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Although women’s movements in most of the world have succeeded with women’s emancipation in different aspects global physical violence against women exists nevertheless in most of the countries. What has changed in many countries is the breaking of taboos about gendered violence. In comparison taboos of structural violence as less visible have been broken less.
The thesis of this paper is that women in power positions experience structural violence, especially in form of exclusion in different ways. 
The frequently described phenomenon of the ‘glass ceiling’, which points to the existence of visible or invisible obstacles that lead to the scarcity of women in power and decision-making positions. The absence of women in leadership positions tends to be more acute in science and technology occupations than in other fields (EC, 2012: 15). 

Gender stereotypes about leadership 
Gender stereotypes as structural factors hinder women on their way to leadership positions as well as in leadership positions. Engineering and management in engineering are perceived as being ‘archetypical’ men’s careers (Evetts, 1998: 283). Polarized gender stereotypes help to reproduce the hegemonic masculine ideal, particularly in leadership positions, and help to reproduce the values and norms of organizational culture (Höyng & Lange, 2004; Sagebiel, 2007: 150). 
Gender expectations are in conflict with managerial responsibilities: if the woman is an efficient, competent manager, she is likely to be judged as “unfeminine”, but if she demonstrates the supposedly female qualities of care and sensitivity she is likely to be assessed either as an inappropriate and inefficient manager (Kanter, 1977; Marshall, 1984) or as a good female manager (Evetts, 1997: 229). Wajcman (1998) in her analysis of several studies on management styles found numerous gender stereotypes regarding leadership; she states that to succeed in this man’s field, women have to adapt (see also Powell et al., 2009).
In our German study on women in top positions in SET (2009 to 2012) we asked besides others: Do women professors experience the prejudice that they are not suitable for leadership roles? One professor spoke of her impression that she was being tested at the beginning as to whether she could be dominated by men and, in her view, she had to react directly in response to this perceived provocation. Another woman mentioned a similar experience: 
Their being able to perceive me objectively as a fellow scholar has only now begun. At the initial stage, I had to work hard to assert myself… because I was invisible. And there have been situations which have been beyond the pale… they would not have dared with a man.
These two women had to do more than a man would have had to do in order to be accepted in their leadership positions in comparison to a male professor who remembers his situation at the beginning of his professorship in the following way: 
I felt accepted, not liked… but at least properly accepted. This was not so simple with me because I had been… here before. This meant that I already knew people from several years before for whom I was now the boss, but this situation worked out very well, although it was not originally clear how it would work out.
He was not sure if he would be accepted at the beginning because there was a change in hierarchical order between former colleagues on the same level. But once accepted, he did not have to fight.
Another question has been: How can a female professor’s behavior be interpreted who, in her own perception, preferred a different leadership style in comparison with men, focusing more on communication and less on hierarchical decisions:
I have weekly leaders’ meetings, where the most important things are talked about and not as a taking-note-of-decision activity, but… I would like to get opinions, therefore really an exchange... On the other hand, I delegate some things concretely and say, that is your responsibility, these are the tasks. First, I trust that it is done by them themselves and independently up to a certain degree, and if there are problems, they have to refer it back up to me.  
Communication is being used here to exchange ideas and information and, at the same time to transfer decision-making by delegating tasks and thereby responsibility. In her own view, the woman professor would take over and control only in those cases where this delegation of tasks was not functioning. The question is: which functions does the change of communication structure have? Is it to change the culture to a more participatory model, and in so doing, does it help to get agreement from employees with a strategy like ‘relational work’ (Fletcher, 1999)? Or does the structure follow the aim of compensating a lack of information due to a lack of network integration? 
If, in this way, a woman follows a different leadership style in comparison with men, the reason could be that she operates in a different situation with less social capital in terms of network possibilities in a male domain like engineering. This situation means that the leadership style of a woman cannot be evaluated without taking into account her situation within a gendered organizational environment.

Gender stereotypes about reproduction responsibilities
There exist disproportionate disadvantages for women during their early careers stemming from defined conflicts between careers in research and family demands. Many studies show that the family-or-science dilemma is not only gendered, but exacerbated by institutional constraints and implicit academic norms, values and expectations that take the traditional male life-course as the norm (EC, 2012: 17). These structural barriers can be identified as non-existing possibilities of institutional flexibility in balancing professional and private lives. 
The processes described above are not limited to engineering but can be found in all professorial searches, and apply to both women and men. Nevertheless, gender stereotypes are still applied to women who are candidates for leadership positions. 

Women’s less integration in networking and networks 
During the course of an academic career, there should be an equal focus on enhancing performance and on cultivating networks, as sensitivity to networking is a very important precondition (Sagebiel, 2010, 2013). For this reason, women professors must be aware that networks are indispensable in performing several functions: for acquiring information on time; for cooperation in research projects; for securing funding for research projects (and, since research projects and third-party funding are central for success, networking is a necessary precondition); for recruiting qualified staff members; for developing an academic career in a technical field; and for enhancing their influence in implementing their ideas.
In academia the invisibility of women is stemming from an ideology of scholarly acceptance based on individual performance which ignores the fact that reaching leadership positions depends on relevant networks - formal and informal ones - that are all male-dominated, as a demonstration of professional ability. Feminist researchers called it a gender-based ideology of meritocracy, where getting ahead results solely from individual merit, ignoring the informal support system that exists among men (Bagilhole & Goode, 2001). 
In order to achieve - at least on paper - success in an academic career, the importance of networking cannot be stressed enough. Getting the right information at the right time in the right place is one of the main challenges of a leadership position. 
In formal assessment procedures there is also a bias that leads to unequal access to research funding or academic positions. The definition and assessment of scientific excellence (the recognition of merit) is not independent of gender relations in academia and society at large (EC, 2012: 18). 
In Germany, qualifying for a professorship entails various complicated selection processes. However, while in practice these are necessary, they are not enough: 
…During a search a lot works via selection processes. But, then again, who will be asked to serve as the outside evaluator of the list of finalists? How will the list of finalists for a professorship be constructed in the first place?... We always want to think that these processes are fair, but this is far from true… I would be naive to think that this is the case… that they don’t function via collusive behavior... Yes, and when you look at who is ranked first, and if you piece together the story of the search afterwards, then you will quickly identify the connections which caused the result…
This female interviewee has precisely described the critical points in the course of a search process where networks and networking come into play. Their influence is largely hidden but it is enormous, virtually replacing objective criteria such as qualifications and performance. Academic biographies for various candidates come to be construed (sometimes fictionalized) as apt or not, and if the network functions true to form, evaluators will be selected to bias the outcome. 
One male respondent in a focus discussion group went even further: 
My theory is that men are often in top positions because they are active in different networks and have more connections… Most of the decisions are informally made over a beer, and become formal afterwards… and one cannot underestimate the importance of this beer culture where men function in a more skillful and more integrated manner than women.
Informal drinking rituals function as fitting symbols. Comparable cultural characteristics have been reported by several other research projects, including European ones (Sagebiel, 2007, 2010). At the same time, nothing seems to have been undertaken against these excluding working cultures, on either a consciousness-raising or an ethical level. On the contrary, this culture of informality between men has been growing in direct competition, with increasing professional interactions between female and male professors (Ohlendiek, 2003). More women scientists in leading positions mean more direct competition with men at the same level. The fear of this threat from women strengthens informal activities within men’s networks which exclude women (Miller, 2002; Ohlendiek, 2003). Networks in general management (Burt, 1998; Funken et al., 2011) and in engineering research are gendered (Sagebiel, 2010).
Gender biases in the production of knowledge are global structural barriers. In particular, research which goes beyond universally applicable criteria and strict norms unmasks power relations, gate-keeping practices and informal networks as a source of tacit knowledge, support and recognition (EC, 2012: 18). In this context Connell’s concept of hegemonic masculinity (Connell, 1999) is relevant. 

Women’s less fitting into men’s networks 
For female professors in engineering who hold leadership roles, cooperation with men is an everyday job, yet becoming integrated into men’s networks is a different issue altogether. In particular, the homo-social culture of men’s networks represents a barrier for the recruitment of women (Sagebiel, 2007), so it is little wonder that our study shows that women’s participation in men’s networks is limited. Women are no longer formally excluded from most networks, but their integration is seen as a question of ‘fitting into’ male-defined institutions. For this reason, as long as women are defined as the ‘others’, following gender and technique stereotypes, they can hardly be expected to fit into these institutions as well as men:
The men are afraid, perhaps, of damaging their reputation if they have a woman as a network partner. And men probably see that there are more common characteristics among themselves. Are women defined as the ‘others’?  
In the view of this interviewee, women are defined as the ‘other’ and this constructed otherness – an inevitable deduction from binary thinking – certainly undermines their competence in male networks. In the homo-social culture of men’s networks described above, women cannot fit because - not being men - they cannot be trusted. Since trust seems to be a prerequisite for choosing network partners (see Vaske & Schweer, 2013), women are automatically discriminated in this process. This informal discrimination of a woman is what Gail M. McGuire (2002: 316) also found in her research: Women may have been perceived by network members as poor or risky investments because of cultural beliefs that ranked them below that of a white man according to status characteristics theory. 
Several interviewees also described their perceptions that somehow men’s networks did not fit for them either. Space, time, media and activities separate them from networking with men (separate restrooms, meeting at unpredictable times, phoning, drinking at night, doing action sports). They immediately perceived the unspoken barriers, but they also did not want to try to be part of network where they would feel excluded or which they would not want to join in the first place:
I believe that many great deals are still [made] on a male level… while drinking beer at the bar – I don’t do that, I don’t drink… even with my partners in Japan… this is what my male colleagues do. And I am very convinced – this may be strange – that I simply meet a barrier… I believe that this being together from man to man would open some additional doors. 
This female leader of a research institute (who does not drink alcohol) will inevitably, at a certain point, feel a barrier to men’s networks because drinking rituals often occupy a central role in informal networking, especially at night. The quotation also shows that this woman is keenly aware of these informal discriminatory processes. Even if she were to join such networks, she could expect to profit less from information sharing and cooperation with male colleagues. Her feeling of not ‘belonging’ (Faulkner, 2005) separates herself from networking men. 
In summary, the fact that women are poorly integrated in men’s informal networks is a disadvantaging factor for output success. As a matter of practice, women are not integrated in the masculine ‘beer culture’ which is a place and where many research projects are developed. Some female professors experience an ambivalence in joining these informal drinking sessions in the evening, even though they know that this strategy might be a successful one. In such an informal situation, these leading women fear harassment, which would not take place at the workplace. Others definitively avoid these situations, arguing they do not feel comfortable because they would be outsiders and that the end result would be negative. These women also miss the feeling of belonging (Faulkner, 2005). 
As a female professor who voiced her dilemma regarding men’s networks: 
In these networks you really cannot be incorporated, especially not if you ask for it. Either you belong or you don’t… The initiation is the doctoral thesis under the supervision of the right professor… in general, one is not good enough if one does not belong to this group from the outset… And if you ask to become a member, nobody will say no… but will you really belong? No, and this is because one also does not fit the unwritten code, and perhaps because one does not show the special worship for special people, a worship which one cannot comprehend… I know male colleagues, most of them male colleagues, who will tell you that they come from this special school.

Women’s networks in SET: Solidarity without power
Women’s networks in engineering are mostly formal and help to disseminate general information and reinforce solidarity. So they are of positive value for women in leadership positions. But, the internal influence in academic organizations which is most important for career advancement is probably even less extensive. Cooperation among women in SET is not easy in practice because the lower proportion of women in the engineering sector means that most are working in isolation from one another. 
In a male domain like engineering, and given the low number of female engineers in any given organization, informal networking between female colleagues is frequently not possible. At the same time, women’s networks are of limited importance for the research work of female scientists and engineers because of their small number in a specialized field. Women’s networks can help, especially as a coaching element, but they have less power in comparison with men’s networks.   
So, the power and influence of women’s networks over academic careers is probably not extensive at the moment because of the low number of leading women in the field of engineering who could potentially promote other women’s careers. 


