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Abstract

This paper examines issues relating to languagedegeand leadership in the debut
season of the reality TV sholhe ApprenticéUSA). In particular, it looks at the ways in
which two male and two female project managerslé&mlership’ through discourse in
single-sex interactions. The analysis shows tresdtproject managers display leadership
styles which are by and large in accordance withgiendered norms and expectations. It
is found that while their leadership styles are endluated entirely positively, the male
managers receive both positive and negative consmémt using predominantly
masculine speech styles and the female managersdshieadership’ by employing a
largely feminine discourse style are perceived tieglg. It is also argued that the single-
sex contexts of interactions can be seen as beimgfrticted intentionally in the TV show
in order to capture the gender-stereotypical spesdes of ‘doing leadership’.

1. Introduction
In the last decade or so, there has been a grdwadyg of language and
gender research which investigated the interplayéen gender and
workplace communication. One of the reasons is rieaty workplaces
constitute rich and complex sociolinguistic congext where
communication is shaped by a wide range of sodjalstic variables,
including power, status, and gender, as well amtitnal and contextual
factors, such as the specific organizational celti@rew and Heritage
1992; Holmes and Stubbe 2003; Schnurr 2009). Amatseson is related
to the gendered connotations attached to the cormiepwvorkplace
discourse’. Given that men have historically ocedpkey managerial
positions in many workplaces, it has been arguad workplace norms
are predominantly masculine (Baxter 2010; Kendad dannen 2001;
Mullany 2007; Sinclair 1998). However, with womeniscreasing
participation in the workplace over the last twocaldes, feminine
interactional styles have led to considerable changp modern-day
workplace discourse, possibly altering the predamily masculine
communication styles (Cameron 2003; Coates 200zk P@06).

This paper aims to examine issues relating to geawde leadership
discourse by drawing upon interactional data frtve debut season of
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the popular reality TV showhe ApprenticdUSA), given the scarcity of
research on the media representations of gender veowkplace

discourse. As Evans (2005) suggests, media repatiears play an

important role in shaping the ways in which audenanderstand and
make sense of the social world. It is felt that media can contribute to
the audience’s perceptions of what constitutes apjate gendered
behaviour (Gill 2006; Matheson 2005; Ross 2010)pénticular, some
feminist scholars are concerned with the socializand normalizing

consequences of stereotypical representations nfand women in the
media (Fernandez-Villanueva et al. 2009). In viefvtlee potential

influence of the TV show on the audience’s perogiof gender and
workplace communication, this paper explores thdianezpresentations
of gender and leadership discourse in the ‘simdlateorkplace as

portrayed in the TV shoWhe Apprentice

2. Language, gender and leadership discourse
In line with the social constructionist approacénder is conceived of as
a social construction, rather than a ‘given’ socatlegory. Specifically,
gender is something that we do (Zimmerman and W®&S), or
something that we perform (Butler 1990). As Kendaldl Tannen (2001:
556-557) put it, “gendered identities are inteawdilly achieved”.
According to Ochs’ (1992) notion of ‘indexicality'gender is
indirectly indexed in language, whereby discurgind linguistic choices
are associated with certain stances, roles oripeactwhich are in turn
associated with gender. As people construct themdgr identity, they
may draw upon discourse styles which may be indeaeedyendered’
(Holmes 2006; Schnurr 2009; Talbot 2010). For edammasculine
styles of interaction are characterized by competitcontestive and
challenging ways of speaking, whereas feminine cpesgtyles are
characterized by co-operative, facilitative and stho interaction
(Holmes 2006; Schnurr 2009). Specifically, masailspeech styles are
discursively realized in the production of extendgebaking turns, the
dominance of the speaking floor, the one-at-a-tooestruction of the
floor, and the frequent use of interruptions (Ceat897, 2004; Talbot
2010; Schnurr 2009). On the other hand, a femimiseourse style,
which places emphasis on the relational aspects|inguistically
expressed in collaborative construction of the fflodm conversation,



Leadership discourse in single-sex interactionseality TV 27

avoidance of confrontations, and the use of paisenstrategies and
hedging devices, as well as minimal responses appostive feedback
(Coates 2004; Holmes 1995; Sunderland 2004; T2i0b0).

As mentioned earlier, the notion of leadership lssely linked to
gender, given its association with masculinity. Marra et al. (2006:
240) suggest, leadership is a “gendered concepticeSleadership
positions in different workplaces have traditiopaileen dominated by
men, masculinity is indexed indirectly via the dpiof leadership
(Martin Rojo and Gomez Esteban 2005; Sinclair 1998) Hearn and
Parkin (1989: 21) note, “the language of leadersliipn equates with
the language of masculinity to include qualitiechswas aggression,
assertiveness, abrasiveness, and competitiveness”.

In tune with the social constructionist perspectieadership is seen
as a process or a performance, rather than mesdheaachievements of
a leader (see Baxter 2010; Holmes 2006; Holmed. é1083; Schnurr
2009). In particular, what is of interest to soiriglists is the language
of ‘doing leadership’, or leadership discourse. drding to Holmes et al.
(2003: 32), *doing leadership’ entails competenbmenunicative
performance which, by influencing others, resuitadcceptable outcomes
for the organization (transactional/task-orientedally and which
maintains harmony within the team (relational/peepliented goal)”. In
other words, Holmes et al.’s (2003) definition e&dlership here focuses
on the communicative aspects of ‘doing leadership’addition, the
definition draws attention to both the transactlaral relational aspects
of doing leadership. While communicative behaviocosicerned with
transactional or task-oriented goals are closelgeld with masculinity,
verbal behaviours oriented to more relational copbe-oriented goals
are associated with femininity (Marra et al. 20d8pImes 2006;
Schnurr’'s  2009). As regards the discursive chariatts of
communication associated with these differently dgead leadership
behaviours, Marra et al. (2006) and Schnurr (2008int out that
whereas normatively masculine strategies of le&ieere characterized
by assertiveness, directness, competitiveness, lagispf power,
dominance, individualism, and task-orientation,canmatively feminine
speech style of leadership is characterized byreothess, politeness,
collaborativeness, supportiveness, nurturing, garggalitarianism, and
relationship-orientation (see also Holmes and S #lD3).
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3. Data: The Apprentice

Data used in the study are drawn from the debusaseaf The
Apprentice Filmed in 2003, the show was broadcast on théoNait
Broadcasting Company (NBC) from 8 January 2004 @tiApril 2004.

It had an average viewership of 20.7 million peopéeh week in the
United Stateslt made use of “business savvy and business sosnasi
the basis of competition, to pit businesspeoplérag@ach other, and to
purport to be able to identify the next highly sessful executive”
(Kinnick and Parton 2005: 430). In its debut seasdtieen contestants
compete in an elimination-style competition, vyiiog the top job with
its $250,000 salary. During the 15 episodes ofdhew, they embark
upon a televised, extended job interview in order lecome an
apprentice of Donald Trump (henceforth DT), a vkelbwn American
real estate magnate as well as hogthad Apprentice

In the TV show, the contestants consisting of eigleh and eight
women are divided into two teams, initially dividadcording to gender,
called corporations. Each week, each team is reduo select a project
manager to lead them in the assigned task of trekwkhe two teams
compete against each other every week in a busoresged task. Every
week, the winning team is rewarded spectacularhileathe losing team
faces DT in the boardroom. At the end of each el@s®T makes the
decision on who did the worst job in the losingnteand, consequently,
should be fired with immediate effect. In view ¢ popularity in the
USA and around the world,he Apprenticés considered a valuable site
for investigation, especially with regard to thdioo of leadership. More
importantly, the division of the contestants int@otteams based on
gender in the debut season Tfie Apprenticepermits an analysis of
gender and leadership discourse in single-sexactiens. And rather
than presuming that gender is relevant in theserantions, the
foregrounding of gender in the TV show ‘warrants gender focus and
the analysis of gendered discourse in this paperSiwann 2002). It
should be noted here that in Episodes 1 to 4, dinéestants are divided
into two teams based on their gender; in latercelgis, however, the
teams have a mixed gender composition.

This paper examines the ways in which two malegmtonanagers
and two female project managers ‘do leadershipame-sex groups of
contestants. Irimhe Apprenticethese managers are engaged in acts of
‘doing leadership’ in single-sex teams, and theadership discourse is
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considered analyzable in the sense that it cotetitta coherent,
meaningful, and typically continuous stretch oktaAlthough numerous
interactions in the show are potentially useful foralysis, they are
piecemeal in nature (and are sometimes cut off Hey ihsertion of
particular individual interviews) and do not forncantinuous stretch of
interaction. As such, these interactions are noseh for analysis.

4. Data analysis: Two male managers’ leadershigestyn single-sex
interactions

4.1 Analysis of Jason’s leadership style

| shall first examine how Jason does leadershithénmen’s group by
drawing on a normatively masculine discursive stiyleExcerpt 1 below,
the men’s group is meeting to discuss the plarriange an advertising
campaign to promote jet service. Jason is chathiegmeeting in which
the group has to make critical decisions concerrtimg advertising
campaign.

EXCERPT 1!
(Episode 2)
1 JAS: so you know what?

2 what we should do is this

3 I'll- I'll have to be the floater

4 I'll go from back and forth okay +

5 | think Nick +

6 I think Bill + need to do creative okay

7 I think you guys should come up with okay
8 here’s how we're gonna do it

9

that’s it
10 come up with your print ads
11 talk to who you need to talk to
12 you're thinking corporate
13 you're thinking young and sleek
14 come in the //middle\

15 TROY: /can\\I just interject real quick?

! See Appendix: Transcription Conventions. Also nibiat italics are used for
commentary provided by DT or other contestantsh® programme makers
during the individual behind-the-scene interviewsich do not constitute a part
of the interaction.
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16 these two gentlemen are our clients

17 we should really find out what they want to éaeccomplished
18 KWA: who are our clients?

19 TROY: William J Allard and Ken Austin

20 they are the ones that have employed us + tbelomarketing
campaign

21 we should find out what they want to have done

22  JAS: honestly dbthink we need to meet them?

23 | don’t think we need to meet with them +

24 what are we seeing //them for?\

25 KWA: /I disagree\\with that

26  NICK: what's the //objection ( )?\

27  KWA: /I think\\ you should know what your custemwants=
28 NICK: =I'm not sure

29 what do you hope to gain from the meeting?

30 what questions would you ask them?

31 JAS: here’'s what we need to do

32 we're doing it right now

33 okay + we don’t have time to go and meet wigmt
34 | mean it's gonna take an hour

35 | think it's a waste of time

In this excerpt, Jason is witnessed as performirigader identity by
drawing upon a number of discourse strategies atidie of a typically
masculine discursive style, including so-called Idbkan-record”,
unmitigated directives, challenging questions, bksthtements. It needs
to be noted, however, that the example shows @&rakireme case of
using a masculine style in doing leadership.

In the excerpt, Jason first issues the statemérdf we should do is
this, to signal that he is about to announce the gjyadé the advertising
campaign, establishing his status as project maurgfige 2). He goes on
to propose the division of labour in the form aditetments rather than
suggestions (lines 3-9). In particular, he useseadstatement to get
Nick and Bill to do the creative aspects of the paign:| think Nick + |
think Bill + need to do creativ€lines 6-7), which can be said to be
typical of a masculine discourse style, despitendpanitigated by the
pragmatic particlé think (lines 6-7). He also issues his directives firmly
and decisively in the form of imperativesome up with your print ads
(lines 10),talk to who you need to talk tdine 11) andcome in the
middle (line 14). Here, his way of giving instructions che coded as
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normatively masculine (Holmes 2006), even though directives in
lines 10 and 11 can be considered as evidence pbwerting others,
typically associated with women (see Fletcher 1998) giving his
members freedom in trying out their ideas and mggtthings done in
their own ways. Also, by specifying his own rolepbeitly asthe floater
(line 3), he spells out his responsibility to owssand supervise the
whole project. In doing so, he, again, establidhisdeadership position
within the team by invoking his dominant and celntoée in the team.

It is notable that Jason’'s use okay (lines 4, 6 and 7) does not
intend to seek agreement from the members of theteor solicit
comments from the members. Rathekay is used to check the
understanding of the members, ensuring that evemlmer of the team
fully understands what he has said so far. Thierjmetation can be
supported by the absence of pausing after theanttes obkayto invite
possible comments or questions. Also, he doess®auising intonation
to possibly signal its function as a question. Rathe uses a falling
intonation. It is evident that the team membersreshauch an
interpretation, as they have not given any resgoafier his use askay,
not even minimal responses suchms And, rather than using the
inclusive pronoun we consistently which emphasizes collective
responsibility and expresses solidarity, Jason sé®to use the pronouns
you (lines 11, 12, 13) and/ou guys (line 7) to establish status
differentials between him and the other memberde Kat he only uses
the inclusive pronoumwe twice (in lines 2 and 8) in situations where his
involvement is clearly evident.

It is also interesting to note the frequent usetha first person
pronounl by Jason in the meeting (lines 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 2a@d 35).
Here, the repeated occurrence leftatements could be interpreted as
emphasizing his status as project manager to meakeugve decisions.
By conveying the message that ‘| am the one whakigg centre stage
in the meeting’, the use ¢fmay also be regarded as implicitly evoking
the authority bestowed upon him in giving instraos, and highlighting
the status differential between him and the othemivers. As Peck
(2006) notes, the use of the egocentric pronbus an example of
strategies associated with directness. So, weeamaithat the repeated use
of the pronouri in such a way is typical of a masculine, directdigse
style.
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In lines 16-17, Jason rejects Troy’s proposal tetmdgth the clients
in a direct and explicit way by producing a chafjelg questionwhat
are we seeing them fqftine 24), implying that he sees no point in
meeting the clients. And by sayihgre’s what we need to dtne 31),
Jason not only signals his intention to return e agenda, but also
implies that his decision is final. He also ord#rs team to do what he
proposesgight now(line 32), making his directive all the more imjyug
And rather than providing explanations for rejegtifroy’s suggestions,
he merely expresses his disagreement explicitigdyngl think it's a
waste of timdline 35), albeit mitigated by the pragmatic padi think.

It seems that he does not think that it is necgdsgustify his rejection,
implying that he possesses ultimate jurisdictiogarding the entire plan
of the campaign.

Here, we can see that Jason employs a conventiomabculine
style in ‘doing leadership’, characterized by hipleit orientation to the
transactional and task-oriented goals. His way eleghating specific
tasks to the team members clearly shows his finmhaiitative, and
decisive style of leadership. Jason issues his @mmin the form of
imperatives without mitigation or modification. H&en signals that his
words are final by sayindhat's it (line 9). And when he rejects
suggestions from his team members, he does notidgroany
justifications. It is evident that his direct angiitigated interactive style
indexes masculinity, discursively displaying overbwer as project
manager.

As we shall see in Excerpt 2 below, Jason’s nosraBtimasculine
leadership style is not only recognized, but algghll commended by
one of his team members, which is evident in th@roents made by
Nick in the boardroom meeting with DT.

EXCERPT 2

(Episode 2)

1 DT: go ahead Nick
2 NICK: | think Jason performed well

3 especially the way we started off

4 midway through

5 he took the reins

6 he took charge

7 made quick decisions

8 cos we had to get things in under certain tinesli+
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9 and | thought he performed well

10 his choices were well thought out=

11 DT: =are you saying that

12 because you don’t want Jason to pick you abtiee /two?\
13  NICK: /notone bit\ not one bit

14 | thought his decisions were real sharp and telight out

In Excerpt 2, Jason’s masculine leadership styladged positively by
Nick, who comments that Jason’s decisions wes# thought ouf(lines

10 and 14)andreal sharp(line 14). In particular, Nick notes that Jason
made quick decisions cos we had to get things dleucertain timelines
(lines 7-8). It seems here that a masculine leagestyle is recognized
and valued particularly for the efficiency it brewgp the decision making
process, especially under a tight schedule.

4.2 Analysis of Sam’s leadership style

In the next excerpt below, we shall see how anattede manager, Sam,
does leadership by drawing upon a range of comwesity masculine

discursive strategies in the men’s group in EpisBdéAs we shall see,
the men’s group is asked to decide on where toeyt to get another
bargain. Nick is talking to Bill on the phone wh®dut on the streets,
and Sam is with Nick in the office.

EXCERPT 3

(Episode 3)

1 NICK: [talking to Bill on the phorjeBill it's Nick

2 do you have a pen handy? +

3 you're gonna go to 75 + + West 47th Street

4 it's called All Rare Coins and the //number-\
5 SAM:  /oh oh oh\\ oh oh- just get him the address

6 NICK: I'm gonna give him the phone //number\

7 SAM: /I do not\\want you to give him the phonewher
8 please don't give him the phone number

9 NICK: [talking to Bill on the phone] the coaéhtelling me not to give

you the phone number
10  BILL: I have no idea why
11 he is impossible
12 BOW: they could quite possibly kill Sam
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13 SAM: [talking to Bill on the phone] Bill + theesason you don’t need
the phone number

14 is because there’s no reason to call

15 I’'m gonna get you the location

16  NICK: justin case they get lost and the cabedrdoesn’t knowsam

17 SAM: no

18 NICK: we elected Sam to be the project manager

19 because we wanted him to put up or shut up

20 he had had all these grandiose visions of thing

21 and we wanted to see if he could actually Ipettinto action

22 and get us a victory

23  KWA: personally I'd describe his leadership stgs just downright
unproductive

24 KWA: Sam=

25 SAM: =I'm listening

26 KWA: gold isn't negotiable

27 basically it's based on the spot price

28 that’s gonna be in the market at that time

29 but it fluctuates throughout the day

30 however | don't think it was necessarily impisea

31 for us to drop that for 15 minutes to get there

32 I mean it's not gonna fluctuate that much=

33 SAM: =ldon’t- I don't want you to make any s@gtjons right now

34 get the hell out of there

Like Jason, Sam adopts an authoritative, convealtipnmasculine
leadership style, characterized by the use of gisdursive strategies as
direct, unmitigated directives and expletives.ihe$ 1-4, Nick is talking
to Bill on the phone, giving him instructions aswibere to go next. In
line 5, Sam interrupts Nick with fivehs before Nick can give the phone
number of the shop to Bill who is at the other efidthe phone. He also
orders Nick to give Bill the address only, but tite phone number. Note
that he issues the directive in the form of an irapee: just get him the
addresg(line 5). Here, the worflist (in line 5) does not serve as a hedge
to attenuate the force of the directive, but it neethat Nick should only
give the address and not the phone number.

Nick then explains to Sam that he is just goingit@ Bill the phone
number (line 6). In response, Sam issues anothectilie in the form of
a ‘wantstatement’ (West 1998):do not want you to give him the phone
number (line 7). By using thewantstatement, Sam reiterates the
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command, telling Nick not to give Bill the phonenniper. He goes on to
issue another directive in the form of an impertplease don't give
him the phone numbefline 8). Despite the use of the conventional
politeness markeplease Nick's responsethe coach is telling me not to
give you the phone numb@me 9), implies that Nick interprets Bill's
wantstatement as a command, rather than a polite seque

From line 13 onwards, Sam picks up the phone apthims to Bill
why he does not give Bill the phone number in aplieit and direct
way: the reason you don’t need the phone number is Isectiiere’s no
reason to call(lines 13-14). Here, Sam’s objection to giving|Bhe
number is solely based upon his personal definibibthe situation, and
he does not justify his decision. He then reiteydtee decision to give
Bill the address only, not the phone number byirgjdim gonna get you
the location(line 15). Here, he uses the personal proricianemphasize
his role as project manager who wields the powemake the final
decision. In response to Sam’s overt rejectionkixplains the possible
reasons why Bill might need the phone number initegated manner:
just in case they get lost and the cab driver dddsrmow (line 16). And
by providing the possible circumstances under wBithmight need the
number, Nick is making the suggestion to Sam tleastould give Bill
the phone number. Notice that Nick uses the h@agidline 16) and the
conditionalin case(line 16) to attenuate the force of his suggestion.
However, Sam reiterates his rejection explicithyd amcompromisingly
by using the direct disagreement particle (line 17) without any
modification. By doing so, he conveys his objectionwery strong terms,
and signals that his decision is final and no nagoh is possible.
Again, Sam does not provide any reasons to Nidk agy he insists on
his position.

Despite the fact that Kwame provides a detailed alaborate
account explaining why they do not need to gethi gold shop right
away (lines 26-32), Sam issues a directive in trenfof a want-
statement’, latching onto Kwame’s utterance in 821 don't- | don’t
want to you make any suggestions right n@we 33). Again, his
directive is unmitigated and aggravated, direc#yecting Kwame'’s
suggestions. And despite Kwame’s detailed proptsalo otherwise,
Sam makes it clear that he does not want to lisiesmy more counter
suggestions (line 33), which shows his authoritedad dictatorial style
of leadership.
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Sam goes on to command Bill, Kwame and Bowie to tgethe
designated location by using a bald-on-record tiredn the form of an
imperative:get the hell out of therine 34). Note here that by using the
masculine discourse feature of the expletivell, Sam not only
intensifies the force of the directive, but alspmsses his impatience. In
doing so, Sam exhibits absolute power and authairtymaking
decisions, and displays his firm control over hdw {ob gets done. In
sum, Excerpt 3 illustrates how Sam does leaderbipadopting a
normatively masculine, authoritative and dictatiostsle of discourse.

Considering Sam’s performance as the project mandfwame
displays strong disapproval of his leadership stgfed regards his style
as downright unproductivgline 23), particularly for his authoritarian
style of decision making and for his failure to sioler and value the
ideas of his team members. Similarly, Jason’s mamcuand
authoritative leadership style is not approved bgtler team member
Nick who comments thawe wanted him to put up or shut (me 19).
Here, Nick again shows his disappointment withahithoritarian style of
leading, and wants to see him step down as projactager or even get
fired.

In what follows, | shall now turn to the performanaf leadership by
two female project managers in the TV show.

5. Data analysis: Two female managers’ leaderskyjtes in single-sex
interactions

5.1 Analysis of Katrina’'s leadership style

As we shall see below, Katrina draws upon a ranfyaliscursive
strategies typically associated with a feminine isteg in ‘doing
leadership’. Excerpt 4 shows a conversation betwesdrina and Jessie,
in which they have a disagreement over how decisiaking should be
done in the team.

EXCERPT 4

(Episode 4)

1 JES: [taken from the individual intervieviut | could tell Katrina
was irritated that

2 maybe | went ahead and did something

3 and didn’t consult the group
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4 KAT: [taken from the individual interviewjhe tables downstairs
weren't being effective +

5 | approached Jessie and said +

6 shut it down

7 she took great offence to that

8 JES: well if you wanna change it + you're thedlera

9 so_youtell me

10 you're obviously getting matiat I'm thinking on my own
11  KAT: no I'm not getting mad at you for thinkimgn your own
12 all I'm saying is that

13 I've been told four times that this is a bagad

14  JES: why are you spazzing out?

15 are you upset because +

16 KAT:  I'm upset because you're upset=

17  JES: =I'm not upset at anything

18 | think you're getting frustrated

19 because + because something isn’t working right
20 and then you're just trying to find fault

21 so you have somebody to blame it on

22  KAT: [from the individual interview] think Jessie’s upset because
she wasn't leading +

23 and + that saddens me

24 because | was more supportive when she wdsaber

25 KAT: when all of us are trying to work as a team

26 and | feel like one person doesn’'t agree witlatwve’re doing
27 that’s what frustrated me from the beginning

28 JES: but I think all the ideas (we came up withje all the same

29 JESS: [from the individual interviewith the last three tasks, | knew
from the very beginning

30 we were going to win +
31 but this one + +
32 | don’t know | don’t know

In the excerpt above, Katrina is witnessed usimgranatively feminine
discourse style and orienting to the relationaldsesf her team member.
In line 8, Jessie says thiityou wanna change it, you're the leadéne
8), implying that even though she may not necdgsagree with
Katrina's decision, she will not object to her ddgains, given Katrina’'s
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role as the project manager of the group. Jesse gn to issue a direct
challenge telling Katrina to give clear instrucsoto her:so you tell me
(line 9), and speculates that Katrina got angnhwiér since she made
decisions by herself without consulting Katriyau're obviously getting
mad that I'm thinking on my owifline 10). Interestingly, Jessie’s
indirectness here is indexical of masculinity, amet confrontational
stance could be seen as a challenge to Katriredetship role.

In response to Jessie’s speculation, Katrina eflplidenies Jessie’s
claim: no I'm not getting mad at you for thinking on yawrn (line 11).
By saying that she does not get mad at Jessigrihds to maintaining
a harmonious relationship with Jessie and attetogtay attention to her
positive face needs. She then states what shestbinkessie’s ideakve
been told four times that this is a bad idéae 13). It is noteworthy here
that Katrina does not criticize Jessie directlyhea, she shifts the target
of the criticism to the decision itself by sayitigs is a bad idegline
13). And, instead of stating that it is she whakiithat Jessie’s idea is
bad, she saykve been told(line 13). By using the passive voice where
the agent of the criticism may be omitted, she mopealizes the
criticism and distances herself from the negatiadfective speech act.
Here, we can see how Katrina attenuates the faeatdning criticisms
directed at Jessie, and this could be seen asree mkample of ‘doing
leadership’ in a conventionally feminine way.

Katrina can also be seen to display orientatiotih¢orelational goals
of doing leadership by paying attention to the eomatl states of Jessie.
In line 14, Jessie asks Katrina why she is gettimgd: why are you
spazzing outNote that Jessie’s use of the colloquial expogssgpazzing
out, originating from the word@pastic in describing Katrina’s emotional
states, may be said to carry offensive connotatidessie goes on to ask
Katrina are you upset becausén line 16, Katrina replies that she is
upset because Jessie is upset. Here, by recytiingame lexical items
upsetandbecausén her response (line 16), she could be said tolals
a certain degree of a cooperative discourse sitgeover, by saying
I’'m upset because you're upssehe also shows her concerns about, or at
least awareness of, Jessie’s emotional state afjhgiset. In this way,
she may be oriented to the relational goals heteattempts to address
Jessie’s distress through displaying her understgrahd sympathy.

Furthermore, Katrina explicitly emphasizes the img@ace of the
group and teamwork, which is associated with reddyi feminine
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leadership styles. In line 17, Jessie denies tmatis upset, and goes on
to speculate that Katrina is frustrated becausestiung is not working
well and she is trying to put the blame on somebaldg (lines 18-21). In
response, Katrina explains that she is frustrasmhlise Jessie does not
agree with what the team is doinghen all of us are trying to work as a
team and | feel like one person doesn’'t agree witiat we're doing
(lines 25-26). Here, she uses the phiafeel like (line 26) to attenuate
the negative impact of her criticism, thereby mgkih less directly
confrontational. And by emphasizing the concepa t¢am(line 25)and
by using the pronounss (line 25) andwve (line 26), she lays emphasis on
the importance of teamwork and plays down her outhaity, thereby
enacting an egalitarian and consensual mode ofattien, which is
characteristic of a feminine leadership style.

Here, the excerpt demonstrates how Katrina, asegrapanager,
pays attention to the face needs and emotionaésstat her team
member. In so doing, she achieves the relationpeople-oriented goals
of ‘doing leadership’. It is evident that she domet pursue an
authoritative leadership style, but prefers to lesming a feminine,
collaborative style. Indeed, there is little eviderthat she is intent upon
evoking her power or status explicitly at any pdmthe interaction. In
the individual interview (lines 22-24), she stawglicitly that when
Jessie was the leader in the previous week, shansas supportive of
her decisions. Again, this illustrates that Katrgees the importance of
supportiveness in the achievement of leadershigl eambraces a
normatively feminine and collaborative style ininlg leadership’.

However, as can be seen in the interview commentdegsie
expresses doubts about whether they are going mo(lvies 29-32).
Implicitly, she shows her disappointment with Ka#t's leadership style
which could be classified as normatively feminiftecan be seen here
that her feminine style is not perceived positivaly judged as
particularly effective. Excerpt 4 illustrates thatother team member,
Tammy, does not show approval of Katrina’'s leadprstyle either.

EXCERPT 5

(Episode 4)

1 TAM: [taken from the individual intervieviffwas confusing to me

2 cos no one knew what was going on really

3 and then when George tried to corner Katrina qanoject

manager to see what was going on
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4 she really couldn’t coherently articulate whaetplan was
5 cos she really was just flying by the seat ofgaamts

In this excerpt, Tammy remarks that Katrina has explained the

arrangements of the plan clearly and explicitlywgioto the group (line
2). Further, Tammy comments that Katrina has ne¢rgimuch careful

thought to the whole plan of the task (line 5), isoshe able to articulate
the plan clearly (line 4). Here, her inability telder and explain the
arrangements in an assertive, forceful manner iagbeointed out.

Overall, given Jessie and Tammy's evaluations dfriKa's leadership

styles, it seems clear that her feminine styleeafdership is perceived
negatively and is not approved of by her team mesabe

5.2 Analysis of Amy’s leadership style

Excerpt 6 shows how Amy draws upon a range of femaimliscursive
strategies in ‘doing leadership’ in the women’sugran Episode 2. Amy
chairs a meeting with the group, right after she ¢t@nfirmed a meeting
with the CEO of Marquis Jet on the phone. In thiseting, they are
going to decide who will go and meet with the CEO.

EXCERPT 6

(Episode 2)

1 AMY: okay guys

2 so we have an appointment today +

3 with the CEO and the senior vice president ofketing at half

past twelve
4 here’s what | recommend
5 we send two +
6 maybe three up there?
7 you guys continue //brainstorming\
8 OMA: /I wanna\\ go with you
9 because | wanna develop that- that

10 I wanna make sure that | provide that resebackground=
11 AMY: =l would like to recommend

12 since we’ve got a local from New York +

13 that you go ['you’ here refers to Ereka]

14 and | also think for the productivity of ouiogp +

15 that Omarosa you should stay here

16 cos | think that it would be good for all of us
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17 since there’s some tension

18 OMA: believe me

19 | thought that was the most + ineffective deaoisthat Amy
could’ve made

20 she left her team without a timeline or a ptdiaction

21 [...]

22 OMA: the other women who were sitting around tingi as well
thought

23 okay + we might as well get out of here too

24 [...]

25 KRI: we had no idea what to do

26 so all we knew was +

27 we better get to the airport with a camera crew

In this excerpt, Amy uses a relatively femininedeship style in giving
out instructions and making decisions in the groogeting. She first
starts the meeting with the standard discourse enavkay (line 1),
immediately followed by the casual, informal addresrmguys(line 1),
which serves to invoke collegiality among the meml# the group. In
line 2, she uses the inclusive pronowe (line 2) to express joint
responsibility. She then declares that she is atoogive her instructions
to the group by phrasing her instructions as ‘revemdations’, rather
than commandshere’s what | recommendline 4). By using the
metadiscoursalecommendline 4), she could be seen to soften the force
of her instructions, possibly allowing room for wégtion among the
group. And by giving instructions in such an indirevay, she enacts
power in a covert, implicit manner, which is chdeaistic of a
normatively feminine way of ‘doing leadership’.llnes 5-6, she goes on
to give the instruction of sending some of themmieet with the CEO.
Here, she uses the hedgmybe a pause (marked by +) as well as a
rising intonation, all of which signal tentativeseznd serve to tone down
the force of her instructions, whilst paying attentto the face needs of
the members. Notice also that Amy uses the inatupionounwe twice
(lines 2 and 5) in the course of giving instrucipwhich may serve to
emphasize solidarity with the members and invokenagroup identity.

It is also notable that Amy makes use of normagivieminine
strategies in rejecting a group member’s ideasery xommon face-
threatening act which occurs in meetings. In lin@#&arosa expresses
her desire to go with Amy to meet up with the CE®erlapping with
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Amy’s utterance in line 7, and goes on to give awptions for her
request in lines 9 and 10. Rather than ‘doing desgent’ explicitly,
Amy responds by carrying on with her ‘recommendatiptogether with
justifications and rationalizations for her decisgol would like to
recommend(line 11). Again, she uses the metadiscoursabmmend
(line 11), together with the polite expressiaould like (line 11), to
mitigate the illocutionary force of her instructjonAmy goes on to
provide her rather elaborate explanations for Bggction in lines 12-17.
It is noteworthy here that she draws particulagrdgton to the ‘group’ as
a whole by invoking the notioaur groupexplicitly (lines 14-15). Also,
she explains that would be good for all of ufline 16), again orienting
to the ‘group’ by using the collective pronous Here, the emphasis on
the group could be viewed as a means to reinfdreegtoup’s sense of
identity as a closely-knit community as well as dpbaying her
authority in making decisions as the project manalyete also that the
pragmatic particld think (lines 14 and 16) and the epistemic modal
would (lines 11 and 16) serve as hedges, which functorutther
mitigate her rejection of Omarosa’s request to mettt the CEO, whilst
also possibly attenuating her overt enactment ofgoo

Also, Amy utilizes detailed and elaborate explamai to mitigate
her rejection of Omarosa’s request, paying attentmm her member’s
positive face needs. As Schnurr and Chan (2005)t poit, giving
explanations constitutes a particularly valuablecdisive strategy and
can be viewed as “a strategy for mitigating thecilitionary force of
negatively affective speech acts, and thus minimgizpotential face-
threats” (Schnurr and Chan 2005: 30). Indeed, épeated use of the
connectivessince (lines 12 and 17) andos (line 16) also provides
evidence that she expends effort in justifying thecisions by providing
explanations in order to gain Omarosa’s compliafaeerall, the use of
mitigating devices, the provision of ‘recommendasio and detailed
explanations, as well as an explicit orientationtht® ‘group’ as a whole
could be classified as feminine ways of ‘doing katiip’. By drawing
upon a range of typically feminine discursive ®giés, Amy can be
viewed as enacting her leadership role in a wagsithconsistent with
the normative expectations for her gender.

It should be noted that Amy seems to do decisiorkimga by
authority which may be indexed for masculinity. Hoxer, we should
also notice that the discursive strategies withctwiAmy uses to convey
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her decisions are very much typical of a feminipeexh style which
pays attention to the relational goals in the ext&on. In so doing, she
enacts power in a covert and implicit way. And lsyng conventionally
feminine discourse strategies, she can be seeniatiyy her gender and
professional identities at work. Her performancdeafdership could be
cited as an example of how women leaders balarnsie gender and
professional identities in doing leadership (Holn2896; Marra et al.
2006). By engaging in such a balancing act diseelgi women leaders
can ‘do femininity’ and achieve their transactiofeddership objectives
simultaneously (cf. Schnurr 2010).

However, based on her team members’ comments, Alegdership
is cast in a rather negative light. For instanceiaOrosa criticizes Amy
for making the most ineffective decision (line E@)d for not devising a
timeline (line 20). Kristi also comments that thewp has no idea what
to do even after the meeting held by Amy (line 2Bgre, these
comments point to Amy’s perceived inability to deli key decisions in
a clear, firm and explicit way and in creating aatl timeline, thereby
resulting in the impression that she does not gy get her message
across to the group. Although it may be the failirereate a timeline,
rather than Amy’s feminine leadership style its@hich is the main
cause of these negative perceptions, her leaddsstigarly perceived as
being ineffective by her team members.

6. Discussion

As revealed in the analysis, thevo male and two female project
managers are shown to largely conform to the navengendered norms
when enacting leadership. However, their leaderdtiypes are not

evaluated entirely positively. While the male masragreceive both
positive and negative comments for the use of thedgminantly

masculine speech style, the female managers dgetatny praise for
utilizing the feminine discourse style of leadepshin other words, we
can see that the exclusive use of the masculinbeofeminine speech
style is not viewed as an effective or preferredamse of doing

leadership, and that conforming to the normativedgeed speech norms
in performing leadership does not necessarily queen positive

evaluations.
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What is interesting is that the predominantly méeeuleadership
style is not portrayed as the ‘default’ means dhddeadership. While
the masculine leadership style is given some pesitomments, it is
seen as problematic and is not entirely approvedtier words, the TV
show seems to challenge the appropriateness ohdlseuline leadership
style and cast doubt on its effectiveness in dda@aglership. However,
while the reality TV show raises questions aboet dppropriateness of
the masculine leadership style and challengedatsssquo, it does not
portray the masculine style entirely negatively,pexsally when
compared to the representations of the femininke stiyleadership. One
reason may be the strong associations of leadekstiip masculinity
(Hearn and Parkin 1989; Sinclair 1998), since themnof the workplace
is still predominately masculine (Kendall and Tamri®©97). As Martin
Rojo and Gomez Esteban (2005) also note, the ieritexed to measure
competence in leadership continue to be associaittdthe notion of
masculinity.

With that said, a masculine discourse style of desltip is still
represented as preferable to a predominantly femidiscourse style. As
the analysis shows, while the two female managees véeewed as
adhering to the gendered expectations in doingelsaib by employing
a predominantly feminine discourse style, they a perceived
positively for their leadership ability. In partiem, Katrina is depicted as
displaying feminine qualities, such as emotionalitshich are clearly
incompatible with the commonly conceived notionleddership. Such
kinds of representations may not only denigrate lithguistic features
typical of the feminine style of leadership, busalperpetuate the
problematic belief that women are unable to perféeadership roles
effectively. Although feminine leadership styles arow increasingly
perceived as preferable by both male and femal&ex®r(Baxter 2010,
2012), the representations of gendered stylesaifigdleadership’ irhe
Apprenticedo not seem to carry the connotations of “differdmut
equal’ (Case 1994: 161; see also Cameron 1995adswhile displays
of masculinity in the workplace are still likely teesult in success
displays of femininity may lead to derision and giaalization (Peck
2000).

It is also interesting to note that the single-s@&ractional contexts
seem to impact on the deployment of gendered stfllesadership by the
project managers ifthe ApprenticeOne possible explanation is that the
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single-sex composition of the group can serve azea that signals
particular gendered expectations for the projectnagars, thereby
prompting them to employ leadership styles thatoatcwith the

gendered norms for their gender. In other words etkplicitly gendered
contexts may underline the prominence of speciéindgred norms and
lead to an awareness of the gendered norms ancemibons among
members of the group, including the project marggas Carli (2006)

suggests, both men and women are likely to adjndt raodify their

styles of communication depending on the gendethefpeople with

whom they are interacting, based upon the assessshéow the other
people are likely to behave, and how they themselre expected to
behave. As a result, the gendered contexts may senponsiderable
constraints on the range of possible ways whichdasmed appropriate
in ‘doing gender’ and ‘doing leadership’ simultansely.

Another related reason may be that these projectigeas may try to
conform to the gendered expectations in order tccdmesidered as a
member of the same-sex group. Here, the conceperiis of practice’
may be relevant. According to Scollon (2001), axuree of practice’
refers to a constellation or a set of repeataltierssand practices which
are recognized by a social group. In Scollon’s (200/8) words, it is
“the regular, smoothly working set of linkages aswhuences among
practices that can be recognized by someone elgeimague sense of
‘doing the right thing™. It should also be notdtht these practices are in
the form of mediated actions (Scollon 2001) underdtin the sense of
habitus (Bourdieu 1990), i.e., a system of internalizedrafble and
transposable dispositions which generates similaactiges and
perceptions, but which can be adjusted to spesiifimtions. And certain
practices become tacitly recognized as the accepagd of doing things
in the habitus. While the people are rather looselynected in the nexus
of practice, there are networks of implicit praeicand expectations that
mark group membership (Scollon 2001). In the rgallV show, upon
recognition of the single-sex group as a ‘nexugprafctice’, the project
managers can be seen to be drawing upon the séoptacceptable
forms of masculine and feminine behavior from begasbciety for the
purpose of ‘doing leadership’. Accordingly, theyrfoem the expected
ways of doing things within the single-sex groupmder to signal their
membership, that is, by using normatively gendestgtbs of leadership
in the same-sex interactions. In other words, the af normatively
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gendered discourse styles by the project managaysoe shaped by the
overtly gendered contexts (or nexus of practicdctvcontribute to “the

gender stereotyping and expectation[s] of ‘appeiptigender-specific

behavior” (Hay 2002: 28).

Finally, it is worth noting that the gender-steygital
representations of leadership style3 e Apprenticenay be attributable
to the gendered arrangement of the two teams dtehimning of the TV
show, i.e., the division of the contestants intm tgroups based on
gender. Clearly, such an arrangement is highlfi@di, since it is rather
uncommon in reality that workplaces are either mageof men or
women exclusively. In other words, the explicitigrglered arrangement
may be viewed as a deliberate strategy for the WMvwsto capture
normatively gendered styles of leadership in the single-sex groups,
thereby creating an impression to the audiencentigat and women use
differently gendered leadership styles in same-B#grractions. By
claiming to reveal the ‘reality’ in the commerciabrld, the TV show
may disguise the highly artificial and constructedure of the show. As
Matheson (2005: 103) points outs, the media “priegemot with reality
but with a selected, edited, polished version efrégml”. In other words,
even though reality TV shows purport to reflect teality’, they always
and necessarily reflect portions of the reality (Maon 2005: 103). As
such, the reality TV show may be produced in sualagthat appeals to
the audience by presenting familiar and easily geizable gendered
images in an explicit manner. It is therefore adytieat these gender-
stereotypical representations of leadership dissumay serve to
reproduce and reinforce the discourses of ‘genddferences’
(Sunderland 2004) which are still prevalent inplgular culture.

7. Conclusion

This paper has shown that the four project managerseadership’ in

ways that largely conform to the traditional gemakexpectations in the
context of single-sex interactions. While theirdeeship styles are not
evaluated entirely positively, the male manageceive both positive

and negative comments for the use of predominan#gculine speech
styles and the female managers who ‘do leaderdfypemploying a

largely feminine discourse style are not perceipesitively. In addition,

the analysis has suggested that the single-sexagitigm of the groups
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impacts on the enactment of differently gendereddeship styles by the
project managers. It is therefore argued that ithglessex groups can be
viewed as being constructed intentionally in the 3how in order to
typify the gender-stereotypical speech styles afifd leadership’. It
should be noted, however, that given the small sfzbe data analysis,
the analysis of these managers’ leadership stylesuld not be
considered generalizable to other contestants eénstiow, or to other
reality TV shows.

In closing, it remains to be seen whether these@estereotypical
representations in the popular media are likelyriddergo any changes
towards more gender-neutral representations, gieen increased
awareness of gender-related issues among the §gndria in recent
years. Further research could be carried out testiyate language and
gender representations in other forms of populadianéy adopting a
multi-disciplinary perspective through drawing arieus methodologies
from various disciplines such as discourse analysiganizational
studies, psychology and sociology.
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Appendix: Transcription Conventions

yes
[laughs]

+

XXX ] XXXXX \ XXX
XXX [ XXXXX \\ XXX

(3)
()
(hello)
2

[comments
words in italics

underscore indicates emphatic stress
paralinguistic features in square brackets
pause of up to one second

simultaneous speech

latching between the end of one turn to the siathe
next

pause of specified number of seconds

unintelligible word or phrase

transcriber’s best guess at an unclearartte

raising or question intonation

incomplete or cut-off utterance

editorial comments italicized in square brackets
commentary from behind-the-scene individual intams



