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Foreword
The Swedish Film Agreement (Filmavtalet) that went into effect in January 2006 was signed by
twelve parties1 and lays out a specific objective regarding gender equality, stating: “By no later than
one year before the end of the period covered by this agreement, each gender should represent at
least 40% of total numbers in the categories of screenwriter, producer, and director.” The objective
applies to all of the film categories, including short films, feature films, documentary films and films
for children and young people.
The objective is a good start in an industry that is far from gender-equal, but an objective by
itself cannot effect change. To achieve lasting change, we must first learn what obstacles we face, and
how and where they arise along the path from idea to finished film.
To this end, wift Sweden asked Eva Mark, a theoretical philosopher and gender equality
expert, to analyze the long chain of decisions taken as a film is made. We also asked her to organize
and clarify various concepts that are implicated in the notion of gender equality.
The Swedish Film Institute (Svenska Filminstitutet) and its film commissioners have long
stood at the center of the public conversation on gender equality. Certainly, the Film Institute is an
organization with a key role to play in realizing structural change. Many other actors also exist,
however, who are equally important.
In this study, therefore, we have chosen to look at three other important types of actors:
producers, who select film projects; regional film funds, which have emerged as ever more important
financial backers with powerful networks; and distributors, the eye of the needle through which any
film must pass before reaching its audience.
Eva Mark analyzes a series of interviews by Moa Elf Karlén with the men and women who
occupy these strategic positions. The questions posed in the interviews were designed to discover
how decision-makers think and which factors play a role in the decision-making process. In the
production phase, the interviews suggest, gender awareness is not completely consistent. Producers
say that they pay no attention to whether a man or a woman is behind a film project; at the same
time, we can see that gender does make some difference—and this is true for both men and women
producers. At some regional film funds, the necessity of evening out the gender distribution has
been noted for years, but an awareness of how networks and unofficial contacts affect decisionmaking is still lacking. People often work under the unconscious assumption that women and men

1

The Swedish State, Föreningen Sveriges Filmproducenter (the Swedish Association of Film Producers), Svenska

Filmdistributörers Förening (the Swedish Association of Film Distributors), Sveriges Biografägarförbund (the Swedish
Exhibitors Association), Sveriges Filmuthyrarförening (the Swedish Film Distributors Association), Riksföreningen Våra
Gårdar (the Temperance Centres’ Association), Folkets Hus och Parker (the National Federation of People’s Parks and
Community Centres), Sveriges Television AB, TV4 AB, Kanal 5 AB, Modern Times Group MTG AB, and C More
Entertainment AB.
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are, in fact, fundamentally different. The distribution phase, which is also the commercial part of the
process, is the least sensitive to gender issues. Distributors use statistical data of all kinds to help
them reach out to a broad audience; in the interviews, however, distributors say that gender is not
something that they pay attention to.
Moa Elf Karlén’s article in this report deals solely with the role of the producer and the
various strategies exercised by women in that profession. The strategies women choose depend to a
great extent upon which possibilities are open to them. Those possibilities, in turn, depend upon
the number of women in the profession. The interviews indicate that women often choose to not to
pay attention to the gender problem, viewing discrimination instead as a sign of personal
shortcomings. Eva Mark’s analysis articulates a related perception: that it is the women who bring
gender problems with them. Women who do choose a more offensive strategy may tend to search
out connections and collaboration with other women in order to influence existing structures.
There is no given solution to the question of how to implement gender equality in the film
industry, and none of the possible answers are simple ones. We can make a good start by analyzing
honestly how we work, noticing the factors we consider when we make decisions, and reflecting
upon how we want the future to look. It is our hope this report will not teach us more about the
problems that exist, but also provide a foundation for the complicated work that lies ahead if we are
to achieve the gender equality objective laid out in the Film Agreement.
We would like to close by thanking all those who consented to be interviewed for this study,
and whose wholehearted answers to our questions laid the groundwork for Eva Mark’s analysis.
We also wish to thank the Foundation for the Culture of the Future (Framtidens Kultur),
whose financial support made the publication of this report possible.
The Administrative Board of wift Sweden
January 2006
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Examining the Film Industry from a Gender Equality Perspective
Not just doing what you always do,
but also being aware of what you're doing,
so that you can do things differently.

EVA MARK holds a doctorate in theoretical philosophy. She devotes her time to research and leadership
development, and has wide-ranging experience as a consultant in organization development in the field of
gender equality. As a gender equality expert, she is affiliated with the Swedish Committee for Gender Equality
in the Theater Arts (Kommitté för Jämställd Scenkonst). She is also a much-sought-after lecturer.
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Introduction
This article presents and analyzes material gathered during interviews with three groups of people
who all work with film production, but who occupy different places in the process: producers,
persons in leadership positions at regional film funds, and distributors. The interviews focus on
decision-making processes: they examine how members of these groups decide which film projects
they want to realize. The analysis of the answers proceeds from a practical gender equality
perspective. Its purpose is to pave the way for effective gender equality initiatives in the film
industry.
The article begins by briefly introducing a few basic concepts that are essential to the overall
argument: social equality, gender equality, gender perspectives, and gender equality perspectives.
Next, the article reviews how gender equality is presently discussed within the framework of film
policy, and which measures are generally considered important there for achieving gender equality.
We will see that current film policy relies upon an oversimplified picture of what measures might be
effective. This was, in fact, one important reason for carrying out the interview study, and the article
goes on to problematize this simplified picture.
The argument continues with the purpose and method of the interview study, followed by
the results. The results are presented in three consecutive sections, focus on producers, regional film
fund leaders, and distributors, respectively. Each section presents some interview material along
with an analysis of the material from a gender equality perspective. I have chosen to present the
results in this way because the three different categories of actors work under different conditions
and have different tasks and different goals. The analysis of each group, therefore, uses the
worldview and conditions pertinent to that group as a point of departure.
From the interview analyses, a complex picture of the decision-making processes in film
production emerges. The article concludes by summarizing this picture, and using it as a starting
point for new questions—asking how, against the background that has been established, we can
work in a practical way for greater gender equality in the film industry.
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Gender equality and a gender equality perspective
Equality and gender equality
What does it mean to see the film industry from a gender equality perspective? Or to work for
greater gender equality in Swedish film production? Before we can discuss such questions at all, we
need to reach a common understanding of some basic concepts. I would like to begin, therefore, by
briefly explaining what equality, gender equality, and a gender equality perspective all are.
The term “equality” (or “social equality”) refers to the notion that all people have equal
worth, equal obligations, and equal rights. It is based upon one fundamental idea: “I have certain
rights, simply because I am a human being.”
“Gender equality” refers to equality between men and women specifically, within the larger
context of social equality. The Swedish term for gender equality, jämställdhet, came into common
use in the 1970s, when the question of legislating against discrimination on the basis of gender was
first taken up. Speech about jämställdhet—gender equality—thus always exists against a political
background, and in relationship to Swedish public policy on gender equality.
In any organization, therefore, gender equality work exists both within a context configured
by politics and within a judicial context of laws and ordinances. Other factors, too, help shape the
conditions for gender equality work: social factors, for example, such as public opinion of various
kinds, or the demands of colleagues inside the organization.1

Gender perspectives and gender equality perspectives
Research on gender produces knowledge about what we call, in everyday language, “sex.” The
expression “gender studies” is an umbrella term covering various lines of research that all theorize
about sex. Under the umbrella we find such sub-fields as feminist studies, women’s studies, gender
equality studies, mens’ studies, queer studies, sexuality studies, and more.
Scholars who work on gender distinguish between the field of gender studies itself and the
notion of a gender perspective. To adopt a gender perspective means, usually, to use sex or gender as
an analytical tool, although it may mean other things as well.
What, then, is a gender equality perspective? When I speak of using a gender equality
perspective, I am refering to those perspectives that inform the work of gender equality
practitioners: that is, people who work with gender equality questions.
The influence of a gender equality perspective may be conscious or unconscious, explicit or
implicit. Practitioners are not necessarily aware of their perspective on a conscious level, or able to
verbalize it. Practitioners have not necessarily surveyed the various theoretical points of departure

1

See Regeringens skrivelse 2002/03:140, Jämt och ständigt. Regeringens jämställdhetspolitik med handlingsplan för

mandatperioden. Jämställdhetslagen 1991:433, revised in 1994, 1998, and 2001.
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for gender equality work, and selected one from the choices available. Rather, a practitioner “just
knows” how to do gender equality work, and his or her perspective on gender equality is part of that
knowledge.
There are many different ways to think about gender equality work, all grounded on
different—and sometimes mutually exclusive—experiences and assumptions. In practice, there is
not one gender equality perspective; there are many. We must speak of gender equality perspectives
in the plural. It is simply a fact that those of us who work on gender equality come from different
places and have on different, sometimes irreconcilable, perspectives. Two people, both equally
passionate about working for gender equality, may have a very hard time agreeing on what actions to
take. It may even be hard for them to communicate with one another at all.
To reconcile our different perspectives is not always possible. Sometimes they collide, at least
partly. One reason is that ideas about goals and the practice of gender equality are sometimes in
conflict on the political, legal, and organizational levels. This significantly impacts gender equality
work in any individual organization.2

Different gender equality perspectives
When we discuss how to promote gender equality in practice, we make a broad distinction between
quantitative and qualitative gender equality. Working for gender equality from a quantitative
perspective means working towards an even distribution of women and men, whether in
educational settings, in professions, in positions of power, or at various levels of the decisionmaking structure within an organization. Swedish law stipulates that an even gender distribution
shall mean no fewer than 40% women and no more than 60% men in any given group.
Defined qualitatively, gender equality means that the knowledge, experience, and conditions
of both men and women are valued and allowed to inform the norming of various spheres of society,
which includes evolution and change inside organizations. The result is that content, working
conditions, routines, organizational structure, values, power relationships and so on are cut loose
from traditional gender-determined qualifications and skills—things which are decided for
individuals in advance. This is contrast to the purely quantitative approach, which tends to build
upon prevailing norms and values.
We also need to distinguish between two basic kinds of practical gender equality work: work
that preserves the system, and work that changes it. System-upholding work accepts that an
organization is the way it is, and shapes itself according to that premise. System-changing work, in

2

For a discussion of the difference between gender equality perspectives and gender perspectives, see Mark, E., “Nationella

sekretariatets för genusforsknings uppdrag. I skärningspunkten mellan forskning, forskningspolitik och
samhällspåverkan,” 2005, www.genus.gu.se.
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contrast, aims for fundamental change to the organization—change so profound that it changes the
basic characteristics of the organization itself.
Before we proceed, a final note on language: The field of gender studies observes a
distinction between biological “sex”—male and female bodies—and socially constructed “gender”
roles for men and women. Separating masculinity and femininity from male and female bodies
opens up a space to criticize established power structures and traditional notions of what women
and men should be like and what they can do. This distinction between “sex” and “gender,”
however, is not observed in everyday speech, where the meaning of “gender” can and often does
include biological sex. As a result, terms like “gender equality” do not necessarily imply a critical
stance. “Gender equality work,” or a “gender equality perspective,” may often just focus on
redistributing numbers of male and female bodies, which is not the same as working for systemic
change.
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Gender equality and film policy
Introduction
Forty-three feature-length films premiered in 2005. A “feature-length film” is a film over 74 minutes
long; thus, this number does not include shorter documentaries, shorts, or featurettes. Of these 43
films, 11 were documentaries and 32 were feature films. If we look at the roles of director, scriptwriter,
and producer for these films, what kind of gender distribution do we see?
Among the directors, we find 37 men and 11 women; that is, about 24% of the directors were
women. Six films had two directors. Of the scriptwriters, 37 were men and 16 were women; the
proportion of women here is about 30%. One film had four writers, and two films had two writers.
The group of producers included 39 men and 18 women; in this group, the proportion of women is
about 33%. One film had three producers and eleven films had two producers.
If we separate the documentaries from the feature films, and look only at the documentaries,
women account for about 50% of the directors, 60% of the scriptwriters, and 50% of the producers.
For feature films, women account for about 11% of the directors, 25% of the writers, and 26% of the
producers.
These tallies count roles, not people. In some cases the director, writer, and producer may be
one and the same person; sometimes only the director and writer are the same; and sometimes one
role may be filled by several people.3
Clearly, the prevailing gender distribution in Swedish film production is uneven. It is this
imbalance, along with societal developments in general, that motivate public policy requirements for
gender equality in Swedish film production.
As we have seen, there is more than one way to define gender equality. In this context,
however, it does refer precisely to the stipulation of an evenly balanced gender distribution. If we
accept that the goal of gender equality work in Swedish filmmaking is to even up the numbers, how
should we proceed towards that goal? Let us look first at how politicians answer the question.

Film policy
The direction of public film policy starting in 2006 is discussed in a 2005 memorandum from the
Ministry of Culture.4 Here, we read:
Greater gender equality in Swedish film production is, in and of itself, an important goal,
both for film workers and for audiences. Increasing the proportion of women in Swedish film

3

The numbers are taken from the Swedish Film Institute’s list of 2005 premieres.

4

Ett nytt filmavtal 2006–2010. Ds 2005:8.
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production ought also, by increasing diversity, to improve conditions for both an artistic and
a commercial revitalization of Swedish film.5

As this passage makes clear, the call for an even gender distribution in Swedish film production is
motivated by democratic ideology as well as pragmatism. The memorandum recommends that the
new Film Agreement include a special section on gender, with the goal of distributing film
production funding evenly between men and women.
There is a significant difference between doing gender equality work for democracy and
human values, and doing the same work for more pragmatic reasons. The pragmatic perspective
prioritizes such things as increased quality and profitability. Someone whose primary motive is to
safeguard democratic values, in contrast, believes that even if gender equality work cannot be
motivated in practical terms, such work is still important to protect.
The memorandum calls for equal distribution of funds in those roles that are central to
production, and it mentions the roles of scriptwriter, producer, and director specifically. The
objective is to achieve at least 40% representation for whichever gender is underrepresented. Within
Swedish film production as a whole, this objective also applies to each of the film categories of
feature films, children’s films, short films and documentaries individually.
A subsequent Goverment bill6 notes that women make up only a small minority of
scriptwriters, directors, and producers.7 The bill emphasizes that greater gender equality in film
production is an important objective, both for the audience and for people who work in film.
Improving opportunities for women filmmakers is of great importance, and the bill suggests that
new Film Agreement reflect this goal more clearly. The overall objective is for film production
funding to be divided equally between the genders,8 and here the bill mentions the same categories
as the Ministry’s memorandum.
The bill emphasizes the role of the Film Institute in realizing this objective, and urges the
Institute to maintain an ongoing dialogue with other important organizations in the industry. It also
states that the gender equality objective is to be re-evaluated periodically during the period covered
by the agreement, based upon the Film Institute’s annual statistics.
Regarding funding for regional film funds and advance production funding, the same
objectives and requirements apply. Development funding is described as a strategic tool in the work
for greater gender equality.

5

Ibid., 51.

6

Prop 2005/06:3, Fokus på film—en ny svensk filmpolitik.

7

Ibid., 25.

8

Ibid., 26.
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Turning to the 2006 Film Agreement, in Section 3 we find that the twelve signing parties all
concur that one of the objectives of the agreement is to improve conditions for women filmmakers.
In Section 4, we read:
The parties agree to work for greater gender equality in the area of film. The objective is that
funds for Swedish film production shall be distributed evenly between women and men.
This objective entails that the proportion of women in roles central to film production shall
increase during the period covered by the agreement. By no later than one year before the end
of this period, each gender, counted in the number of projects receiving funding, should have
at least 40% representation in the categories of scriptwriter, producer, and director.

To sum up, the Film Agreement states the following: one of its objectives is to improve conditions
for women filmmakers; this objective is defined as an even gender distribution within the categories
of scriptwriter, producer, and director; and the objective is to be achieved by evenly distributing the
funding for films.

The film industry from gender and gender equality perspectives
I have now summarized a series of statements about Swedish film production from a gender equality
perspective: statements made in a memorandum from Ministry of Culture’s, in the Government’s
bill for Swedish film policy, and in the Film Agreement. These different texts all say more or less the
same thing.
What can we say about the gender equality perspective that is being applied here? The
perspective is quanitative., defining equality in terms of an even distribution of men and women. It
includes a clearly articulated call for change; a specific interest in particular categories of film
workers; and the idea that equal gender distribution in Swedish film production may be achieved by
equally distributions of funds.
One question that arises is: can we really achieve a gender-equal film industry just by
distributing the money evenly? Of course, it is to be applauded that state authorities are calling for
greater gender equality in film production, and it is natural for the state to use those tools that are in
its possession—in this case, the various forms of film funding. But is that enough?
Let us distinguish between the forces that operate within the film industry and the external
forces that exist in relationship to it. Government agencies, public opinion of different kinds,
political decisions: these are all external forces putting pressure on the film industry to change, and
we see this clearly in gender equality work.
The industry, however, must make sense of these forces and create its own agendas for
responding to political decisions and other pressures. Here, the industry’s leaders play an important
role in these processes, but so too do other groups. And, of course, forces may also exist inside the
industry that exert their own pressure for change from within. All of these forces are necessary ones,
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even if they do not always speak the same language or proceed under the same assumptions. Gender
equality practitioners go to work every day in this complex field of power relations.
Government authorities direct us to create gender equality in film production by
distributing film funding evenly between men and women. What happens, however, if we expand
the scope of the problem? What happens if we ask how the film industry itself must change in order
to achieve greater gender equality? If we reformulate the problem in this way, then the film
industry’s gender equality work must look not only outwards, t0 the state’s funding and its
requirements and objectives for the industry, but also inwards, to ways it can effect change from
within.
This article seeks to broaden the currently prevalent thinking about gender equality in film
production, by analyzing the processes whereby some film projects are receive funding and some do
not. We can then use this analysis for two purposes: to better understand how gender inequality in
the film industry manifests itself, and to develop tools the industry can use in its internal work for
gender equality.
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Purpose and methods of the project
Purpose
The purpose of the interviews has been to examine, from a gender equality perspective, those
decision-making processes that determine whether or not a film project becomes reality. These
processes take the form of chains of decisions by various actors who all depend upon one another in
various ways.
There are many different kinds of actors who work with film, and thus help decide which
films get made. Their decisions all originate in different points of view, different objectives, and
different backgrounds. What happens in our decision-making network when their actions intersect
with one another?
In order to investigate this question, we interviewed actors working at different places
within in the film industry: producers, representatives of regional film funds, and distributors.
When these actors make decisions about which projects to invest in, how do they picture the
process to themselves? Within these categories of actors, is there any single picture at all? What
happens if we examine these self-images from a gender equality perspective? What do these actors
themselves think about issues of gender awareness and gender equality?
The interview material provides a rough map of some of the key decision-making processes
that steer film production. The goal has been to learn more about everyday practice, in order to
make it possible to work for practical change. The project seeks to provide a picture of the film
industry that may be used for at least two purposes: first, to deepen our understanding of the
difficulties women face in finding an audience for their projects; and second, as a basis for designing
effective gender equality work for the industry.

Methods
The interviews examine how various actors see their own work processes. It has has been important,
therefore, that the interviews be based upon mutual trust. It was also important to glimpse the
various “what you always do’s” that exist within the industry in a reasonably undistorted form, so it
was neither required nor expected that the interview subjects be “politically correct.” On the
contrary, honesty and openness was preferred.
The interviews were carried out by Moa Elf Karlén, a student of gender studies at Södertörn
University. The main battery of questions was developed in collaboration between Karlén, Eva
Mark, and wift Sweden. Karlén prepared the interview material and submitted it to Mark for analysis
and the preparation of this article.
As mentioned above, we interviewed producers, persons in leadership roles at regional film
funds, and distributors. Individuals were selected from both large and small corporations. No film
commissioners at the Swedish Film Institute were included, since they were previously interviewed
15

within the framework of the Institute’s internal gender equality work.9 The public discussion of
these interviews probably overemphasized the film commissioners’ role in Swedish film production.
This study, therefore, focuses on other factors.
The total number of interviews was limited, to keep the amount of material collected a
reasonable size. Twelve people were interviewed, in a total of ten interviews (on two occasions, two
subjects were interviewed together). In the producer category, five people were interviewed, three
men and two women; in the distributor category, three people, two men and one woman; and from
the regional film funds, four people were interviewed, three men and one women.
The interview questions mostly addressed decision-making processes: how decisions are
made about which film projects to invest in. The particpants were also asked to reflect
spontaneously upon these processes. As a result, all of the conversations revolved around the
process by which the participants selected films to invest in: how they proceeded; which factors were
most decisive; whether they had any kind of system. The interview subjects were also asked if they
believed that gender influenced their assessments.
The conversations take slightly different turns from one category of actors to another, and
touch upon different topic areas. The analysis that follows does not report upon the whole of the
interview material. It concentrates specifically on decision-making processes and the extent to
which the interview subjects believe that gender influences those processes.
The interview process itself began by e-mailing the individuals we wished to interview, and
introducing the project to them. Everyone who was asked consented to be interviewed. The
interview atmosphere was consistently open and very accommodating. The conversations were
based upon the questions that had been prepared. Almost all of the interviews lasted for an hour.
The interview subjects were given the opportunity to approve transcripts of their interviews
and provide comments. The interviews were transcribed word for word, preserving colloquial
language, and coded; they were then sent to the interview subjects, along with a letter asking if the
subjects had questions or anything to add.
Three people commented on the interview transcripts. The first person had comments on
the colloquial language and requested that it be revised, and also wondered why we had coded the
material—why we had removed all the names. We explained why we had removed all mention of the
names, revised the language in the transcript, and sent the new version to the person in question.
We also invited additional comments; none were offered.
A second person asked for several clarifications to be made in the transcript, and to approve
any quotations in the final material. Finally, a third person wanted to clarify that participants would
have the opportunity to approve the quotations in the report.
The interview subjects also had the opportunity to approve the material that appears from
their interviews in this report. The working group put a great deal of effort into establishing a
9

Hur svårt kan det vara? Filmbranschen, jämställdheten och demokratin. Arena, Filmkonst 92, 2004.
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climate of trust between ourselves and the interview subjects, in the hopes that this will make
continued cooperation possible in the future.
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The producers
Subjectively based decisions
Five film producers were interviewed: three men and two women. In some respects, they think very
differently from one another. At the same time, there were also some viewpoints that emerged—in
various forms and expressed in various ways—in all of the interviews. It is worth noting that with
regard to these viewpoints, no gender differences are apparent.
For example, all of the producers, regardless of gender, clearly state that the decision to
support a film is a subjective one, always ultimately based on personal grounds. No one claims to
apply a method to the process in any systematic sense. Rather, it boils down to what the producer in
question finds appealing on a personal level.
It is actually quite difficult to put into words. It’s like falling in love—what makes you fall in
love with one person and not with everybody, all the time? But I believe it’s something that
particular person has that speaks to you,…OK, if we try to take it to the next level. What I’m
looking for are unique, original narrators. People who have their own personal narrative
voice.
I believe that the question is very much whether it’s a story you want to tell, and that, I think,
is very subjective. Sometimes you sense that yes, this is a good story, but we’re not the ones
who should tell it. You have to really get excited about it, isn’t that so?
Absolutely the most important factor is that I believe in it…the most important thing is that I
myself am convinced and that I haven’t ended up in a situation where I’ve been talked into
something by a director. I’ve made that mistake. So the most important thing is that I myself
believe in it.

When asked how they decide which projects are of high quality, the subjects answer in a similar
way. The term “quality” is consistently assigned a subjective meaning. This subjective idea of what
quality means then becomes the basis for assessing the projects. A few answers to the question of
what makes a quality script:
That it offers me something. That it fills me with something. That it says something about the
human condition, and that either I get bloody happy, or I personally think that it’s bloody
important, and all of that.
I guess the most important thing, actually, is that you feel that there’s something here that
this author wants to talk about. There’s something behind this that made the author start
writing about it…that’s when you get excited.
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Quality—well, these things aren’t that predictable. We want to find things that we ourselves
are surprised by.

Quality judgments may be motivated by saying, for example, that the story or the narrator are good.
Ultimately, however, the producers associate quality with—for lack of a better term—their own gut
feeling.
Another, important subjective element in the process is the personal chemistry between
producer and director. Film projects are long projects, taking years to complete, and it is important
that the collaboration go smoothly.

Decision-making and gender
The producers were also asked whether they thought that gender influenced their decision-making
processes in any way. The answer that emerges is that producers do not consciously reflect about
gender when deciding which projects to support. However, they leave open the possibility that they
are not fully aware of the inner workings of their process, so gender might still play a role on that
level. Not to put too fine a point on it, we might say that the producers consciously reckon with the
possibility that gender unconsciously plays a role in how they make decisions.
I’m making an assessment based on what I think is good or bad. I don’t believe—although I
can’t guarantee it, of course—that I have ever taken into consideration whether it is a man or
a woman. Not ever. But if there is some outdated structure still buried in my decision-making
process or not, from a long time ago, I have no idea.
We didn’t choose her because she is a woman. If a male producer had come to us, and we felt
like it clicked, we would have hired him. So that [gender] doesn’t come into it.

This basic idea is found in various guises, is expressed in various ways, in all the interviews,
regardless of the gender of the interview subject. I will give a few examples:
It’s more difficult to fund women, that’s just the way it is. As a man, you don’t need to have
done nearly as much as a woman director.
If we look at the statistics, I have had twenty scripts by women that I’ve worked with, but only
one of those scripts was about women. The rest have been women describing men.
And then maybe it’s the case that a lot of women don’t contact me because they’ve seen my
previous work, I’ve had very few women contact me in general with scripts.
If you sit a man and a woman down here and they present the same thing, and the man will
present it more engagingly, more clearly…saying he’ll deliver, and the woman is a little more
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careful. Of course it’s easier to appreciate that, than to appreciate the one who’s more
careful…OK, this is a tough S.O.B., he can deliver.
I think too that women seek us out. There are many women scriptwriters and directors who
actively seek us out.

There is a contradiction, therefore, between how producers describe their decision-making process
when asked to reflect upon it specifically, and what they say in other parts of the interview. In the
first case, they say that gender might play a role on an unconscious level. In the second case, it is
obvious that gender actually does affect how decisions are being made, on a conscious level.

The male network
Producers repeatedly indicate that gender does in fact play a role in their work processes by noting
that the industry’s networks are basically male property. Women do not belong to these networks,
nor can they access them to the same extent.
Yes, all the “get-togethers,” the mingling in the industry—you can really see that male
network. And then you understand a little better who got money, and why. When you see,
aha, they play golf together, they sit in the sauna together. We never really get to go into the
sauna.
We make appointments, we plan, we prepare. The work we have to do to earn a certain
amount [of money]—a male producer gets that amount just by walking through the café, then
they go out for a beer, and he sends an e-mail the next day.

These two statements were made by women producers. They present a familiar picture: that women
compensate for their lack of networks by working harder.

Work processes from a gender quality perspective
The questions in the producer interviews mainly revolve around how they evaluate film projects. It
is taken for granted that these actors possess considerable skill at making this kind of judgment.
What we are asking for is their own picture of how they decide: a piece of their professional selfimage, so to speak. “Do you know how you do things?” we ask. Like all self-images, however, the
professional one is not always completely accurate.
To sum up, the interviews indicate that producers themselves describe their decision-making
as subjective. In conversation, producers provide examples of ways that gender does play a role in
their work processes; simultaneously, however, their professional self-image includes the notion that
gender plays no role in their decisions on a conscious level. Against this backdrop, let us now
examine these conversations from a gender equality perspective.
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What does it mean to apply a gender equality perspective to the film industry? The industry
consists of a collection of practices. Film production is a craft with ties to both commercial and
artistic practices. The interview subjects were asked to describe their practical knowledge. Thus, our
task is to analyze practices from a gender equality perspective. What, then, is a practice?
In order to discuss our results—that is, to look at practices—from a gender equality
perspective, we first need investigate the nature of practical knowledge. This is a key (one of many) to
understanding practices from a gender equality perspective, and to designing functional tools for
gender equality work.

Theoretical and practical knowledge
What is the relationship between theoretical and practical knowledge? That these two kinds of
knowledge are profoundly different from one another goes almost without saying. What we are
interested in is the relationship of theory to practical forms of knowledge, which go by such names
as “practical wisdom,” “learning by doing,” “procedural knowledge,” “tacit knowledge,”
“professional expertise,” and “skill.”10
Theoretical knowledge refers to the knowledge we acquire when we contemplate, reflect
upon, and draw conclusions about the nature of the world. Much of what we colloquially call
“knowledge” is not theoretical knowledge. It belongs to the sphere of practical knowledge and skills.
Practical knowledge means having the ability to act, to intervene in events, in a specific way—to be
able to make specific changes in the world. Practical knowledge, then, has to do with those things we
believe we can do something about.
Practical knowledge may have both verbal and nonverbal aspects. Formulating practical
knowledge might involve choosing a certain course of action consciously, through verbal reflection.
We might decide, for example, that “this is what I’ll do.” Not all practical knowledge, however, is
expressed verbally. Instead, we may be satisfied if we “know how to do it.” It is important to
distinguish between possessing a skill and having theoretical knowledge about that skill, in the
sense of being able to describe it in words and reflect about it. Many practical skills, in fact, are
impossible to verbalize, if by verbalizing we mean to describe what we are doing. We also need to
distinguish between possessing specific abilities and skills, and putting them into practice. Naturally,
verbalizing practices is a prerequisite for theorizing about them in a scientific way.
If we succeed in verbalizing practical knowledge, this verbalization is not itself practical
knowledge; rather, it would consist of theoretical notions about practical knowledge. We would be
describing the act of bicycling, for example, not actually riding a bike. Clearly, there is a difference
10
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between being able to bicycle—to possess that skill—and being able to describe the activity in
theory.
How are we to understand the difference between theory and practice? What might it mean
to systematize practical knowledge? I consider that the expression “theories of practices” has at least
three different categories of meanings. The first is the theory that is implicit in the actions of an
experienced practitioner. This kind of is at least partly unconscious and non-verbal (a fish does not
perceive the water it swims through). Here, the word “theory” is used in its widest sense, as every
organism who acts becomes a theoretician. Professional practitioners “live” one or more theories
through their actions; the theories are facets of these actors’ practice. The second meaning is an
empirical analysis of a practice: that is, some form of systematized description of the practice. The
third is a systematically formulated scientific theory: for example, research about professional
expertise.11

Implicit discrimination?
We have seen that producers make subjectively based decisions, and that those decisions are
influenced by gender, even though their own images of the process do not admit it. Let us now
connect these results with our descriptions of practical knowledge and the gender equality
perspective.
Practical knowledge always remains at least partly nonverbal. We may not always know,
therefore, “how we do” on a conscious and verbal level, and the interview results tell us as much.
The most crucial factor in deciding whether to support a film is subjectively grounded in the
producers’ own actions. We find ourselves, therefore, in the realm of handed-down competence: the
knowledge of the “guild.” To put it another way: we have to apply the perspective of gender equality
to the guild’s notions of functional work processes. This is where we have to focus our efforts for
gender equality.
In practical gender equality work, we move back and form between the security of “doing
what we always do” and achieving change by breaking free of ingrained patterns. We exist in a kind
of dynamic field between system-preserving work and system-changing work. The power of systempreserving work to reproduce itself can be massive. In such a climate, people who embrace change
may feel that they are constantly fighting an uphill battle. To work for equal gender distribution in a
system-preserving way is to work on the system’s own terms.
System-changing equality work, on the other hand, questions the way the system functions.
We might recall the distinction between practical and theoretical knowledge. To possess practical
knowledge means to “know how” to do something, which does not necessarily mean knowing how
to verbalize what one can do. Much practical knowledge, in this sense of the term, consists of
11
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unconscious practices that have been proven to work. System-preserving work takes such prevailing
practices for granted. System-changing work, in contrast, questions prevailing practice. T be able to
alter a prevailing practice—to be able to change the pattern of “doing as we always do”—we must
first become consciously aware of that practice. Only then can we create the conditions that will
allow us to uncover aspects of the practice formerly hidden to us.
The practices of the guild, its “doing what you always do,” is often not verbalized, and often,
perhaps, no one has ever consciously reflected upon them. To reflect upon a behavior, I would
suggest, means to look at it from different angles and compare the results: to step back, and
acknowledge that there are several ways of doing things. Without such reflection, we take habits for
granted, and hand them down unthinkingly, in our schools and our productions.
After conscious reflection, we can see that prevailing practice sometimes includes treating
women and men differently, or discriminating against underrepresented genders. I am not
suggesting that this discrimination is in any way intentional. Rather, the picture I am presenting is
that “knowing how” and “doing what you always do” are habits, and ones which permit of gender
discrimination and rely upon stereotypical ideas about gender. They are habits that function as tools
for exerting power, and that affect the genders differently. They are habits that have not necessarily
been designed to discriminate, but that either directly or indirectly do so nonetheless.
Only after we have reflected consciously upon “knowing how” is it possible to apply a
gender or a gender equality perspective, for only then can we recognize what to analyze. Therefore,
we need to formulate theories about practices and about ways practitioners can try to see and
articulate their own unspoken criteria, norms and values.12 Having done this, we can examine the
system critically to determine whether it discriminates implicitly.
The “doing what you always do” of gender equality practitioners is force that works against
change. As a result, the same person carries within him-or herself both change and resistance to
change. Even people in leadership roles, with the power to decide on fundamental change, still carry
“doing as we always do” inside themselves, and meet the same resistance in others.
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The regional film funds
The commission
What does work with film in a regional film fund involve? What is the nature of the film funds’
commission? All the interviews depict regional film funds as multi-faceted operations. Here are a
few of the ways the interview subjects describe their mission:
We’re a regional resource and production center. We work with all aspects of film
production, from educating teachers, screening, circulating films…we go to film festivals and
meet people in various places, film production, short and documentary films and feature
films. You could say our activities cover just about every aspect of film production aside from
out-and-out distribution.
…we’re not only responsible for making sure that individual projects get money for their
productions. We’re also responsible for building a functioning infrastructure around a film
production. To make sure that there’s know-how and competence, that there are good
production companies, that there are facilities. All the pieces you need to make a good film.
We have a double commission: a cultural policy commission and a commission from our
owner to support growth and development in the region.

When we investigate what decision-making processes in film production look like at regional film
funds, we see a different kind of phenomenon than we did with the producers. In film funds, we see
many different kinds of activities, resulting in a cluster of different decision-making processes.

Actors linked in networks
A regional film fund, in other words, is a complex arena that houses many different types of
activities. The interviews show us chains of interlocking decisions in which each decision may
depend upon the one before—or perhaps vice versa.
As a result, whether or not any particular project becomes a film depends on numerous
intermediate decisions, made by different actors for different reasons. In each of these intermediate
decisions, there is the opportunity for gender to play a role No single actor can influence the entire
chain, because by the time the project lands on his or her desk, much has already been determined.
Many of the decisions have, in a sense, already been made, and they simply reverberate down the
chain.
The interview subject all agree on this version of events, although different people
emphasize different sections of the network. One person consistently stressed the links between
distributors, producers, and financiers:
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The thing is, most of the projects that come to me, they’re well-known producers. And in
those cases, the screening has already happened, at the producer stage.
Yes, for one thing, there’s a network that connects the regions, and of course I network with
distributers, producers, and financiers. You can talk about something and then make a phone
call and say, ‘I want you to look at this project.’

Another participant repeatedly emphasized being dependent upon financing external to the region.
The relationship with the Swedish Film Institute is an important one:
We can put it this way: by and large it’s the case that if a regional company has gotten money
from the Film Institute, it would take a great deal for me to say no to that project.
We can contribute max 20% of a budget and that means I can only take a stance on our
contribution after the main financier has selected its project. The structures in place tend to
have a conservative effect.
It’s a project that has enormous strategic value (for the region). It’s going to have a turnover of
52 million and it will mean a lot of film jobs. I got involved in that project more for purely
strategic reasons than because I cared about exactly who directed which episode, who wrote
the script and so on. In other words, in this case the project had more weight than the people
behind it.

The regional perspective, then, is sensitive to more than just which scripts are best, or
similar aesthetic considerations. It also takes into account strategic advantages for the region.
Finally, one interviewee highlighted the fact that the film funds’ long-term collaborations with
production companies were given a high priority in the decision-making process. For this person,
these collaborations were an important way to create and maintain continuity.

Gender awareness
Like the producers, people working in film at the regional level reason in very different ways, but
still exhibit some consistent tendencies in their thinking. They all concur, for example, in their
portrayal of the decision-making chain. They also all speak similarly about gender awareness and the
nascent work for gender equality.
Generally speaking, these interviewees are aware of gender issues; for example, it seems
natural for them to describe society as gender-inequal, and to point to the film industry as an
example of that inequality. They repeatedly observe that women and men work under different
conditions, receive different opportunities, and have different patterns of representation in various
areas of the industry. Public conversations about gender equality have clearly made an impression
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that is visible both in the observations they make and, as we shall see, in their attitudes toward the
shape of their activities. Let me illustrate this point with a collection of statements:
—I don’t get very many projects from women who want to make films.
—Of all the students in the scriptwriting courses we offer, only two men have gotten their
projects made.
—Many women don’t take that step and go straight to a feature film.
—More men than women are on the path to being a director.
—The road is more difficult for the sort of narratives that women write than the sort of
narratives men write.
—Men are much more often able to imagine directing a screenplay they didn’t write
themselves.
—There aren’t many women producers in the feature film business.
—I get far fewer scripts submitted from women and also fewer women directors than I get
from men.
—Women get stuck in development funding and don’t get to make complete productions.
—The regional production companies are consistently headed by men.

These statements are interspersed throughout the various conversations. They testify to a certain
degree of gender awareness, in the sense that the interviewees observe that circumstances and
patterns are different for men and women.
…not one man comes in here with a script for a short film who doesn’t have his sights set on a
feature film. But plenty of women come in with a short film script and either don’t dare to
imagine that it might turn into a feature film, or feel satisfied that a short film is that they
want to do.

Being aware of the differences in industry conditions for men and women, however, is not
the same thing as perceiving those differences as a problem, or thinking that they need to change.
What is more, even when gender does enter into the decision-making process on a conscious level,
this may still only serve to preserve prevailing patterns and ideas about gender.
In the film fund interviews, it is clear that at the core of the interviewees’ gender awareness
lies the idea that men and women are fundamentally dissimilar. It is, moreover, possible to
determine what is included in the categories of “man” and “woman,” and the categories are
described in terms of how they differ from one another. Gender equality work in this arena would
take such difference as a point of departure.
…then we need to value more highly what happens outside those spheres of influence, then
we need to value more highly what women do, let it weigh more heavily. I think it’s fine that
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women like to work with documentaries. I think it’s fine that women want to work with
children and young people.

Gender equality work can sometimes proceed from the idea that men and women are fundamentally
similar: because they are same, they should have the same rights. It is equally possible, however, for
gender equality work to assume that men and women are inherently different: even though they are
different, they are of equal value.
If the assumption of similarity is combined with purely quantitative gender equality work,
there is an obvious risk that the underrepresented gender may be forced into the categories
occupied by the overrepresented gender. On the other hand, the same problem can arise in gender
equality work that is based on the assumption of difference. And in the latter case, when a notion of
peculiarity or difference is the implicit point of departure, gender equality work risks cementing the
postulated differences.
Letting gender equality mean respect for gender differences can be risky, if it leads to
reinforcing stereotypical gender patterns. Supposedly, this approach is more sensitive to individual
needs. Ultimately, however, it may lock both women and men in their own traps, and actually thwart
individuals who try to break free of traditional patterns. The sexes are different— and thus, it is
understood, they should be.

Gender equality work
To a degree, then, the regional representatives are gender-aware, and they do see the activities of
their organizations from a gender equality perspective. They also see opportunities to do gender
equality work in various ways. For example:
In fact, we can fish, we can fish for gender, different ages, themes. We have the freedom to do
it, and so I think we have a big responsibility to do it. And I think that we’ve tried to work on
it in a fairly deliberate way for the past year and a half…

This is a recurring theme in the interviews: to actually try actively to influence the film
industry, from any of a number of gender equality perspectives, and the idea that this thinking has
gained momentum in recent years. Things are changing.
Of course the regions can do things! We have a whole different level of security. We’re used
to moving into new territory, so obviously we should take responsibility for this
development…We can do new projects and small weird women’s projects, or funny women’s
projects, or important women’s projects, all the time. But when we do, it’s important for the
media and the country to pay attention to the fact that we’re doing this here in Sweden.
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Our directives, which they’re working on now, state that we have to work actively to even out
the differences between men and women in film. But everything still happens on a project-byproject basis.

On the one hand, the film fund representatives point out that the network of decisions
determining which projects actually turn into films clearly limits how much influence any single
actor has. It is not uncommon for individuals to feel that they do not, in fact, have much
opportunity to guide developments. On the other hand, they also describe taking actions informed
by their gender awareness, as part of efforts to promote gender equality. One thing in particular that
is mentioned multiple times is the necessity to provide women directors with continuity across their
productions.
When we discussed it, we said that we would only do this project on the condition that the
director was a woman. So the director was a woman. And to be perfectly honest, I don’t think
that it would have been a woman if we hadn’t said that.

Here, gender equality work takes the shape of attempts to change the environment for women
working in film. That work is combined, as we have seen, with the idea that fundamental differences
exist between the sexes.
If gender equality work is based on an assumption of women’s otherness, letting gender
equality mean respect for gender differences, then gender equality work contributes to cementing
stereotypical gender patterns. Such work reinforces and upholds the system. It is a kind of work that
is intended to enable the underrepresented gender to succeed just as well as the overrepresented
gender—within the confines of the system. The system itself is not subjected to gender analysis or
system-changing gender equality work. Its norms remain unquestioned.
We might also think of gender equality work another way. We might say that on the
individual level, it has to do with freedom: the right to choose for any individual to choose his or her
lifestyle and define his or her own identity. In this view, gender equality affords both men and
women greater opportunity to develop their personalities—not by valuing them either differently or
equally, according to patriarchal patterns, but by allowing them more freedom to explore different
sides of themselves and different life choices. The gender-equal society is one that allows different
people to assemble masculinity and femininity in different ways, where women and men are free to
create their own personal way to live.
Effective gender equality work demands a system-changing perspective. All of the members
of the team have to understand that the industry’s “doing what we always do” encompasses
unreflecting gender discrimination and a reliance on stereotypical ideas about gender, even by
people who consider themselves radicals or rebels. A powerful, collective consensus is still in effect,
and it is not at all certain that we know what it really looks like.
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Power situated in networks of decisions
The interviews show us networks of decisions that each influence one another in various ways. Does
anyone have a complete overview of the decisions made all along the line? Is developing an overview
even possible? Obviously, trying to do so runs the risk of imposing an order, a structure and a
coherence upon this arena that it does not really possess.
…we’re all part of a big system that we don’t control. So the question is, how do you effect
change in a system that big, over which you have no control? Is it anarchy? Or something
else?

Such a complex network of power and dependence relationships does not admit of a
complete overview. It also contains internal forces that work powerfully to reproduce themselves
and preserve the existing network intact, forces that operate as the members of the network “do
what they always do.” Over time, these self-reproducing forces stabilize the network and counteract
change.
Any individual’s actions are guided partly by the “structure that speaks inside him or her,”
without the individual necessarily even knowing about it—sometimes, perhaps against the
individual’s own will. We are far from being fully conscious of ourselves as we “do what we always
do”. “What we always do” does not involve taking a deliberate stance, debating different courses of
action, or making independent choices about what to do. Put a different way: “doing what we always
do” is not the result of existential choices.
This implies that the network has its own “doing what we always do” that governs how its
members become aware of events and evaluate them, which things they consider important or
desirable, what they regarded as objectionable, and so on. Within such a network, we both exert
control and are controlled. We have the opportunity to influence some things, but at the same time,
the system lives a life of its own and and limits our room to maneuver.
We need to differentiate between power over the whole and power over our own decisions
and work processes. As individuals, we can influence the work process that we participate in and are
responsible for. If we assume that we need power over the whole network before we can start gender
equality work in the film industry, we ensure that we will never start such work at all.
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The distributors
Commercial enterprise
When we ask distributors which factors are critical in deciding which film projects to support, they
offer some new answers to this question. Here, as in the other groups, participants talk about a “gut
feeling” and good stories. But they also add another argument is added to the mix: the need to make
a profit, and thus the need to develop an idea of what audiences want.
The main concern is that our job is to bring in money. Then, of course, it’s also true that we
like to support things that we ourselves think are good.

To develop an idea of what audiences want, distributors may start by looking at various kind of
statistics. They may also rely on their own personal notion of what attracts an audience to the movie
theater. But when the interview subjects describe how they develop their sense of the audience, they
do not mention taking gender into account. Instead, they tend to talk about age, or about what is
appropriate for large and small cities, about university towns and lifestyles.
One distributor noted that she was more director-oriented than producer-oriented:
Abroad, actually, they talk about the producer. I don’t think that in Sweden we have that
emphasis on producers at all; here we talk more about the director. It’s not important to the
general public, perhaps, but within the industry [it is].

Another of the distributors had a personal network of directors that was a crucial factor in making
decisions about film projects.

Lack of gender awareness
A clear and consistent feature of these interviews is that the distributors do not perceive gender
inequality as a problem. Nor do they consider gender a factor that might influence their decisions
about film projects. Instead, they feel that good projects are good projects, and gender has nothing
to do with it. Quality is determined independently of gender affiliation.
I don’t care whether a story was written by a man or a woman; what’s important is that it be
good. So I’m against all quotas in the cultural sphere.
To me it really makes no difference whether it is a man or woman who brings me a project—I
just look at the project.

The distributors also consistently express another idea: the notion that the women bring the
problem of gender inequality with them. It is not uncommon to situate the problem of gender
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equality with the gender that is underrepresented in various power structures—often the female
gender, though of course not always. At worst, this means that women are perceived as harboring
the problem of gender inequality. As a result, the gender equality measures thought to be suitable
are aimed at “correcting” women: getting women to stand up for themselves, getting women to take
an interest in different things, getting women to grow thicker skins, and so on.
Women define gender inequality by their absence: by being less numerous as men, by getting
less space and fewer opportunities. Against this background, gender equality work is supposed to
help women either to live up to the conditions that men enjoy, or to contribute something
“different”: go to work to bring different things than men to their organizations. In both cases, the
expectations are predicated on women’s otherness, and the equality work preserves that otherness.
This reasoning runs through the interviews with the distributors, regardless of the gender of
the person interviewed:
Being a producer is a completely different thing than being a director. To be a producer is to
be a businessman, to be able to pull together financing and run to the Film Institute and hit
them up for money. I mean, trying to get people like us to invest, maybe bringing private
investors into the project. It’s possible that’s something that is more masculine. It’s possible
the women think it’s more frustrating and the men think it’s exciting. And of course there are
many more male producers, and then it’s harder for the women to get a foot in that door.
As a director and a producer, you’re very exposed. I think it might be the case that men in
general are more inclined to put themselves out there and take risks than we women are.
Maybe we don’t have confidence in ourselves the same way they do. We want to feel we can
really manage the things we do. On the other hand, I also often think that women are much
more capable than men, if you want to make a sweeping comparison.

Work for gender equality began because women and men live their lives on different terms.
This fact, and the repression and injustice that it entails, is what gender equality work is meant to
undo. Such work cannot be founded upon the otherness of the underrepresented gender. We need a
fresh start, one that locates the gender equality problem in the industry’s “what we always do,” and
challenges the system’s norms and values.

Film distribution and equality work
The interviews with the distributors demonstrate both a lack of gender awareness and a skeptical
attitude about gender equality work that aims to equalize the distribution of men and women by
number. Distributors fear that such efforts could compromise the quality of their film projects.
Because the job of distributors is to sell at a profit, their distrust of gender equality work is linked to
the suspicion that this work would negatively impact the bottom line. Is it possible to conduct
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gender equality work within the framework of a commercial enterprise? Can gender equality be
profitable?
Obviously, since the audience consists of half men, half women, it’s important for there to be
a (gender) division on the other side too. It’s also possible that women could make films that
have a different tone and a different look than what all these traditional male directors might
do, and I think that’s good. Especially if you’re targeting a slightly older audience.

This segment of the film industry is searching for ways to argue that equality work can enhance
profitability, in order to justify a positive attitude towards work on gender equality.
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Summary and conclusions
Summary
The interview material paints a complex picture of how decisions about film projects are made.
Disparate processes and factors lie behind these decisions. The decisions are also guided by different
assumptions and made in the service of different goals. Any gender equality work in the film
industry, if it is to be effective, must take this complexity into account.
Producers make subjective decisions about which projects they want to invest in and what
makes a good script. These are examples of work processes where implicit gender discrimination
and gender stereotypes come into play, even though the decision-makers do not intend this and are
not aware of it. It is not at all certain that actors know everything that is included in their own
“doing what we always do.”
At the regional film funds, decisions about film projects take additional factors into account.
These factors include the dependence relations that exist among distributors, producers, and
financiers, as well as strategic advantages for the region. Compared to the producers, the regional
representatives demonstrate a greater awareness of the gender inequality that exists within the film
industry, and more interest in initiating purposeful gender equality work.
The group of distributors displayed least awareness of gender issues. The conversations with
the distributors also indicated that they see gender inequality as a problem that starts with women,
and that women carry with them.
An initial conclusion, therefore, is that in each group, things look different. Different actors
in the film industry start with different perspectives and proceed under different conditions. As a
result, their gender equality analysis and gender equality work is based on different points of
departure. Clearly, the political call for the even distribution of film funding between men and
women only goes so far. Against this background, how should we work for gender equality?
We have also seen that levels of gender awareness and the awareness of gender inequality
shift from one group to another, along with the tendency to engage in gender equality work. All of
the groups, however, have one thing in common: nowhere do we hear a call for system-changing
gender equality work, the kind of work that would question the film industry’s norms and values, its
“doing what we always do.”

Organizational analysis and analysis of work processes
If we are to introduce system-changing gender equality work to the film industry, how should we do
it? I pose this question having observed that the seminars, half-day sessions and guest speakers that
we arrange to stimulate interest and insight in individuals have very little influence on organizations
at all.
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What is it that needs to change? The answer, I think, is not primarily how individual
members of the organization think, feel, or act. What we need to change, above all, is the industry’s
“doing what we always do.” That is a profound change, so if the process is to function, the leaders
will have to kick things off with their own will to change. Leadership development that focuses on
gender awareness and gender equality will be a critical part of the process. Of course, that is not all
we need. The process of change cannot succeed without the support of the entire team.
System-changing gender equality work takes aim at an organization’s existing norms, values,
and ideals. It builds on the insight that these norms, values, and ideals are upheld by both women
and men, after they have been socialized to do so. We cannot assume, therefore, that increasing the
numbers of the underrepresented gender will change either the organization’s leadership or the way
it operates. To put it another way: working toward an even gender distribution is not enough.
Against the backdrop we have now established of widely different processes, conditions, and
assumptions, how ought we to work for gender equality? I would suggest that we start with
organizational analyses and analyses of work processes from gender and gender equality
perspectives. Such analysis allow us to tailor solutions and ways of working that can function in
different contexts. Perhaps it is time to return to the subtitle of this article: “Not just doing what you
always do, but also being aware of what you're doing, so that you can do things differently.”
We can carry out operations analyses from various gender equality perspectives, for
example, through dialogue between representatives of the organization and gender equality experts.
The important thing is to see the organization with new eyes. Gender equality work is largely about
relating different perspectives to one another. We can viewing an organization, for example, from a
gender-neutral perspective, from various gender perspectives, from various gender equality
perspectives, and then compare those perspectives to one another: or more accurately, compare the
different perceptions of reality that can exist within one and the same organization.
Analyzing work processes from a gender and gender equality perspective can be briefly
outlined in three steps. The first step is to verbalize our own practice and find out what it looks like;
to know how things are done. The practice of the guild, its “doing what you always do,” is nonverbal
and perhaps has never been the object of conscious reflection. Habits are taken for granted and
passed down, unexamined, in educational programs and productions. It is at this stage that we learn,
for example, what “quality” is.
Only after we have reflected consciously on “knowing how” can we take the next step. Only
then can we start to apply a gender or a gender equality perspective. We may then learn that our
“doing what we always do” includes gender discrimination that has been handed down to us: a
reliance on gender stereotypes; habits that are not meant to discriminate, but that do so indirectly;
habits that support an exercise of power that affects men and women differently.
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The third step, finally, is to identify current gender equality objectives and to use the
knowledge produced in the second step to develop new ways to work toward those goals.13

13

Mark, E. Jämställdhetsarbetets teori och praktik, Studentlitteratur, forthcoming 2006.
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“You can choose your strategy…”
The key role of the producer
In recent years, discussions of gender equality in the Swedish film industry have seen many kinds of
questions and approaches come and go. There has been an increasing amount of talk about women
directors and scriptwriters. There has also been discussion of the Film Institute’s distribution of
funding. As I carried out the interviews that were to serve as the foundation for Eva Mark’s article
on decision-making processes in the film industry, many of the people I spoke to also brought up
production as a stage that would be critical in any successful work for change.
Upon analyzing the complicated web of decision-making processes that the interview
material revealed, it became clear that these remarks were quite correct. For that reason, I chose to
investigate the role of the producers in more detail. This article is based on interviews that I
conducted with four women producers.
The film business in Sweden is small and held together only by rather loose bonds. To
demand things like gender equality is not that simple, since we are not dealing with a factory housed
in a single building and headed by a single person, with a single staff. The film industry is a network
of large and small independent production companies, each often with one or two producers and an
administrator, which are bound together via common channels for financing and distribution.
The role of the producer fulfills a key function in this loosely assembled structure. Producers
work as liasons, connecting other film workers, distributors, and financiers. Producers select projects
and shepherd them through the industry’s structures, using both formal and informal channels.
Before feature productions with women scriptwriters or directors can reach the Swedish Film
Institute at all (and also, of course, when the scriptwriters and directors are men), they must be put
forward by a producer.
Of the feature films that premiered in 2005, 26% were produced by women. It would be
interesting to discuss whether this fact influences which narratives reach the Film Institute and the
industry’s financiers and distributors; and if so, how. To achieve a more even gender distribution
within this occupation in the long term, however, I think that we need to begin with a discussion of
the working conditions that currently face women producers.

The significance of numbers
In the field of organizational research, it was been observed by the beginning of the 1970s that the
numbers of women and men working at any given job or in a given company or industry had clear
and quantifiable effects. In 1977, Rosabeth Moss Kanter published an organizational study of a large
multinational corporation within which men were considerably in the majority.1 Kanter’s study,
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which is still frequently cited today, examined the placement of women within this organization,
and found that women were most often located in the positions of least power. Previously, similar
phenomena had been explained with reference to women’s qualities or preferences. For example,
women were supposed to have lower career ambitions and for this reason to have been given lower
positions within the organization. Kanter proposed a different, structural theory to explain the
different positions of women and men in organizations. It included the following three variables:
opportunity, power, and relative numbers; that is, the proportional distribution of men and women.2
In this model, opportunity means the possibilities that exist for mobility and growth within
organizations. These include the opportunities for advancement that exist within different kinds of
work, access to continuing professional development and the chance to do challenging work, and
the opportunity to receive for perks and bonuses.
Here, Kanter makes an interesting discovery, one which later theorists have continued to
build upon. Structures of opportunity, Kanter finds, create feedback loops, and these can explain
the gender differences in organizations. People with many opportunities—often men—act in a way
that breeds more opportunities for them; then, their expanded array of opportunities encourages
more of this behavior. People with few opportunities open to them—usually women—seem to go in
the opposite direction, which puts them at an additional disadvantage and restricts their
opportunities even further. According to Kanter, the different structures of opportunity for men
and women explain why they behave differently in organizations.
One of the producers that I interviewed describes just such a situation:
My partner works in almost the same branch as I do, and when we’ve gone out for a drink and
I’ve had to visit the restroom, he might meet one of those men financiers, for example, and
even though he doesn’t know them, he can order a beer and just chat without knowing them,
and I, the one who should know them, somehow feel like I could never be that relaxed. They
have some kind of code, just like women have. Even if I’m not there on business, I find myself
weighing my words.

The second part of Kanter’s model concerns the power structure within the organization.
Kanter defines power as the capacity to mobilize resources. Critical factors that influence power
include formal position in the hierarchy of the organization, alliances with colleagues and superiors,
and whether a job requires routine work or work of a freer, more independent nature. Kanter argues
that it is not gender differences, but power differences, that ultimately lead to different conditions
for men and women in organizations. For example, women in managerial positions may be perceived
as more controlling than men. It is more correct to explain this perception as a result of women’s
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relative powerlessness within the organization, than as an expression of any individual woman’s
personal qualities.
The last part of Kanter’s model concerns the significance of the numerical proportions of
men and women in an organization. Here, Kanter identifies three structural effects that result from
the fact that the women in her study are in the minority:
Visibility means that those few women who manage to enter a male-dominated job stand out
more than their male colleagues. For these women, heightened visibility is not necessarily a good
thing. It puts extra pressure on them to perform, and limits their scope for action.
The contrast effect means that the very presence of members of the minority—women—
makes the majority—men—more conscious of their own similarities, even as it threatens this
commonality. The effect is to exaggerate the differences between the majority and the minority.
Assimilation refers to the notion that it is easier to generalize about the minority group than
the majority group, because the minority group is fewer in number, and so more difficult to think of
as a unit. The effect is that women are often judged based on stereotypes and generalizations. For
example, it is commonly assumed that women work in assistant positions. One of my interview
subjects puts her finger on the problem:
When I called to reserve a table for the trade fair, I talked to a woman who gave me a slightly
better price. At the end of the conversation, the woman said, “Yes, you’re getting a lower
price and now you can tell your boss later what a good job you did!” That’s what I mean by
saying that we’re always having to come from behind.

A segregated film industry
As in the Swedish labor market overall, many workers active in the film industry find themselves in a
gender minority, within their occupation or within the industry as a whole. Most occupations today
are clearly dominated by either men or women, and the film industry is no exception. In a 1991
report, the filmmaker Margareta Vinterheden noted that of the 1320 people active in film production
between 1983 and 1990, one-third were women.3 Surveying the gender distribution of workers active
in 1991, Vinterheden found that of 154 cinematographers, 144 were men, and of 54 gaffers, 53 were
men.4 In a follow-up study a decade later, she observed that the picture from 1991 had remained
unchanged.5 Of 165 cinematographers, there were now 152 men, and among 50 gaffers there was not a
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single women.6 For other occupations, including costume designers, the reverse was true: of 87
costume designers, 82 were women, and of 37 script supervisors, all were women.7
This segregation, or the separation of men and women into different compartments, is also
evident in the different film genres. A great many of the women working in the film industry may be
found doing documentaries, films for children and young people, and short films and featurettes.
Full-length feature films are clearly dominated by men.
This means that Kanter’s theories about the significance of simple numbers can be applied to
a very large portion of the Swedish film industry. These theories can explain the working conditions
for men who are production managers and the conditions for women producers equally well—both
groups occupy minority positions. In Kanter’s model, it is the number that counts; whether it is men
or women who are fewer in number makes no difference. With regards to women producers
specifically, we see that the difficulties they experience professionally can often be coupled to the
concrete effects of being in the minority, although being women in leadership roles also has a
significant effect.

Understanding conditions via strategies
Following Kanter, Anna Wahl has observed that it is more productive to look at women’s conditions
than women’s nature.8 Instead of discussing how the personal qualities of women leaders differ from
those of men, we ought to look at how conditions within organizations differ for men and women in
leadership roles. These conditions make it possible to act in some ways but not others. Are
expectations for women different than expectations for men? Do men and women receive different
kinds and amounts of encouragement within the same organization, or from society at large? If a
man and woman use the same leadership style, will they get different results? What happens when a
woman in a leadership position gives clear orders? What happens when a man does the same?
Because actions are shaped by the environment, Wahl argues, we can look at women’s
actions and deduce the conditions under which they work and live. Women’s actions expose the
opportunities available to them, and the limits that are in place, in any given occupation.
Wahl describes three different strategies available to women who occupy a minority position
in an organization: the positive strategy, the gender neutral strategy, and the contextual strategy.9 We can
think of all three of these strategies as responses to the conditions under which women work in an
6
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organization. Wahl considers these strategies to be means by which women bridge the gap between
their self-esteem and the gender structure built into their profession.
The positive strategy admits that gender plays a role in the organization, but chooses to focus
on the personal advantages that that fact may entail. Wahl interviewed women engineers and
economists who described some benefits to being one of only a few women in their profession or
their workplace. Many of these women also elected to exploit such benefits: the fact that they might
be seated next to a VIP at a dinner, for example, or assigned to entertain foreign visitors.
Wahl cautions, however, that this positive discrimination has a flip side. For the most part,
the advantages described by the women in her study are actually built upon disadvantages. Women’s
minority position and their subordination are the main reasons that these advantages exist at all. If
women were not so few in number, they would not attract so much attention. If expectations for
what women can achieve in a man’s world were not so low to begin with, womens’ achievements
would not be met with such pleased surprise.10
According to Wahl, the gender neutral strategy is the strategy most frequently used by women
in male-dominated environments. This strategy ascribes no significance to gender at all.
Discrimination within the organization is ascribed to personal shortcomings, or random chance.
The following excerpt from one of my interviews illustrates the gender neutral strategy. Here, the
producer is reflecting upon her attempts to avoid ending up with a job as a production manager after
leaving her degree program at the Drama Academy (Dramatiska Institutet, DI):
Why is it so easy to end up in the role of a production manager?
Because the program at DI is called production manager/producer, and there’s a big shortage
of production managers.
What is the gender balance like among production managers? Is it easier for girls to get stuck there and
not go on to become producers?
Yes, probably so, but there are also lots of very competent men who work as production
managers. So whether you become a production manager or a producer actually probably has
something to do with your personal qualities.

In this example, the producer’s position is that personal qualities, not gender, lie behind the
distribution of production managers and producers. A contextual strategy, in contrast, would note
that 79% of production managers but only 17% of producers are women, and look beyond personal
qualities for an explanation. Women employing contextual strategies assume a critical position vis-àvis the organization and the outside world. They find that gender plays a role in such phenomena as
10
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the different treatment of men and women in leadership roles, the design of workplaces to
accommodate some kinds of lives and not others, and differences in wage-setting and the valuation
of professional efforts.
The excerpt I have quoted can also be viewed through the lens of Kanter’s theory that
increased visibility is one of three consequences of occupying a minority position. Kanter’s model
suggests that it is the fact of being in the minority that is crucial, and not whether the minority is
made up of men or women. The example above clearly shows that men production managers, who
are very few in number, are more visible in this occupation than women—we see this when the
interview subject immediately points out that “there are are also lots of very competent guys who
work as production managers.” Because they are more visible, people in the minority sometimes do
not actually experience themselves as such:
I think it’s so strange to hear you say that there aren’t that many women producers. I think
there are lots of women producers. I think they’re the ones that are responsible for all the
exciting things happening in Swedish filmmaking.
I was referring to the films that premiered in 2005. Only a quarter of them were produced by a woman.
Yes, that’s really strange. I feel like there are so many of them.

The same producer, however, can also apply a contextual strategy and observe that women overall
are disadvantaged by the structure of the industry. It seems easier for her to perceive this
disadvantage in relationship to others than to herself:
I myself don’t feel that I have met any resistance as a woman producer. I’ve seen that
sometimes, when they’re going to launch a screenwriter or a director, either a woman or a
man, that for some of the people who make the decisions there’s still a difference. To a young
man, people just say, “That’s great!” But the expectations of a young woman are, “Will she be
able to do this?” I find it quite frightening that decision-makers are still stuck in old
structures, both women and men.

Another producer I interviewed uses a contextual strategy to explain the “raised eyebrows”
that she gets from her surroundings—her way of describing that she receives extra attention because
she deviates from the norm of what a producer is:
It attracts attention. We live in a society where the man is the norm in so many areas, whether
it’s the head of a corporation, the boss, when you think of power and money you see a man of
a certain age from a certain class, and so many things are associated with that. Obviously it
raises a lot of eyebrows.
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This producer understands the reason why she is met with “raised eyebrows.” Even so, when she
finds herself in situations that construct her as an other (or as Kanter might say, when she comes up
against the contrast effect of her minority position), she usually chooses not to make an issue of it:
When it happens, I choose not to look at it too closely. I try not to think in those terms.

The contextual strategy makes an offensive stance possible, but does not require it. I have quoted
two producers who do, at times, choose a strategy that builds on an awareness that the structure of
their industry discriminates against them. That awareness, however, often remains silent. Neither of
them chooses to discuss it with their environment. A third producer I interviewed described a more
offensive minority strategy, and one which could be considered a contextual strategy. She describes
how, early in her career, she and the women that she worked with attempted to use their labor union
to change their minority position, instead of ignoring it:
I can’t say that I felt like anyone set out to trip me up…because I was a woman, but at the same
time, like most women, I was aware that I was in a tiny minority and that that was completely
unacceptable. So within the union, we women decided that we had to do something about it.
So all of us only voted for women candidates, no matter how good or how bad they were. We
just voted for women.

After two years, enough women had been elected to positions of authority that the producer and
her colleagues agreed to switch strategies and stop voting for women if there was a better candidate.
Their minority position had been corrected, at least partly. Increasing the number of women no
longer needed to be an end in itself.
I would like to emphasize that in my view, the contextual strategy does not necessarily have
to include taking an offensive stance on gender issues. Using a contextual strategy is certainly a
prerequisite for identifying system-changing strategies, but a contextual strategy does not have to be
used for that purpose. It does not have to be an offensive strategy at all. The producers I interviewed
described situations in which they used a contextual strategy to make sense of a situation, but then
chose a response which might be described as a controlled retreat. They simply “locked themselves
in,” and waited for their self-esteem to recover.
It’s been important for me to never end up in a situation where I lose my self-confidence.
When I have, I’ve always withdrawn from the situation, because everyone’s self-confidence
has limits. That’s been my guideline. I learned very early on that if you don’t feel secure in
yourself today, don’t call anyone, don’t do anything that has an impact outside of your office.
That you keep the fear and uncertainty that you often feel to yourself. That’s really what I
mean. If you share it, people will exploit it. That’s been my experience.
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In the future, it would be interesting to look more closely at what women do in that room, as
they behind a closed door for their self-confidence to return. Learning how women recover their
self-esteem after it has been battered by gender structures could help us better understand the
actions they take, both individually and as a group.

Conclusion
In this article, I have taken up the observation made by Anna Wahl that observing the conditions
under which women live and work is more productive than looking at their characters. Observing
how women act in an organization can help us deduce something about which conditions and
opportunities exist for them. Wahl identifies three strategies that women use, in her view, to bridge
the gap between their self-esteem and the gender structure of their organizations. By referring to
those strategies, I have attempted to shed some light on the conditions that prevail for women
producers in the Swedish film industry.
Many of the situations I have described have to do with the fact that the women involved are
in the minority in their occupation or field. As minority figures, for example, women are more
visible than men—something that they do not necessarily experience as positive. As Rosabeth Moss
Kanter has shown, being in the minority can also have other effects: you are more likely to be
compared to a stereotype, for instance, because it is easier to find common features that unite a small
minority group than a large majority group. To understand at least some of the situations that the
producers describe, however, an awareness of the general implications of the minority position does
not seem to be enough. We also need to examine more specifically what it means to be a woman and
a leader at the same time.
Producers can play a key role in gender equality work in the Swedish film industry.
Producers shepherd film projects along long chains of decisions that run through the loose structure
of the industry. Producers are strategically crucial: they put together the film crew and set wages,
both important issues in gender equality work. More than 80% of producers working in 2001 were
men.
Many of the problems faced by women producers are caused simply by the fact that they are
so few in number. In other words, many problems could be resolved by the simple measure of
bringing more women into the profession. On the other hand, it remains hard to bring in new
women while the minority effects still operate. Hopefully, the numbers are starting to even out.
There remains a risk, however, that the rise in numbers of women we are now seeing could be
misinterpreted as too large, simply because the minority is always more visible than the majority. It is
to be hoped that by talking more about gender equality in the film industry, we can effect concrete
changes in film workers’ conditions. Should these changes prove not to be for the better—if they
simply lead to old gender structures being expressed in new ways—then it remains to be seen which
strategies women will choose to face them.
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wift Sverige (the Swedish chapter of women in film and television) was established in connection
with the Gothenburg Film Festival in 2003. By the beginning of 2006, it had grown to 200 members.
wift is a nonpartisan, nonprofit organisaion dedicated to strengthen and raising the visibility of
women active in all areas of the film, television and other motion picture industries, by the following
means:
• creating national and international networks
• creating places where members can meet
• providing members with up-to-date information
• supporting members in their professional careers
• assuming an advisory role and participating in public debates on film and media
wift was founded in Los Angeles in the early 1970s as a protest against the predominance of
men in the film industry, after a the release of a study showing that only 3% of all television
screenplays recorded in 1972 were written by women. The study attracted enormous attention and
became the starting point for wift.
Today wift has over 10,000 members and is represented in some 40 countries around the
world, including Australia, Denmark, England, France, Ireland, Italy, Jamaica, Canada, Kenya,
Mexico, New Zealand, Norway, Sweden, Germany, the United States, and Zimbabwe.
E-mail: info@wift.se
Hemsida: www.wift.se
Administrative Board
Görel Elf
Chair, television producer; gel@ur.se
Gunilla Burstedt
Filmhögskolan in Gothenburg, contact for Väst; gunilla.burstedt@film.gu.se
Ewa Cederstam
Cinematographer and documentary filmmaker; ewacederstam@hotmail.com
Anneli Edström
Production manager; abc@mac.se
Ingrid Edström
Expert; ingridedstrom@tele.com
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AnneMarie Harms
Dramatiska institutet, contact for member information and questions;
annemarie.harms@draminst.se
Pernilla Hultén
Contact Söder, director and producer; pernilla.hulten@limestone.se
Susann Jonsson
Project manager; firmasusann@telia.com
Ania Oxburgh
Producer; anita@migmafilm.se
Sirel Peensaar Miell
Contact Norr, film commissioner for short and documentary films at Filmpool Nord; sirel@fpn.se
Anne-Marie Söhrman Fermelin
Film commissioner for short films; anne-marie.sohrmanfermelin@sfi.se
Lisa Taube
International collaboration at SVT; lisa.taube@svt.se
Charlotte Suarez Mazar
Event organizer, producer; lottasuarez@telia.com
Gundel Wetter
Contact for website, scriptwriter; gundel.wetter@swipnet.se

47

