
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Gender Differences and Informal Networks 
in a Scandinavian Context 

 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

Christian Waldstrøm, PhD student 

Department of Organisation and Management 

The Aarhus School of Business 

Haslegaardsvej 10 

8210 Aarhus V 

Denmark 

Phone: (45) 89 48 66 06 

Mail: cwa@asb.dk 

Homepage: http://www.hha.dk/EOK/ORG/STAFF/CWA_FORM.HTM 



 

CONTENTS 
1 Introduction .........................................................................................................................................1 

2 Gender and Informal Networks...........................................................................................................1 

3 Methodology .......................................................................................................................................3 

4 Mastering informal networks as a managerial competence ................................................................4 

5 Informal networks and gender.............................................................................................................7 

6 Separate factor analysis of the difference between genders................................................................9 

7 Discussion .........................................................................................................................................11 

8 Conclusion and implications .............................................................................................................11 



 

Abstract 
The informal networks in organizations have been under increasing scrutiny in the past years, and 
several aspects of those informal structures have been studied, among those the gender differences. 
In order to arrive a bit further than the intuitive and prejudicial characterization, several researchers 
have performed empirical analyses using networks theory.  

This has resulted in a number of well-founded propositions about how male and female managers 
develop and use different informal networks. A key finding among other is that female managers 
seem to develop dual networks (one with other women for friendship and one primarily with men 
for career development), while their male colleagues only develop one, which seems to satisfy both 
needs. 

In the empirical part of this paper, stemming from data from the Danish Management Barometer are 
used to gain an insight into the main differences between the most important competencies stated by 
male and female managers in Danish companies. While the results seem to indicate that there are 
less differences between the genders than might be expected, using a factor analysis indicates that 
there seems to be some structural differences suggesting that the proposition about the female 
managers dual networks is true. 
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1 Introduction 
What becomes apparent in the study of organizations regardless of the method of analysis or the 
underlying premises is that no organization can be described or mapped in a satisfactory manner by 
relying on the formal organizational chart – let alone be managed responsibly on that basis. While 
the importance of informal networks have been widely recognized and have increasingly been 
brought to the attention of practitioners and academics alike, previous studies have been mostly 
anecdotal and sporadic (Waldstrøm 2001). 

At the core of these points of interest lies the fact, that individuals in organizations do not stop 
being social beings while working in organizations. Therefore they have needs as individuals in 
regards to both defensive and strategic needs vis-à-vis the organization. The defensive needs 
encompass affiliation needs, identity and self-esteem, correcting social reality, and risk reduction. 
Among the strategic needs of the individual is the need-to-know and political maneuvering. 

Various definitions of informal networks have been offered, depending on the theoretical and 
methodological point of departure, but for the purpose of this paper, the following definition will be 
used: 

“Informal organizations affect decisions within the formal organizations “but 
either are omitted from the formal scheme or are not consistent with it”. They 
consist of interpersonal relationships that “are not mandated by the rules of the 
formal organization but arise spontaneously in order to satisfy individual 
members’ needs”. (Simon 1976) 

Thus, the informal networks are not easily distinguishable, and cannot be seen as independent from 
the formal organization or from the equally difficult concept of organizational culture. In an attempt 
to structure these terms, the informal networks in organizations play the role of main carriers of 
information that maintain, adjust and transmit the organizational culture. At the same time the 
informal organization is very much a product of the culture. Organizational culture is about the way 
that the formal and informal interact. So if the formal organization is the circles and lines in the 
organization chart, the informal networks are the lines that are not drawn and the organizational 
culture is the paper on which the chart is drawn (Waldstrøm 2001). 

While there seems to be some theoretical agreement over most of these interdependencies, there is a 
lack of explicit knowledge about the factors that influence the creation, development and use of 
these informal networks. To address this issue, the results from the Danish Management Barometer 

The goal of this paper is to revisit one of the propositions, namely the importance of gender in 
relation to informal networks. Firstly, the theoretical aspects of genders and informal networks are 
presented through a literature review. Secondly, the principal propositions arising from these 
theoretical perspectives are stated. Finally, those propositions will be tested and discussed using 
data collected among a random sample of Danish managers leading to a presentation of the 
implications of these results. 

2 Gender and Informal Networks 
It is commonly assumed (and to some extend determined empirically) that female managers are not 
generally as aware of the importance of informal networks and hence the political games in 
organizations as male managers. This has been offered as a major reason why women earn less, get 
promoted less often and do not have access to as many resources as their male colleagues (Burke et 
al. 1995a; McGuire 2000). This is sometimes referred to as the glass ceiling used as a metaphor for 
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the invisible barriers facing women and minorities, which allows them to see the positions but not 
to reach them (Davies-Netzley 1998). 

At the same time, it is often stated that female managers are more likely to make use of ‘soft’ HRM, 
sometimes even referred to with the misnomer feminine management, which is characterized by a 
bias towards consensus management in contrast to a more controlling, formal and dominating 
management style. This apparent paradox might be due to the fact that female managers do not to 
the same extent as their male colleagues perceive the use of informal structures and non-formal 
management techniques as part of their managerial toolbox. 

P1: “Female managers do not use the informal networks as a conscious part of their management 
roles to the same extent as their male colleagues” 

Ibarra (1992 & 1997) found that men and women seek and use informal networks in different ways, 
and offers another explanation: While men tended to develop ties and relations with other men 
throughout their networks, women seem to develop dual networks: One network with other women 
to satisfy the need for friendships and support (defensive) and another network with males to satisfy 
the need for advice and organizational knowledge. These results are backed up by Brass (1985)1, 
who explicitly links the preference and use of gender-biased networks to power and promotion 
within organizations.  

P2: “Female managers tend to develop two separate informal networks, to satisfy diverse needs” 

Studies are not conclusive as to the differences in the size of the networks between genders. 
McGuire (2000) show that female managers seem to have just as large informal networks as their 
male colleagues but since those networks do not include as powerful persons in the organizations, 
they do not have the same leverage within the organization. Inversely, some studies have shown, 
that in order to be successful, male managers had to have the largest networks, while female 
managers had to have the backing (informally) from a few key persons in the organization (Lyness 
and Thompson 2000). 

This leads to another aspect of the difference between genders and informal networks. Since 
homophily2 in network development is rather strong (Burke et al. 1995a; Burke et al. 1995b; Ibarra 
1992; Ibarra 1997), the imbalances and structural differences inherent in the organization will tend 
to be maintained or even reinforced. A main characteristic of the informal networks is the degree of 
reciprocity between two or more people within the network, and therefore the most powerful people 
will be most attractive to others in the organization. This will give them the possibility to form more 
links, further enhancing their power and status in the network. This might pose a potential barrier to 
female managers who wish to use the informal networks for personal goals within the organization. 

P3: “The nature of the differences between genders in the use of informal networks are likely to be 
reinforced rather than deminished over time if not addressed specifically” 
Ibarra identifies two clearly distinct approaches to explain these differences: A human capital 
perspective and a systemic barriers perspective (Ibarra 1992; Ibarra 1997). Using a human capital 
perspective, the differences in organizational achievement and position in the informal network are 
due to personal achievement and formal position rather than organizational characteristics. 
Inversely the systemic barriers perspective highlights the inherent expectations, preferences and 

                                                 
1 In McGuire, G. M. (2000). “Gender, Race, Ethnicity, and Networks.” Work and Occupations 27(4): 500-523. 
2 Refers to the degree to which individuals interact with others who are similar in identity or organizational group 
affiliation 
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biases of the organizational members as the main source of gender differences across informal 
networks. Since these two perspectives are not necessarily contradictory and might offer a 
predictive bonus in complementary use, they will both make up the implicit methodological frame 
of reference in the discussion of the results of this paper. 

An important aspect to bear in mind in the following is the fact that most literature on the subject of 
informal network (as indeed most management literature) stems from the US/UK management 
schools, and the survey on which these theories are tested is performed among Danish managers. 
The discussion of specific implications of this will be addressed later in this paper in connection 
with the analysis’ at hand. However, this issue might be rather important, and therefore it is 
important to bear this in mind while reading this paper. Specifically the cultural differences 
presented by Hofstede (1997) between the American and Scandinavian (specifically Danish) culture 
point at two significant differences, namely the significantly lower power distance and the much 
more feminine aspects of Danish culture compared to the American culture. Both factors are 
important enough to warrant a critical perspective on the discussions and conclusions of this paper.  

P4: “National culture has a significant part in the gender differences in the development and use of 
informal networks” 

While the subject of gender differences in organizations raises a broad series of subjects, such as 
sexual harassment, wage inequity, socio-historical contexts and gender-stereotypes3, these will not 
be covered explicitly by this paper to the extend that they are not specifically related to the subject 
of informal networks. 

3 Methodology 
In the fall of 1999 a large-scale postal based structured questionnaire survey was undertaken in 
Denmark in an attempt to map the main trends of management in Denmark. This survey was called 
the Danish Management Barometer, and encompassed 1500 managers both within the private and 
public sector as well as from various levels in the organizations. The respondents were randomly 
selected and contacted by phone in order to improve the response rate. This led to responses from 
roughly 1000 managers of which approximately 600 are employed in the private sector. Hence the 
survey gives a very strong picture of Danish managers and management in Danish companies. A 
broad array of themes were addressed in the survey, all giving an overview of the current state of 
affairs and an indication of the developments in the following years (DDL 2000) hence the name 
barometer. For a further description of the barometer survey and report along with some 
preliminary results, see Ulhøi and Madsen (2001). 

The barometer covered a broad array of highly relevant themes within the bounds of management 
and leadership and subsequently each of these themes are to be given a more in-depth treatment, 
and this paper is one in several attempts to do this, the focus being gender differences in regards to 
informal networks. 

In this paper only about 600 managers from the private sector is included in the analysis. Therefore, 
as a default, all results and comments are directed only towards the managers from the private 
sector. Of these, 11.6% were female and they were over represented at the lowest levels of 
management, the implications of which will be dealt with explicitly later on in the paper. 

                                                 
3 See Ibarra, Herminia. 1992. "Homophily and Differential Returns: Sex Differences in Network Structure and Access 
in an Advertising Firm." Administrative Science Quarterly 37: 422-447. for an overview of this subject 
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One of the most interesting results from the barometer was the answers to the question “Are 
decisions made outside of the formal networks?” which only 24% of all managers answered 
negatively. While this might not be much of a surprise to practitioners, the answers to this question 
does not fit particularly well with contemporary management literature. 

What is more interesting however, is that while there seems to be this tendency towards an 
increasingly loose decision making, other findings show that there is a tendency towards more 
levels of management in the hierarchical structure. It is an underlying assumption of this paper that 
this is due to the fact that the informal networks are increasingly important and powerful within the 
formal organization. 

To determine which competencies Danish managers perceived as important for the performance of 
their jobs, a scale was developed with 20 items each measured on a 5-point Likert scale (ranging 
from 1 no importance to 5 very large importance), to answer the question: “How important do you 
rate the following competencies for your job as a manager". The factor analyses performed in the 
paper are all based on the principal component method with varimax rotation. 

The analysis of the answers to this question will allow a greater insight into how the gender of a 
manager influences his or her view and use of informal networks in the formal organization. As 
stated above, since this paper is based on empirical findings of Danish managers, it cannot in itself 
access the research problem of how differences in national culture affect the informal networks. It 
will, however, provide an indication of whether the general assumptions made in the literature are 
valid in Danish organizations.  

4 Mastering informal networks as a managerial competence 
 

Figure 1. Importance of managerial competencies 
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The results from the survey are presented in Figure 1, showing the average perceived importance 
for each of the managerial competencies. The replies identify as the most important (in order of 
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importance) ability to take responsibility, create cooperation, make decisions, inspire and motivate, 
oversee and coordinate, ability to solve problems, and create results as the most important 
competencies for managers today, while establishing networks, act as liaison, and ability to control 
are ranked lowest. The difference between highest and lowest ranking was, however, not greater 
than .96, and while this is a statistically significant4 difference (due to the large sample), on a 5-
point scale, it is not a very large difference. 

An overview of Figure 1 identifies three levels of importance of these comptencies, since the the 
lowest and highest ranking items tend to be rather grouped together, leaving a group of items 
judged to be of middle importance. 

To identify possible differences between genders in regards to the importance of the listed 
managerial competencies, a profile analysis is carried out, presented in Figure 2. 

Figure 2. Profile analysis for gender differences in importance of managerial competencies  
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The profile analysis is performed using the mean of each of the items. 

Regarding the difference between male and female managers, the most noticeable differences seems 
to be that female managers on average rate the listed competencies higher than their male 
colleagues, with some noteworthy exceptions (in order of importance) with ability to control, create 
results, and setting goals and means. 

To test for differences in the profiles, the profile analysis is firstly used to test for parallelism, 
yielding a p-value of .0117, which is just barely not significant at the .01 level. Thus the hypothesis 
of parallel profiles cannot be rejected. Therefore it is relevant to test for differences between the 
profiles, and this test gives a p-value of .036, which again is not significant at a .01 level, so the two 
profiles are not significantly different. Finally it is relevant to test whether the profiles are 

                                                 
4 At a .01 level of significance 
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horizontal, which is clearly rejected with a p-value of less than .0001. So while – at an overall 
perspective – the profiles for male and female managers are not significantly different, there are 
differences between the levels for each of the items. 

Even though the two profiles are not different seen from a total perspective, some significant 
differences remain on the individual items. The main significant differences between genders are 
the following items, which female managers rate significantly higher that their male colleagues 
(from the left in Figure 2): Oversee and coordinate, initiate activities, solve problems, inspire and 
motivate, solve conflicts, establishing networks, and take responsibility.  

Another interesting difference between the genders is the spread of the responses, since female 
managers with very few exeptions have a larger variation in their responses than male managers. 
This is particularly significant, since the average of the womens responses are more extreeme and 
thus hinting at a large skewness in responses. 

In this comparison of competencies no apparent pattern appears at first, so to find the underlying 
structures in these answers, a factor analysis is performed for this question. This analysis show that 
those competencies group together in 4 factors, which account for 57.3% of the variation. Factor  

Table 1. Factor analysis of ‘Importance of managerial competencies’ 

 Rotated Component Matrix 
 Factor 1 

(Informal) 
Factor 2 
(Formal) 

Factor 3 
(Leadership) 

Factor 4 
(Supervisor) 

Inspire and motivate .719    
Establishing networks .687    
Initiate new activities .647 .398   
Solve conflicts .586   .389 
Be an ambassador .525  .365  
Create cooperation .524    
Acquire resources .513 .306   
Ability to plan  .653 .370 .353 
Ability to solve problems .436 .630   
Oversee and coordinate  .616   
Make decisions .381 .606   
Professional knowledge  .599   
Follow up on goals and tasks  .595 .438  
Ability to take responsibility .383 .540   
Create results .328 .491 .385  
Express the vision   .813  
Convey attitudes   .753  
Setting goals and means   .741  
Act as a liaison .406   .737 
Ability to control  .507  .592 
Explained variation 18.0% 17.7% 13.9% 7.6% 
Note: Loadings below .3 have been suppressed  

The first factor represents those competencies, that are not directly linked to the formal goals of the 
company and which depend heavily on the social and interpersonal skills of the manager, and will 
therefore be named ‘informal’ (management). This factor includes items such as establishing 
networks, inspire and motivate and be an ambassador. Inversely, questions that relate to planning, 
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making decisions and professional competence such as ability to plan, ability to solve problems, and 
make decisions are grouped under factor 2 – ‘formal’ (management).  

Factor 3 includes the somewhat intangible items express the vision, convey attitudes and setting 
goals and means, so this factor can aptly be named ‘leadership’. Finally the items being a liaison 
and ability to control are grouped as the last factor, which is not too easily named, since being a 
liaison might have rather different meanings to different respondent. Together, however, factor 4 is 
to be named ‘supervisor’. 

As with most factor analysis’, there are quite a few secondary or even tertiary loadings, and this 
seems to have a lot to do with the way each item is understood and hence judged by each 
respondent. Most notably, this is apparently the case with the item ability to solve problems, which 
loads both on the informal and the formal factor. This hints at an ambiguity stemming from the 
interpretation of this item as relating to either interpersonal problems or technical/professional 
problems. 

This becomes apparent again in connection with the item create results which has secondary and 
tertiary loading on ‘leadership’ and ‘informal’ respectively. It is very likely that this is due to the 
kinds of results envisioned by the particular manager. The item ability to plan has both secondary 
and tertiary loadings on ‘leadership’ and ‘supervisor’ respectively. This is most likely due to the 
different levels of planning performed by the respondent. 

Another important cross loading is seem with the item ability to control, which loads almost equally 
on the factors ‘formal’ and ‘supervisor’. This possibly hints at the different kinds of control, a 
manager can have or use as a managerial competency.  

Finally, the item act as a liaison has a very interesting secondary loading on ‘informal’, while 
primarily loading on ‘supervisor’. This is very likely due to the distinction between vertical and 
horizontal relations within the company. 

Generally the non-primary loadings are interesting from both a theoretical and analytical 
perspective, since they give strong indications of how many of the questions are perceived by the 
respondents. None of them are very surprising, though, so this does not taint the main conclusions 
based on the four factors. 

5 Informal networks and gender 
The literature survey at the beginning of this paper demonstrated that female managers are not 
thought to be as aware of the informal networks or might not rate the ability to use to maneuver 
them as a major managerial competency.  

Figure 2 to some extent chalenges this, but not in any significant way. To test this assumption with 
the results of this survey, the factor scores from the factor analysis performed above are used as 
indicators of each manager’s perceived importance of the four different overall competencies. Each 
was tested in a one-way ANOVA to reveal any difference between genders. 

Performing an ANOVA-test (see  
Table 2) with each of the four factors extracted above reveals that only the factor ’informal’ is 
regarded significantly different between the sexes. While it is surprising that there is no significant 
difference in the other factors between genders, it was to be expected that there would be a 
difference in the informal factor. 
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Table 2. ANOVA test for difference between genders 
  Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

Informal Between Groups 6.916 1.000 6.916 6.998 .008 
  Within Groups 496.084 502.000 .988   
  Total 503.000 503.000    
Formal Between Groups .830 1.000 .830 .829 .363 
  Within Groups 502.170 502.000 1.000   
  Total 503.000 503.000    
Leadership Between Groups .048 1.000 .048 .048 .826 
  Within Groups 502.952 502.000 1.002   
  Total 503.000 503.000    
Supervisor Between Groups .049 1.000 .049 .049 .826 
  Within Groups 502.951 502.000 1.002   
  Total 503.000 503.000    
 

To determine the implications of this difference, a post-hoc means comparison shows that female 
managers seem to be more focused on the informal competencies as managers (Table 3). 
Performing a χ2-test on the gender and each of the items under the informal factor reveals, that the 
big difference is that female managers very often choose to answer questions regarding the informal 
aspects of their jobs with ’very important’. This is the principal reason why, as previously shown, 
female managers generally have a larger variation in their responses. 

Table 3. Post hoc means table for gender differences 

    N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error 
Informal Male 448.000 -.041 .965 .046 
  Female 56.000 .331 1.207 .161 
Formal Male 448.000 -.014 .983 .046 
  Female 56.000 .115 1.128 .151 
Leadership Male 448.000 .003 1.003 .047 
  Female 56.000 -.028 .985 .132 
Supervisor Male 448.000 -.003 .995 .047 

  Female 56.000 .028 1.050 .140 
 

Table 3 shows the mean and standard deviation for the mean of each factor for each gender. As 
expected, the factors ‘formal’, ‘leadership’, and ‘supervisor’ are not sufficiently different to be 
statistically significant. The difference in the level of the ‘formal’ factor indicates that female 
managers are more inclined than their male colleagues to value formal competencies. While the 
further analysis of this aspect might yield some interesting results, no further analysis will be 
performed, since this is not a significant relation. 

Only the factor ‘informal’ is – as shown before – truly different between the sexes, while this results 
will lead to a theoretical reassessment later in this paper, a number of alternative explanations for 
this result should be considered as possible reasons for this. 
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The implications of these findings will be discussed more in-depth later in this paper in connection 
with the findings of this next part, informal networks and management level. 

6 Separate factor analysis of the difference between genders 
If, as an alternative approach to the analysis of the difference between genders, a separate factor 
analysis is performed for each of the genders, the following results ensue in Table 4 & Table 5. The 
reason for this is an attempt to correct some of the bias in the collective factor analysis produced by 
the low proportion of female managers in the private sector (11.6%).  

Table 4. Factor analysis for male managers 

 Rotated Component Matrix 
  Factor 1 

(Informal) 
Factor 2 
(Formal) 

Factor 3 
(Leadership) 

Factor 4 
(Professional) 

Establishing networks .720    
Inspire and motivate .641 .309   
Act as a liaison .631  .486  
Solve conflicts .619  .398  
Acquire resources .532    
Be an ambassador .521 .327   
Create cooperation .456    
Express the vision  .823   
Setting goals and means  .751   
Convey attitudes  .726   
Ability to control   .704  
Ability to plan  .380 .696  
Follow up on goals and tasks  .449 .587  
Oversee and coordinate  .301 .471 .412 
Ability to take responsibility .339  .445 .375 
Ability to solve problems   .322 .622 
Professional knowledge    .619 
Initiate new activities .463   .604 
Make decisions  .329  .550 
Create results  .452  .511 
Explained variation 16.1% 15.1% 12.8% 12.6% 
Note: Loadings below .3 have been suppressed  

For the male managers, the four factors can be identified as: ‘Informal’ which is almost identical to 
the first factor by the same name in the aggregate factor analysis except for the noteworthy 
exception of the item act as a liaison which is part of the ‘informal’ factor for male managers. The 
second factor, ‘leadership’, is based on the same three items as the ‘leadership’ factor in the first 
factor analysis. 

The third and fourth factors both have to do with the formal aspects of the organizations, and while 
the third factor is almost identically with the ‘formal’ factor in the original factor analysis, the last 
factor has more to do with professional knowledge and skills, at what can be assumed to be at a 
lower level in the organization. 
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Table 5. Factor analysis for female managers 

 Rotated Component Matrix 
  Factor 1 

(Leadership) 
Factor 2 
(Coach) 

Factor 3 
(Formal) 

Convey attitudes .858   
Express the vision .843   
Establishing networks .726 .403  
Setting goals and means .703   
Be an ambassador .664 .385  
Act as a liaison .616   
Acquire resources .586  .381 
Inspire and motivate  .844  
Solve conflicts  .810  
Create cooperation  .778  
Ability to solve problems  .695 .470 
Initiate new activities .367 .662  
Ability to plan   .830 
Ability to control   .715 
Make decisions  .518 .692 
Follow up on goals and tasks   .679 
Oversee and coordinate  .368 .644 
Professional knowledge   .561 
Ability to take responsibility  .523 .560 
Create results .422  .477 
Explained variation 21.8% 21.0% 20.1% 
Note: Loadings below .3 have been suppressed  

In the factor analysis for female managers, only three factors emerge, labeled as follows: ‘leader’, 
‘coach’ and ‘formal’. This is a very important distinction from both the factor analysis for their 
male colleagues and for the aggregate factor analysis, which did not identify the ‘coach’ factor. 

While the ‘formal’ factor is mostly identical to the ‘formal’ factor in the aggregate factor analysis, 
the factors ‘leadership’ and ‘coach’ are mostly made up of the items from the original factors 
‘informal’ and ‘leadership’. It is interesting to note, however, that the three items establishing 
networks, be an ambassador and acquire resources which were clearly part of the ‘informal’ factor 
are now grouped with the items under ‘leadership’.  

The rest of the original items which made up the factor ‘informal’ are characterized by being 
supportive qualities in contrast to the competencies which are important in maintaining an informal 
network and positioning oneself within the network. 

This might be a very important hint as to why female managers seem to be more aware of the 
informal networks in organizations than male managers. At the same time, some of the items very 
much associated with the informal factor (both intuitively and empirically) are grouped with items 
like convey attitudes, express the vision and setting goals and means. This hints at the fact that 
some female managers are very much aware not only of the informal networks but also of how they 
can use them actively in their managerial jobs. 
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7 Discussion 
This survey is performed in Denmark, which is different from non-Scandinavian countries on at 
least a few characteristics. Not least the very egalitarian characteristic of Danish society might play 
a significant role in this regard, particularly seen together with the skewness towards a feminine 
culture in Scandinavian countries (Hofstede 1997). 

While the implications of this may not be evident, some indications might be implied. A feminine 
culture is, among others, characterized by a preference towards an egalitarian view both in society 
and in organizations and a value system skewed towards non-tangible values. Therefore one might 
expect the difference between male and female managers to be less evident in the very feminine 
Scandinavian countries. As the profile analysis showed there seems to be some evidence towards 
this. As the survey is not performed across different national cultures, this cannot be determined, let 
alone be tested. 

Due to the construct of the survey, the results are only indications of perceived behavior, and hence 
cannot be used directly as an indicator of the behavior of the respondent. Therefore the answers to 
this particular question might reflect the fact that women are aware the informal networks and 
therefore also aware that they lack knowledge about them and lack skills to use them to promote 
their own personal ends. This would lead to an increased in the perceived importance of those 
informal relations for female managers. 

Furthermore, it is relevant to note, that female managers seem to rate almost all managerial 
competencies higher than their male colleagues, so it is not surprising that they would rate the factor 
‘informal’ higher. Nonetheless, it is still the only factor that is significantly higher for women than 
men. 

Finally it is important to note, that there might be some underlying correlations that could explain 
this result. Since female managers only make out 11.6% of the sample (66 cases), one should be 
careful in concluding on the results. Also it is interesting to note, that female managers are 
significantly underrepresented in the highest management levels, significantly younger, and over 
represented in very small companies (0-10 employees) than their male colleagues. 

While this study cannot explicitly state what kinds of networks each manager has, the factor 
analyses divided by gender does give an indication of how male and female managers perceive, 
develop and use their informal networks differently. Where male managers seem to use the informal 
network among other to acquire resources and establish networks, female managers seem to use 
those network more as a support network – both for giving and receiving.  

Based on the results from the separate factor analyses for male and female managers, some very 
interesting results surface. For female managers, the more aggressive uses of the informal network 
seems to be associated with traditional leadership competencies like conveying attitudes and 
express the vision. This supports the theoretical findings that female managers tend to develop two 
separate networks – one for friendship and support and another for advice and to advance personal 
goals within the organization. 

8 Conclusion and implications 
Keeping in mind the assumptions and delimitations presented in the beginning of the paper, some 
very interesting and clear indications about the gender differences in the importance placed on the 
informal networks and competencies associated therewith.  
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First profile analyses of the items that make up the managerial competencies show that there are no 
overall gender differences. This finding is rather interesting, given the many differences that are 
traditionally believed to be between genders. 

Secondly, when analyzing further, it seems like female managers place a higher importance on the 
competencies which are used to develop, use, or maneuver in the informal networks, which seems 
to be rather contrary to what one would expect. However, as shown, some important factors might 
explain this apparent misfit between theory and the empirical results. 

Finaly, performing two separate factor analyses gives a clearer insight in how male and female 
managers perceive the informal networks differently, as they do not seem to use it for the same 
purposes. This is consistent with existing theory and empirical findings in the literature.  

While these findings are important and relevant in this field, they are, on the other hand, rather 
crude and exploratory indications from aggregate analyses. They therefore warrant a further 
empirical study in order to explore some of the surprising indications. 

Using network theory and the associated methodological framework, it would be possible to make 
formal analyses for the multiplexity of male and female managers networks in order to test for the 
existence of major differences in how the informal networks are structured. Furthermore, these 
analyses could shed some light on the degree of homophily in networks for each gender. Finally the 
interrelation (although not causality) of network centrality, homophily, and multiplexity could be 
explored. 

These results together with qualitative analyses would be an important step towards uncovering the 
organizational, individual, and cultural differences that influence the differences apparent from the 
results of this paper. 

As implied, the important differences between the primarily UK/US literature and the Danish 
sample might have some significant implications. In order to test and clarify the supposed 
differences it would be necessary to perform one or more empirical researches in a cross-cultural 
set-up. 

For managers there are some important implications in the results in this paper, since it shown that 
there are some very clear distinctions in the way informal networks are percieved and used by male 
and female managers and that those differences apears to have a self-inforcing property. 

If organizations are not consciously aware of those differences, valueable human resources are 
likely to be used suboptimally, since individuals (particularly female managers) might not be able to 
get the necessary support offered by the informal networks. Identifying the tendency for female 
managers to develop dual informal networks and to understand the underlying motives for this 
difference is likely to be the first step towards improving the potential of the organization as a 
whole. 
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