.49 10.84 0 48 15.66 12.79 0 52
Part-time 0.73 0 1 0.25 0 1
Observations 49,974 58,568

Data source: Statistics Netherlands, own calculations.

The organization-level independent variables of main interest are 
the share of men at the organization and variables that measure how distinct 
women and men at the organization are in terms of having permanent, 
as opposed to temporary, employment status (categorical distinction permanent 
contract), working long hours (categorical distinction overwork), and migration 
status (categorical distinction migration status). To obtain these variables, I start 
with individual-level administrative data on all workers in each organization 
in the sample (note: the complete workforce, not only the individuals for 
whom authority status is known from the surveys). I compile different 
types of information for each individual: their gender, whether they have a 
permanent or temporary contract, whether they have overworked at least in 
one month of the year (only paid overwork registered), and whether they are 
a migrant (born abroad, with at least one parent born abroad), all measured 
dichotomously. The workforce is defined as all individuals working––and 
paid for their work––at the organization on the 31st of December of each 
year.

I derive organization-level variables from these individual-level data. 
To calculate the organization-level share of men, I divide the number of 
men by the total number of employees at the organization. The variables 
measuring the categorical distinction between women and men in terms 
of permanent vs temporary employment status, overwork, and migration 
status, are derived in two steps, following a strategy employed in studies of 
organizational variation in the gender earnings gap (Tomaskovic-Devey et 
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al. 2009; Tomaskovic-Devey, Hällsten, and Avent-Holt 2015; Avent-Holt and 
Tomaskovic-Devey 2012). First, separately for women and men, I calculate 
the share of workers with permanent contracts, the share of workers who 
have overworked at least once in the year, and the share of workers who 
are not migrants. Next, I subtract these variables’ values for women from 
those for men, e.g., the share of nonmigrants among women from the share 
of nonmigrants among men. Given that permanent contract, overwork, 
and migration status have all been coded such that the value 1 denotes the 
higher-status group (e.g., nonmigrant (1) versus migrant (0)), positive values 
on the categorical distinction variables mean that superordinate statuses 
reinforce each other; the larger the values on these variables, the more 
higher-status men tend to be relative to women in terms of a second status 
distinction. Negative values denote organizations where women tend to have 
higher status than men in terms of the other characteristics, for example, 
organizations where women are more likely than men to have permanent 
employment status.

I also include a standard set of control variables at the organization 
level, including organization size, industry, and sector. Organization size is 
operationalized as the total number of workers on the 31st of December of 
the respective year. The sector control indicates whether the organization is 
privately owned, public, or part of a subsidized sector that comprises non-
governmental non-profit organizations. The industry variable consists of 12 
categories based on the Dutch Standard Industrial Classification (SBI). Table 
5.2 shows the summary statistics of all organization-level variables. The 
analytic sample contains both women- and men-dominated organizations. 
The share of men (about 58 percent on average) varies between 6 and 98 
percent, with 38 percent of the organizations having more than 50 percent 
women (not shown in the table). With regard to the categorical distinction 
variables, while men on average have higher status than women in terms 
of the other status distinctions (the mean values of the three variables are 
positive), there are organizations where women tend to have higher-status 
characteristics than men (negative values on the variables). The share of 
permanent contracts, individuals who have overworked, and nonmigrants, 
is higher among women than men in 32, 16, and 35 percent of the 
organizations, respectively.
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Table ‎5.2: Descriptive Statistics Organization-Level Variables

Mean SD Min Max
Share men 58.30 25.51 6 98
Categorical distinction permanent contract 1.69 5.02 -14 21
Categorical distinction overwork 8.51 12.47 -28 62
Categorical distinction migration status 2.10 6.29 -24 31
Industry

Manufacturing & Energy 0.18 0 1
Construction 0.10 0 1
Trade 0.09 0 1
Transport & Storage 0.04 0 1
Catering 0.02 0 1
Information & Communication 0.05 0 1
Financial Services 0.04 0 1
Business Services 0.12 0 1
Public Administration 0.07 0 1
Education 0.10 0 1
Health 0.18 0 1
Culture 0.01 0 1

Sector
Private 0.62 0 1
Subsidized 0.19 0 1
State 0.19 0 1

Organization size 4509.21 7882.33 327 87,615
Observations 389

Data source: Statistics Netherlands, own calculations.

Analytic Strateg y
To model the gender gap in workplace authority across organizations and 
accommodate the nested structure of the data (individuals in organizations) 
and dichotomous dependent variable, I run mixed effects (fixed and random) 
multilevel binary logistic analyses (using melogit in Stata 16). The analyses 
consist of two parts; the first part focuses on mapping the variation in 
the gender authority gap across workplaces, and the second on studying 
whether this variation is systematically related to women’s and men’s relative 
power. I start with a random intercept (intercept-only) model containing 
only the outcome and gender as the main predictor of interest (Model 1). 
The gender coefficient in this model is fixed, i.e., not allowed to vary across 
organizations; the only random component in this model is the random 
effect for the intercept, allowing the mean of the outcome (the probability 
of having supervisory authority) to vary across organizations. This model 
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shows the average gender authority gap, unadjusted for individual-level 
authority-associated characteristics. In a subsequent model (Model 2), I add 
the individual-level control variables (education, work experience, tenure, 
and part-time work) to show the average gender gap in authority for women 
and men with similar authority-associated characteristics.

Model 3 keeps the same variables as Model 2 but allows the slope for 
gender to vary across organizations by modeling a random coefficient for 
gender. This model allows me to answer the question of whether there 
is substantial variation in the gender authority gap across organizations, 
which, to foreshadow the results, appears to be the case. In the second 
part of the analyses, I proceed to study whether this variation is related to 
men’s and women’s relative power, which, as explained earlier, is modelled 
through the share of men at the organization and the average difference 
between men and women in terms of other status distinctions. To this end, 
I add cross-level interactions to Model 3, interacting in an iterative fashion 
the organization-level share of men and the three categorical distinction 
variables with the gender variable. To isolate the effects of these variables, I 
control for three standard organization-level characteristics: industry, sector, 
and organization size. Standard errors are clustered at the organization level 
in all models.

The default assumption in Stata’s melogit is that random effects are 
uncorrelated. To take account of the possibility that the random intercept 
and coefficient in Model 3 are correlated, I compared the fit of a model with 
independent covariance structure (uncorrelated random effects) and a model 
with unstructured covariance structure (allowing the random effects to be 
correlated). This comparison (not shown; see replication files) suggests that 
the model with uncorrelated covariance structure fits the data better, and is 
hence the specification I choose. Another issue with mixed-effects models 
is that statistical inference for lower-level predictors can be incorrect in the 
absence of random slopes, although models including random slopes for all 
lower-level predictors perform worse than the invariant specification (Heisig, 
Schaeffer, and Giesecke 2017; Heisig and Schaeffer 2019). Model 3 includes 
a random coefficient for gender, my predictor of interest, but not for the 
control variables. To check whether correct statistical inference has been 
achieved, in additional analyses (see replication files), I include a random 
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coefficient for each of the control variables one at a time; P-values do not 
change meaningfully for any of the variables.

Results

I first discuss results concerning the extent of variation in the gender authority 
gap across organizations. Table 5.3 shows (exponentiated) coefficients from 
the mixed-effects logistic regression models and table 5.4 reports average 
marginal effects. A varying––as opposed to fixed across organizations––
gender authority gap fits the data better, as suggested by the decrease in BIC 
values from Model 2 to Model 3 (see table 5.3).2 Coefficients from successive 
nonlinear probability models such as the logistic models tested here are 
not directly comparable because they are affected by differences in residual 
variances across the models, not only by mediating or confounding effects 
of the sequentially added set of variables (Breen, Karlson, and Holm 2013). 
To discuss the gender gap in authority across the three models, therefore, 
I rely on the average marginal effects reported in table 5.4 as these indicate 
the size of the gap and are not subject to the problems associated with 
comparing coefficients (Mize 2019).3 The predictions from Model 2 and 
Model 3 adjust for differences between women and men in the control 
variables by assuming the sample distribution of controls in the models.

Unadjusted for individual-level authority associated characteristics 
(Model 1), men are on average about 14 percentage points more likely than 
women to have supervisory authority, a substantively large difference that 
drops to 7 percentage points when differences between women and men 
in terms of education, work experience, tenure, and part-time work are 
accounted for (Model 2). The difference in the size of the gap between Model 
1 and Model 2 is largely due to adjusting for part-time work; not accounting 
for differences in part-time work, men are 13 percentage points more likely 
to have authority than women with similar educational attainment, work 
experience, and tenure (model not reported in the tables). The average gender 

2	 Likelihood-ratio tests are not reported because models fitted with clustered standard errors 
violate assumptions of the test.

3	 The KHB-method in Stata (Breen, Karlson, and Holm 2018), commonly used by sociologists 
to make coefficients across nested models comparable, does not work with the command 
melogit.
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authority gap of about 8 percentage points shown in the last column of table 
5.4 (Model 3) is based on a model that allows the gender authority gap to 
vary across organizations.

Table ‎5.3: Coefficients from Mixed Effects Logistic Regression Models Predicting the 
Gender Authority Gap

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3
Man 2.149*** 1.498*** 1.557***

(0.070) (0.051) (0.048)
Education (ref=Higher secondary)

Lower secondary 0.528*** 0.529***

(0.036) (0.036)
Bachelor 1.618*** 1.626***

(0.044) (0.044)
Master 2.812*** 2.833***

(0.121) (0.121)
Work experience 1.007*** 1.007***

(0.002) (0.002)
Tenure 1.128*** 1.127***

(0.020) (0.020)
Part-time 0.420*** 0.422***

(0.017) (0.017)
Constant 0.246*** 0.177*** 0.173***

(0.008) (0.012) (0.011)

Variance (Constant) 1.289*** 1.465*** 1.443***

(0.027) (0.045) (0.054)
Variance (Man) 1.069***

(0.020)
BIC 115740 109419 109306
ICC 0.072 0.104 0.100
Organizations 389 389 389
N 108,542 108,542 108,542

Data source: Statistics Netherlands, own calculations.
Note: Exponentiated coefficients. Standard errors (clustered) in parentheses. BIC = Bayesian 
information criterion. ICC = Interclass correlation. Model 1 and Model 2 are random intercept 
models. Model 1 shows the controls-unadjusted gender gap and Model 2 controls for education, 
work experience, tenure, and part-time work. Model 3 contains the same level 1 controls as Model 
2 and adds a random coefficient for gender.
* p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001
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Table ‎5.4: Predicted Probabilities and Average Marginal Effects from Mixed Effects 
Logistics Regression Models Predicting the Gender Authority Gap

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3
Men 0.35 0.32 0.33

[0.34, 0.37] [0.31, 0.34] [0.31, 0.34]
Women 0.21 0.25 0.25

[0.20, 0.22] [0.24, 0.27] [0.24, 0.26]
Difference (AME) 0.14 0.07 0.08

[0.13, 0.16 ] [0.06, 0.08] [0.07, 0.09]
Organizations 389 389 389
N 108,542 108,542 108,542

Data source: Statistics Netherlands, own calculations.
Note: 95% confidence intervals in brackets. Model 1 and Model 2 are random intercept models. 
Model 1 shows the controls-unadjusted gender gap and Model 2 controls for education, work 
experience, tenure, and part-time work. Model 3 contains the same level 1 controls as Model 2 
and adds a random coefficient for gender.

Figure 5.1 displays the organizational variation in the absolute (left 
panel) and relative (right panel) gender authority gap that I find based on 
Model 3. The x-axis in the left panel shows the absolute difference in men’s 
and women’s predicted probabilities of having supervisory authority, net of 
education, work experience, tenure, and part-time work. Scores higher than 
0 percentage points show an authority advantage for men (the predicted 
probability of having supervisory authority is higher for men than for 
women), and scores lower than 0 show an authority advantage for women 
(the predicted probability of having supervisory authority is higher for 
women than men). The relative gender authority gap in the left panel is 
shown as the ratio of men’s and women’s predicted probabilities of having 
authority (x-axis). Values higher than 1 denote an authority advantage for 
men, and values lower than 1, an authority advantage for women. The y-axis 
in both panels shows the percentage of organizations in which the respective 
size of the gender authority gap has been found.
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Figure ‎5.1: Men Authority Advantage Across Organizations

Data source: Statistics Netherlands, own calculations.

The figure shows substantial variation in the gender authority gap across 
organizations. Focusing on the absolute difference in probabilities, while the 
median authority advantage for men is 5 percentage points (11 percent of 
the organizations), there are organizations (4 percent) where men’s authority 
advantage is larger than 15 percentage points. Men’s advantage in authority 
ranges between 6 and 10 percentage points in 27 percent of the organizations, 
and 11 and 15 percentage points in 17 percent of the organizations. The 
organizational variation in the relative gap is also considerable, with men 
being up to twice as likely as women to have supervisory authority. The 
gender gap in authority is close to zero or trivially in favor of women only in 
a handful of organizations. In additional descriptive analyses (see replication 
files), I find that the size of the authority advantage for men is related to the 
type of industry and sector the organization belongs to; organizations with 
larger authority gaps tend to be in men-dominated industries and the private 
sector (e.g., business services), relative to women-dominated industries and 
the state and subsidized sector (e.g., health). In the next section I turn to 
discussing how this organizational variation in the gender authority gap 
possibly relates to men’s and women’s relative power, net of the variation 
that is due to industry, sector, and organization size.
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Variation in the Gender Authority Gap and Women’s and Men’s Relative 
Power
To discuss how the organizational variation in the gender authority gap 
possibly relates to women’s and men’s relative power to make claims on 
authority, I rely on predicted probabilities; the problems associated with 
comparing coefficients across models mentioned earlier also extend 
to using the regression coefficients for interpreting interaction effects 
(Breen, Karlson, and Holm 2013; Mize 2019). Figure 5.2 shows predicted 
probabilities and table A.11 in the appendix shows the average marginal 
effects (differences in predicted probabilities) and respective statistical 
significance. To reiterate, these predictions are based on a model that 
includes a random coefficient for gender, a cross-level interaction between 
gender and each of the four organization-level relational attributes variables, 
and individual- and organization-level controls (education, work experience, 
tenure, part-time work, industry, sector, and organization size).

Figure 5.2 shows the predicted probabilities of having authority, 
plotted separately for women and men, at different values of the interacting 
variables, for example, in organizations with 60 percent men as opposed to 
organizations with 20 percent men. The difference between the predictions 
(lines) for women and men indicates the gender gap in authority. The 
conclusion from all four panels in figure 5.2 point in the same direction: 
net of individual-level authority-associated characteristics, industry, sector, 
and organization size, men’s advantage in authority is larger in organizations 
with larger shares of men and organizations where men tend to have higher 
status relative to women in terms of other status distinctions. In figure 5.2 
this is shown by the fanning out lines for men’s and women’s predictions 
along the x-axis.
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Zooming in on the variation of the gender authority gap across 
organizations based on the share of men in the organization, I find, for 
example, that in organizations with about 58 percent men (the mean in the 
sample), men on average have a 5.5 percentage point higher probability of 
having supervisory authority than women, a relative difference of 21 percent. 
In organizations with a share of men one standard deviation above the mean 
(about 84 percent), this difference is 7.2 percentage points or 34 percent; in 
organizations with a share of men one standard deviation below the mean 
(about 33 percent), men are 8.5 percentage points, or 1.52 times (52 percent) 
more likely than women to have authority.

Men’s authority advantage relative to women also grows with the extent 
to which men have higher status than women in terms of permanent 
employment, overwork, and migration status. For the mean difference in 
the share of individuals with permanent contracts between men and women 
(about 2 percentage points higher among men), men are 6.7 percentage 
points or 1.31 times more likely than women to have authority. One standard 
deviation below the mean (organizations where the share of women with 
permanent contracts is 3 percentage points higher than men’s) this difference 
is 5.9 percentage points (or 27 percent in relative terms); a standard deviation 
above the mean (where the share of men with permanent contracts is 7 
percentage points higher than that among women), men are 7.5 percentage 
points or 1.36 times more likely than women to have authority.

With a 12 percentage points higher share of individuals who have 
overworked among men relative to women (the mean in the sample), men 
are 8.2 percentage points more likely than women to have authority (1.40 
times as likely). A standard deviation below the mean (where the share 
of individuals who have overworked is 4 percentage points higher among 
women than men) this difference is 4 percentage points (1.17 times as 
likely), and a standard deviation above the mean (in organizations where 
the share of men who have overworked is 21 percentage points higher than 
women), 10.3 percentage points (1.56 as likely). Finally, in organizations 
with a 4 percentage points higher share of nonmigrants among women 
relative to men (a standard deviation below the mean), men are on average 
6.5 percentage points (29 percent) more likely than women to have authority; 
in contrast to this, with 8 percentage points higher share of nonmigrants 
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among men relative to women, this difference is 7.1 percentage points, or 
33 percent in relative terms.

Altogether, these findings support the expectation that the gender gap 
in workplace authority will be larger where status distinctions reinforce each 
other, in line with similar findings regarding the covariates of organizational 
variation in earnings gaps (Tomaskovic-Devey et al. 2009; Tomaskovic-
Devey, Hällsten, and Avent-Holt 2015; Avent-Holt and Tomaskovic-Devey 
2012).

So far, I have studied how organizational variation in the gender authority 
gap relates to additional status distinctions between all women and men at 
the organization, without taking account of the status characteristics of 
the individual women and men based on whom the gender authority gap 
was calculated. To explore whether men’s relative power will be greater 
than women’s when they have higher status on other characteristics as 
a group, irrespective of status characteristics of individual women and 
men, in additional analyses I add individual-level controls for permanent 
employment status, overwork and migration status. The results from these 
analyses are presented in table A.11 in the appendix, alongside the results 
from the models excluding these controls. Controlling for individual-level 
employment status, overwork, and migration status leaves the conclusions 
virtually unchanged, suggesting that the gender gap in authority is larger 
when men at the organization have higher status relative to women in terms 
of other culturally or organizationally recognized status distinctions, even 
net of individuals’ own status characteristics.

Discussion

This chapter showed organizational variation in the gender gap in workplace 
authority. Whereas in most organizations in my sample men have an authority 
advantage relative to women, the size of this difference varies considerably 
across organizations, net of authority-associated individual characteristics 
of women and men. To my knowledge, this is the first study to document 
organizational variation in the gender authority gap, adding to the small 
but growing body of literature showing organizational variation in earnings 
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inequality (Tomaskovic-Devey et al. 2009; Avent-Holt and Tomaskovic-
Devey 2012; Tomaskovic-Devey, Hällsten, and Avent-Holt 2015).

The notion that work organizations are important sites for the creation 
and maintenance of inequality is not new (Baron and Bielby 1980; Acker 
1990, 2006). Prior quantitative work, however, has been limited in its ability 
to study gender authority gaps within and across organizations because 
most available data come from survey observations of individuals located 
in national labor markets, with no data on multiple individuals from the 
same work organization. Studies of covariates of the percentage of women 
in management based on aggregate-level data have not been able to separate 
contextual from individual-level effects; qualitative work, on the other hand, 
has typically studied processes of exploitation and social closure within 
single, or a very limited number of organizations. I use linked survey and 
administrative data from the Netherlands that match individuals to their 
workplaces and contain information on both organizations and individuals 
working in these organizations. My sample is sufficiently large to be able to 
exploit variation in status distinctions of individuals in these organizations, 
and study how these relate to organizational variation in the gender authority 
gap.

I find that the variation in the gender authority gap across organizations 
covaries with the share of men in the organization and the extent to which 
men tend to have higher status than women in terms of other culturally and 
organizationally recognized status distinctions, net of industry, sector, and 
organization size. This evidence is consistent with existing evidence of larger 
earnings inequality in organizations with larger shares of the higher-status 
group and where status distinctions reinforce each other (Tomaskovic-Devey 
et al. 2009; Tomaskovic-Devey, Hällsten, and Avent-Holt 2015; Avent-Holt 
and Tomaskovic-Devey 2012). Overall, therefore, this chapter contributes 
to the literature on the gender gap in workplace authority by demonstrating 
how average estimates of authority gaps, often on the national level, obscure 
informative organizational variation in inequality, as well as by studying the 
potential of relational power struggles at the workplace for explaining gender 
authority gaps, long emphasized by reviews of the field (Smith 2002). The 
chapter also contributes to the relational inequalities literature (Tomaskovic-
Devey 2014; Tomaskovic-Devey and Avent-Holt 2019), hitherto mostly 



127

Relational Inequality and Organizational Variation in the Gender Authority Gap

focused on studying earnings inequality, by showing that predictions from 
the relational model of inequality are also consistent with evidence on the 
distribution of workplace authority.

While the organizations in my sample are sufficiently diverse in 
terms of the status distinctions of the individuals working in these 
organizations, allowing me to exploit this variation in the analyses, they 
are not representative of the full population of work organizations in the 
Netherlands. This has potential consequences for my findings regarding 
the average estimate of the gap and organizational variation in the gender 
authority gap. Given the higher chance of sampling multiple individuals from 
large organizations while drawing random samples from the surveys, the 
organizations in my sample tend to be large. They also tend to be more men-
dominated than those found in the population of large work organizations, 
due to the selection of organizations with a sufficient number of sampled 
individuals in authority for the analyses. Whether my estimate of the average 
gender authority gap is an under- or overestimate is unclear; on the one hand, 
the average gap I find could be larger than that in the population, provided 
that gender gaps are larger in men-dominated arenas; on the other hand, 
my sample contains large organizations that possibly have smaller gender 
authority gaps than smaller organizations due to being subject to public 
scrutiny. Whatever the direction of potential bias, my discussion focuses 
on the organizational variation in the gender authority gap, rather than the 
average estimate in the sample. The organizational variation in the gender 
authority in the population could be even larger than the one I find. In my 
analyses I found that, for example, the gender gap in authority is close to 
zero or trivially in favor of women only in a handful of organizations. There 
may be proportionally more of these workplaces in the actual population, 
given the overrepresentation of men-dominated organizations in the sample, 
overall resulting in larger organizational variation in the gender authority 
gap.

Another potential issue with my data is that I do not necessarily study 
the most proximate workplaces of employees whose work organizations 
pay out wages centrally. This issue might be especially present in my sample 
of large organizations, given that large organizations are more likely to 
have multiple branches. Studies of the role of organizations for explaining 
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earnings inequality have considered the definition of organizations in my 
data as resulting in viable units of analysis (e.g., Janietz and Bol 2020) 
because the larger share of rising earnings inequality has been found to be 
between firms, rather than within firms but between branches (Song et al. 
2019). Although my findings are consistent with the theory, not necessarily 
studying the most proximate workplace of individuals remains a limitation, 
given that authority claims are likely at least in part made on the level of the 
proximate workplace.

The reality of status distinctions and relational power struggles over 
resources in organizations is more complex than studied in this chapter. My 
measures of organizational intersections of status distinctions, for example, 
are limited only to pairs of status characteristics, and my dichotomous 
measure of migration status does not capture the experiences of differently 
racialized migrant groups. I have also not been able to distinguish between 
different exploitation or social closure processes. The outcomes I observe 
are consistent with a variety of explicit and implicit claims-making processes, 
in reality likely often occurring simultaneously.


