Employees’ Perceptions of Gender Inequality: Lessons from Finland

Abstract In spite of the fact that equal opportunities for men and women have been a priority in many countries, the inequality between them has not disappeared (Trade Union Congress Report, 2008). Study after study has focused on the causes of gender inequality. However, in addition to objective reasons of gender inequality, there is also a subjective dimension which concerns how employees of various organizations and industries interpret and perceive gender inequality. 
To assess this issue, I develop a conceptual model of factors hypothesized to influence employees’ perceptions of gender inequality grounded in social psychology theories. The model is tested using data from the Gender Equality Barometer 2008 which provides information on the experiences of Finnish male and female employees regarding gender equality in working places, industrial fields and society in general. 
The empirical analysis reveals that when both male and female employees are analysed together, their gender, age, area of living and reconciliation of work and family appear to be significant factors in determining their perceptions of gender inequality. However, when their perceptions about gender inequality are analysed separately, different factors turn out to be significant. When only male employees are examined, then age, marital status and reconciliation of work and family are crucial in their perceptions of gender inequality. When only female employees are analyzed, then age, education, area of living and employment sector become essential in their perceptions of gender inequality. 

Introduction

For some time gender inequality has been one of the most intensively researched topics in social science all over the world. A growing awareness of gender inequality both in the workplace and at home as well as a common belief that this inequality should be eliminated has produced a great amount of studies aiming at uncovering the reasons for gender inequality (e.g., Acker, 2006a; Sen, 1995; Kanter, 1977; Reskin, 2003). Much less attention has been given to a subjective dimension which concerns how individuals interpret, perceive, and value gender equality. In my opinion, examining the way people see gender inequality, whether it exists for them or not, can help answering the question of why gender inequality persists and how to overcome it because the more knowledge people gain about the phenomenon, the more power and courage they have to act against it. 
Gender inequality is common in the workplace. It may violate the principle of equal treatment for all employees, and may lead to problems with retention, morale, and performance (Ngo, Foley, Wong and Loi, 2003). Gender socialization theory assumes that male and female employees tend to regard their workplaces with different attitudes and expectations (Smith and Rogers, 2000). Despite this fact, very few studies have explored factors believed to influence employees’ perceptions of gender inequality (Gilligan, 1982; Davis and Robinson, 1991; Gutek, Cohen and Tsui, 1996; Rotundo, Nguyen and Sackett, 2001; Ngo et al., 2003).  Focusing on employees’ perceptions of gender inequality rather than authentic gender inequality is meaningful since these perceptions affect work-related attitudes and behaviours (Sanchez and Brock, 1996). What is more, the perceptions of employees cannot be understood without reference to social context. Theories of social psychology may thus provide a useful framework for exploring employees’ perceptions of gender inequality (Deaux and Major, 2000). In addition, differences in employees’ perceptions of gender inequality may also emphasize such potential problems as discrimination, sexual harassment and glass ceiling that may reduce an organization’s competitive edge (McDaniel, Schoeps and Lincourt, 2001).  All this suggests that more theoretical and empirical work is needed to shed light on the question of how employees understand the phenomenon of gender inequality, how they experience it, and why they perceive it differently across organizations and industries.

This paper takes steps towards filling this gap by (1) developing a conceptual model of the factors hypothesized to influence employees’ perceptions of gender inequality, and (2) testing it using the data of Gender Equality Barometer 2008 which provides information on the experiences of employees in Finland regarding gender equality in working places, industrial fields and society in general. The key objective of the study is not to describe whether gender inequality exists in various Finnish organizations and industries, as it clearly does, but rather to analyze whether and to what extent gender inequality is perceived to exist. Since perceptions of gender inequality are socially constructed, meaning that social and contextual variables influence employees’ perceptions of entitlements to socially distributed outcomes such as outcomes in which another employee is involved (Ngo et al., 2003), the study shows that social psychology theories are helpful in determining which factors have an impact on employees’ perceptions of gender inequality. Therefore, by scrutinizing theories from social psychology, such as gender socialization theory, occupational socialization theory, relative deprivation theory, social dominance theory, expectancy theory and equity theory, the current research identifies a number of individual and employment determinants of the perceptions of gender inequality. 
Social psychology’s field focuses on relationships between individuals and their social environments (Hollander and Howard, 2000). It seems evident that actors’ gender, among other social structural positions, should be a key concern of this theory. 
In the next section an overview of the hypotheses is presented.  Drawing on literature, the section presents each factor which is suggested to have an impact on the perceptions of gender inequality. The subsequent section discusses the sample, variables, and statistical techniques that are used to test the hypotheses. The final sections provide the study’s results, its discussion and conclusions. 

Theory and Hypotheses
My interpretation of gender equality goes along with thinking of Pietilä (1983) who claims that although ‘women and men are different from each other in many respects besides reproductive functions (…) they should be able to be equal with each other in employment, society and all aspects of life’ (Pietilä, 1983: 111). In my interpretation, gender equality thus should not be understood as men and women being alike, but being equally significant to the workplace because of the different capabilities and potential. Subsequently, gender inequality refers to a social order in which women and men do not share the same opportunities and the same constraints on full participation in both the economic and the domestic realm (Bailyn, 2006). 
In order to define the factors that have an impact on employees’ perceptions of gender inequality, we should first explore whether these employees perceive that gender inequality exists. According to Davis and Robinson (1991), gender inequality is perceived only when both the self-awareness of subordinate groups and awareness of inequality on the part of those who are not disadvantaged are taken in. By this definition, both male and female employees, who favour action to reduce discrimination against women, to let them play a more active role in politics and occupy more leading positions, perceive gender inequality. What is more, both male and female employees, who agree that more men should be employed in social and health care services, and that men should have an opportunity to participate more in upbringing of their children, perceive gender inequality. Lastly, both male and female employees, who consider that labour market organizations should be more active in eliminating unjustified pay inequalities between men and women and in distributing different forms of family leave more evenly between the female- and male-dominated industries, perceive gender inequality. 
I suggest further that employees’ perceptions of gender inequality depend on (1) individual and (2) employment factors (Figure 1). 



Figure 1. Conceptual model
Individual factors
Perceptions are often constructed by the experiences that one has throughout one’s life, and these experiences may differ depending on gender, age, marital status, education, area of living and cases of disparaging attitude among other issues. Several scholars argued that women tend to be more concerned about gender inequality (e.g., Borchorst and Siim, 2008); older employees are more sensitive to gender inequality (e.g., Paul, 2006); married individuals are more politically conservative about gender inequality (e.g., Cohen and Kirchmeyer, 1995); highly educated individuals tend to be more critical towards unequal treatment of genders (e.g., Judge and Livingston, 2008); individuals living in urban areas perceive gender inequality less than those living in rural areas (e.g., Shunfeng and Aimin, 2006); and individuals, who report that they have experienced patronising or disparaging attitude from any member of the opposite sex, perceive gender inequality more than others (Liu and Wilson, 2001). The relationships between these individual factors and employees’ perceptions of gender inequality are discussed further below.
Gender. Several scholars argue that women have a tendency to perceive gender inequality more than men (e.g., Borchorst and Siim, 2008).  Men and women often differ in their perceptions, and these gender differences in perceptions may be inherent, a product of socialization or a person’s value system, or due to prior experience (Rotundo et al., 2001). First of all, gender socialization theory proposes that men and women may be socialized to perceive behaviors differently (Smith and Rogers, 2000). For instance, men and women may be socialized to perceive different social-sexual behaviors as appropriate or inappropriate (Rotundo et al., 2001). Secondly, gender socialization theory assumes that individuals may be socialized to perceive different organizational rewards as equal or not for men and women; therefore, the same rewards may be perceived as equally distributed by one gender and as unequal by the other based on how one is socialized (Ngo et al., 2003). Lastly, gender socialization theory suggests that men and women may differ in their perceptions of their differential roles and positions in the organization. Women continue to experience differential and selective treatment at work based on their gender since the interests of those in more powerful positions in organizations are represented more forcefully than the interests of the less powerful, who are more likely to be female employees (Bridges and Nelson, 1989).
Nowadays women make enormous gains in education and labour force participation; thus they are likely to perceive that the skills they bring to the job are as valuable as men’s skills. However, as Lange (2008) concluded, in spite of high educational achievements, women benefit less from their obtained qualifications and skills than their male counterparts, obtain lower pay compared to men with similar job responsibilities and find themselves less encouraged to promotion than men. 
Many women have to demonstrate that they possess the same required skills and qualifications as men. This shows that organizations as groups of people have not changed their perceptions as fast partly because men dominate many of them. Accordingly, only when female employees are as ‘taken for granted’ as their male counterparts will they be seen to have the same degree of power and autonomy and hence will not experience gender inequality.
Consistent with the above argument, I suggest that gender has an influence on whether employees perceive gender inequality or not. Individuals who are disadvantaged by the distribution of opportunities, treatment, and conditions are likely to perceive gender inequality more than individuals who are not disadvantaged (Robinson, 1983). According to this statement, female employees are likely to perceive gender inequality more than male employees:
Hypothesis 1: Female employees perceive gender inequality more than male employees.
Age. Not only gender has an impact on the way employees across various organizations and industries perceive gender inequality. Several researchers have demonstrated that older individuals tend to perceive gender inequality more than younger ones (e.g., Paul, 2006) due to the ‘wisdom of experience’ (Jackson and Grabski, 1988: 622). Occupational socialization theory proposes that employees are socialized within the work environment through training, organizational culture, and workplace rewards (Smith and Rogers, 2000), thus the older is an employee, the longer he/she has been fully socialized and may be more sensitive to gender inequality. Older employees might be more conscious about the cases where male and female employees are treated differently while performing similarly (Judge and Livingston, 2008). In contrast, younger employees have little data or no data so they may be less likely to perceive gender inequality than older employees. Accordingly, I hypothesize that age has an influence on employees’ perceptions of gender inequality. Older employees are suggested to perceive gender inequalities more than younger ones:

Hypothesis 2: Older employees perceive gender inequality more than younger employees.
Marital status. Evidence in some studies suggests that married individuals tend to be less concerned about gender inequality than unmarried (e.g., Cohen and Kirchmeyer, 1995). Relative deprivation theory (Crosby, 1982) might be useful in understanding why gender inequality is not necessarily perceived of the same importance for married individuals in contrary to unmarried ones. According to the theory, married individuals differ in the relative value they place on the various outcomes and characteristics of their marriages. While married individuals tend to value stability and harmony in their relationships, the unmarried individuals tend to appreciate independence and autonomy much more. This goes along with a common belief that married and cohabiting individuals are less feminist than individuals who are single, divorced or widowed (Davis and Robinson, 1991). Married and cohabiting individuals have a tendency to consider a man to be a breadwinner and a woman to be a source for additional income (Jackson and Grabski, 1988). They are expected to follow traditional division of labour preserving power and superior privilege held by men. Accordingly, married and cohabiting employees are expected to be less concerned about gender inequality than unmarried or divorced ones because they are more likely to adjust their attitudes on the basis of traditional conceptions (Duehr and Bono, 2006). The following hypothesis is thus suggested:

Hypothesis 3: Married or cohabiting employees perceive gender inequality less than unmarried, divorced or widowed ones.

Education. Characteristics of an individual’s intellectual environment may also have an impact on the way he/she perceives gender inequality. Individuals who are more highly educated, who hold more cognitive ability or both are likely to be more critical of traditional allotment of labour where women’ work is considered to be less valuable than men’s because these individuals have a tendency to adjust their attitudes on the basis of evidence they come across rather than on historical norms (Judge and Livingston, 2008). Accordingly, those employees who have high education are more likely to have learnt about gender inequality during their education than others. Consequently, education influences perceptions of gender inequality in a way that employees with high education are expected to perceive more gender inequality than employees with basic or secondary education: 

Hypothesis 4: Employees with high education perceive gender inequality more than employees with basic or secondary education. 
Area of living. In many rural areas the work of women is labelled as ‘unskilled’ and the work of men is defined as ‘skilled’, even if the tasks require similar and equal skills. Women are thus perceived as having lesser ability or commitment leading to a situation where men get better salary and treatment than women with the abilities for the same task. In doing so it stresses the need to look beyond the economic significance of women's activities and at the interconnectivity of production and reproduction. Women's domestic role within rural society is also worth discussing. Rural ideology has a unique influence on perceptions of gender inequality. Home-based and unwaged work done by women is often unvalued in rural areas, while work of men is more ‘visible’ in terms of monetary and physical terms (Shunfeng and Aimin, 2006). The conclusions reached suggest that area of living has an impact on the employees’ perceptions of gender inequality in a way that employees living in urban areas might perceive gender inequality less than employees living in rural areas:
Hypothesis 5: Employees living in urban areas perceive gender inequality less than employees living in rural areas. 

Patronising attitude. In their research, Liu and Wilson (2001) found that for some men it is difficult to perceive women in anything but a nurturing, child-rearing and spousal support role, which is reflected in men's behaviour towards women at work. Some of their female respondents reported that they were constantly asked by their male colleagues to ``make the tea and tidy the office'' (Liu and Wilson, 2001: 169). Such kind of attitudes were found to be ``insulting, patronising and demeaning'' (Liu and Wilson, 2001: 169). Other female respondents of that study reported that their male counterparts often burdened them with extra work, which put them under a lot of pressure leaving them feeling ``insecure, resentful and disheartened'' (Liu and Wilson, 2001: 169). The above example demonstrates that experiencing offensive attitude may have an impact on whether an employee perceives gender discrimination and gender inequality or not. As Simpson (2000) noticed men in many cases raise the boundaries between men and women so that gender inequality is exaggerated. Therefore, experience of patronising attitude in others is suggested to influence employees’ perceptions of gender inequality in a way that employees, who experience or experienced patronising or disparaging attitude from any member of the opposite sex, perceive gender inequality more than other employees.
Hypothesis 6: Employees, who experience or experienced patronising attitude from any member of the opposite sex, perceive gender inequality more than other employees. 

Employment factors
Many organizations are currently characterized by a gender hierarchy expressed through masculine norms and structures, implemented in wider social relations of male dominance and female disadvantage (Syed and Murray, 2008). Organizations have their own unique expressions of gender inequality, with its roots of discrimination deeply embedded in its systems, practices, and assumptions (Meyerson and Fletcher, 20009. However, gender inequality in organizations is shadowed by processes of disembodiment, such as merit and productivity, which make it difficult to understand the persistence of male privilege and the absence of gender equality. Therefore, in order to explore employees’ perceptions of gender inequality, different employment factors have to be taken into account. 
Industry gender composition. Employees’ perceptions of gender inequality may be similar within an organization but vary considerably across industries and sectors (Haisken-DeNew and Schmidt, 1997). Industry gender composition can thus have an impact on the employees’ perceptions of gender inequality (Ngo et al., 2003). 
According to gender socialization theory (Smith and Rogers, 2000), sex segregation, or in another words industry gender composition, promotes the tendency to devalue women and their work, and is a key factor in differential compensation for men and women. Because of industry gender composition, men and women have less interaction at work, and thus they tend to perpetuate their sex-role stereotyping (Ngo et al., 2003). Consequently, industry gender composition is expected to have an impact on employees’ perceptions of gender inequality in a way that employees in female- and male-concentrated industries perceive gender inequality less than employees in gender-neutral industries. 

Another relevant explanation on how industry gender composition can influence perceptions of gender inequality is based on expectancy theory (Vroom, 1994). The theory assumes that changes in perception are likely to affect the motivation to perform as well as create feelings of inequality. The theory describes the value of the reward, the performance-reward connection and the performance-effort connection. The value of the reward appears to have been risen for women recently. The performance-reward connection can be difficult to establish in many female-dominated industries since these industries are more likely to provide services rather than products. The performance-effort connection is also uncertain in many female-concentrated industries. Accordingly, in many female-concentrated industries an employee is not sure how his or her labour should be valued. For example, a recent series of experiments show that many female employees are reluctant to ask for the salary they are entitled to have in female-concentrated industries and are satisfied with less salary than their male counterparts (Lange, 2008). Hence:
Hypothesis 7: Employees in female and male-concentrated industries perceive gender inequality less than employees in gender-neutral industries. 
Employment sector. Sector of an employment can have an impact on employees’ perceptions of gender inequality. According to occupational socialization theory (Smith and Rogers, 2000), social comparisons may determine how individuals judge their attributes, abilities, and outcomes. Employees in private sector deal with smaller number of individuals, systems, and processes, so that they may learn about the other organizational members faster than employees of public and governmental sectors. Thus, employees of private sector might be more aware of gender inequality. Moreover, private sector in Finland is mostly beneficial for men because women’s typical occupations involve caring, human contact and social relationships and are not profit-making to the same extent as men’s (Lehto, 2008). In such job segregation, it is not easy to measure productivity, which leads to a situation where women perform similarly with men in private sector, but may receive different rewards and treatment, which results in perceived gender inequality. 
The human resource practices of public and governmental sectors are more formal, more bureaucratic and more resource-intensive than the practices of private sector (Barber, Wesson, Roberson and Taylor, 1999). It is not possible for employees of public and governmental sectors to learn a great deal about the other organizational members’ behaviour due to the size of the sectors. Thus, employees of public and government sectors might be less concerned about gender inequality. For instance, in Finland as in many other countries government has made a special effort to integrate women by introducing female quotas in their list of candidates for public and municipality positions, resulting in an extensive increase of female representatives in public and governmental sectors. Many public organizations supported Finnish government by creating more positions for women’s representatives with various functions. These actions have resulted in a decreasing perception of gender inequality in public and government sectors. The conclusions reached suggest that employment sector has an impact on employees’ perceptions of gender inequality in a way that employees in public and government sectors perceive gender inequality less than employees in private sector:
Hypothesis 8: Employees in public and government sectors perceive gender inequality less than employees in private sector. 

Employment position. Position in the employment hierarchy may also determine whether gender inequality is perceived or not. Several sociologists acknowledged the relationship between status and treatment. For instance, Rosette and Thompson (2005) assumed that men dominate top management, both numerically and positionally, and most women, even those in management positions, receive lower pay, have limited opportunity positions, and experience only limited power. 

A relevant explanation on how employment position can influence perceptions of gender inequality is based on social dominance theory (Sidanius and Pratto, 1999). The theory assumes that individuals are motivated to believe that they live in a world where everyone gets what he or she deserves. Hence, the fact that employees in high and moderate positions get higher rewards and better treatment than employees in low-status positions is a reflection of effort and is therefore justified. Thus, the potential exists for employees in low hierarchical positions to accept their lack of privilege, because they perceive the privilege of employees with status to be earned or fair (Rosette and Thompson, 2005). Accordingly, employees with high hierarchical positions are expected to possess better treatment than lower-level employees and ordinary workers.  For that reason, employees in supervisory, management and upper level white-collar positions are expected to perceive gender inequality less than employees in lower-level and ordinary positions.
A structural model of organizational behavior also suggests that position in the organizational hierarchy influence employees’ behavior and perceptions (Kanter, 1977). According to the model, employees in low positions may attribute their disadvantages at work to those structural factors, and also perceive more gender inequality. In contrary, employees in high position have a tendency to look for ways to maintain their advantage and perceive less gender inequality.  Consequently, employment position is supposed to have an impact on employees’ perceptions of gender inequality in a way that employees in high positions are expected to perceive gender inequality less than employees in low positions:
Hypothesis 9: Employees in supervisory, management and upper level white-collar positions perceive gender inequality less than employees in lower-level and ordinary positions. 

Employment contract and relationship. Several scholars have found that perceptions of equality may depend on whether employees have part-time or full-time employment contracts and whether they have permanent or fixed-term/temporary employment relationship (e.g., Howard and Frink, 1996). This means that employment contract and relationship might have an influence on the way an employee perceives gender inequality. It is possible that employees with full-time and/or permanent contracts have more contacts than others, expect higher level of involvement in decision-making and more positive interpersonal treatment from leaders. Employees with full-time and/or permanent contract may have more opportunities for growth in an organization and are more involved in planning and implementing any changes for that growth. That is, full-time and/or permanent contract may indirectly increase satisfaction with co-workers, supervision and treatment (Howard and Frink, 1996). It is thus possible that employment contract and relationship have an impact on employees’ perceptions of gender inequality in a way that employees with full-time and/or permanent contract may perceive gender inequality less then employees with part-time and/or temporary employment contracts:
Hypothesis 10: Employees with full-time contracts perceive gender inequality less than employees with part-time contracts. 

Hypothesis 11: Employees with permanent contracts perceive gender inequality less than employees with fixed-term or temporary contracts. 

Reconciliation of work and family. Developments in the area of the reconciliation of work and family are needed for achieving gender equality. Role-balance theory assumes that individuals seek full and meaningful experiences in their work and family lives (Marks, Huston, Johnson and MacDermid, 2001). The theory suggests that in order to achieve balance one should distribute his/her personal resources across all life roles in an ‘evenhanded’ fashion (Carlson and Grzywacz, 2008), which leads to an equal engagement in work and family obligations.

Although men are now encouraged to share domestic responsibilities together with women, this concept has not yet filtered through to all sectors of society. What is more, many women continue to face the problem of time reconciliation at both the professional and private levels.  As Parent (2008: 4) declared, “policies to promote the role of men in care and family responsibilities are needed and should address their role in both child and eldercare as this is fundamental to achieving gender equality. Both women and men should have the opportunity to fulfil family caring obligations without being deprived of their freedom to engage in paid work and make full use of their right to employment”. Accordingly, it is suggested that reconciliation of work and family may influence the employees’ perceptions of gender inequality in a way that the more encouraging the concern of employee’s workplace towards the reconciliation of work and family, the less the employee observes gender inequality and vice versa: 
Hypothesis 12: The more positive the concern of employee’s workplace towards the reconciliation of work and family, the less the employee perceives gender inequality.
Parental leave. Knijn and Kremer (1997) claimed that in order to contribute to gender inequality, modern welfare states have to shape the needs and rights of caregivers and care receivers by encouraging both mothers’ and fathers’ use of leave benefits. According to Rantalaiho (1997), in Finland both men and women have been acknowledged as having the right to take parental leave, but there is little interest in a redistribution of responsibility between men and women for child care.  Similarly, Salmi and Lammi-Taskula (1999) pointed out that in present conditions, the net effect of parental and care leaves is to maintain the traditional gender pattern in families and in the labour market. It is thus possible to hypothesize that parental leave may have an impact on whether an employee perceives gender inequality or not. If both male and female employees feel entitled to employees’ workplace support for taking parental leave, gender equality will be achieved. Hence:
Hypothesis 13: Parental leave has an impact on employees’ perceptions of gender inequality in a way that the more positive the attitude of employee’s workplace for taking parental leave, the less the employee perceives gender inequality. 
Methodology
Data Collection

The data set of the Gender Equality Barometer 2008 was used for the following research. It was considered to be applicable for the study because it focuses on Finnish individuals’ opinions and attitudes towards gender equality and their experiences of implementing it both in public and private lives. The Gender Equality Barometer 2008 was produced by Statistics Finland for the Ministry of Social Affairs and Health. It provides a description of the equality of women and men in Finnish society. 
The data for the Barometer 2008 were collected through computer assisted telephone interviews conducted from January until March of 2008. The sample consists of approximately 2,500 people aged15-74. The response rate was 64%. The Barometer distinguished three essential types of population: full and part-time employees, full and part-time entrepreneurs or self-employed persons, full-time students and pupils.   For the following study only the experiences and attitudes of full and part-time employees were investigated, which resulted in a sample size of 816 employees. 185 employees’ responses were removed from a sample due to missing values, which resulted in a final sample size of 631 employees (Table 1). A brief description of the independent and dependent variables used in the study is discussed further.
	Characteristics of employees
	Category
	n/%
	N

	Gender
	men

women
	46,3

53,7
	292

339

	Age
	less than 30 years
31-40 years

41-50 years

more than 51 years
	20,3
26,9

24,9

27,9
	128
170

157

176

	Marital status
	married or in a registered partnership, cohabiting
unmarried, divorced or separated, widowed
	79,9
20,1
	504
127

	Education
	basic or secondary education
higher education
	54,2
45,8
	342
289

	Area of living
	urban
rural
	68,6
31,4
	433
198

	Industry gender composition
	gender-neutral
male- female-concentrated
	33,1
66,9
	209
422

	Employment sector
	private
public or governmental
	62.1
37,9
	392
239

	Employment position
	in a supervisory or management position
an upper level white-collar employee (no subordinates)

a lower-level white-collar employee

a worker
	12,0
18,5

20,6

48,8
	76
117

130

308

	Employment contract
	full-time

part-time
	89,1

10,9
	562

69

	Employment relationship
	permanent

fixed-term or temporary
	87,2

12,8
	550

81


Table 1. Employees’ characteristics
Measures

Dependent variables. Little is known about how employees interpret and apply gender inequality term in their lives (Nordenmark and Nyman, 2003). Since employees may have different understanding of what gender inequality is, the question of how gender inequality perceptions are conceptualized by Finnish employees can be problematic. Therefore, based on other country-specific surveys (Vella, 1994; Day and Devlin, 1998; Guiso, Sapienza and Zingales, 2003; Fortin, 2005) that ask similar questions, questions for the following study were developed. The dependent variable in this study is Perceptions of Gender Inequality, which is the belief that inequality exists based solely on gender, an ascribed characteristic, rather than on other achieved characteristics (adapted from Ngo et al., 2003). 
Perceptions of gender inequality can be operationalized and measured in terms of how housework and money are shared between family members and perceptions of inequality regarding this can be understood in terms of the partners’ impact on decision-making (Nordenmark and Nyman, 2003). Perceptions of gender inequality are maintained not only by the household division of labour, but by its interdependence with employment processes and political structure (Ridgeway, 1997). Therefore, this variable was measured by specific indirect questions concerning employees’ perceptions of gender inequality not only in family, but also in business, economy and politics. 
Seven-item index was chosen (Table 2, Factor 1). Factor analysis also revealed that out of the thirteen perception items measuring the general status of men and women in Finland the depicted seven items are distinct dimensions of perceptions of gender inequality. Cronbach’s alpha, a measure of reliability, is .674 for the index measuring employees’ perceptions of gender inequality (Table 2). Response categories were: fully agree (1); more or less agree (2); more or less disagree (3); fully disagree (4). For the following study neither employees’ perceptions concerning family’s income and its sources (Factor 2) nor questions about general status of men and women in Finland (Factor 3) were examined since the study aimed at analyzing only perceptions of employees concerning gender inequality. However, in future all set of factors are planned to be examined in order to provide a broader picture of the general status of men and women in Finland.    
	Questions
	Factor 1 (Perceptions of gender inequality)
	Factor 2 

	Factor 3 

	Women should play a more active role in politics to diversify the range of political expertise?
	.722
	-.071
	.054

	Business and the economy would benefit from more women in leading positions than at present?
	.718
	-.055
	-.009

	More women should be employed in social and health care services than at present?
	.466
	-.009
	-.070

	Women’s opportunities in working life are as good as men’s
	-.230
	-.021
	.504

	And what do you think of this statement: Married women are fully entitled to go to work irrespective of their family situation?
	.124
	-.569
	.160

	Men bear the primary responsibility for their family’s income?
	-.073
	.726
	-.036

	It is justified that the partner with the lowest income should do a greater share of the housework?
	.021
	.707
	.243

	Men should participate more in the care and upbringing of their children than they do at present?
	.475
	.119
	-.177

	Men are sufficiently encouraged at the workplace to use child care leaves?
	.106
	.021
	.713

	Labour market organizations should be more active in eliminating unjustified differences in pay between women and men?
	.484
	-.222
	-.325

	The employer costs incurred when employees take different forms of family leave should be distributed more evenly between the female- and male-dominated sectors?
	.483
	-.078
	-.458

	Men will also benefit from an increase in gender equality?
	.531
	-.213
	-.020

	Workplace equality plans are of no value in promoting equality between women and men?
	-.056
	-.028
	.462

	Eigen value
	2.694
	1.342
	1.176

	Percentage of variance explained
	20.727
	10.322
	9.044

	Cumulative percentage of variance explained
	20.727
	31.049
	40.094


Varimax rotation was performed. Factor loadings greater than .045 are shown in bold.
Table 2. Factor analysis results for perception items
Independent variables. Individual factors are measured by the following variables:
Gender – a dummy variable coded 1 for male employees and 0 for female employees. Age – four age groups were distinguished: employees aged less than 30, individuals aged 31-40, 41-50, and employees older than 51. Marital status – a dummy variable coded 1 for married, cohabiting or in a registered partnership and 0 for unmarried, divorced, separated, and widowed employees. Education – a dummy variable coded 1 for employees with basic or secondary and 0 for employees with high education. Area of living – a dummy variable coded 1 for employees living in urban areas and 0 for employees living in rural areas. Patronising attitude – measured by a six-item index. Respondents were asked whether there are any members of the opposite sex (a) at their workplace; (b) in organizations or associations they belong to; (c) among relatives; (d) among neighbours; (e) in their hobby environments; (f) in some other circle of friends, who, at least sometimes, take a patronising or disparaging attitude towards respondents’ comments and suggestions. Response categories were: (1) no; (2) one; (3) a few; (4) several. Cronbach’s alpha is .675 for the index measuring this item.
Employment factors are measured by the following variables:

Industry gender composition – a dummy variable coded 1 for gender-neutral industries and 0 for male- and female-concentrated industries. Employment sector – a dummy variable coded 1 for private sector and 0 for public and government sector. Employment position – four position groups were distinguished: employees in a supervisory or management position; an upper level white-collar emoployee; a lower-level white-collar employee; and a worker. Employment contract – a dummy variable coded 1 for full-time contract and 0 for part-time. Employment relationship – a dummy variable coded 1 for permanent employment relationship and 0 for fixed-term/temporary employment relationship. Reconciliation of work and family – measured by a four-item index. Respondents were asked whether it is normally difficult at their workplaces: (a) for mothers of small children to refuse to work overtime for family reasons?’; (b) for fathers of small children to refuse to work overtime for family reasons?’; (c) for a women to stay off work to look after a child under the age of 10 who has fallen ill?’; (d) for a man to stay off work to look after a child under the age of 10 who had fallen ill?’. Response categories were: (1) not at all difficult; (2) somewhat difficult; (3) clearly difficult. Cronbach’s alpha is .816 for the index measuring this item. Parental leave – measured by a seven-item index. Respondents were asked whether it is difficult: (a) for women to take maternity or parental leave for duration of almost one year?’; (b) for a men to take paternity leave for a duration of three weeks?’; (c) for men to take parental leave whose duration may vary from one to seven months?’; (d) for women to take child care leave until the child is 3 years old?’; (e) for men to take child care leave until the child’s third birthday?’; (f) for women to take part-time child care leave, which is possible until the end of the child’s second school year?’; (g) for men to take part-time child care leave, which is possible until the end of the child’s second school year?’. Response categories were: (1) not at all difficult; (2) somewhat difficult; (3) clearly difficult. Cronbach’s alpha is .847 for the index measuring this item.
Results
The hypotheses were tested through linear regression to examine the impact of both individual and employment factors on employees’ perceptions of gender inequality. Before running a regression analysis, collinearity diagnostics was performed by examining the bivariate correlations (Table 3) and variance inflation factors (Table 3), and together these provided confidence in the model. 
Table 4 presents the results of OLS regression analysis in which three models are represented. Model 1 incorporates that gender, age, area of living and reconciliation of work and family affect employees’ perceptions of gender inequality. Lacking longitudinal data, the direction of causality among these variables cannot be determined, but there might be a two-way causality in a way that employment affect and is affected by gender attitudes (Davis and Robinson, 1991). Furthermore, regression analysis is estimated separately for men (Model 2) and women (Model 3) because some hypotheses assume different effects for the two sexes. Also those hypotheses that predict same effects for both sexes can be tested by separate regressions.  I split the sample based on gender, to test what impact it has on other elements under the study. Such separation may emphasize gender differences among employees and advance earlier studies in which gender was not considered important (Acker and Houten, 1992).  Model 2 shows that age, education, area of living and employment sector influence male employees’ perceptions of gender inequality. Model 3 depicts that age, marital status and reconciliation of work and family have an impact on female employees’ perceptions of gender inequality. 
	
	Mean
	s.d.
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8
	9
	10
	11
	12
	13

	1. Gender Inequality Perceptions
	1.5739
	.41180
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2. Gender
	1.54
	.499
	-.334***
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	.
	
	
	
	

	3. Age
	2.60
	1.097
	-.181***
	.030
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	4. Marital status
	1.20
	.401
	-.041
	.085**
	-.089**
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	5. Education
	1.46
	.499
	-.011
	.107***
	.010
	-.057
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	6. Area of living
	1.31
	.464
	-.108***
	-.016
	.157***
	-.084**
	-.114***
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	7. Reconciliation of work and family
	1.3738
	.48493
	-.105***
	.131***
	-.043
	-.006
	-.016
	-.009
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	8. Family leave
	1.4460
	.48188
	.027
	-.104**
	-.083**
	-.035
	-.037
	-.022
	.456***
	
	
	
	
	
	

	9. Patronizing attitude
	1.3100
	.44071
	-.100**
	.163***
	-.049
	.095**
	.014
	.070**
	.187***
	.196***
	
	
	
	
	

	10. Industry gender composition
	1.72
	.448
	-.185***
	.454***
	.049
	.068**
	.105***
	-.003
	.037
	-.193***
	.076**
	
	.
	
	

	11. Employment sector
	1.48
	.500
	-.142***
	.220***
	.156***
	-.042
	.100**
	.021
	-.034
	-.208***
	-.006
	.368***
	
	
	.

	12. Employment position
	3.06
	1.074
	.031
	.012
	-.061
	.052
	-.471***
	.130***
	-.003
	.059
	-.019
	-.038
	.059
	
	

	13. Employment contract
	1.11
	.312
	-.041
	.142***
	-.100*
	.014
	-.128***
	-.018
	-.014
	-.033
	.025
	.096**
	.020
	.193***
	

	14. Employment relationship 
	1.13
	.335
	-.052
	.166***
	-.181***
	.067**
	-.048
	-.035
	.048
	.024
	.013
	.139***
	.208***
	.106**
	.230***


N = 631
*p<0,05; **p<0,01; ***p<0,001 
(significance levels are based on one-tailed test)

Table 3. Means, standard deviations, and correlations
	Independent

variable
	Model 1 for both male and female employees
	Model 2 for male employees only
	Model 3 for female employees only

	
	β
	t
	VIF
	β
	t
	VIF
	β
	t
	VIF

	Gender
	-.273
	-6.141***
	1.403
	
	
	
	
	
	

	 Age
	-.161
	-4.059***
	1.122
	-.137
	-2.252*
	1.101
	-.229
	-3.898***
	1.181

	Marital status
	-.040
	-1.032
	1.047
	.002
	.025
	1.074
	-.094
	-1.695*
	1.057

	Education
	.038
	.859
	1.356
	.133
	1.886*
	1.470
	-.061
	-.985
	1.324

	Area of living
	-.096
	-2.478*
	1.069
	-.158
	-2.593**
	1.106
	-.039
	-.696
	1.078

	Patronizing attitude
	-.029
	-.724
	1.108
	.031
	.502
	1.096
	-.057
	-.999
	1.129

	 Industry gender composition
	-.028
	-.636
	1.396
	-.038
	-.610
	1.169
	-.037
	-.659
	1.062

	 Employment sector
	-.063
	-1.506
	1.244
	-.109
	-1.684*
	1.236
	-.012
	-.214
	1.165

	 Employment position
	.068
	1.550
	1.381
	.095
	1.328
	1.514
	.059
	.943
	1.324

	 Employment contract
	-.021
	-.535
	1.118
	.000
	-.002
	1.032
	-.048
	-.814
	1.212

	 Employment relationship
	-.012
	-.290
	1.179
	.048
	.783
	1.130
	-.067
	-1.142
	1.185

	Reconciliation of work and family
	-.072
	-1.650*
	1.336
	-.041
	-.609
	1.351
	-.108
	-1.727*
	1.340

	Family leave
	.000
	-.004
	1.439
	.007
	.094
	1.481
	-.032
	-.496
	1.422

	R2
	.158
	
	
	.088
	
	
	.080
	
	

	Adjusted R2
	.139
	
	
	.048
	
	
	.045
	
	

	F
	8.592***
	
	
	2.183*
	
	
	2.279*
	
	

	N
	631
	
	
	293
	
	
	338
	
	


*p<0.05; **p<0,01; ***p<0,001

All significance levels are based on one-tailed tests.

Table 4. Results of linear regression analysis of employees’ perceptions of gender inequality

The regression equations in Models 1, 2, and 3 are all statistically significant (F=8.592, p<0,001; F=2.183, p<0.05; and F=2.279, p<0.05, respectively). The independent variables explain 15.8% of the variance in Model 1; 8.8% in Model 2; and 8% in Model 3. 

Hypothesis 1, which proposed that female employees perceive gender inequality more than male employees, is strongly supported. (β=-.273, p<0.001). Hypothesis 2, which suggested that older employees perceive gender inequality more than younger employees, is also strongly supported (β=-.161, p<0.001) for both male (β=-.137, p<0.05) and female employees (β=-.229, p<0.001) Hypothesis 3, which predicted that married or cohabiting employees perceive gender inequality less than unmarried, divorced or widowed ones, is not supported (β=-.040, p>0.05), but is supported for female employees only (β=-.094, p<0.05) meaning that married or cohabiting female employees perceive gender inequality less than unmarried, divorced or widowed female employees. Hypothesis 4, which claimed that employees with high education perceive gender inequality more than employees with basic or secondary education, is not supported for both male and female employees (β=.038, p>0.05). Moreover, Model 2 for male employees only shows that Hypothesis 4 is not supported (β=.133, p>0.10) indicating that male employees with high education perceive gender inequality less than male employees without high education. Hypothesis 5, which stated that employees living in urban areas perceive gender inequality less than employees living in rural areas, is supported (β=-.096, p<0.05). This hypothesis is also strongly supported for male employees only (β=-.158, p<0.01) meaning that male employees living in urban areas perceive gender inequality less than male employees living in rural areas. Hypothesis 6, which suggested that employees, who experience or experienced patronising attitude from any member of the opposite sex, perceive gender inequality more than other employees, is not supported (β=-.029, p>0.05).
Hypothesis 7, which proposed that employees in gender-neutral industries perceive gender inequality less than employees in male- and female-concentrated industries., is also not supported (β=-.028, p>0.05). Hypothesis 8, which predicted that employees in public and government sectors perceive gender inequality less than employees in private sector, is not supported for both male and female employees (β=-.063, p>0.05), but is supported for male employees only (β=-.109, p<0.05) meaning that male employees in public and government sectors perceive gender inequality less than male employees in private sector. Hypothesis 9, which suggested that employees in supervisory, management and upper level white-collar positions perceive gender inequality less than employees in lower-level and ordinary positions, is not supported (β=.068, p>0.05). Neither Hypothesis 10, which proposed that employees with full-time contracts perceive gender inequality less than employees with part-time contracts, nor Hypothesis 11, which stated that employees with permanent contracts perceive gender inequality less than employees with fixed-term or temporary contracts, are supported (β=-.021, p>0.05 and β=-.012, p>0.05, respectively). Instead, hypothesis 12, which proposed that the more positive the concern of employee’s workplace towards the reconciliation of work and family, the less the employee perceives gender inequality, is supported for both male and female employees (β=-.072, p<0.05). Hypothesis 12 is also supported for female employees only (β=-.108, p<0.05) meaning that the more positive the concern of employee’s workplace towards the reconciliation of work and family, the less female employee perceives gender inequality. Hypothesis 13, which suggested that the more positive the attitude of employee’s workplace for taking parental leave, the less the employee perceives gender inequality, is not supported (β=.000, p>0.05). 

Discussion and conclusion

Existing research on gender inequality both in the workplace and at home has examined the phenomenon and the reasons for it in depth, but has not yet adequately examined individuals’ perceptions concerning gender inequality. This study broadens the domain of gender inequality research by exploring employees’ perceptions and thoughts about gender inequality. Examining the way employees perceive gender inequality, which factors have an impact on the way they perceive it helps answering the question of why gender inequality persists and how to overcome it. The study reveals that male and female employees have very different perceptions about gender inequality at home and in the workplace, supporting prior research that emphasized that men and women often differ in the perceptions (Rotundo et al., 2001, Ngo et al., 2003). The differences between male and female employees’ perceptions of gender inequality may relate to discrimination that female employees have personally experienced in their lives.
The following study has some theoretical implications. Firstly, the study supports gender socialization theory (Smith and Rogers, 2000), which claims that men and women may be socialized to perceive behaviours differently in a way that female employees perceive gender inequality more than male employees. Secondly, the study supports occupational socialization theory (Smith and Rogers, 2000), which states that in a that older employees are more fully socialized and thus are more sensitive towards gender inequality than younger employees. Lastly, role-balance theory (Marks, Huston, Johnson and MacDermid, 2001), which claims that the more equal employees’ engagement in work and family obligations, the less the individual will perceive gender inequality. The current paper supports this argument by showing that  the more positive the concern of employee’s workplace towards the reconciliation of work and family, the less the employee perceives gender inequality.
The findings should be also of interest to scholars of gender and organizational studies since the empirical evidence of the current study suggests some additions to the existing literature. For instance, the study suggests different results when analysing both females’ and males’ perceptions of gender inequality and when analysing their perceptions separately (Figure 2). Only gender, age, area of living and reconciliation of work and family have a significant impact on employees’ perceptions of gender inequality. Other proposed individual and employment factors such as marital status, education, family leave, experience in patronizing attitude, industry gender composition, employment sector, position, contract and relationship do not have an impact on employees’ perceptions of gender inequality. However, when only female employees are analyzed, then age, education, area of living and employment sector become essential in their perceptions of gender inequality. Moreover, when only male employees are examined, then age, marital status and reconciliation of work and family are crucial in their perceptions of gender inequality. Therefore, the main conclusion of the study is that only gender and age have a considerable impact on both male and female employees’ perceptions of gender inequality in a way that female employees perceive gender inequality more than their male counterparts and that older employees perceive gender inequality more than younger ones. The study reveals that when analysing only male employees’ perceptions of gender inequality, male employees with high education perceive gender inequality less than their counterparts without high education, male employees living in urban areas perceive gender inequality less than those who live in rural areas, male employees in public and government sectors perceive gender inequality less than those male employees who work in private sector. In general, this means that well educated employees who live in urban areas and work in public and government sectors are less aware of gender inequality than less educated male employees who live in rural areas and work in private sectors. The study shows that when investigating only female employees’ perceptions of gender inequality, married or cohabiting employees perceive gender inequality less than unmarried, divorced or widowed ones; and that the more positive the concern of employee’s workplace towards the reconciliation of work and family, the less female employees perceive gender inequality. 







Figure 2. Empirical results
Another remarkable finding is that male employees with high education perceive gender inequality less than employees with basic or secondary education. Among other scholars (e.g., Judge and Livingston, 2008) I proposed in my conceptual model that an employee who is more highly educated, who holds more cognitive ability, or both is likely to be more critical of traditional dispensation of labour where women’ work is considered to be less valuable financially than other employees, it turned out that the more education male employee obtain, the less he perceives gender inequality. Accordingly, the study shows that education increases males’ awareness of gender inequality, while encouraging its acceptance and thus reproducing gender inequality. This could be due to education’s emphasis on individual striving and accumulation of credentials rather than government intervention as the solution to gender inequality (Davis and Robinson, 1991). One of the suggestions of promoting gender equality is to educate people about the inequality by including members of oppressed groups in the blueprint of educational programmes (Baker et al., 2004). According to the author, such collaboration will lead to the engagement of the experiential knowledge of gender inequality and professional skills. However, without such collaboration there is a high possibility that privileged experts would dominate and colonize the ideas of the oppressed groups. On the other hand, gender equality cannot be educated at schools and universities without progress towards this equality in the economic, cultural and political systems in which it exists.  
Another worthy of note result of the study is that when both male and female employees were analysed together, their gender, age, area of living and reconciliation of work and family appeared to be significant factors in determining their perceptions concerning gender inequality. However, when their perceptions about gender inequality were analysed separately, different factors turned out to be significant. Therefore, I suggest that separate analysis on male and female employees can be helpful not only for gender, but also for any kind of organizational research in order to increase generalizability of concepts across genders.
The findings could be of interest also for managerial and governmental practitioners since the research provides the insights into employees’ perceptions of gender inequality. The study emphasized the need for management to report information about policies and procedures concerning gender inequality. For instance, managers should specify for both male and female employees the concrete requirements and criteria needed to be eligible for opening positions, promotion, training programs, conferences and so on. What is more, managerial support of gender equality may be revealed by employing women to non-stereotyped positions, supervisory and leadership positions, reducing inequalities in work duties and financial outcomes. Furthermore, since there is a room for improvement in terms of eliminating gender inequality and its perceptions in Finnish society, my suggestion is to include a gender class in compulsory curriculum of Finnish universities in order to discuss and be aware of gender issues.  Additionally, more efforts should be made by media to discuss the concept of gender equality and make Finnish citizens aware of their rights and opportunities. 
Despite its contribution, the present study has a number of limitations to be considered. First of all, the depicted individual and employment factors explained only 15.8 % of the variance in employees’ perceptions of gender inequality. Therefore, further theoretical investigations are needed to find out other factors that have an impact on the perceptions of gender inequality. Secondly, the study aimed at analyzing only perceptions of employees concerning gender inequality (Factor 1). Neither employees’ perceptions concerning family’s income and its sources (Factor 2) nor questions about general status of men and women in Finland (Factor 3) were examined since. In future all set of factors are thus should be examined in order to provide a broader picture of the widespread status of male and female employees in Finland. Thirdly, the study aimed at analyzing only employees’ perceptions of gender inequality. Neither entrepreneurs’ nor students’ nor unemployed people’s perceptions of gender inequality were examined. Perceptions of different groups of individuals may vary considerably, thus a broader investigation is required. Fourthly, the current study explains which factors have an impact on both male and female employees’ perceptions of gender inequality, however the fact that different factors have a different influence on male and female employees’ perceptions when they are analyzed separately need further theoretical investigation. Lastly, since the study was conducted only in Finland, it might be suggested that supported and not supported hypotheses cannot be sufficiently generalised to all societies. Therefore, further empirical investigations are necessary to confirm the present study. Since perceptions of gender inequality have different meanings in various cultures due to differences in gender roles, an extensive study that explores perceptions of employees working in various countries is needed. The body of knowledge about gender inequality in the global context should grow. 

Moreover, the consequences of employees’ perceptions of gender inequality should be studied in future. Several scholars have recognized that perceptions of gender inequality can be important in predicting cognitive and behavioural reactions such as self-esteem, psychological well-being and relationships at work (e.g., Foley et al., 2006). The employees perceptions of gender inequality can cause stress to repeated cases of the gender discrimination and worry that one can be a victim of gender inequality. Together, these consequences call for a more longitudinal and multilevel empirical research that may identify concrete actions that should be taken into force in order to eradicate both the perceived gender inequality and the actual one. 
All in all, I hope that this study will encourage others to investigate the issue of employees’ perceptions of gender inequality because, obviously, additional research is needed to explore the psychological side of the problem. A broader understanding of employees’ perceptions of gender inequality may pave the way to more effective ways of reducing gender inequality all over the world.
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