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Abstract  

Recent gender retheorisation has drawn on Mikhail BĂŬŚƚŝŶ͛Ɛ ůŝƚĞƌĂƌǇ ĂŶĚ ůŝŶŐƵŝƐƚŝĐ ƚŚĞŽƌŝĞƐ ŽĨ 
monoglossia and heteroglossia to reconcile seemingly contradictory gender discourses. Thus 

girls/women and boys/men as they are biologically sexed might be discussed within a poststructural 

gender theory discourse that disconnects gender from the body. The concepts of gender 

monoglossia, gender heteroglossia and polyglossia have been applied here to empirical research into 

the construction of gendered leadership as it was seen to be done by one woman headteacher. The 

accounts of members of staff expose heteroglossia in the articulation of their understandings of 

gendered leadership beneath the construction of a monoglossic façade. They also reveal an 

understanding of ƉŽůǇŐůŽƐƐŝĐ ƐŝŵƵůƚĂŶĞŝƚǇ ĂƐ ƚŚĞ ŚĞĂĚƚĞĂĐŚĞƌ ŝƐ ŽďƐĞƌǀĞĚ ƚŽ ͚ƐǁŝƚĐŚ͛ seamlessly 

between modes of doing gendered leadership depending on context and circumstances. There is 

also evidence of polyglossic simultaneity in the reports that might lead to the rejection and/or 

redefinition of gender theory discourses.  
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Gendered educational leadership: beneath the monoglossic façade 

 

Introduction  

School headship, like gender, is often constructed as performance. Imported from organisational 

theory, role theory entered the analysis of educational administration from the 1960s (see Hoyle, 

1965; Burnham, 1969). The performance of roles, functions and behaviours are combined into 

positions marked by titles (as principal/headteacher, deputy head or teacher) with identifiers as 

dress, physical work setting (office or classroom), personal and professional attributes and 

characteristics, and relationships with others (Burnham, 1969). More recently, Peck et al (2009) 

attempted a similar distinction between ͚ůĞĂĚĞƌƐŚŝƉ is ƉĞƌĨŽƌŵĂŶĐĞ͛ ĂŶĚ ͚ůĞĂĚĞƌƐŚŝƉ as 

ƉĞƌĨŽƌŵĂŶĐĞ͛͘ TŚĞ ĨŽƌŵĞƌ ŝƐ ŵĂƌŬĞĚ ŝŶ a dramaturgical sense whereas the latter draws on 

ƉĞƌĨŽƌŵĂŶĐĞ ƐƚƵĚŝĞƐ ƚŽ ĐŽŶƐŝĚĞƌ ͚ƚŚĞ explicit and implicit exhibitions of power (gender, sexuality, 

race) which are highlighted through the dramatic presentation of routine interactions͛ ;PĞĐŬ Ğƚ Ăů͕ 
2009). BƵƚůĞƌ͛Ɛ (1993) notion of performativity is used to distinguish between the repetitive 

enactment of behavioural norms and the conscious selection of performance (Peck et al, 2009). With 

regard to schools, Strain (2009) usefully explores the multiple different uses and understandings of 

͚ƉĞƌĨŽƌŵĂŶĐĞ͛ ĂŶĚ ͚ƉĞƌĨŽƌŵĂƚŝǀŝƚǇ͛ in educational leadership ǁŚĞƌĞ ͚ƉĞƌĨŽƌŵĂŶĐĞ͛ ŝƐ ŵĂŶĂŐĞĚ ĂŶĚ 
͚ƉĞƌĨŽƌŵĂƚŝǀŝƚǇ is a technology, a culture and a mode of regulation that employs judgements, 

comparisons and displays as means of incentive, control, attrition and change based on rewards and 

sanctions (both material and symbolic)͛ ;Ball, 2003, 216). Such lexical distinctions are necessary 

when considering role performance and gender performativity in schools.   

The woman headteacher referred to here, literally put on gendered educational leadership in a 

dramaturgical sense with costume, coiffure and make up (Fuller, 2010). Her colleagues identified her 

ĞŵďŽĚŝĞĚ ͚ĨĞŵŝŶŝŶŝƚǇ͛͘ HŽǁĞǀĞƌ͕ ďĞŶĞĂƚŚ ǁŚĂƚ is termed a monoglossic disguise (Francis, 2010) lies 

a complex enactment of gender that she and her colleagues constructed differently depending on 

their own historical and socio-cultural gender narratives (Paechter, 2003a, 2003b, 2006a; Fuller, 

2010). Here I extend the notions of gender monoglossia and heteroglossia (Francis, 2010; 2012) and 

polyglossia (Haywood and Mac an Ghaill, 2012) to consider JĞŶŶŝĨĞƌ͛Ɛ gendered headship as 

constructed by her and her colleagues. Beneath the construction of a monoglossic façade of a 

ǁŽŵĂŶ ĚŽŝŶŐ ŐĞŶĚĞƌĞĚ ůĞĂĚĞƌƐŚŝƉ ŝŶ ƚƌĂĚŝƚŝŽŶĂůůǇ ĂƐĐƌŝďĞĚ ͚ĨĞŵŝŶŝŶĞ͛ ďĞŚĂǀŝŽƵƌƐ ĂŶĚ ĂƉƉĞĂƌĂŶĐĞ 
(Acker, 2012), accounts that engage with multiple gender discourses refer to transgressions of 

traditional ŶŽƚŝŽŶƐ ŽĨ ͚ĨĞŵŝŶŝŶŝƚǇ͛͘ These can be interpreted as gender heteroglossia. By offering the 

notion of a heteroglossic exposé as the uncovering of nuanced and seemingly conflicting 

constructions of gendered leadership, I hope to contribute to the debate about gender monoglossia 

and heteroglossia. By focussing on staff articulations of the gendered leadership of a woman 

headteacher I aim to open up new lines of analysis in research and thus make a contribution in the 

field of gendered educational leadership. 

Gender heteroglossia makes sense of the struggle between historically powerful and seemingly 

incompatible gender theories (Francis, 2012). I posit that polyglossia offers a way to conceptualise 

the multilingualism of gender theorisation and constructions that draw simultaneously on multiple 

discourses, rejecting or redefining them. Having provided a definition of the terms, this article 
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considers the literature relating to gender monoglossia and heteroglossia (Francis, 2010; 2012) and 

polyglossia (Hayward and Mac an Ghaill, 2012). This is followed by an outline of the case study. The 

main discussion focuses on the application of these concepts to multiple accounts of one woman 

ŚĞĂĚƚĞĂĐŚĞƌ͛Ɛ ŐĞŶĚĞƌĞĚ ůĞĂĚĞƌƐŚŝƉ (including hers). Their usefulness as a theoretical frame for 

conceptualising the articulation of gendered educational leadership is considered. The article 

concludes there are implications for senior leaders, particularly during their preparation and 

development, to ensure greater understanding of the complexities of gender constructions amongst 

senior leadership teams, the staff and pupil bodies they lead and teach.  

 

Monoglossia, heteroglossia and polyglossia  

The concepts of monoglossia, heteroglossia and polyglossia were developed by Bakhtin (1981) to 

theorise about language and literature. MŽŶŽŐůŽƐƐŝĂ ŝƐ ĚĞĨŝŶĞĚ ĂƐ ͚Ă ƐƚĂďůĞ͕ ƵŶŝĨŝĞĚ ůĂŶŐƵĂŐĞ͛ 
(Morris, 1994, p248). Bakhtin described it as deaf, dense, sealed-off, closed-off, confident, 

uncontested, impermeable and peaceful (Bakhtin, 1981). It works within a narrow framework and 

muffles alternatives serving to centralize language and discourse. WĞ ͚ĐĂŶŶŽƚ ĨĂŝů ƚŽ ďĞ ŽƌŝĞŶƚĞĚ 
towards ƚŚĞ ͞ĂůƌĞĂĚǇ ƵƚƚĞƌĞĚ͕͟ ƚŚĞ ͞ĂůƌĞĂĚǇ ŬŶŽǁŶ͕͟ ƚŚĞ ͞ĐŽŵŵŽŶ ŽƉŝŶŝŽŶ͟ ;BĂŬŚƚŝŶ͕ ϭϵϴϭ͕ LŽĐ 
3937). Thus the monoglossic discourse is also hegemonic. It draws us to it with centripetal force. By 

contrast, heteroglossia is associated with decentralizing language and centrifugal force. It is marked 

by shift and renewal. Heteroglossia is described as rivulets and droplets of water, an ocean, swirling, 

ǁĂƐŚŝŶŐ ŽǀĞƌ Ă ĐƵůƚƵƌĞ͛Ɛ ƐĞůĨ-awareness and as brute (Bakhtin, 1981). It is associated with conflict 

and struggle, ͚as close a conceptualization as possible of that locus where centripetal and centrifugal 

forces collide͛ ;BĂŬŚƚŝŶ͕ ϭϵϴϭ͕ LŽĐ ϱϴϵϵͿ͘ Aůů ůĂŶŐƵĂŐĞƐ ŵĂǇ,  

͚be juxtaposed to one another, contradict one another and be interrelated dialogically. 

As such they encounter one another and co-exist in the consciousness of real people͛ 
(Bakhtin, 1981, Loc 4108). 

Languages are stratified socio-ideologically in belonging to social groups as castes and classes, rulers, 

professionals, schools, circles, generations and interest groups (Bakhtin, 1981). These languages do 

not exclude but intersect and interact with one another through dialogue. Polyglossia is defined as 

the simultaneous presence of two or more languages in the same society or cultural system 

;BĂŬŚƚŝŶ͕ ϭϵϴϭ͖ MŽƌƌŝƐ͕ ϭϵϵϰͿ͘ IŶ ƚŚĞ ƉŽůǇŐůŽƚ ǁŽƌůĚ ůĂŶŐƵĂŐĞƐ ͚ŝŶƚĞƌŝůůƵŵŝŶĂƚ΀Ğ΁͛ ;BĂŬŚƚŝŶ͕ ϭϵϴϭ͕ 
p12). PŽůǇŐůŽƐƐŝĂ ŝƐ ƚŚĞ ŶĞĐĞƐƐĂƌǇ ĐŽŶĚŝƚŝŽŶ ĨŽƌ ƚƌĂŶƐĨŽƌŵŝŶŐ ůĂŶŐƵĂŐĞ ͚ĨƌŽŵ ƚŚĞ ĂďƐŽůƵƚĞ ĚŽŐŵĂ ŝƚ 
had been within the narrow framework of a sealed off and impermeable monoglossia into a working 

ŚǇƉŽƚŚĞƐŝƐ ŽĨ ĐŽŵƉƌĞŚĞŶĚŝŶŐ ĂŶĚ ĞǆƉƌĞƐƐŝŶŐ ƌĞĂůŝƚǇ͙ ͙ Only polyglossia fully frees consciousness 

from the tyranny of its own language and its own myth of language͛ ĂŶĚ ƚŚĞ ĂƚƚĂŝŶŵĞŶƚ ŽĨ 
͚ĐŽŵƉůĞƚĞůǇ ŶĞǁ ŝĚĞŽůŽŐŝĐĂů ŚĞŝŐŚƚƐ͛ ;BĂŬŚƚŝŶ͕ ϭϵϴϭ͕ ƉϲϭͿ͘ The speech diversity within a language,  

͚ĂĐŚŝĞǀĞƐ ŝƚƐ ĨƵůů ĐƌĞĂƚŝǀĞ ĐŽŶƐĐŝŽƵsness only under conditions of an active polyglossia. 

Two myths perish simultaneously: the myth of a language that presumes to be the only 

ůĂŶŐƵĂŐĞ͕ ĂŶĚ ƚŚĞ ŵǇƚŚ ŽĨ Ă ůĂŶŐƵĂŐĞ ƚŚĂƚ ƉƌĞƐƵŵĞƐ ƚŽ ďĞ ĐŽŵƉůĞƚĞůǇ ƵŶŝĨŝĞĚ͛ 
(Bakhtin, 1981, p68).  
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Thus polyglossia is a space for creativity as well as rejection and redefinition of meanings and 

understandings.  

Francis (2010; 2012) uses the terms gender monoglossia and gender heteroglossia in her 

ƌĞƚŚĞŽƌŝƐĂƚŝŽŶ ŽĨ ŐĞŶĚĞƌ ĂŶĚ ĞǆƉůŽƌĂƚŝŽŶ ŽĨ ͚ĨĞŵĂůĞ ŵĂƐĐƵůŝŶŝƚǇ͛ ;ϮϬϭϬͿ (see also Halberstam, 1998; 

Paechter, 2006b; Noble, 2004). She enables engagement with multiple conflicting discourses in 

͚ĚŽŝŶŐ͛ ĂŶĚ ͚ƌĞĂĚŝŶŐ͛ ŐĞŶĚĞƌ ĂŶĚ Őender theory. Feminist theorists have long described the 

difficulties in choosing between incompatible essentialist second wave gender theories of equality 

and difference and a poststructuralist approach that disconnects the body as it is biologically sexed 

from a performative construction of gender (see Scott, 1988; Francis, 1999; Raphael Reed, 2001; 

Fuller͕ ϮϬϭϯͿ͘ FƌĂŶĐŝƐ ;ϮϬϭϮͿ ƐĞĞƐ ƚŚĞ ďŝŶĂƌŝƐĞĚ ŵŽĚĞů ŽĨ ŐĞŶĚĞƌ ĂƐ ŵŽŶŽŐůŽƐƐŝĐ ŝŶ ŝƚƐ ͚ĞŶĚƵƌŝŶŐ 
ŚĞŐĞŵŽŶǇ ŽǀĞƌ ŽƚŚĞƌ ĂĐĐŽƵŶƚƐ͛ ;ƉϱͿ͘ By contrast, poststructural accounts that reject essentialist 

binaries ƌĞƐŽŶĂƚĞ ǁŝƚŚ ŚĞƚĞƌŽŐůŽƐƐŝĂ͖ ƚŚĞ ͚ƌĞĐŽŐŶŝƚŝŽŶ ŽĨ ďŽƚŚ structure and deconstruction, 

constraint and resistance, offers a bridge between deterministic structuralism and relativism in 

gender theory͛ ;ƉϭϮͿ͘ A struggle is found elsewhere in the theorisation of men and masculinities 

(Beasley, 2012; Haywood and Mac ĂŶ GŚĂŝůů͕ ϮϬϭϮͿ͘ BĞĂƐůĞǇ ;ϮϬϭϮͿ ƐĞĞƐ ͚ĐƌĞĂƚŝǀĞ ƉŽƚĞŶƚŝĂů͛ ;ƉϳϲϭͿ ŝŶ 
͚eclectic interchanges or syncretic possibilities͛ ;ƉϳϰϵͿ Žf ǁŚĂƚ WĞŝŶƐƚĞŝŶ ;ϮϬϭϬͿ ƌĞĨĞƌƐ ƚŽ ĂƐ ͚ƚŚĞŽƌǇ 
ƐĞǆ͛, ďĞƚǁĞĞŶ ŵŽĚĞƌŶŝƐŵ ĂŶĚ ƉŽƐƚŵŽĚĞƌŶŝƐŵ͘ HŽǁĞǀĞƌ͕ ƐŚĞ ĐĂƵƚŝŽŶƐ ĂŐĂŝŶƐƚ ͚simply [sticking 

ƚŚĞŵ΁ ƚŽŐĞƚŚĞƌ ǁŝƚŚŽƵƚ ĞǆƉůĂŶĂƚŝŽŶ͛ ;ƉϳϰϵͿ͘ GĞŶĚĞƌ ŵŽŶŽŐůŽƐƐŝĂ ŝƐ ĞŶĂĐƚĞĚ ŝŶ ĂŶ ŝŶĚŝǀŝĚƵĂů͛Ɛ 
ƐĞůĞĐƚŝŽŶ ŽĨ ĂĞƐƚŚĞƚŝĐ ƉƌĞƐĞŶƚĂƚŝŽŶ ĂŶĚ ƉĞƌĨŽƌŵĞĚ ďĞŚĂǀŝŽƵƌƐ ƚƌĂĚŝƚŝŽŶĂůůǇ ĂƐĐƌŝďĞĚ ĂƐ ͚ĨĞŵŝŶŝŶĞ͛ ĂƐ 
they are done by a woman/girl as she is biologically sexed. Gender heteroglossia comprises the 

ĂĞƐƚŚĞƚŝĐ ƉƌĞƐĞŶƚĂƚŝŽŶ ĂŶĚ ƉĞƌĨŽƌŵĞĚ ďĞŚĂǀŝŽƵƌƐ ƚƌĂĚŝƚŝŽŶĂůůǇ ĂƐĐƌŝďĞĚ ĂƐ ͚ŵĂƐĐƵůŝŶĞ͛ ĂůƐŽ ĚŽŶĞ ďǇ Ă 
biologically sexed woman/girl. A Őŝƌů͛Ɛ ͚femaleŶĞƐƐ͕͛ Žƌ ďŝŽůŽŐŝĐĂů ƐĞǆ͕ ĚĞƐĐƌŝďĞƐ ǁŚĂƚ ŚĂƐ ďĞĞŶ 
interpreted as Ă ƉĞƌĨŽƌŵĂŶĐĞ ŽĨ ͚ŵĂƐĐƵůŝŶŝƚǇ͛͘ TŚĞ ͚ŚĞƚĞƌŽŐůŽƚ ƌĞĂůŝƚǇ͛ ;FƌĂŶĐŝƐ͕ ϮϬϭϮ͕ ƉϲͿ ĐŽŶƐŝƐƚƐ ŽĨ 
ƚŚĞ ͚ŵĞƌĐƵƌŝĂů ŵƵůƚŝƉůŝĐŝƚŝĞƐ ŽĨ ŐĞŶĚĞƌ ƉƌŽĚƵĐƚŝŽŶƐ͛ ;FƌĂŶĐŝƐ͕ ϮϬϭϮ͕ ƉϯͿ͘ “ƵĐŚ ƉƌŽĚƵĐƚŝŽŶƐ ĐŽŵƉƌŝƐĞ 
͚ƉůĂƐƚŝĐŝƚǇ͕ ĐŽŶƚƌĂĚŝĐƚŝŽŶ ĂŶĚ ƌĞƐŝƐƚĂŶĐĞ͛ ;FƌĂŶĐŝƐ͕ ϮϬϭϮ͕ ƉϰͿ Ăƚ ƚŚĞ ŵŝĐƌŽ ůĞǀĞů ƚŚĂƚ ĂƌĞ ͚ŵĂƐŬĞĚ ďǇ ƚŚĞ 
ŵŽŶŽŐůŽƐƐŝĐ ĨĂĕĂĚĞ͛ Ăƚ ƚŚĞ ŵĂĐƌŽ ůĞǀĞů ;FƌĂŶĐŝƐ͕ ϮϬϭϮ͕ ƉϲͿ͘ GĞŶĚĞƌ ŵŽŶŽŐůŽƐƐŝĂ ĂŶĚ ŚĞƚĞƌŽŐůŽƐƐŝĂ 
have been used to ĞǆƉůŽƌĞ ͚ŐĞŶĚĞƌ ƐĞŶƐŝƚŝǀĞ͛ ĞĚƵĐĂƚŝŽŶ ;FŽƌĚĞ͕ ϮϬϭϯͿ͖ ǇŽƵŶŐ ƉĞŽƉůĞ ŝŶ EŶŐůŝƐŚ 
school governance (Carlile, 2012); South African schoolgirl femininities (Bhana and Pillay, 2011); 

ƉƌŽďĂƚŝŽŶ ƉƌĂĐƚŝƚŝŽŶĞƌƐ͛ ĐŽŶƐƚƌƵĐƚŝŽŶ ŽĨ ĨĞŵĂůĞ ŽĨĨĞŶĚĞƌƐ ŝŶ EŶŐůĂŶĚ ;PĞƌƌǇ͕ ϮϬϭϯͿ͖ AŶƚŝŐƵĂŶ 
ƐĞĐŽŶĚĂƌǇ ƐĐŚŽŽůŐŝƌůƐ͛ ŐĞŶĚĞƌ ƉƌŽĚƵĐƚŝŽŶ ;CŽďďĞƚƚ͕ ϮϬϭϯͿ͖ ĂŶĚ UŶŝƚĞĚ “ƚĂƚĞƐ ŬŝŶĚĞƌŐĂƌƚĞŶ ďŽǇƐ͛ 
classroom play (Wohlwend, 2012). 

In the gendered educational leadership literature, Acker (2012) uses gender monoglossia and 

heteroglossia to analyse her own leadership in the academy. Other women invested in suits, shoes 

and accessories whilst she had the feeling of ͚not being ŐŽŽĚ ĞŶŽƵŐŚ Ăƚ ͚ĚƌĞƐƐ͛͛ ;ƉϰϮϬͿ͘ A ǁŽŵĂŶ 
ůĞĂĚĞƌ ŵĂŶĂŐĞƐ ŚĞƌ ͚ŽƚŚĞƌŶĞƐƐ͛ ĂƐ Ă ǁŽŵĂŶ ƐƵĐĐĞĞĚŝŶŐ ŝŶ ŵĂůĞ-dominated educational leadership 

ďǇ ƌĞƚĂŝŶŝŶŐ ͚Ă ĚŝƐƚŝŶĐƚ ĨĞŵŝŶŝŶĞ ŝĚĞŶƚŝƚǇ ƐŽ ĂƐ ŶŽƚ ƚŽ ďĞ ƌŝĚŝĐƵůĞĚ ĨŽƌ ĂƉƉĞĂƌŝŶŐ ŽǀĞƌůǇ ŵĂƐĐƵůŝŶĞ͛ 
(Devine et al, 2011, p634). The balance is fine,  

 ͚TŽŽ ŵĂƐĐƵůŝŶĞ and she is threatening. Too feminine and she is wimpish. The feminine 

͞ƚŽƵĐŚ͟ ŝƐ just a little make-up. Too much and one is the sexual working-class woman. 

None at all and one is of sƵƐƉĞĐƚ ƐĞǆƵĂůŝƚǇ͛ ;Hughes, 2004, 538 cited in Acker, 2012, 

p420). 
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The monoglossic ĨĂĕĂĚĞ ĐŽŶƐŝƐƚƐ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ ĂƉƉĞĂƌĂŶĐĞ ĂŶĚ ĞŶĂĐƚŵĞŶƚ ŽĨ ͚ƚƌĂĚŝƚŝŽŶĂů ĨĞŵŝŶŝŶŝƚǇ͛ 
produced by a woman; it is a façade when more complex behaviours are found beneath the surface 

thaƚ ĚƌĂǁ ŽŶ Ă ĐŽŵďŝŶĂƚŝŽŶ ŽĨ ͚ŵĂƐĐƵůŝŶĞ͛ ĂŶĚ ͚ĨĞŵŝŶŝŶĞ͛ ďĞŚĂǀŝŽƵƌƐ. Acker (2012) locates the 

ƐŽĐŝĂůŝƐĂƚŝŽŶ ƉƌŽĐĞƐƐĞƐ ŽĨ ůĞĂƌŶŝŶŐ ůĞĂĚĞƌƐŚŝƉ ŝŶ Ă ďŝŶĂƌŝƐĞĚ ͚ǁŽŵĞŶ͛Ɛ ǁĂǇƐ͛ ĚŝƐĐŽƵƌƐĞ ůĂďĞůůĞĚ ĂƐ 
͚ƐŚĂƌŝŶŐ ĂŶĚ ĐĂƌŝŶŐ͛ ;BůĂĐŬŵŽƌĞ ĂŶĚ “ĂĐŚƐ͕ ϮϬϬϳͿ͘ ͚WŽŵĞŶ͛Ɛ ǁĂǇƐ͛ Žf leading has currency in the 

identification of approaches, not necessarily exclusive to women, but that have been found to 

͚ĐŚĂƌĂĐƚĞƌŝǌĞ ǁŽŵĞŶ͛Ɛ ĞĚƵĐĂƚŝŽŶĂů ůĞĂĚĞƌƐŚŝƉ͛ (Grogan and Shakeshaft, 2011, p2) as leadership for 

learning, leadership for social justice, relational leadership, spiritual leadership and balanced 

leadership. It could be claimed that a woman leader is seen to be ͚doing͛ gender monoglossia when 

she focuses on the quality of teaching and learning, an inclusive leadership discourse designed to 

enable all learners, a dialogic approach to shared and collaborative leadership, and the kind of self-

aware reflexive practice that enables her own professional development. However, gender 

ŚĞƚĞƌŽŐůŽƐƐŝĂ ŵŝŐŚƚ ĂůƐŽ ĐŽŵƉƌŝƐĞ ǁŽŵĞŶ͛Ɛ transgressive performances of wielding power at all 

ǁŚŝůĞ ͚contradictorily projecting traditional femininity͛ ;Acker, 2012, p420). Gender monoglossia and 

heteroglossia have been used to explore learning gendered leadership in a senior leadership team 

(Fuller, 2011;); and engagement in multiple leadership discourses (Gunter, 2013). It has been used to 

think about intersectionality in gendered leadership discourses (Arar and Oplatka 2013).  

Extending the discussion, Hayward and Mac an Ghaill (2012) propose polyglossia as a space where 

ŐĞŶĚĞƌ ŵŝŐŚƚ ďĞ ͚ĐŽŶƐŝĚĞƌĞĚ ĂŶĚ ƵŶĚĞƌƐƚŽŽĚ ŽƵƚƐŝĚĞ ŽĨ ĞǆŝƐƚŝŶŐ ĐŽŶĐĞƉƚƵĂů ĨƌĂŵĞƐ͛ ;Ɖ ϱϴϱͿ͘ IŶ ŽƚŚĞƌ 
words, it is a space where new languages and discourses might develop. They give as an example 

YŽƵĚĞůů͛Ɛ ;ϮϬϭϬͿ ĞǆƉůŽƌĂƚŝŽŶ ŽĨ ƚĞĂĐŚĞƌ ĂŶĚ ůĞĂƌŶĞƌ ŝĚĞŶƚŝƚŝĞƐ͘ IŶ ƚŚĂƚ ƐƚƵĚǇ͕ ƚŚĞ ƚĞĂĐŚĞƌ͛Ɛ ƉƌĂĐƚŝĐĞƐ 
͚do not seem to cite any of the discourses that constitute adults in this school, they do not suggest a 

particular point of identification or recognition͛ ;Ɖ ϯϮϮͿ͘ TŚĞ ͚ŚĂǌŝŶĞƐƐ͛ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ ƚĞĂĐŚĞƌ͛Ɛ ŝĚĞŶƚŝƚǇ ĂŶĚ 
the ambivalence of her ƉĞĚĂŐŽŐǇ ĞŶĂďůĞ ƚŚĞ ďŽǇƐ ƚŽ ͚ďĞĐŽŵ΀Ğ΁-ŽƚŚĞƌǁŝƐĞ͛ ƚŚĞŵƐĞůǀĞƐ ;ƉϯϮϮͿ͕  

͚TŚĞƌĞ ŝƐ ŶŽ ĞŝƚŚĞƌͬŽƌ ŚĞƌĞ ʹ the binary machines of subjectivation seem not to 

operate. Boys are not either student and learner or SEDB [social, emotional and 

behavioural difficulties] boys or cool boys. Rather there is a simultaneity and fluidity to 

these positions͛ ;YŽƵĚĞůů͕ ϮϬϭϬ͕ ƉϯϮϬͿ. 

BƵƚůĞƌ ;ϭϵϵϳͿ ĚŽĞƐ ŶŽƚ ƌĞĨĞƌ ƚŽ BĂŬŚƚŝŶ͛Ɛ ĐŽŶĐĞƉƚƐ͕ but she emphasises the importance of language in 

ƚŚĞ ĂĐƋƵŝƐŝƚŝŽŶ ŽĨ ŵĂƐƚĞƌǇ͕ ƚŚĞ ͚ƐƉĞĂŬŝŶŐ ƉƌŽƉĞƌůǇ͛ ;Ɖ ϭϭϱͿ͘ Iƚ ŝƐ ƚŚƌŽƵŐŚ ůĂŶŐƵĂŐĞ ƚŚĂƚ ƚŚĞ 
͚ƉĂƌĂĚŽǆŝĐĂů ƐŝŵƵůƚĂŶĞŝƚǇ͛ ;BƵƚůĞƌ͕ ϭϵϵϳ͕ ƉϭϭϲͿ ŽĨ ŵĂƐƚĞƌǇ ĂŶĚ submission is reproduced,  

͚The reproduction of the subject takes place through the reproduction of linguistic 

ƐŬŝůůƐ͕ ĐŽŶƐƚŝƚƵƚŝŶŐ͕ ĂƐ ŝƚ ǁĞƌĞ͕ ƚŚĞ ƌƵůĞƐ ĂŶĚ ĂƚƚŝƚƵĚĞƐ ŽďƐĞƌǀĞĚ ͞ďǇ ĞǀĞƌǇ ĂŐĞŶƚ ŝŶ ƚŚĞ 
ĚŝǀŝƐŝŽŶ ŽĨ ůĂďŽƵƌ͘͟ IŶ ƚŚŝƐ ƐĞŶƐĞ ƚŚĞ ƌƵůĞƐ ŽĨ ƉƌŽƉĞƌ speech are also the rules by which 

respect is proferred or withheld. Workers are taught to speak properly and managers 

ƚŽ ůĞĂƌŶ ƚŽ ƐƉĞĂŬ ƚŽ ǁŽƌŬĞƌƐ ͞ŝŶ ƚŚĞ ƌŝŐŚƚ ǁĂǇ͘͟ 

Mastering a set of skills is not simply accepting them, 

͚ďƵƚ ƚŽ ƌĞƉƌŽĚƵĐĞ ƚŚĞŵ ŝŶ ĂŶĚ ĂƐ ŽŶĞ͛Ɛ ŽǁŶ ĂĐƚŝǀŝƚǇ͘ TŚŝƐ ŝƐ ŶŽƚ ƐŝŵƉůǇ ƚŽ ĂĐƚ ĂĐĐŽƌĚŝŶŐ 
to a set of rules, but to embody rules in the course of action and to reproduce those 

rules ŝŶ ĞŵďŽĚŝĞĚ ƌŝƚƵĂůƐ ŽĨ ĂĐƚŝŽŶ͛ ;Butler, 1997, p119).  
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Learning and using the language(s) of a gendered professional identity through speech, embodiment 

ĂŶĚ ďĞŚĂǀŝŽƵƌ ŝƐ ŝŶƚĞŐƌĂů ƚŽ ͚ĚŽŝŶŐ͛/͚ďĞĐŽŵŝŶŐ͛/͚ďĞŝŶŐ͛ ĂŶĚ ďĞŝŶŐ ƐĞĞŶ ƚŽ ͚ĚŽ͛ͬ͛ďĞĐŽŵĞ͛ͬ͛ďĞ͛ that 

identity. How others construct and articulate that identity is equally important in a dialogic 

conceptualization. There being no single, static gender or gendered leadership discourse, it makes 

ƐĞŶƐĞ ƚŽ ůŽŽŬ ƚŽ ƌĞƐĞĂƌĐŚ ŝŶ ŵƵůƚŝůŝŶŐƵĂůŝƐŵ ĨŽƌ ĞůƵĐŝĚĂƚŝŽŶ͘ TŚĞ ĐŽŶĐĞƉƚ ŽĨ ͚ƚƌĂŶƐůĂŶŐƵĂŐŝŶŐ͛ ŚĂƐ 
ŝŶĐƌĞĂƐŝŶŐůǇ ďĞĞŶ ƵƐĞĚ ƚŽ ĞǆƉůĂŝŶ ĐŚŝůĚƌĞŶ͛Ɛ ĂŶĚ ƚĞĂĐŚĞƌƐ͛ ƉƌĂĐƚŝĐĞ ŽĨ ͚naturally͛ switching between 

languages in learning and teaching (Lewis et al, 2012). Creese and Blackledge (2010) advocate it as a 

pedagogical approach in the bilingual classroom that promotes language learning and ͚ĨŽƌ ŝĚĞŶƚŝƚǇ 
ƉĞƌĨŽƌŵĂŶĐĞ͛ ;ƉϭϭϮͿ among learŶĞƌƐ ĂŶĚ ƚĞĂĐŚĞƌƐ͘ Iƚ ŝƐ ͚an avenue for the reproduction of social, 

community, and pedagogic values and goals͛ ;CƌĞĞƐĞ ĂŶĚ BůĂĐŬůĞĚŐĞ͕ ϮϬϭϬ͕ ƉϭϭϮͿ͘ Here I use it to 

think about engagement in heteroglossia and polyglossia regarding the construction of gendered 

educational leadership. In the sections that follow I draw on gender monoglossia, heteroglossia and 

polyglossia to theorise about how members of staff constructed the gendered leadership of one 

woman headteacher.  

 

The case study 

Case study methodology has been widely used in educational research (see Merriam, 1988; Bassey, 

1999; Yin, 2012). There are precedents for its use in educational leadership research located in both 

the humanistic (concerned with experiences and biographies) and critical (concerned with social 

injustice and established power structures) domains of the field (Ribbins and Gunter, 2002). 

“ƚƌĂĐŚĂŶ ;ϭϵϵϵ͕ ƉϯϭϭͿ ƵƐĞĚ Ă ĐĂƐĞ ƐƚƵĚǇ ĂƉƉƌŽĂĐŚ ƚŽ ƌĞƐĞĂƌĐŚ ĨĞŵŝŶŝƐƚ ĞĚƵĐĂƚŝŽŶĂů ůĞĂĚĞƌƐŚŝƉ ͚To 

avoid essentialising, ͙ so that the differences as well as the similarities in ΀ǁŽŵĞŶ͛Ɛ ĨĞŵŝŶŝƐƚ΁ 
leadership could be teased out, and made apparent͛. A case study is advantageous in an 

ŝŶǀĞƐƚŝŐĂƚŝŽŶ ŝŶƚŽ ͚ŚŽǁ͛ ĂŶĚ ͚ǁŚǇ͛ ƌĞƐĞĂƌĐŚ ƋƵĞƐƚŝŽŶƐ ǁŚĞŶ ͚ƚŚĞ ĨŽĐƵƐ ŝƐ ŽŶ Ă ĐŽŶƚĞŵƉŽƌĂƌǇ 
phenomenon in a real-ůŝĨĞ ĐŽŶƚĞǆƚ͛ ;YŝŶ͕ ϮϬϬϵ͕ ƉϮͿ͘ This case study was developed in response to a 

perceived need for research on gender and educational leadership in the United Kingdom that draws 

on poststructural feminist gender theories rather than on an assumption of universal womanhood 

(Reay and Ball, 2000). Here a case study approach enabled the teasing out of differences between, 

and within, constructions and articulations of gendered leadership by individual members of staff in 

response to the research ƋƵĞƐƚŝŽŶ ͚HŽǁ ĚŽ ŵĞŵďĞƌƐ ŽĨ ƐƚĂĨĨ ĐŽŶƐƚƌƵĐƚ ŐĞŶĚĞƌĞĚ ƐĐŚŽŽů ůĞĂĚĞƌƐŚŝƉ͍͛ 
In its drawing on multiple voices about the leadership of one woman, it is a particularly suitable way 

to discuss the multidiscursivity of gender theory.  

Fifteen semi-structured interviews were conducted over the course of one academic year with one 

headteacher (Jennifer) and fourteen members of staff and governors working with her. Interviewees 

were working at an English comprehensive secondary school located in a largely rural county in 

England. The headteacher facilitated access to interviewees confident to talk openly about her 

gendered leadership. Approval was gained ĨƌŽŵ ƚŚĞ UŶŝǀĞƌƐŝƚǇ ŽĨ BŝƌŵŝŶŐŚĂŵ͛Ɛ ĞƚŚŝĐƐ ƌĞǀŝĞǁ 
committee. Interviewees gave informed written consent on the understanding their comments 

would remain confidential and quotations would be made anonymous. Pseudonyms have been used 

throughout. IŶƚĞƌǀŝĞǁĞĞƐ͛ ǁŽƌĚƐ ŚĂǀĞ ďĞĞŶ ƋƵŽƚĞĚ ǀĞƌďĂƚŝŵ ŝŶ ŝƚĂůŝĐƐ͘ Equal numbers of women 

and men participated as mainscale teachers and non-teaching support staff; middle and senior 

leaders; and governors including parents (N = 14) (see Table 1). In keeping with national statistics on 
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the composition of school teaching and management structures in England (DfE, 2012) all the 

participants were White. Interviews lasted for approximately one hour. They were recorded and 

transcribed to facilitate analysis.  

INSERT TABLE 1 

Interviews were in two parts. First, interviewees categorised personal and leadership qualities (Gray, 

1993; Dimmock, 2003) in four ways ĂƐ ͚ĨĞŵŝŶŝŶĞ͖͛ ͚ŵĂƐĐƵůŝŶĞ͖͛ ͚ďŽƚŚ ĨĞŵŝŶŝŶĞ and ŵĂƐĐƵůŝŶĞ͖͛ ĂŶĚ 
͚ŶĞŝƚŚĞƌ ĨĞŵŝŶŝŶĞ ŶŽƌ ŵĂƐĐƵůŝŶĞ͛ ǁŝƚŚ ƚŚĞ Ăŝŵ ŽĨ ĂǀŽŝĚŝŶŐ Ă ĚƵĂůŝƐƚ ĂƉƉƌŽĂĐŚ͘ A ĐĂƌĚ ƐŽƌƚ ĞŶĂďůĞĚ 
participants to move the qualities around the four categories mapped as a diamond. Categorisations 

ǁĞƌĞ ƌĞĐŽƌĚĞĚ ŽŶ ƉĂƉĞƌ͘ “ĞĐŽŶĚ͕ ƉĂƌƚŝĐŝƉĂŶƚƐ ĐŚĂƌƚĞĚ JĞŶŶŝĨĞƌ͛Ɛ gendered leadership in a range of 

circumstances and contexts as interactions with children and adults as individuals and in groups, in 

public and private spaces. They described her appearance and embodiment of gendered leadership. 

A ĐŽŶƚŝŶƵƵŵ ƌĂŶŐŝŶŐ ĨƌŽŵ ͚ĞǆƚƌĞŵĞůǇ ĨĞŵŝŶŝŶĞ͛ ƚŽ ͚ĞǆƚƌĞŵĞůǇ ŵĂƐĐƵůŝŶĞ͛ ǁĂƐ ŽĨĨĞƌĞĚ ĂƐ Ă ŐƌĂƉŚŝĐ 
thinking tool for each item and provided a physical record. Thus participants were asked to consider 

Ă ǁŽŵĂŶ͛Ɛ ŐĞŶĚĞƌĞĚ ůĞĂĚĞƌƐŚŝƉ ŝŶ ƚĞƌŵƐ ŽĨ ƚŚĞŝƌ ŽǁŶ ĐŽŶƐƚƌƵĐƚŝŽŶƐ ŽĨ ĨĞŵŝŶŝŶŝƚies and 

masculinities.  

As dŝĂůŽŐƵĞ ŝƐ ĐĞŶƚƌĂů ƚŽ BĂŬŚƚŝŶ͛Ɛ ƚŚĞŽƌǇ ;HŽůƋƵŝƐƚ͕ ϭϵϴϭ͖ MŽƌƌŝƐ͕ ϭϵϵϰͿ ƚŚĞ ĞǆƉůŽƌĂƚŝŽŶ ŽĨ staff 

ŵĞŵďĞƌƐ͛ utterances and their accounts of dialogic interactions between Jennifer and others are 

crucial to the analysis of their accounts of gendered leadership discourse. Their talk about gender 

was analysed as it related to Jennifer being seen to conform to or transgress dominant or traditional 

modes of doing gender/gendered leadership. It was analysed to determine whether 

gender/gendered leadership was constructed using dominant gender/gendered leadership discourse 

(gender monoglossia); alternative conflicting gender theory discourses (gender heteroglossia); or by 

using a multilingual approach to discuss gendered leadership and/or by rejecting or redefining 

gender theory discourses (polyglossia). The talk was coded as 1) gender monoglossia: a woman 

ŚĞĂĚƚĞĂĐŚĞƌ͛Ɛ ŐĞŶĚĞƌ ŝƐ ĚĞƐĐƌŝďĞĚ ĂƐ ͚ĨĞŵŝŶŝŶĞ͖͛ ĂŶ ĞƐƐĞŶƚŝĂůŝƐƚ ĚŝƐĐŽƵƌƐĞ ĐŽŶĨůĂƚĞƐ 
͚ĨĞŵŝŶŝŶĞͬĨĞŵŝŶŝŶŝƚǇ͛ ǁŝƚŚ ĨĞŵĂůĞƐͬǁŽŵĞŶͬŐŝƌůƐ ĂŶĚ ͚ŵĂƐĐƵůŝŶĞͬŵĂƐĐƵůŝŶŝƚǇ͛ ǁŝƚŚ ŵĂůĞƐͬŵĞŶͬďŽǇƐ͖ 
ϮͿ ŐĞŶĚĞƌ ŚĞƚĞƌŽŐůŽƐƐŝĂ͗ Ă ǁŽŵĂŶ ŚĞĂĚƚĞĂĐŚĞƌ͛Ɛ ŐĞŶĚĞƌ ŝƐ ĚĞƐĐƌŝďĞĚ ĂƐ ͚ŵĂƐĐƵůŝŶĞ͖͛ ĂŶĚ ƚŚĞƌĞ ŝƐ 
deconstruction of gender to disconnect it from the biologically sexed body; and 3) polyglossia: there 

is acceptance of multiple gender/gendered leadership discourses, resistance to or rejection of them 

and the proposal of an alternative.  

 

Gender monoglossia 

A ǁŽŵĂŶ ŚĞĂĚƚĞĂĐŚĞƌ͛Ɛ ŐĞŶĚĞƌed leadership is described as ͚feminine͛ 

AƐ Ă ǁŽŵĂŶ ĚŽŝŶŐ ͚ĨĞŵŝŶŝŶŝƚǇ͛ JĞŶŶŝĨĞƌ was seen as conforming to the dominant essentialist gender 

discourse. Staff members talked about her appearance, body language, interactions with children 

and adults as individuals and groups in public and private arena in ƉŽƐŝƚŝǀĞ ǁĂǇƐ ĂƐ ŚĞƌ ͚ŚĂǀŝŶŐ͛ Ă 
͚feminine͛ appearance, personal qualities and skills conducive to educational leadership.  

Jennifer and all ĨŽƵƌƚĞĞŶ ƐƚĂĨĨ ŵĞŵďĞƌƐ ĐŽŶƐƚƌƵĐƚĞĚ JĞŶŶŝĨĞƌ͛Ɛ ƉŚǇƐŝĐĂů ĂƉƉĞĂƌĂŶĐĞ ĂƐ ͚feminine͛. 
Her fashionable clothing, high heeled shoes, hair style, makeup, nails and jewellery were also 

approved by pupils (Adele and Wyn)͘ JĞŶŶŝĨĞƌ͛Ɛ ĨŽƌŵĂů͕ ƉƌŽĨĞƐƐŝŽŶĂů͕ ďƵƐŝŶĞƐƐ-like appearance gave 
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an air of respect, power and leadership and was not ͚how you woƵůĚ ĚƌĞƐƐ ŽŶ ƚŚĞ ŚŝŐŚ ƐƚƌĞĞƚ͛ 
(Justin). Her thoughtfulness about the impact ŽĨ Ă ͚polished͛ ĂƉƉĞĂƌĂŶĐĞ was constructed as 

͚feminine͛ (Charles)͘ JĞŶŶŝĨĞƌ͛Ɛ ŝŶƚĞƌĂĐƚŝŽŶƐ ǁŝƚŚ ĐŚŝůĚƌĞŶ were constructed as ͚feminine͛ by six staff 

members. Her tactile approach was something men were wary of using (Jake). Her ͚softer͛ ƐŝĚĞ was 

valued by pupils (Wyn) and her ƌĞůĂƚŝŽŶĂů ƐŬŝůůƐ ĞŶƐƵƌĞĚ ƉƵƉŝůƐ ͚feel valued as an individual that is 

part of the collective͛ (Marcia). An approach balanced between giving praise and disciplining pupils 

was connected with motherhood (Jake and Justin). Jennifer established friendly relations with 

children as their teacher (Connie). JĞŶŶŝĨĞƌ͛Ɛ ƌĞůĂƚŝŽŶƐŚŝƉƐ ǁŝƚŚ ĂĚƵůƚƐ were constructed as ͚feminine͛ 
by eight members of staff. Her ͚softer͛ ͚feminine͛ side also applied to adults (Wyn). JĞŶŶŝĨĞƌ͛Ɛ 

mutually respectful dialogues with staff were ͚feminine͛ (Marcia). They were marked by a duty of 

care, approachability, benevolence, intuition, creativity and awareness of individual differences; all 

constructed as ͚feminine͛ (Marcia). Interpersonal skills were enhanced by a sense of humour, facial 

expressions and open body language to result in a genuine interest in others and the value of staff. 

JĞŶŶŝĨĞƌ͛Ɛ ĞǀĂůƵĂƚŝǀĞ approach was also constructed as ͚feminine͛ (Marcia). Others constructed as 

͚feminine͛ JĞŶŶŝĨĞƌ͛Ɛ support and understanding (Amelia); decisiveness and confidence (Adele); 

approachability, friendliness and a collaborative style (Justin), fair mindedness and a measured 

approach (Alan).  

JĞŶŶŝĨĞƌ͛Ɛ ĨĞŵŝŶŝŶŝƚǇ was constructed as ͚ůĂĐŬŝŶŐ͛ by two staff members. Connie questioned the 

friendly relations with children in relation to a perceived need for authority.  Jennifer was described 

as flirtatious with male colleagues͕ ͚I do think she is a little bit more flirty͛ (Connie). Jennifer used 

͚feminine͛ qualities to manipulate men (Wyn). Making eye contact with men during meetings 

ƵŶĚĞƌŵŝŶĞĚ ŽƚŚĞƌƐ ;ƉƌĞƐƵŵĂďůǇ ǁŽŵĞŶͿ ;WǇŶͿ͘ JĞŶŶŝĨĞƌ͛Ɛ approach was seen to be underpinned by 

vulnerability, lack of ruggedness and dynamism, and what Wyn ƉĞƌĐĞŝǀĞĚ ĂƐ ĐŚŝůĚƌĞŶ͛Ɛ ŶĞĞĚ ĨŽƌ 
͚strong male role models͛͘ These constructions demonstrate Ă ĚŝƐĐŽƵƌƐĞ ŽĨ ǁŽŵĞŶ͛Ɛ ůĞĂĚĞƌƐŚŝƉ ĂƐ 
lacking remains (see Shakeshaft, 1987; Blackmore, 1989; Coleman, 2003); that some women 

undermine women in positions of power (Cubillo and Brown, 2003; Fuller, 2013).  

An essentialist discourse conflating gender with biological sex 

Jennifer and twelve staff members conflated gender with biological sex at some point in their 

accounts͘ JĂŬĞ ƐǁŝƚĐŚĞĚ ĨƌŽŵ ͚ĨĞŵŝŶŝŶĞ͛ ƚŽ ͚ĨĞŵĂůĞ͛ to describe JĞŶŶŝĨĞƌ͛Ɛ ĐůŽƚŚŝŶŐ͘ HĞ ƚŚŽƵŐŚƚ ŵĞŶ 
behaved differently from women regarding physical contact with children. Justin linked femininity 

with ŵĂƚĞƌŶŝƚǇ͘ JĞŶŶŝĨĞƌ͛Ɛ ͚feminine͛ collaborative way of working was contrasted with a description 

of male headteachers who might be more directive. AůĂŶ ĚŝƐƚŝŶŐƵŝƐŚĞĚ ďĞƚǁĞĞŶ ǁŽŵĞŶ͛Ɛ ĂŶĚ ŵĞŶ͛Ɛ 
responses͕ ͚The trouble with males is we have a tendency to [clicks fingers] speak first and it is a 

measured response for women͛͘ Staff members commonly referred to women and men as 

professional or personal acquaintances to think and talk about gender/gendered leadership. Connie 

and Wyn distinguished between JĞŶŶŝĨĞƌ͛Ɛ ƌĞůĂƚŝŽŶƐŚips with women and men͘ Gŝůů͛Ɛ gender neutral 

categorisation of JĞŶŶŝĨĞƌ͛Ɛ ƌĞůĂƚŝŽŶƐŚŝƉƐ ǁŝƚŚ ĂĚƵůƚƐ ǁĂƐ ďĂƐĞĚ ŽŶ ŚĞƌ relating equally well with 

women and men. Thus some interviewees drew on an essentialist gender discourse to perpetuate 

stereotypes about ǁŽŵĞŶ͛Ɛ ĂŶĚ ŵĞŶ͛Ɛ ůĞĂĚĞƌƐŚŝƉ͕ ĂůďĞŝƚ ƐĞůĨ ĚĞƉƌĞĐĂƚŝŶŐůǇ ďǇ ƐŽŵĞ ŵĞŶ ;PŽƵŶĚĞƌ 
and Coleman, 2002).  

 

Gender heteroglossia  
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A ǁŽŵĂŶ ŚĞĂĚƚĞĂĐŚĞƌ͛Ɛ ŐĞŶĚĞƌed leadership is described as ͚ŵĂƐĐƵůinĞ͛ 

AƐ Ă ǁŽŵĂŶ ĚŽŝŶŐ ͚ŵĂƐĐƵůŝŶŝƚǇ͛ JĞŶŶŝĨĞƌ might be seen to transgress a dominant essentialist gender 

discourse. Jennifer and four staff members (Adele, Amelia, Wyn and Julian) used 

͚ŵĂƐĐƵůŝŶĞͬŵĂƐĐƵůŝŶŝƚǇ͛ ƚŽ Đhart JĞŶŶŝĨĞƌ͛Ɛ ŐĞŶĚĞƌĞĚ ůĞĂĚĞƌƐŚŝƉ͘ Her confident body language and 

presence were constructed as ͚masculine͛ (Adele and Julian); as were public speaking skills and 

tough-mindedness (Adele); decisiveness, self-assurance, directness and focus, 

͚she has to be perceived as just getting on with her job and be fully focused. There is no 

airy fairiness sort of thing anĚ I ƚŚŝŶŬ ǇŽƵ ŶĞĞĚ ƚŚĂƚ ĂƐ Ă ůĞĂĚĞƌ ͙͘I ǁŽƵůĚ ƐĂǇ ƚŚĂƚ ĨĞǁĞƌ 
women are like that than men actually which is why I consider it more masculine 

features͛ (Amelia). 

There were contexts and circumstances ǁŚĞƌĞ JĞŶŶŝĨĞƌ ǁĂƐ ͚more male overall͛ (Amelia). Jennifer 

was constructed as ͚a bit harder͛ ǁŝƚŚ ĐŚŝůĚƌĞŶ ƚŚŽƵŐŚ JƵůŝĂŶ ĂĐŬŶŽǁůĞĚŐĞĚ ŚĞ based this on little 

evidence. Wyn had seen, 

͚more evidence of the male side with children when speaking with them, it depends on 

the situation. I think she uses the female appearance but in her speech and the 

relationship I think the male side comes out and the objectivity and thĞ ĚĞĐŝƐŝǀĞŶĞƐƐ͕͙ ͙ 
I would have to say there are two sides depending on who she is interacting with͛ ;WǇŶͿ. 

According to Wyn, Jennifer used ͚masculine͛ qualities to manipulate women. Despite WǇŶ͛Ɛ 
construction of Jennifer as manipulative and her adoption of a ͚ĨĞŵŝŶŝŶŝƚǇ ĂƐ ůĂĐŬŝŶŐ͛ ĚŝƐĐŽƵƌƐĞ, 

Jennifer provided her with a role model,   

͚I think I am going to learn a lot from Jennifer in terms of the masculine qualities that she 

ŚĂƐ ŐŽƚ ďĞĐĂƵƐĞ ƚŚĂƚ͛Ɛ ĂŶ ĂƌĞĂ ƚŚĂƚ I ŶĞĞĚ ƚŽ ƉƌŽŵŽƚĞ ŵŽƌĞ ŵǇƐĞůĨ͘ ͙ I ƚŚŝŶŬ Jennifer 

ĚŽĞƐ ƚŚĞ ŚŝŐŚůǇ ƌĞŐƵůĂƚĞĚ͕ ƚŚĞ ŚŝŐŚůǇ ĚĞĐŝƐŝǀĞ ďŝƚ ƌĞĂůůǇ ǁĞůů͛ (Wyn). 

These staff members used ͚ŵĂƐĐƵůŝŶĞͬŵĂƐĐƵůŝŶŝƚǇ͛ ƚŽ ĚĞƐĐƌŝďĞ JĞŶŶŝĨĞƌ͛Ɛ ŐĞŶĚĞƌĞĚ ůĞĂĚĞƌƐŚŝƉ in an 

unproblematic way. Jennifer charted the contexts and circumstances in which she drew on 

͚ŵĂƐĐƵůŝŶĞ͛ ƋƵĂůŝƚŝĞƐ most strongly as her decisiveness and reprimand of staff.  

NŽ ŽŶĞ ĐŽŶƐƚƌƵĐƚĞĚ JĞŶŶŝĨĞƌ͛Ɛ ͚ŵĂƐĐƵůŝŶĞ͛ ƋƵĂůŝƚŝĞƐ ĂƐ ͚ůĂĐŬŝŶŐ͛͘ That aspect of her gendered 

leadership was seen as necessary in her headteacher role. However, references to a former 

headteacher ĂƐ ͚an extremely hard looking lady͛ (Julian) revealed another attitude to gendered 

leadership. JĞŶŶŝĨĞƌ͛Ɛ ƉƌĞĚĞĐĞƐƐŽƌ ͚used͛ dark-rimmed glasses as a barrier that denoted lack of 

interpersonal skills with staff and children (Wyn). Jake constructed ƚŚĞ ŐĂƉ ďĞƚǁĞĞŶ ĐŚŝůĚƌĞŶ͛Ɛ 
expectations and the actuality of a female teacher͛Ɛ ŐĞŶĚĞƌ ƉƌŽĚƵĐƚŝŽŶ ĂƐ ƚŚĞ ƚĞĂĐŚĞƌ͛Ɛ ůĂĐŬ͘ These 

ǁŽŵĞŶ͛Ɛ ƉƌŽĨĞƐƐŝŽŶĂů ŝĚĞŶƚŝƚŝĞƐ were deemed lacking because their ͚ĨĞŵŝŶŝŶŝƚŝĞƐ͛ were lacking 

(Martino, 2008; Paechter, 2003b). 

A poststructuralist discourse disconnecting gender from biological sex 

IŶ ƚŚĞŝƌ ƵƐĞ ŽĨ ͚ŵĂƐĐƵůŝŶĞͬŵĂƐĐƵůŝŶŝƚǇ͛ ƚŽ ĚĞƐĐƌŝďĞ JĞŶŶŝĨĞƌ͛Ɛ ŚĞĂĚƐŚŝƉ͕ ĞĂĐŚ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ ĨŝǀĞ ŝŶƚĞƌǀŝĞǁĞĞƐ 
cited above engaged in what might be a poststructural gender discourse that disconnects gender 
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from biological sex. Another group of interviewees engaged with that discourse but in a different 

way. 

Charles, Jake, Justin and Douglas engaged in a discourse that ƵƐĞĚ ͚ŵĂƐĐƵůŝŶĞͬŵĂƐĐƵůŝŶŝƚǇ͛ ƚŽ 
describe JĞŶŶŝĨĞƌ͛Ɛ behaviours and qualities within an overall construct of femininity. Charles 

described a sliding scale on which some traits were not͕ ͚specifically masculine traits but they are not 

ĂƐ ĞǆƉůŝĐŝƚůǇ ĨĞŵŝŶŝŶĞ͛ (Charles). Occasionally Jennifer was, 

͚ǀĞƌǇ ĂďƌƵƉƚ͕ ĂůŵŽƐƚ ĂŐŐƌĞƐƐŝǀĞ ŝŶ Ă ƉƌŽĨĞƐƐŝŽŶĂů ǁĂǇ͕ ƐŽ ŚĞƌ ƚŽŶĞ ĐĂŶ ďĞĐŽŵĞ ǀĞƌǇ ĨůĂƚ͕ 
her mannerisms will change, she can use her body language to intimidate where it is 

ĂƉƉƌŽƉƌŝĂƚĞ ĂŶĚ ŶĞĐĞƐƐĂƌǇ ǁŚŝĐŚ ŝƐ͙͘I ƐƵƉƉŽƐĞ I ƚƌĂĚŝƚŝŽŶĂůůǇ ƚŚŝŶŬ ŽĨ ƚŚŽƐĞ ĂƐ ďĞŝŶŐ 
ŵĂƐĐƵůŝŶĞ ƚƌĂŝƚƐ͛ (Charles).   

Her courage in facing confrontation and drive for what she wanted (improved learning and teaching 

for all children) was ͚masculine͛. However, Charles ultimately described this in terms of femininity,  

͚I ĚŽŶ͛ƚ ƚŚŝŶŬ ǇŽƵ ĐŽƵůĚ ůŽŽŬ Ăƚ Jennifer and say that there is anything particularly 

masculine about heƌ͘ SŚĞ ŝƐ Ă ǀĞƌǇ ĨĞŵŝŶŝŶĞ ǁŽŵĂŶ ďƵƚ ƐŚĞ ĂůƐŽ͙͘SŚĞ ŝƐ ƋƵŝƚĞ 
comfortable having the responsibility and authority that comes with headship, she is very 

ĐŽŵĨŽƌƚĂďůĞ ŵĂŬŝŶŐ ŚŝŐŚ ůĞǀĞů ĚĞĐŝƐŝŽŶƐ ĂŶĚ ĚŽĞƐŶ͛ƚ ƐŚǇ ĂǁĂǇ ĨƌŽŵ ƚŚŽƐĞ ĂŶĚ ĚŽĞƐŶ͛ƚ 
shy away from the conflict that it sometimes generates so in terms of dealing with 

conflict she has a sort of masculine approach͛ ;CŚĂƌůĞƐͿ͘  

JĞŶŶŝĨĞƌ͛Ɛ ĨŽƌŵĂůŝƚǇ in meetings with parents was described as ͚staid͛ and constructed as ͚masculine͛ 
(Jake). Jake also reverted to biological sex to categorise her relationships with adults ͚ďĞŝŶŐ ĨĞŵĂůĞ I 
would still put her here [feminine]͛ ;JĂŬĞͿ. JĞŶŶŝĨĞƌ͛Ɛ direct approach was,  

͚a kind of fairly masculine trait. She took the bull by the horns and she knew what she 

wanted to do and what she wants to achieve͛ ;JƵƐƚŝŶͿ͘  

But Justin qualified this perception by emphasising JĞŶŶŝĨĞƌ͛Ɛ ĐŽůůĂďŽƌĂƚŝǀĞ ĂƉƉƌŽĂĐŚ ƚŽ 
ŝŵƉůĞŵĞŶƚŝŶŐ ĐŚĂŶŐĞ ĂƐ Ă ͚feminine way of working͛ ;JƵƐƚŝŶͿ͘ Similarly, JĞŶŶŝĨĞƌ͛Ɛ ͚business mode͛ 
(Douglas) in formal meetings was more ͚masculine͛ than the personal, empathic and relaxed 

approach after meetings that was ͚feminine͛. DŽƵŐůĂƐ ǁĂƚĐŚĞĚ ŚĞƌ ͚switch͛ ĨƌŽŵ ŽŶĞ ŵŽĚĞ ƚŽ 
another just as multilinguals code switch or translanguage (Lewis et al, 2012; Creese and Blackledge, 

2010).  

 

Polyglossia  

A ǁŽŵĂŶ ŚĞĂĚƚĞĂĐŚĞƌ͛Ɛ ŐĞŶĚĞƌĞĚ ůĞĂĚĞƌƐŚŝƉ ŝƐ ĚĞƐĐƌŝďĞĚ ĂƐ ďŽƚŚ ͚feminine͛ and ͚masculine͛ 

JĞŶŶŝĨĞƌ͛Ɛ ͚down the middle͛ ŐĞŶĚĞƌĞĚ ůĞĂĚĞƌƐŚŝƉ ĨĞĂƚƵƌĞĚ ĐŽŶƐŝƐƚĞŶƚůǇ ƚŚƌŽƵŐŚŽƵƚ MĂƌŝĂ͛Ɛ ĂĐĐŽƵŶƚ͘ 
Her appearance ǁĂƐ ͚nicely feminine͛ ŶŽƚ ͚sickly͛ ďƵƚ ŚĞƌ ďŽĚǇ ůĂŶŐƵĂŐĞ ǁĂƐ ĂƐƐĞƌƚŝǀĞ͕ ͚you see this 

person nicely dressed, petite but she is a strong lady͛ ;MĂƌŝĂͿ͘ IŶ ƚĞƌŵƐ ŽĨ ďĞŚĂǀŝŽƵƌ,  

͚she can go slightly to the side of masculine but I would never imagine her to be full on 

masculine features in any way. She is always very much a lady͛ ;MĂƌŝĂͿ͘  



11 

 

Fairness, determination, clarity in communication, clear-sightedness, sensitivity, a sense of humour, 

focus and a directive ĂƉƉƌŽĂĐŚ ĐŽŶƚƌŝďƵƚĞĚ ƚŽ JĞŶŶŝĨĞƌ͛Ɛ ŐĞŶĚĞƌĞĚ leaderƐŚŝƉ ĂƐ ͚middle͛͘ TŚĞƌĞ ǁĂƐ 
a balance between sensitivity and assertiveness, 

͚If a child was being discussed who had sensitive issues you can definitely see that there 

is an emotional tug there. And also with staff, whilst she is the strong lady, like I say 

focused she would always approach staff in the first instance in a very nice way. If she 

needed to, if push came to shove, I͛ŵ ƐƵƌĞ ƚŚĂƚ ƐŚĞ ĐŽƵůĚ ĚŽ ƚŚĂƚ ǁŝƚŚŽƵƚ ĨĞĞůŝŶŐ͙͘ She 

just has a very, ǀĞƌǇ ĨĂŝƌ ĂƉƉƌŽĂĐŚĞĚ ŵĂŶŶĞƌ͙͘Iƚ͛Ɛ ũƵƐƚ ŝŶ ĐŽŶǀĞƌƐĂƚŝŽŶ͙͘I ƉƌŽďĂďůǇ ĐĂŶ͛ƚ 
think of a for instance but you just get it. When you talk to her you know that there is 

ƚŚŝƐ ǁĂƌŵ ƐŝĚĞ ĂƐ ǁĞůů͛ (Maria, adapted from Fuller, 2010, p371). 

TŚĞƌĞ ǁĂƐ Ă ͚no nonsense͛ ĂƉƉƌŽĂĐŚ ƚŽ ƉƵƉŝů ĚŝƐĐŝƉůŝŶĞ ďƵƚ ĂůƐŽ Ă ͚hearty chuckle͛ ;MĂƌŝa). MĂƌŝĂ͛Ɛ 
account was wholly balanced. Jennifer could do ͚feminine͛ and ͚masculine͛ simultaneously with no 

apparent conflict or sense of transgression in being a woman doing masculinity.  

AůƚŽŐĞƚŚĞƌ͕ ƐĞǀĞŶ ƐƚĂĨĨ ŵĞŵďĞƌƐ ĐŚĂƌƚĞĚ ĂƐƉĞĐƚƐ ŽĨ JĞŶŶŝĨĞƌ͛Ɛ ŚĞĂĚƐŚŝƉ Ăƚ ƚŚĞ ƉŽŝŶƚ ǁŚĞƌĞ 
͚feminine͛ met ͚masculine͛ on the continuum to suggest her leadership was equally ͚feminine͛ and 

͚masculine͛. Amelia qualified JĞŶŶŝĨĞƌ͛Ɛ directness and instruction that was ͚masculine͛ with support 

and understanding that was ͚feminine͛͘ “Ž ƚŽŽ͕ JĞŶŶŝĨĞƌ͛Ɛ ŝŶƚĞƌĂĐƚŝŽŶƐ with children varied 

depending on the circumstances, ͚she can be stern; she can be caring͛ ;AŵĞůŝĂͿ͘ JĞŶŶŝĨĞƌ͛Ɛ ĞĂƐĞ ǁŝƚŚ 
a range of people, adaptabilitǇ ĂŶĚ ĂďŝůŝƚǇ ƚŽ ĐŽŵŵƵŶŝĐĂƚĞ ͚in different ways so it makes sense to 

different people͛ (Amelia) were positive qualities ranging across the ͚masculine͛ and ͚feminine͛. 
However, for some, it suggested uncertainty or possibly a gender neutral discourse.  

A multilingual discourse that draws on essentialist and poststructural discourses 

JĂŬĞ ƵƐĞĚ ͚ĨĞŵŝŶŝŶĞ͕͛ ͚ǁŽŵĂŶ͛ ĂŶĚ ͚ĨĞŵĂůĞ͛ ŝŶƚĞƌĐŚĂŶŐĞĂďůǇ ƚŽ ĚĞƐĐƌŝďĞ JĞŶŶŝĨĞƌ͛Ɛ ŵŽĚĞ ŽĨ ĚƌĞƐƐ ĂƐ͕ 

͚a traditionally feminine way but smart business-ǁŽŵĂŶ ƚǇƉĞ ǁĂǇ͘ Iƚ͛Ɛ ǁŚĂƚ I would 

ĂƐƐŽĐŝĂƚĞ ǁŝƚŚ Ă ĨĞŵĂůĞ ƉƌŽĨĞƐƐŝŽŶĂů ŝŶ ĂŶǇ ŽƌŐĂŶŝƐĂƚŝŽŶ͛ (Jake).  

͚FĞŵŝŶŝŶĞ͛ ĂŶĚ ͚ĨĞŵĂůĞ͛ ĂƌĞ ĂĚũĞĐƚŝǀĞƐ͖ ͚business-ǁŽŵĂŶ͛ is used as an adjectival noun. In his 

description he draws on a binarised, essentialist discourse. However, Jake had also engaged in a 

poststructural gender discourse by refusing to categorise any of the personal and leadership qualities 

ĞǆĐĞƉƚ ĂƐ ͚ŶĞŝƚŚĞƌ ĨĞŵŝŶŝŶĞ ŶŽƌ ŵĂƐĐƵůŝŶĞ͛ ĂŶĚ ͚ďŽƚŚ feminine and masculine͛,  

͚I͛ŵ ŚĂǀŝŶŐ ŐƌĞĂƚ ƚƌŽƵďůĞ ĂƚƚƌŝďƵƚŝŶŐ ƚŚĞƐĞ ƚŽ ĂŶǇ ŬŝŶĚ ŽĨ ŐĞŶĚĞƌ Ăƚ Ăůů ͙ ƚŚĞǇ ĐĂŶ either 

be neither or both as far as I am concerned because I know people who I work with who 

are all these things, each person obviously individually, who are male and female who I 

am very proud to work with and have worked with in a ĚĞĞƉ ĐĂƉĂĐŝƚǇ͘ AŶĚ I ĚŽŶ͛ƚ 
particularly attribute any of these characteristics here to be male or female I have to say, 

Žƌ ŵĂƐĐƵůŝŶĞ Žƌ ĨĞŵŝŶŝŶĞ ͙ I ĚŽŶ͛ƚ ƐĞĞ ĂŶǇ point in trying to attribute these just out of a 

practical gender stereotyping job͛ ;Jake, adapted from Fuller, 2010, p375). 

 

He acknowledged his own ͚feminine͛ and ͚masculine͛ qualities but ultimately rejected the terms 

͚ĨĞŵŝŶŝŶĞͬĨĞŵŝŶŝŶŝƚǇ͛ ĂŶĚ ͚ŵĂƐĐƵůŝŶĞͬŵĂƐĐƵůŝŶŝƚǇ͛ in favour of ͚formality͛ and ͚informality͛,  
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͚JĂŬĞ͗ ͙ƚŚĞƌĞ ŝƐ Ă ƐĞŶƐĞ ŝŶ which you could replace masculinity and femininity with 

ĨŽƌŵĂůŝƚǇ ĂŶĚ ŝŶĨŽƌŵĂůŝƚǇ ͙ TŚĞƌĞ ĂƌĞ ƐŽŵĞ ƐŝƚƵĂƚŝŽŶƐ ǁŚĞƌĞ I ǁŽƵůĚ perhaps act more 

informally which I might I suppose feel slightly more feminine than other situations 

where I would have to act a biƚ ƚŽƵŐŚĞƌ͙ 

K: Can you unpack that for me? 

Jake: There are certain situations where you are talking to people on a one to one ͙ I 
was trying to be more informal with J [pupil] and to try and get her to express her 

feelings a bit more which I feel is slightly more my feminine side than a masculine side 

because I think if I had been far too formal with ŚĞƌ ƚŚĞŶ ƐŚĞ ǁŽƵůĚŶ͛ƚ ŚĂǀĞ ŽƉĞŶĞĚ ƵƉ ŝŶ 
the way she did͛ (Jake, adapted from Fuller, 2010, p375). 

 

Jake was ͚translanguaging͛ in his simultaneous use of essentialist and poststructural discourses. 

Having identified the contradictions in his own dialogue, possibly for the first time, he worked 

through them to develop his own terms.  

 

Discussion 

The monoglossic façade 

 The monoglossic façade consists of the external facing mask seen to be worn by Jennifer 

who as a woman headteacher appears to be doing womeŶ͛Ɛ leadership looking like a woman. There 

was unanimous ͚approval͛ ŽĨ JĞŶŶŝĨĞƌ͛Ɛ ĞŵďŽĚŝŵĞŶƚ ŽĨ ͚ĨĞŵŝŶŝŶŝƚǇ͛ ĚĞŵŽŶƐƚƌĂƚĞĚ ďǇ ĨĂƐƚŝĚŝŽƵƐ 
ĂƚƚĞŶƚŝŽŶ ƚŽ ĚŽŝŶŐ ͚ĨĞŵŝŶŝŶĞ͛ ĂĞƐƚŚĞƚŝĐ ƉƌĞƐĞŶƚĂƚŝŽŶ (Acker, 2012). Nevertheless, there was 

ĚŝƐĂŐƌĞĞŵĞŶƚ ĂďŽƵƚ ǁŽŵĞŶ͛Ɛ ƐƵŝƚƐ͘ BŽƚŚ ƐŬŝƌƚ ĂŶĚ ƚƌŽƵƐĞƌ ƐƵŝƚƐ ǁĞƌĞ ĐŽŶƐƚƌƵĐƚĞĚ ĂƐ ͚ŵĂƐĐƵůŝŶĞ͛ ďǇ 
some (Acker, 2012). It was their combination with immaculate make up, hair and nails that 

ĐĂƚĞŐŽƌŝƐĞĚ JĞŶŶŝĨĞƌ͛Ɛ ĂƉƉĞĂƌĂŶĐĞ ĂƐ ͚ĨĞŵŝŶŝŶĞ͛ in stark contrast with her predecessor whose dark-

rimmed glasses symbolised distance, inaccessibility and poor relationships with children and staff. 

Clearly a pair of glasses does not achieve that by itself; other descriptions of the former 

ŚĞĂĚƚĞĂĐŚĞƌ͛Ɛ ďĞŚĂǀŝŽƵƌ ĂŶĚ ďŽĚǇ ůĂŶŐƵĂŐĞ ƌĞĂĨĨŝƌŵed ƚŚĂƚ ĐŽŶƐƚƌƵĐƚŝŽŶ͘ JĞŶŶŝĨĞƌ͛Ɛ ůĞĂĚĞƌƐŚŝƉ ǁĂƐ 
constructed within a ǁŽŵĞŶ͛Ɛ educational leadership discourse in its conformity with perceived 

ǁŽŵĞŶ͛Ɛ ǁĂǇƐ ŽĨ ůĞĂĚŝŶŐ ŝn a caring and collaborative approach (Blackmore and Sachs, 2007; Grogan 

and Shakeshaft, 2011; Acker, 2012). Staff referred to her clear focus on the quality of learning and 

teaching for all children that might be seen as leadership for learning and social justice (Grogan and 

Shakeshaft, 2011). But they did not voice these in terms of gender. Her awareness of self and her 

impact on others might be constructed as the spiritual leadership ĂůƐŽ ĂƐƐŽĐŝĂƚĞĚ ǁŝƚŚ ǁŽŵĞŶ͛Ɛ 
educational leadership (Grogan and Shakeshaft, 2011). There were some unexpected constructions 

ŽĨ ͚ĨĞŵŝŶŝŶŝƚǇ͛͘ The decisiveness and self-confidence ascribed here ĂƐ ͚ĨĞŵŝŶŝŶĞ͛ ŚĂǀĞ ďĞĞŶ 
traditionally seen ĂƐ ͚ŵĂƐĐƵůŝŶĞ͛ ;ƐĞĞ GƌĂǇ͕ ϭϵϵ3; Coleman, 2002). Here they were linked with 

JĞŶŶŝĨĞƌ͛Ɛ ƉĞƌĨŽƌŵŝŶŐ ĂƌƚƐ ĐĂƌĞĞƌ ĂŶĚ ŚĞƌ ƉŚǇƐŝĐĂů stage presence in addressing large audiences. Her 

petite physique may have impacted on the construction of self-ĐŽŶĨŝĚĞŶĐĞ ĂƐ ͚ĨĞŵŝŶŝŶĞ͖͛ ŚĂĚ ƐŚĞ 
been a larger woman that self-confidence might have been constructed differently as might her 

tactile behaviour with children.   

In these ways Jennifer was seen to conform to traditional expectations of a woman doing leadership. 

Accounts connecting JĞŶŶŝĨĞƌ͛Ɛ ĨĞŵŝŶŝŶŝƚǇ ǁŝƚŚ ŚĞƌ ďŝŽůŽŐŝĐĂů ƐĞǆ draw on an essentialist gender 
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discourse. By contrast to the monoglossic façade or mask worn by Jennifer, in the next section I 

propose the notion of a heteroglossic exposé as a revelation or uncovering of a fuller and more 

complex performance of gendered educational leadership.  

 

The heteroglossic exposé  

The heteroglossic exposé consists of the multiple traits, qualities and behaviours that Jennifer and 

others constructed as ͚masculine͛, of her doing masculinist leadership, under the ͚feminine͛ 
monoglossic façade. The unmasking or unfolding of heteroglossia (Bakhtin, 1981) reveals the extent 

of ĐŽůůĞĂŐƵĞƐ͛ ĂƌƚŝĐƵůĂƚŝŽŶ ŽĨ JĞŶŶŝĨĞƌ͛Ɛ apparent engagement with multiple gender/gendered 

leadership discourses. Heteroglossia is marked by transgression, conflict and struggle. JĞŶŶŝĨĞƌ͛Ɛ 
͚ĨĞŵĂůĞ ŵĂƐĐƵůŝŶŝƚǇ͛ ;FƌĂŶĐŝƐ͕ ϮϬϭϬͿ ǁĂƐ ĚĞŵŽŶƐƚƌĂƚĞĚ ŝŶ ƚŚĞ ĂĐĐŽƵŶƚƐ ŽĨ ƚŚŽƐĞ ;ŝŶĐůƵĚŝŶŐ JĞŶŶŝĨĞƌͿ͕ 
ǁŚŽ ƵƐĞĚ ͚ŵĂƐĐƵůŝŶĞͬŵĂƐĐƵůŝŶŝƚǇ͛ ƚŽ ĚĞƐĐƌŝďĞ ŚĞƌ ůĞĂĚĞƌƐŚŝƉ͘ JĞŶŶŝĨĞƌ͛Ɛ selection of behaviours at 

will based on the person/people, the context and the circumstances was seen as an exercise of 

power. Rather than exercising power to work with people to empower them, it appeared to some 

that Jennifer exercised power to control (Blackmore, 1989). This was not a feminist construction of 

educational leadership. There were multiple references to colleagues doing what they were told to 

do and therefore a very direct and instructive leadership approach. There was evidence of resistance 

to change iŶ ƚŚĞ ƌĞĨĞƌĞŶĐĞ ƚŽ JĞŶŶŝĨĞƌ͛Ɛ ƵŶĨůŝŶĐŚŝŶŐ ĐŽƵƌĂŐĞ ǁŚĞŶ ĨĂĐĞĚ ǁŝƚŚ ĐŽŶĨƌŽŶƚĂƚŝŽŶ͕ ĨŽƌ 
example. Few constructed such an approach as lacking, rather most constructed it as a strength. 

There appeared to be no difficulty for some in constructing a fluid and flexible notion of gendered 

leadership performance that was disconnected to the body as it was sexed (Butler, 1990; Reay and 

Ball, 2000). 

However, the discursive struggle is best demonstrated in the accounts of those who held on to a 

binarised and essentialist gender discourse. UŶĂďůĞ ƚŽ ĚŝƐĐŽŶŶĞĐƚ JĞŶŶŝĨĞƌ͛Ɛ ĨĞŵĂůĞŶĞƐƐ ĨƌŽŵ ƚŚĞŝƌ 
construction of her gendered leadership, they engaged in another kind ŽĨ ͚ĨĞŵĂůĞ ŵĂƐĐƵůŝŶŝƚǇ͛ 
discourse (Francis, 2010). It appears her ͚feminine͛ aesthetic presentation and physical embodiment 

as a woman overrode all their understandings of gender production that they ascribed as 

͚ŵĂƐĐƵůŝŶĞ͛͘ FŽƌ ƚŚĞŵ͕ the essentialist discourse determined JĞŶŶŝĨĞƌ͛Ɛ ŐĞŶĚĞƌĞĚ ůĞĂĚĞƌƐŚŝƉ ĚĞƐƉŝƚĞ 
their articulation of it within a poststructural discourse. They referred to degrees of femininity that 

others ascribed as masculinity. In a sense, these men are also bilingual. For them, the clash they 

ĐŽŶƐƚƌƵĐƚĞĚ ďĞƚǁĞĞŶ JĞŶŶŝĨĞƌ͛Ɛ ͚ĨĞŵŝŶŝŶŝƚǇ͛ ĂŶĚ ƵƐĞ ŽĨ ƚƌĂŝƚƐ ĂƐĐƌŝďĞĚ ĂƐ ͚ŵĂƐĐƵůŝŶĞ͛  ĂůŽŶŐƐŝĚĞ ƚŚĞ 
clash between the languages/discourses of gender theory marks them out as heteroglossic. Their 

internal discursive struggle remains. There is also evidence of a sophisticated articulation of 

gender/gendered leadership (Fuller, 2010) that I go on to describe as polyglossic simultaneity.  

 

Polyglossic simultaneity 

 Polyglossic simultaneity consists of the acceptance and use of multiple gender discourses in 

the articulation of gender/gendered leadership. It is found in the seemingly unproblematic use of 

ďŽƚŚ ͚ĨĞŵŝŶŝŶĞ͛ ĂŶĚ ͚ŵĂƐĐƵůŝŶĞ͛ ŝŶ ƚŚĞ ĚĞƐĐƌŝƉƚŝŽŶ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ ǀĂƌŝĞƚǇ ŽĨ ƚƌĂŝƚƐ͕ ƋƵĂůŝƚŝĞƐ ĂŶĚ ďĞŚĂǀŝŽƵƌƐ 
attributed to Jennifer. The articulation of her selection of both ͚feminine͛ and ͚masculine͛ qualities 
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and behaviours depending on context and circumstances equates with an acceptance of the 

possibilities of gender heteroglossia or female masculinity (Francis, 2010). That acceptance leads to 

conflict resolution and these discourses become examples of polyglossic simultaneity. The 

translanguaging found in these accounts demonstrates bi/multilingualism in the articulation of 

gendered leadership.  

Douglas noted JĞŶŶŝĨĞƌ͛Ɛ own ƚƌĂŶƐůĂŶŐƵĂŐŝŶŐ ĂƐ Ă ͚switch͛ ĨƌŽŵ ŽŶĞ ŵŽĚĞ ƚŽ ĂŶŽƚŚĞƌ͘ In her own 

categorisation of qualities and attributes, Jennifer forced open a space in the middle, centred 

ďĞƚǁĞĞŶ ͚ĨĞŵŝŶŝŶĞͬŵĂƐĐƵůŝŶĞ͛ ĂŶĚ ͚ŶĞŝƚŚĞƌͬďŽƚŚ ĨĞŵŝŶŝŶĞͬŵĂƐĐƵůŝŶĞ͛ ŝŶ ǁŚŝĐŚ ƚŽ ĚŝƐĐƵƐƐ ŐĞŶĚĞƌ 
(Fuller, 2010). IŶ MĂƌŝĂ͛Ɛ ĂĐĐŽƵŶƚ ƚŚĞƌĞ ŝƐ ƐĞĞŵŝŶŐůǇ ƉĞƌĨĞĐƚ ďĂůĂŶĐĞ ďĞƚǁĞĞŶ JĞŶŶŝĨĞƌ͛Ɛ ͚feminine͛ 
and ͚masculine͛ behaviours. In each situation, ƐŚĞ ĐŚĂƌƚĞĚ JĞŶŶŝĨĞƌ͛Ɛ ŐĞŶĚĞƌĞĚ ůĞĂĚĞƌƐŚŝƉ ͚in the 

ŵŝĚĚůĞ͛. Her elucidation and clarification of understandings revealed a nuanced reading of gender 

ƚŚĂƚ ĚĞŵŽŶƐƚƌĂƚĞƐ ƚŚĞ ͚ƐŝŵƵůƚĂŶĞŝƚǇ ĂŶĚ ĨůƵŝĚŝƚǇ͛ ;YŽƵĚĞůů͕ ϮϬϭϬͿ in her construction of JĞŶŶŝĨĞƌ͛Ɛ 

ƉƌŽĨĞƐƐŝŽŶĂů ŝĚĞŶƚŝƚǇ͘ ͚The middle͛ ǁĂƐ ŶŽƚ Ă ŵĂƌŬĞƌ ŽĨ ƵŶĐĞƌƚĂŝŶƚǇ͕ Žƌ ĂŶ ƵŶƚŚŝŶŬŝŶŐ ĂƚƚĞŵƉƚ Ăƚ 
gender construction, or of gender neutrality. It was another language with which to describe gender 

without veering between traditional binaries. Although he did not frame it as such, this polyglossic 

simultaneity appeared to ĞŶĂďůĞ JĂŬĞ͛Ɛ ƌĞũĞĐƚŝŽŶ ŽĨ ͚ĨĞŵŝŶŝŶŝƚǇ͛ ĂŶĚ ͚ŵĂƐĐƵůŝŶŝƚǇ͛ ŝŶ ĨĂǀŽƵƌ ŽĨ 
͚ĨŽƌŵĂůŝƚǇ͛ ĂŶĚ ͚ŝŶĨŽƌŵĂůŝƚǇ͛͘ HŝƐ ĂĐĐŽƵŶƚ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ ƐŝŵƵůƚĂŶĞŝƚǇ ĂŶĚ ĨůƵŝĚŝƚǇ ƌĞƋƵŝƌĞĚ ďǇ ĞĚƵĐĂƚŝŽŶĂů 
leaders and teachers ŽĨ ďŽƚŚ ƐĞǆĞƐ ƌĞƐĞŵďůĞƐ ƚŚĞ ͚ŚĂǌŝŶĞƐƐ͛ ŽĨ ƚĞĂĐŚĞƌ ŝĚĞŶƚŝƚǇ ĐŽŶĚƵĐŝǀĞ ƚŽ ǇŽƵŶŐ 
ƉĞŽƉůĞ͛Ɛ ĚĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚ ŽĨ ƚŚĞŝƌ ŽǁŶ ŵƵůƚŝƉůĞ ŝĚĞŶƚŝƚŝĞƐ ;YŽƵĚĞůů͕ ϮϬϭϬͿ͘ JĂŬĞ ĚĞƐĐƌŝďĞĚ ŚŝƐ ƵƐĞ ŽĨ ƐƵĐŚ 
an approach and identified its lack in others as problematic in building relationships with children. 

Perhaps the polyglossic simultaneity of engaging with multiple gender discourses enabled Jennifer to 

communicate clearly with a wide range of people as teaching and non-teaching staff, children, 

parents and governors.  

 

Conclusion 

This article has shown how these concepts of a monoglossic façade, heteroglossic exposé and 

polyglossic simultaneity enable a more nuanced discussion of gendered leadership. The articulation 

by Jennifer and all interviewees of her apparent coŶĨŽƌŵŝƚǇ ĂƐ Ă ǁŽŵĂŶ ĚŽŝŶŐ ͚ĨĞŵŝŶŝŶŝƚǇ͛ ĂŶĚ 
ǁŽŵĞŶ͛Ɛ ůĞĂĚĞƌƐŚŝƉ form a monoglossic façade. The articulation by some interviewees of a sliding 

ƐĐĂůĞ ŽĨ ĂƉƉĂƌĞŶƚůǇ ͚ŵŽƌĞ ŵĂƐĐƵůŝŶĞ͛ ďĞŚĂǀŝŽƵƌƐ ǁŝƚŚŝŶ ĂŶ ŽǀĞƌĂůů ĐŽŶƐƚƌƵĐƚŝŽŶ ŽĨ ͚ĨĞŵŝŶŝŶŝƚǇ͛ 
constitutes a heteroglossic exposé. It is marked by their discursive struggle. The articulation by 

Jennifer and some interviewees of apparent transgressions ŝŶ ĚŽŝŶŐ ͚ŵĂƐĐƵůŝŶŝƚǇ͛ ĂŶĚ ŵĂƐĐƵůŝŶŝƐƚ 

leadership demonstrate the multidiscursiveness of gendered leadership. The ease with which they 

articulated this marks the discourse as polyglossic simultaneity. Such nuances need recognition..  

There remains a need for further work in breaking down stereotypes. Both Jennifer and her 

predecessor were women achieving ŚĞĂĚƐŚŝƉ ͚ĂŐĂŝŶƐƚ ƚŚĞ ŽĚĚƐ͛ ;CŽůĞŵĂŶ͕ ϮϬϬϭͿ͖ ƚŚĞǇ ǁĞƌĞ ĞƋƵĂů ƚŽ 
men. Nevertheless, women remain underrepresented in secondary school headship (Fuller, 2013). 

TŚĞ ͚ĚŽƵďůĞ ƉĂƚŚ ŝŶ ƉŽůŝƚŝĐƐ͛ ;BƵƚůĞƌ͕ ϮϬϬϰ͕ ƉϯϳͿ ƚŚĂƚ ĂƐƐĞƌƚƐ ĞŶƚŝƚůĞŵĞŶƚ ďƵƚ simultaneously 

scrutinises social categories is still needed if equal representation is to be achieved. JĞŶŶŝĨĞƌ͛Ɛ 
predecessor did not seem to conform to the monoglossic façade in her embodiment of expected 

͚ĨĞŵŝŶŝŶŝƚǇ͛ ǁŝƚŚ ƌĞŐĂƌĚ ƚŽ ĂƉƉĞĂƌĂŶĐĞ ĂŶĚ ďŽĚǇ ůĂŶŐƵĂŐĞ ĂŶĚ she was criticised as a result (Devine 

et al, 2011; Acker, 2012). Had she been a man no one would have mentioned her glasses, nor her 
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unfriendliness and lack of interpersonal skills. There was criticism of a woman teacher who lacked 

͚ĨĞŵŝŶŝŶĞ͛ ƋƵĂůŝƚŝĞƐ ƚŚĂƚ ĐŚŝůĚƌĞŶ ĞǆƉĞĐƚĞĚ ƚŽ find in a woman (Fuller, 2010). There was a perceived 

need for women and men to draw simultaneously on a wide range of approaches in their 

relationships with children and adults. Further research is needed to ďƵŝůĚ ŶƵĂŶĐĞĚ ƉŝĐƚƵƌĞƐ ŽĨ ŵĞŶ͛Ɛ 
gendered leadership to ascertain what lies behind their monoglossic façades and how far their 

͚ĞůĂƐƚŝĐ ƐĞůǀĞƐ͛ ;DĞǀŝŶĞ Ğƚ Ăů͕ ϮϬϭϭͿ ŵŝŐŚƚ ĂůƐŽ ďĞ ƐƚƌĞƚĐŚĞĚ͘ “Ž ƚŽŽ͕ ƌĞƐĞĂƌĐŚ ŝƐ ŶĞĞĚĞĚ ŝŶƚŽ ŚŽǁ 
women and men headteachers from potentially marginalised groups and their colleagues construct 

gendered leadership.  

This conceptualisation of gender/gendered leadership discourses recognises the powerful gender 

monoglossic façade, the discursive struggles of a heteroglossic exposé and eventual polyglossic 

simultaneity. It marks a shift from the language of androgynous educational leadership (Fuller, 2010). 

Instead of finding a language to think and talk about gendered educational leadership, there is a 

need for multidiscursiveness in thinking about the underrepresentation of women (and some men) in 

secondary school headship as well as engagement with (pro)feminist and masculinist leadership 

discourses by women and men (Fuller, 2013). Translanguaging between the discourses of second 

wave feminism and post structural gender discourses is helpful. The interviewees in this case study 

did that in their articulation of gendered leadership. Translanguaging as a pedagogical approach is 

needed in the discussion of gender matters in teacher and headteacher preparation courses (Creese 

and Blackledge, 2010). Thus existing gender narratives of aspiring teachers and leaders would be 

valued as they begin to engage with contemporary gender theories. The possibilities of 

translanguaging between gender discourses need to be explored further by educational leaders. It is 

hoped this paper offers a continuation of the discussions around gendered leadership roles that will 

enable those explorations. Indeed translanguaging between gender discourses might also enable 

teachers to teach children to deconstruct gender stereotypes in the classroom, in text and in wider 

society. They might finally learn to accept the fe/male teacher/headteacher whose monoglossic 

façade barely exists.  
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