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Abstract

Purpose- The purpose of the paper is to provide a theoretical model of gender differences in relational identity and identification at workplace along with their antecedents and consequences. 
Design/methodology/approach- This is a conceptual paper which utilizes psychological and organizational literature on relational identity and attempts to identify their gaps. Moreover it offers four categories of propositions on gender differences in relational identification at workplace and the role of organizational context. It utilizes several examples from leadership and mentoring literature to make its argument comprehensible. 
Findings- It suggests that women are likely to identify at relationally based on their socialization, whereas men are likely to identify collectively. Relational identification is associated with relational behaviors such as empowerment, empathy and participative behaviors which themselves grounds positive organizational outcomes such as lower turnover and higher level of personal and collective learning. However certain organizational contexts (dominant presentation of men and hierarchical management systems) could hinder the process of relational identification and its benefits. 
Research limitations/implications- The model could be a start for later empirical studies. It may be recursive in some parts and needs some work for operationalization of the propositions. 
Practical implications- The paper addresses the approaches which organizations should pursue if they wish to make the best out of presence of women. It suggests some benefits of relational identification and relational behaviors for managing diversity issues, diversified leadership and mentoring. 

Originality/value of the paper- The model is the first comprehensive model which addresses the issues of gender and relational identity at workplace considering the organizational context.  
Keywords: Gender, Relational identity, Relational identification, Relational behaviors, Organizational context, Conceptual paper

In 2007, McKinsey&Company
 published a report on gender diversity of governing bodies of companies across Europe. Based on this report women stand for only 11% of executive boards of European companies. McKinsey&Company probed into the main obstacles which impede women from achieving top management positions. The focal reason which all the other obstacles listed in this report have their roots in it, is a predominantly male-oriented corporate model in which mastering the male codes is the sole way to rise through the ranks. This recalls a stereotype about the role of a manager which expects a manager to be competitive, authoritative, and assertive (Miner 1993). So for women becoming a successful high rank manager may be equal to surrender their so-called familiar female style and act as men. However even this is not acceptable, as it’s perceived to be incongruent with their gender role. In conclusion, while showing stereotyped male traits are followed by criticism due to gender-role incongruence at the same time the display of stereotyped female traits are perceived unfit to the role of a “good” manager (Eagly and Karau, 2002, Ridgeway, 2001). As a consequence women are trapped in a double bind trap (Carli and Eagly, 2007). 

On the other hand, forcing women to adapt male roles hinder the organizations from gaining benefits of women’s presence in the organization (Eagly, 1990, Fletcher, 2001, Brickson, 2000). Hall and Marvis (1996), argue that relational interactions and skills are more strongly associated with the private family sphere of one’s life (traditionally the domain of women) which was traditionally the domain of women. Eagly and her colleagues (e.g. 1990, 2002, and 2003) have performed several meta-analyses of gender differences in leadership styles. They discovered that women demonstrated more participative leadership and transformational leadership and scored higher on the contingent reward subscale of transactional leadership which are both more associated with leadership effectiveness. Despite all these favorable results of women’s leadership styles, still female style of management is not well accepted in organizations as mentioned by McKinsey&Company. This can be due to ignoring a very important group of practices today’s organizations: the relational practices which has been shown to be associated with several positive outcomes for the organizations (Fletcher, 2001, Flum, 2001, Kyriakidou and Özbilgin, 2004). Brickson (2000) believes that for an organization, a relational orientation increases the advantages and restrain the disadvantages associated with diversity. In addition to this, relational models of growth and development (Jordan et al. 1991, Miller, 1996) emphasize the role of relational interactions in the growth process. Significantly growth is conceptualized as happening only through a specific kind of relational interaction which is based on interdependency, mutuality and reciprocity (Fletcher, 1996).
Recently the focus of gender research has also begun to shift from documenting the existence and extent of gender differences to exploring the origin of those differences (Eagly, 1995). One of these origins is identity. Bringing together the identity and gender literature one can derive that the fundamental differences in women and men’s behaviors in the workplace interactions are rooted in their identities, especially relational identities (Brewer and Gardner, 1996; Chen et al. 2006; Cross and Madson, 1997; Sluss and Ashforth, 2007).  A great deal of evidence supports the premise that from infancy girls’ socialization encourages them toward the interdependent tasks of forming and maintaining close relationships while boys’ socialization pushes them to preserve their independence (Gabriel and Gardner, 1999). As a result, women’s relational identities in their later stages of life become more salient than their collective or social identity while for men the reverse is true (Gabriel and Gardner, 1999).  
As men and women start to work in the organizations, they build a relational identity based on their work interactions. According to above arguments as a result of socialization women tend to identify more at relational level. Relational identification normally results in relational behaviors (Fletcher, 2001; Flum, 2001; Sluss and Ashforth, 2007) which themselves bring about some positive organizational outcomes such as lower turnover, higher organizational commitment and higher personal and collective learning (Higgins and Kram, 2001; Mossholder et al., 2005). However, in many organizations because of male-dominated logics, or dominant male representation, the process of relational identification and consequently engaging in relational behaviors is impeded. This restriction not only limits the potential positive outcomes of relational behaviors for organizations but also reinforces the resistance of organization against diversity advantages while restraining the disadvantages associated with organizational diversity. 

Unfavorable organizational context for relational identification also hinders opportunities of growth and learning (both personal and organizational) for women which naturally achieve growth in connection with others (Jordan et al. 1991). In addition to this, in organizations with dominant male logic or dominant representations of men (e.g. macho industries) women fall into the double-bind trap (Carli and Eagly, 2007). This trap means that while women are expected to address male-dominant logic of the organizations at the same time they are also blamed for not being feminine. While there has been some research on the differences in relational identities in men and women in the context of intimate relationship (Cross and Madson, 1997; Gabriel and Gardner, 1999; Cross et al., 2000 and Cross and Morris, 2003), gender differences in relational identities especially at workplace has not been studied. Furthermore, despite some scattered evidence (Fletcher, 1996; Ibarra, 1992, 1993; Ely, 1994, 1995) no one has studied carefully the impact of organizational context on shaping relational identities and relational behaviors. 
This paper aims at conceptualizing relational identity at workplace. It draws upon psychological theories about gender differences and the impact of significant others on one’s identity. Furthermore it focuses on the constituents of relational identity (its components and hierarchies) based on Sluss and Ashforth’s (2007) model on relational identity and relational identification and discusses how these constituents are different in men and women. In sum this paper suggests that in favorable organizational contexts women tend to identify more at relational level while men tend to identify more at collective level. Relational identification then will be followed by relational behaviors such as empathy, individualized consideration, participative behaviors and empowerment. The consequences for organizations then may include lower turnover, higher organizational commitment and higher personal and collective learning. However, the role of organizational context is considerable and  moderates both the process of identification. The paper seeks to show that organizational context in some cases hinder the natural process of relational identification for women mainly because of the male dominated logics or the dominant representations of men (at least in the high ranks) in the organization. 
Theoretical background
In this section initially I review the literature on relational identity in general and at workplace. Then I focus on studies which address gender and relational identity at the same time. Subsequently the current inaccuracies in these studies are mentioned to open the ground for research hypotheses. 
Relational identity 

The focal point of relational identity is one’s relationships. Organizational scholars restrict these relationships to role-related relationships (Sluss and Ashforth, 2007).  Individuals with relational identity orientation envisage themselves in terms of the role they posses in relation to significant others (Brickson, 2000). For example for an individual with relational identity orientation, the coworker or subordinate identity may become salient. Individuals who identify at relational level are motivated to acquire benefits to other individuals (Brewer and Gardner, 1996; Brickson, 2000; Sluss and Ashforth, 2007). The theoretical paper by Sluss and Ashforth (2007) (which is the only theoretical paper which tried to conceptualize relational identity in organizations) draws more on research about one’s role related relationships and the identity born of these role-relationships (Brewer and Gardner, 1996; Ibarra, 1999; Stets and Burke, 2003). They define relational identity as the nature of one’s role relationship and how role occupants ratify their respective roles vis-à-vis each other. Following this logic they define relational identification as the extent to which one defines oneself in terms of a given role-relationship. They then argue that relational identity consists of person based and role-based identities.

Sluss and Ashforth (2007) stress that despite the fact that management scholars have provided valuable insights on the impact of relationships on one’s development, performance and well-being (e.g., Dutton and Heaphy, 2003; Hall and Kahn, 2002; Kahn, 1998; Ragins et al., 2000), less attention has been paid to the impact of interpersonal relationships on one’s definition of self or identity which can be followed by relational behaviors. Particularly in management literature no empirical research has been conducted on relational identity at workplace. 
While management scholars have neglected relational identities, psychological scholars have studied it more extensively especially in the context of intimate relationships (e.g. Chen et al., 2006; Anderson and Chen, 2002; Cross and Madson, 1997; Cross et al., 2000; Cross and Morris, 2003; Baldwin, 1992; Markus and Kitayama, 1991; Chen et al., 2001; Pierce and Lydon, 2001) and mostly under the name of the relational-interdependent self-construal. For them, the relational identity reflects who a person is in relation to his/her significant others (Chen et al., 2006). In more concrete terms, the relational identity a) is a self-knowledge that is linked in memory to knowledge about significant others; b) exists at multiple levels of specificity; c) is capable of being contextually or chronically activated; and d) is composed of self-conceptions and a constellation of other self-aspects that characterize the self when relating to significant others (Chen et al., 2006). This form of identity is associated by protecting or enhancing the significant other and maintaining the relationship itself (Brewer and Gardner, 1996; Hazen and Shaver, 1990). Research has shown that individuals with a highly relational self-construal other than defining themselves in terms of their close relationships with others seek to nurture and develop new relationships (Cross and Morris, 2003). They are better able than others to predict a new acquaintance’s values and beliefs and score higher on measures of well-being (Cross and Morris, 2003). 
Psychological scholars also have tried to measure relational self-concept. For instance Ogilvie and his colleagues requested research participants to name a number of significant others and then to make rate some attributes about who they are when they are with each significant other (Ogilvie & Ashmore, 1991; Ogilvie & Rose, 1995). Then they performed cluster analysis on those attributes. They found particular attribute clusters associated with significant others. In addition to this they discovered that some significant others evoke the same attributes of identity. Baldwin (1992) and his colleagues also performed different experiments to activate significant other’s schemata (relational identity). 
Management literature differs from psychological literature in inducing the notion of role to the definition of relational identity. Eagly and Johnson (1990) and Eagly and Wood (1991) argue that for studying gender differences in behaviors we need to collect data from a real organization setting where organization roles are salient. Otherwise gender stereotypes increase the amount of gender differences. In sum, although management scholars haven’t conducted empirical research on relational identity, their conceptualization of relational identity seems to be more appropriate for study relational identity in organizations compared to psychological literature as they include the notion of role. 
Gender and relational identity 
In management research, a large body of research addresses the differences of interactions, relationships and networks of men and women in the organizations (e.g. Burt, 1998; Ibarra, 1992, 1993 and 1997; Ragins and Sundstorm, 1989). The existing research mainly states how gender differences result in differences in the structure of interaction networks of men and women and consequently in different career outcomes (Ibarra, 1992, 1997; Brass, 1989; Burt, 1998). They also don’t take into consideration how the differences which exist in men’s and women’s self-concept can affect their network of relationship (Kram, 1985;Ragins and McFarlin, 1990). One body of literature which has paid more attention to the content of the relationships is the literature of mentoring. In mentoring literature, the scholars discuss the career development benefits and psychological benefits which mentors provide (Noe et al. 2002; Ragins and McFarlin, 1990; Ragins, 1997). However, they don’t address how the relationship between mentor and protégé could influence protégé’s self-concept (or even mentor’s self-concept) and that this process can be different across gender. Ragins and McFarlin (1990) reported significant gender interactions in mentors and protégés’ relationships especially for role modeling and social roles. Women find it difficult to identify with male mentors as their role models (Ragins and McFarlin, 1990; Ragins, 1997). 
In psychology literature, more attention has been paid to identity and gender (Cross and Madson, 1997; Gabriel and Gardner, 1999; Cross et al., 2001).  Cross and Madson (1997) reviewed the psychological literature on identity and gender. They report that variation in identity across gender cause differences in men and women in terms of cognition (self-representation and information procession), self-related motivations (sources of self-esteem, strategies for self-enhancement), affect (emotional expression) and relationships (Cross and Madson, 1995).  A great deal of evidence supports the premise that girls’ socialization encourages them toward the interdependent tasks of forming and maintaining close relationships (Maccoby, 1990, Gabriel and Gardner, 1999). Consequently, women’s social interactions are likely to be characterized by collaboration, intimate friendships and attempts to preserve interpersonal harmony, whereas men’s interactions are instead more likely to be characterized by demonstrations of dominance and competitiveness (Maccoby, 1990). 
Research also reveals that girls are more likely to form pair bonds and report intimacy as an important factor in forming relationships (Broderick & Beltz, 1996). In contrast men have greater problems in associating affective component to their self-concept (Sharpe and Heppner, 1991). Furthermore, for men, self-esteem derives from their ability to maintain independence from others, thus they don’t take into account the feedbacks, which threaten this view of themselves. In studies that utilized self-report data, women reported a greater tendency to take the perspective of another person compared to men (Davis, 1983, Davis, 1991).In sum, from an early age, women are more likely to define the self in terms of their close and intimate relationships and behave in certain ways to support these relationships (Cross and Madson, 1997). Men, on the other hand, do not define themselves in terms of close relationships as eagerly as women and often behave in ways that enhance personal status or success rather than in ways that maintain or deepen their relationships.

This does not directly bring about that men are decidedly non-interdependent. Because such interpretation contradicts with the thesis that belongingness is a basic human need (Baumeister & Leary, 1995). Gabriel and Gardner suggest that one feasible reconciliation could be achieved through an expansion of Cross and Madson’s (1997) model to include collective aspect of interdependence as well as the relational aspect of interdependence. Baumeister and Sommer (1997) argued that whereas women tend to invest in a number of close, often dyadic relationships, men tend toward investing in a larger sphere of social relationships. Then we can hypothesize that men’s interdependence may be fulfilled with the collective aspect of interdependence (Baumeister and Sommer, 1997) which reminds us the argument of social identity theory (Tajfel , 1974; Hogg, 2001; Ashforth and Mael, 1989). Thus we can suggest that 
Proposition 1- Prior to entering workplace or outside of workplace, women tend to identify more at relational level of identity with their significant others while men tend to identify at the collective level of identity with social groups.
In order to obtain a comprehensive model of the gender differences in relational identity, in the following sections, workplace relational identity and gender differences in its conceptualization is discussed. Furthermore the role of organizational context is discussed later in the paper. The comprehensive model of the paper is presented in figure 1.
Gender differences in work-place relational identity

Interpersonal (dyadic) level of analysis

The above proposition conceptualizes relational identity in general and in the context of any relationship.  However for us it is more interesting to determine how relational identities are constructed at work place in presence of organizational roles. Whilst gender differences still exist in real organizational settings, the influence of gender stereotypes decreases (Eagly and Johnson, 1990; Eagly and Wood, 1991). Therefore the study of relational identity should be conducted in a real organizational setting and with paying attention to the organizational roles. In this section the relational identity is conceptualized with respect to the role structure of the organization and mostly based on Sluss and Ashforth’s (2007) model of relational identity.
Role-based and person-based components of workplace relational identity- As mentioned earlier Sluss and Ashforth (2007) distinguished between role-based and person-based identities
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Figure 1- The antecedent, process and consequences of constructing relational identity

in a role-relationship. They argue that a relational identity consists of four parts: one individual’s role and person-based identities as they bear on the role-relationship, and another individual’s role and person-based identities as they bear on the role relationship (Sluss and Ashforth, p. 11). Role-based identity is defined as the goals, values, beliefs, norms, interaction styles, and time horizon typically associated with the role – independently from who (what kind of person) performs the role (Sluss and Ashforth, 2007). Then relational role-based identity stresses the portion of the role-based identity that is more or less directly relevant for one’s role-relationship (Sluss and Ashforth, 2007). For instance the relational role-based identities of a supervisor may consist of dividing the work and assigning tasks to individuals, evaluating subordinate’s performance, motivating the subordinates etc. (Sluss and Ashforth, 2007). A person-based identity, on the other hand is the personal customization of the role occupant that bear on the enactment of the role-based identity. For instance, individuals in the supervisory role differ in the way they motivate their subordinates. This could be noticed parallel with Kram’s mentor role theory (1985) which suggests that mentors are perceived to offer two main roles: career development roles, which facilitate mentees’ upward mobility, and psychosocial roles, which provide nurturance and personal support chiefly for development of mentee’s professional identity. In this case role-based component of relational identity can be recognized as parallel to career development roles while person-based component can be recognized as parallel to psychological roles.  For instance, individuals in the supervisory role differ in the degree of task-orientation or personal orientation they attach to the role (Eagly et al., 2003) and it is found that men are more task-oriented while women are more personal oriented. 
Aron et al. (1991, 1992) and Aron and McLaughlin-Volpe (2001) proposed that when people enter close relationships, they come to include their partners in their selves- the cognitive processing of each operates to some extents as if the partner’s resources, perspectives and identities, along with one’s own are accessed and are affected by the outcomes of any action one might take. Literature suggests that gender differences exist in the level of inclusion of others in the self. For instance in the McGuire and McGuire’s (1988) study, girls freely described themselves in terms of other people fifty percent more often than boys. Moreover girl’s immediate self-descriptions included more reference than boys’ to significant others, while boys’ immediate self-description included more references than girls’ to people in general. In a similar way, women tended more to describe themselves in terms of connectedness to others whereas men tended to describe themselves in terms of separateness from others (Cross and Madson, 1997). In addition, women are also more likely to include relationships in the description of their ideal and desired self (Boggiano and Barrent, 1991). Research reveals that not only women pay close attention to others in their social world, but they may also be more likely to consider their significant other’s perspective in the interaction (Cross and Madson, 1997).

Bringing this argument to workplace relational identity, we can conclude that men tend to identify more with a collective group which in this case can be presented by the notion of role while women tend to identify more with the person in the dyadic relationship which in this case is oriented toward the personal characteristics of the supervisor added to the role. Sluss and Ashforth (2007) themselves argue in their paper that the role-based component of relational identity draws on the collective level, as it focuses on prototypical role occupant. Following the line of argument, it is understandable that women engage in more individualized consideration dimension of transformational leadership, while men identifying with the role of the leader are more interested in accomplishing the task (Eaglyet al., 2003).So 
Proposition 2a) Men’s identity is mostly shaped by the other individual’s role-based relational identity components while for women it’s more shaped by other individual’s person-based relational identity. 
In another word men identify at the collective level while women identify at relational level. 
The hierarchies of relational identity - Sluss and Ashforth (2007) and Chen et al. (2006) theorize as well about the relational identity hierarchy. They introduce two hierarchies for relational identity. The particularistic relational identity which is a single relationship-specific relational identity and a more global or generalized relational identity which is the self in respect to all the relationships based on the given role (Sluss and Ashforth, 2007). Particularly, a relationship-specific relational self delegates the self in relation to a specific significant other, whereas a generalized relational self is a summary representation of the self in the context of multiple relationships (Chen et al., 2006). For instance, when a person initially starts a new role like a supervisory role, generally she shapes –mostly based on her expectations of the role- an initial model of self in that role which Sluss and Ashforth (2007) name generalized relational identity. Later when this person builds personal relationships with her subordinates she forms particularized relational identity based on each relationship. Sluss and Ashforth (2007) suggest that at first generalized relational identity conduct supervisor’s supervisory role with her subordinates.  At the same time as the supervisor experiences her role with specific subordinates in specific contexts the particularized relational identity enriches the generalized one. Based on this, Sluss and Ashforth propose the greater the number of particularized relational identities involving in a given role relationship, the stronger and more resistant to change the generalized relational identity will likely to be. 
Sluss and Ashforth (2007) hypothesize that since people identify with a role in the organization; this role unites their particularized relational identity. Although they have mentioned earlier that there is a threat of identity contradiction, especially between work roles and friendship roles (Sluss and Ashforth, 2006), they haven’t elaborate on that conceptually. Hall (1972) suggests that for any given role there exist subidentities. All subidentities have a certain area in common which Hall (1972) calls  the core (in Sluss and Ashforth’s wording it may be called the generalized relational role identity) but for sure the subidentities compete to shape the core and this may result in conflict. Individuals can vary in different respects: number of subidentities, degree of integration among subidentities (that is, size of the core), and congruence between subidentity and role (Hall, 1972), as a result the degree of conflict between the subidentities differ. 
I argue above that men tend to identify with the other’s role-based identities (for example identify with their subordinates as a group) whereas women tend to identify with each person’s person-based identity. It is quite obvious that women encounter more diversity of components they identify with. Moreover research reveals that not only individuals with relational interdependence pay close attention to others in their social world, but they may also be more likely to consider their significant other’s perspective in the interaction (Cross and Madson, 1997). In studies that utilized self-report data, women reported a greater tendency to take the perspective of another person compared to men (Davis, 1983, Davis, 1991). Likewise, women’s feelings about themselves appear to be more responsive to the other’s feedback than men (Schwalbe and Staples, 1991).  A number of laboratory studies found that women felt better about themselves when they received positive feedback and worse when received negative feedback. On the other hand, men’s self-evaluations showed little influence of other’s feedback (Roberts and Nolen-Hoeksema, 1989). If women wish to adjust their identity with several significant other’s feedback, they may face diverse feedback. This may increase the richness of the women’s particularized relational identity and self-knowledge but at the same time it may result in role conflict. 
Proposition 2bi) Particularized relational identities in women are of higher variety than men and 
Proposition 2bii) this increases the chance for particularized identity conflicts in women. 
Similarities between the two parties- Leader member exchange theory suggests that the quality of the exchange is function of the similarity between leader and member (Dabos & Rousseau, 2004). Mentoring has been portrayed in research as an intense and rich interpersonal exchange between a senior, experienced and knowledgeable individual and a less experienced one who needs to receive feedback, advice, career and personal development (Kram, 1985, Noe et al., 2002). Rich interpersonal exchanges increase the probability of relational identification. Mentoring scholars highlighted identification in their research as a reciprocal process between mentors and protégés (Kram, 1985, Levinson et al., 1978). Role modeling which is a strong form of identification is sometimes perceived as the third main function of mentoring (Noe et al., 2002). Role models mainly contribute to relational identification of the individuals by providing potential sources of identities which gives individuals references to experiment their provisional selves (Ibarra, 1999). They also contribute to shaping employees’ self-concept by providing feedback in close encounters. The arguments about self-verification and reflected self-portraits apply here. Ragins (1997) suggest that mentors identify with their protégés viewing them as a representative of their own past and protégés identify with their mentors observing them as their role models or future representative of their selves. Following this argument, identification of mentors and protégés with each other incorporate their similarity. Ibarra also found homophily studying men and women’s networks (1992, 1993). Likewise Ragins and McFarlin (1990) reported significant gender interactions in mentors and protégés relationships especially for role modeling, in which role models serve a vital function for protégés in defining their self-concepts. They discovered that interaction and identification with a same sex role model results in a more salient self structure than interaction with a mentor from the opposite sex, with whom the protégé cannot identify (Ragins and McFarlin, 1990). 
Furthermore, the argument of similarity could be extended from similarity in gender to similarity in the social group which the two parties identify with (Tajfel, 1974) and the power associated with the group (Deschamp, 1982). Deschamp (1982) conceives that it is more likely for the individuals from the similar power-related group to identify with each other as a consequence of their shared experiences. Leader member exchange theories also confirm this statement (Graen et al., 1982). Tsui and O’Leary (1989) studied the impact of the superior, subordinate dyad dissimilarity and the impact of it on subordinates. They discovered that the consequence of this dissimilarity is superior’s lower rating of subordinate’s performance, superior less liking of subordinate and higher subordinate’s role ambiguity. This may hinder subordinate’s identifying with the supervisor. Thus, it can be concluded that in general: 
Proposition 2c) Women and men identify more with other individuals who are more similar to them in terms of sex, power-related groups and social groups. 
The moderator effect of organizational context on constructing relational identity

Based on women’s socialization and propositions 1 and 2a I predicted that women identify more with another person (significant other) than men, whereas men identify more with a collective, for instance a social group or a role, in the organization. Here what we should not forget is the significant role of organizational context. Organizational context may hinder the process of relational identification by women. In this section I especially wish to address about two characteristics of organizational contexts: demography (proportion of men and women) and management system. 
Relational demography- Propositions theorized above at the dyadic level of relationships won’t hold true in every organizational context.  Organizational context influences the process of identification of members to a great extent. One important aspect is organizational demography. Kanter (1977) demonstrated that women when situated in a numerical minority of less than 15% become marginalized entirely by the male dominant group. Kanter (1997) called this group of women: the token women. Ragins and Sundstorm (1989) along with Kanter (1977) suggest that the exceptional situation of these women may lead to exaggerated publicity of their individual activities. As a consequence of this emphasis on individual activities, the identification of women with each other may decrease. Especially in case of success these token women desire to remain visible and would not like to help other women to replicate their success so they are reluctant to serve as role models for other women. In addition to this, the effect of absolute minority status exaggerates the perception of differences (Ragins and Sundstorm, 1989). It seems that in this case the individual identity of women become salient. 

When the number of women exceed the 15% (but still far less than men) these women shape a minority group. Based on social identity theory (Tajfel, 1974) when a minority group faces a majority group its group identity (in this case, gender identity) becomes salient in face of the other group (Ashforth and Mael, 1989; Brickson, 2000; Tajfel, 1974). This means that when women are in minority they identify with the social group they belong to thus they are unwilling to identify at a relational level at the same time.  
Following Kanter’s logic, Ely (1994, 1995) examined the effect of women’s proportional representation in the upper echelons of organizations on the relationships among these women and their social constructions of gender differences and gender identity at work. She discovered that women in male-dominated firms accept more masculine stereotypes, had weaker relationship with other women and had worse idea of their own competencies (Ely, 1995). 

Focusing on relationships among these professional women she found women in firms with few senior women were less likely to perceive senior women as role models with legitimate authority, more likely to perceive competition in relationships with women peers, and less likely to find support in the relationships compared to women in firms with many senior women (Ely, 1994, P.203). She also discovered that, in firms with more balanced gender representation at the top, the opposite was true conclusively. 
Furthermore, Tsui and Gutek, (1984) confirm Ely’s result with pressing the outcome of relational demographics instead of demographics themselves on supervisor subordinates relationship. In addition to this Singh et al. (2006) conducted a qualitative study trying to investigate role models of young women managers in an organization wherein only a few senior female managers worked. They discovered that these young women managers didn’t manage to find female mentors. Since most of these women wanted to learn from personal characteristics and style of the role models (in parallel with person-based component of relational identity as in Sluss and Ashforth’s (2007) model), they complained about not finding right person to identify with in order to learn feminine style and characteristics of a manager (Singh et al., 2006).  
The same argument applies for leadership style. Eagly and Johnson (1990) conducted a meta-analysis of studies on leadership style and gender. They deduced in this study that normally women had tendency to pursue feminine style of leadership. Feminine styles of leadership are characterized by concern for the morale and welfare of people in the work setting and consideration of these people's views when making decisions. So they tend to have more of a participative leadership style, with high interpersonal concerns and caring compared to men which usually pursue more dominant leadership style with less interpersonal concerns. However in the case when they were quite rare in leadership roles and hence had the status of token in organizations or groups, they abandoned stereotypically feminine styles. One possible reason suggests that women may tend to lose authority if they adopt distinctively feminine styles of leadership in extremely male-dominated roles. As a result in these setting women who survive in such roles probably have to adopt the styles typical of male role occupants, whereas in a balanced setting they go back to their own leadership style. Since in feminine leadership style leader offer more opportunity to others to participate, learn and identify with the leader, the possibility of relational identification is higher in this case.
As a result 
Proposition 3a) In an organization with unbalanced gender representation (in which women are in minority), women have a tendency to identify more at individual or collective level of identity (gender role identity), while in an organization with balanced gender representation, women revert to identify more at relational level. 
Management system- The degree of relational or social identification of women may also be influenced by the management system of the organization. Here we distinguish two management systems: mechanistic management systems and organic management systems (Burns and Stalker, 1961). A mechanistic system is a hierarchical structure wherein power is centralized. More importantly for our theory the communication in this management system is limited to vertical interactions between supervisors and subordinates (Burns and Stalker, 1961). On the contrary, organic management systems are distinguished by decentralized control. Communication in organic management systems is lateral; it extends over departmental lines, and consists of information and advice rather than instructions and decisions (Bailyn, 1993; Burns and Stalker, 1961). 
In this type of organizations cooperative work relationships are stressed and managerial roles expand to include coaching and mentoring roles (Ragins, 1997). Organic organizations utilize collaborative work teams cross departments and hierarchical lines to construct an environment that cultivates the development of rich relationships across departments and ranks. In these kinds of organizations, as a result of free communication, firstly more potential dyadic relationships exist and secondly in each relationship there is a possibility to interact easily and freely. Thus the interpersonal exchanges happen more often and are more rich and intense. Undoubtedly, this management system provides more opportunity for relational identification. Moreover, in mechanistic organizations because of the hierarchical mechanism and centralized power the between-group differences in power appear to be greater compared to organic organizations. The between-group power differences provide salient social identity for individuals inside the groups to identify with, while identification outside of the group become more difficult. Also in whole there exist less opportunities for identification with other individuals due to the complexity of communication. We also discussed earlier that individuals tend to identify with other individuals who are more or less from the same group of power. Thus 

Proposition 3b) In mechanistic organizations women have a tendency to identify at collective level (their gender identity become salient) whereas in organic organizations they revert to identify more at relational level.
The consequences of relational identity

Certain relational behaviors are associated in the literature with relational identity. Sluss and Ashforth (2007) hypothesize that the greater one’s relational identification, the more empathy, understanding and loyalty one will have regarding to one’s partner. Consequently she/he will display more cooperation, support and altruism towards one’s partner (Sluss and Ashforth, 2007). While Sluss and Ashforth (2007) mention some examples of relational behaviors the relational behaviors are not limited to the few they mentions. 
Flum (2001) also listed several relational dimensions in career development in addition to embeddedness: eye-to-eye validation, idealization and identification with others, mutuality and holding (containment, enabling and empathic acknowledgement). In particular identification, mutuality and embeddedness are related to Fletcher’s conceptualization of growth which is different from traditional views to growth. In her view growth happens only through a specific kind of relational interaction which is based on interdependency, mutuality and reciprocity (Fletcher, 1996). As it was mentioned above traditionally career development theory tends to view development as a vertical, hierarchical process (Fletcher, 1996). On the other hand, relational models of growth and development (Jordan et al. 1991) emphasize the role of relational interactions in the growth process. 
Fletcher (2001), in her book on relational practice at workplace, collected the stories of women engineers about relational behaviors at work via observation and interviews. (Eventually she categorizes relational behaviors in four groups: preserving, mutual empowering, self-achieving and creating teams (Fletcher, 2001). Preserving means, conserving the project through task accomplishment, mutual empowering points at empowering others to enhance project effectiveness, self-achieving, on the other hand, describes empowering self to achieve project goals in interaction with others and finally creating team means creating and sustaining group life in the service of project goals.) 
The arguments above could be supported by some evidence from leadership literature. Eagly and Johnson (1990)  discovered in a meta-analysis of gender differences in leadership style that women engage in more individualized consideration dimension of transformational leadership, while men identifying with the role of the leader are more interested in accomplishing the task (Eagly et al., 2003).  In their meta-analysis women tended to adopt a more democratic or participative style and a less autocratic or directive style than did men.

However the role of organizational context is also important here. Fletcher (1999), names the relational practices mentioned above the disappearing acts. She observed that these practices disappear facing the dominant environment of organization. The company in which Fletcher conducted the study was a high-tech and purely technical company. In this environment solving technical problems was seen as the measure of worth and output was defined something tangible, concrete, measurable and quantifiable. There existed a strong belief that if a practice is not measurable its value cannot be assessed. As Fletcher (1999) concludes, when behavior motivated by a relational or stereotypically feminine logic of effectiveness was brought into this discourse it got disappeared because it violated the masculine logic of effectiveness which was in operation in the organization. This means that the behaviors wouldn’t become visible. Therefore, individuals over time lost their motivation to engage in these behaviors.  In sum 
Proposition 4a) If women are free to identify relationally, they show higher empathy, individualized consideration, participative behaviors and empowerment as a result of higher relational identification. 

Several scholars studied the effect of relational behaviors in the organizations. Researchers on employee turnover (e.g. Mossholder et al., 2005), have stressed the importance of relationships on employee’s turnover. High-quality relational systems entangle individuals within a relational web (this is similar to embeddedness mentioned above) (Mitchelle and Lee, 2001) and result in lower turnover and higher commitment (Mossholder et al., 2005). Higgins and Kram (2001) theorize the consequences of developmental networks in the organization. They hypothesize that the individuals with strong relationships (kind of relationships that women tend to construct) experience higher personal learning compared to individuals with less strong but more diverse relationships (kind of relationships which men are more tended to construct). Because the capacity for self-reflection, empathy and active listening are essential to an individual’s ability to grow in connection with others, low degree of mutuality and reciprocity will lead to lower level of personal learning (Fletcher, 1996; Jordan et al., 1991). In addition to this, Higgins and Kram (2001), argue that relational perspectives are associated with collective learning and knowledge creation. 
Proposition 4b) In a favorable context relational behaviors shown by women end in lower turnover and higher personal and collective learning. 
The whole theoretical section is summarized in Table 1. 
	
	Women
	Men

	P1
	Identify more at relational level
	Identify more at collective level

	P2a 
	Identify more with other person’s identity 
	Identify with other’s role identity 

	P2b
	Have more specific-relationship identities
	Have less specific-relationship identities

	P2c
	Identify with more similar person
	Identify with more similar person

	P3a
	Relational demography affect women’s relational identification
	

	P3b
	Management system affect, women’s relational identification
	

	P4a
	Women tend to show more relational behaviors
	

	P4b
	Relational behaviors (mostly shown by women) are associated with organizational outcomes 
	


Table 1- Theoretical framework (Hypotheses)
Discussion and Expected contributions

Theoretical contribution 

Management literature has neglected the study of relational identity and instead has focused on individual vs. collective (social) identity (Sluss and Ashforth, 2007). This study offers a comprehensive model of relational identity at workplace. It focuses on gender differences in relational identity and identification. Study of gender differences in relational identity is important because firstly it shows the origins of differences in behaviors in men and women. Secondly it attracts our attention to potential benefits of relational identification (Brickson, 2000; Sluss and Ashforth, 2007; Fletcher, 2001). 
The model starts from outside of workplace and it argues that different socializations for men and women results in different tendency for relational identification. In sum women tend to identify more at relational level while men tend to identify more at collective level. These tendencies influence workplace relational identity when men and women enter the workplace. Consequently a male manager identify more with his role (the role of a manager facing a group of subordinates) whereas a female manager identify with each of her subordinates. One example could be leadership style (Eagly and Johnson, 1990). Men usually posses a task-oriented style and they are focused on leader’s role. Women normally posses a participative leadership style, with high interpersonal concerns and caring compared to men which usually pursue more dominant leadership style with less interpersonal concerns. This is rooted in their relational identification. Furthermore women face more relationship-specific level relational identities which may be hard to manage for them. These propositions are congruent with Gabriel and Gardner’s (1999) findings while conducting experiments about men and women’s relational and collective identification. 

The role of organizational context is of great importance here and hasn’t been addressed in study of relational identification in organizations. While women have a tendency to identify at relational level, sometimes organizational context hinder the process of relational identification and forces them to identify at individual or collective level. In this paper I particularly stressed the importance of dominant male representation in organizations (Ely, 1994, 1995) and the role of management system (Burns and Stalker, 1961). The hypotheses are in line with Ely’s (1994) findings: Women in male-dominated settings were less likely to perceive senior women as role models, more likely to perceive competition in relationships with women peers, and less likely to find support in the relationship. The same argument again could apply to leadership. In organizations were female leader are in minority in leadership roles they abandon stereotypically feminine styles and demonstrate more autocratic behaviors (Eagly and Johnson, 1990). Ragins (1997) also states that organizational context affect diversified mentoring. She argues that in organic management systems it’s easier for organizational members and especially the minorities to establish either homogeneous or diverse mentoring relationships. In our argument this effect increases the chances for relational identifications. 

I should mention here that the model presented in the paper can be recursive. The relational behaviors can affect the antecedents. As Brickson (2000) suggested in a theoretical model, when an organization encourages interpersonal collaboration, stresses integrated networks of relationships and designs its reward structure based on dyadic relationships, then the individuals in the organization tend to have relational identity orientation rather than individual or collective identity orientations.
Potential implications for practice 

Traditionally male logics have dominated organizations (Hall and Marvis, 1996). According to these logics career success is only defined through vertical promotions and no value is associated with relational behaviors (Fletcher, 2001) such as helping others, empowerment, individualized consideration and participative behaviors. As a result these behaviors are not rewarded despite the fact that they can bring about positive organizational outcomes addressed in the paper. On the other hand in such masculine environment women could not succeed without giving up their feminine style (Kanter, 1977) (sometimes when they give up feminine style to survive in male dominant environment they are accused of not being feminine (Carli and Eagly, 2007)). This research can provide insights to organizations about how relational behaviors could be associated with positive organizational outcomes. With this awareness organizations might not hinder the process of relational identification. Consequently women won’t experience the pressure of masculine environment and could pursue relational behaviors.
The argument above seems congruent with Brickson’s (2000) argument about diversity and relational orientations. Brickson (2000) argue that a relational orientation highlights the advantages of diversity and impedes the disadvantages associated with diversity. In today’s global environment which most of the organizations deal with diversity issues relational orientations could facilitate diversified mentoring (Ragins, 1997; Ragins and McFarlin, 1990) or diversified leadership. 
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