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Since Acker’s seminal paper was published in 1990 the notion of the gendered organization has become centrally influential in locating gender within organizations and understanding how organizations inculcate and perpetuate inequality and oppression (Britton, 2008; Martin and Collinson, 2002; Mumby and Ashcraft, 2006), and therefore social injustice.  For Acker, “to say that an organization […] is gendered means that advantage and disadvantage, exploitation and control, action and emotion, meaning and identity, are patterned through and in terms of a distinction between male and female, masculine and feminine” (p. 146).  This distinction is far from politically neutral with feminist approaches to work and organizations arguing that this gendering privileges masculinity and reproduces gender inequality; a critique that ultimately seeks redress whereby mechanisms are created to “build less oppressively gendered organizations” (Britton, 2000: 431).

This chapter considers the gendered organization as it relates to the political and ethical process that has been called ‘becoming-woman’ as originally introduced by Deleuze and Guattari (1980/2004).  This focus on becoming creates a space for developing existing ideas surrounding ‘identity as imperceptibility’ (Linstead and Pullen, 2006: 1305; Thanem, 2004) so as to destabilize gender binaries and enable the ethico-political potential of affectual bodies to be read. For Deleuze and Guattari gender is the most pervasive example of what such a politics needs to address, suggesting:

Women, regardless of their numbers, are a minority, definable as a state or a subset; but they create only by making possible a becoming over which they do not have ownership, into which they themselves must enter; this is a becoming-woman affecting all of human kind, men and women both. (p. 117)
Deleuze and Guattari’s focus is specifically on a minoritarian politics that pits personal potential against power, domination and oppression; in our case  in the context of “inequality regimes” in organizations (Acker, 2006: 460).  Becoming-woman, we suggest, is central to extending Acker’s gender politicization of organizations, by reconsidering it in light of a radical organizational politics inspired by Deleuze and Guatarri (e.g. Sorenson, 2005; Thanem, 2004); a politics which  disrupts the rational, disembodied and oppressive stability of organizations.

The ‘woman’ in Deleuze and Guattari’s becoming-woman does not refer to those people who are biologically female as “defined by her form, endowed with organs and functions and assigned a subject” (p. 303).  Nor are they suggesting that becoming-woman would entail imitating some presumed notion of womanhood.  Becoming-woman is instead understood as a force manifest as an ontological category which creates ‘movement beyond dualism’ (Grosz, 2005: 6). Becoming-woman is a flow rather than a fixed position. It is about allowing becoming to take place rather than it being confined by dominating and restrictive ideas about what is right about being a woman or a man; the very ideas that motivate gendered organizations. Becoming-woman, following Grosz, is a “politically necessary path in the development of new concepts of man and woman” (2005:5). This becoming resists being located, judged and controlled by the “man-standard” (Deleuze and Guattari, 1980/2004 321).  As Braidotti’s feminist development of Deleuze and Guattari’s work explains, becoming-woman is a primary form of becoming because “woman is the privileged figure of otherness in Western discourse”; hence becoming-woman serves as a “marker for a general process of transformation” (1994: 114) away from domination.  Becoming-woman is a subversive process, one that undermines the masculine norm and the othering of woman; it is a transgressive politics.  
The idea of becoming-woman has come under some scrutiny in feminist theory.  Braidotti, for example, holds Deleuze and Guattari to account for their use of the term arguing that their invocation to overcome the dualistic confines of gender through the fluid dispersal and loss of woman as an identity position is politically dangerous. Becoming-woman, for Braidotti, risks a political naiveté that fails to recognize that the position of woman has been an important locus of feminist action and activism. In this sense Deleuze and Guattari’s becoming-woman fails to “see that this neutralization of sexual differences can only damage the process of reclaiming a political subjectivity for women” (1994: 122).  Grosz (1993; 2005) also recognises the difficulties of adapting Deleuze’s philosophy to sexual difference in that it can result “not in the valorization of femininity, but, on the contrary in its neutralization or neuterization’ (1993: 168). Whist acknowledging these tensions, we follow Braidotti’s assessment that that “Deleuze’s work displays a great empathy with the feminist assumption that sexual difference is the primary axis of differentiation and therefore must be given priority” (2003: 47).  Like Braidotti we retain the notion of becoming-woman as a politics of the subject that would allow subjectivity to flourish outside of its dominant masculine ordering, without dismissing the value of woman as a subject position.  
Becoming-woman holds the potential for the creation of new possibilities for subjectivity through a mode of oppositional politics. This is a politics enacted as “processes of becoming are […] forms of resistance […that…] aim at empowerment and the enhancement of what subjects can do (their potential)”; it is becoming understood as the “non-rapacious production of empowering and affirmative differences” (Braidotti, 2006: 134). It is in this sense that becoming-woman “can play a significant role in redefining feminist politics in a historical era when sexual difference is a more multi-layered notion that ever “.  This leads Braidotti to the key questions of “what kinds of distribution and recomposition of masculinities and femininities are possible here and now? And how can they be activated in the direction of nomadic becomings and positive experimentation with difference?” (Braidotti, 2002: 260). 
With this chapter we seek to connect such questions directly to the notion of the gendered organization and ask how change might occur in organizations that reconstitutes masculinity and femininity away from the dominance and privilege of the masculine.  In other words the chapter addresses the question: is becoming-woman possible in organizations?
BODIES IN ORGANIZATIONS: TOWARDS AN AFFECTIVE BODY
In organization studies Cooper and Burrell’s (1988) early consideration of the influence of postmodern thought on organizing showed how Deleuze and Guattari reject the human at the centre of rational control. Instead organization is a defensive reaction to forces intrinsic to the social body that threatens the stability of organization life.  Despite its productivity, however, the take up of Deleuze and Guattari in organization studies more often than not neglects gender (for exceptions see Linstead and Pullen, 2006; Painter-Morland and Delandes, 2013). This is remiss given the importance to Deleuze and Guattari of transcending fixed gendered ontologies, and becoming-woman as an orientation that disrupts ‘man’ as a subject (Colebrook, 2008).  To this end we suggest that connecting Acker’s (1990) explicit consideration of the body in questioning gendered organization to the idea of becoming-woman provides a way to engage with the problems that emerge when body, politics and rational-masculine organization come together. Moreover it enables an appreciation of the need to engage in a politics in organizations that challenges the injustices that result from the dominance of the masculine.  
The assumption of the worker as a disembodied subject promotes the sidestepping of gender as a category of differentiation in organization, while simultaneously operating on the assumption that the disembodied subject is always associated with an unspoken masculine norm.  In this sense “gender, the body, and sexuality are part of the processes of control in work organization” (Acker, 1990:  140).  It is thus the case that “the concept of a universal worker excludes and marginalizes women who cannot, almost by definition, achieve the qualities of a real worker because to do so is to become like a man” (p. 150; cf. Wajcman, 1998).  Acker points to and criticizes the common sense view that the body is part of nature unencumbered and uninfluenced by society and its organization. This is a view that is rapidly eroding, not least due to the take up Acker’s (1990) own radical questioning of the notion of the ‘disembodied universal worker’. Similar questioning is found in post-structuralist approaches (Weedon, 1987), and through empirical insights from cognitive and neurosciences (Casey, 2000; Lakoff and Johnson, 1999). These writings attest to how physical characteristics of the body are culturally dependent and political, and to the ways in which bodies are situated, practiced and constituted socially. Bodies represent us in a direct way and activate specific meanings often long before we can act or represent ourselves. As others have noted: the “qualities attributed to […] bodies […] are not given, but are socially organized” (Hassard et al., 2000: 2; Trethewey, 1999) such that material physical presence is strongly connected to situated meaning making – or ‘bodily codes’ (Kerfoot, 2000). 

Foucault’s influence on the study of organizations (see Burrell, 1988; Clegg, 1989; Knights, 2002) has been especially important in identifying the body as a significant area of analysis (see Brewis, 1998; Pullen, 2006), particularly the ways in which power operates on and through bodies. Meanings attached to bodies are not only products of social relations but are organized, regulated and normalized in ways that reinforce dominant social ordering (Foucault, 1981; Sawicki, 1991). Furthermore, the centrality of power in disciplining bodies through regimes of training designed to render them amenable to the orderings of dominant discourses are highlighted Working patterns, organizational practices and disciplinary procedures inscribe themselves onto and through the body as products of power structures that inform, control and suppress the practices of particular bodies. And, even more generally, the broadening ambit of bio-power shows how cultural and political power operate to control people in and through their bodies (see Munro, 2012).
Foucauldian studies that recognize the discursive production of bodies (McNay, 2000) are not without their detractors, especially feminist theorists (Sawicki, 1991) who level major criticisms against Foucault’s lack of consideration of the feminine (despite the conspicuousness of his discussions of sexuality). Further, if one assumes that “the body is knowable only as a discursive product, and linguistic representation” (Casey, 2000: 60) then it is easy to neglect materiality even when the body becomes politicized (cf. Kenny, Muhr and Olaison, 2011). Nevertheless, as an analytic category or object of analysis the body cannot be taken for granted, nor only witnessed as the product of discursive interpretation or inscription (Shilling, 1993). Theorizing corporeality must account not only for the discursive understanding of the body as an object of control in social and organizational contexts, but also register the body as sensate and powerful. As Ziarek (1998) reminds us “the porosity of the body – that is, embodiment lived as a threshold rather than as ‘orthopaedic’ enclosure” (p. 69) is vital. Moreover if politics is about the governing of bodies, then its material and effects are corporeal. 
The body is also central to the possibility of becoming-woman in organizations; central as a site of power rather than just inscription. As Braidotti writes, “the body, or the embodiment of the subject, is a key term in the feminist struggle for the redefinition of subjectivity” and where this body is understood as “an interface, a threshold, a field of intersecting material and symbolic forces, it is a surface where multiple codes (race, sex, class, age, etc.) are inscribed; it’s a cultural construction that capitalizes on the energies of a heterogeneous, discontinuous and unconscious nature” (2003: 44).  To consider bodies in this way is to cast them as sites of power and affect rather than just as objects that are acted upon.  Again Braidotti is clear: 

A body is, spatially speaking, a slice of forces that have specific qualities, relations, speed and rates of change. Their common denominator is that they are intelligent matter, that is: endowed with the capacity to affect and be affected, to interrelate (p. 57)

The question of becoming-woman in organizations thus concerns ethics and politics as they exist through the connection of body and affect in the context of the gendered organization.  In recent times affect has attracted increasing attention in social theory; it has even been claimed that there has been an ‘affective turn’ (Clough, 2007, 2008; Pedwell and Whitehead, 2002) presaged both by the focus on the body in feminist theory and the concern for emotions explored in queer theory (Hardt, 2007). Affect has been attended to in disciplines as diverse as psychology (e.g. Brown and Stenner, 2001), feminist politics (e.g Gatens, 1996), geography (e.g. Thrift, 2004), cultural theory (e.g. Clough, 2008) and political economy (e.g. Negri, 1999). Indeed, any area of inquiry that is concerned somehow with the actions of people in the world might find purchase in turning to affect as a way of fundamentally reconsidering the assumptions that inform our thinking. The turn to affect is a turn to understanding existence and humanity through the living, feeling, material and sensate body; a turn that pulls the carpet out from under the feet of long ingrained assumptions of the primacy of the mind over the body, of reason over emotion, of thinking over feeling, or of the heavens over the earth ... and man over woman. 
In questioning these assumptions so as to consider a politics of the body and affect our attention turns to the philosophy of Baruch Spinoza (Hardt, 2007; Massummi, 2002).  It is through this tradition that we can consider the ethics and politics of becoming-woman in organizations through the body and its affects.  Indeed, affect, as a central concept in Spinoza’s thinking, offers not just a radical way of thinking about the relations between mind and body, but also a radically different way of conceptualizing the very idea of what it means to be alive in a world with others; and alive too in the world of organizations. Moreover, affect delivers the potential of a positive alternative to the often cynical ways in which bodies in organizations are management, manipulated and mistreated.  In this sense the challenge is “how we can theorize positive affect and the politics of feeling good” (Ahmed, 2010: 30) that “works actively towards the transformation of the signs, the social practices and the embodied histories of white, institutionalized femininity” (Braidotti, 2003: 52)
THE ACTIVE AND AFFECTIVE BODY: BEYOND MIND-BODY
It is possible to understand the body as it connects with organizations in a manner that does not just render it politically passive or as the object of organizational control. Turning to Spinoza, the starting point is that mind and body are not separate but are of the same ‘substance’, inexorably connected by affect. Central to Spinoza’s understanding of affect is his insistence that conceiving the mind and the body as being separate or independent is false, misleading and untenable. In making this claim, Spinoza is in direct and explicit contestation with the philosophy of Descartes (Gatens, 1996; Brown and Stenner, 2001); a philosophy whose mind-body dualism has been a central feature of both modern theory and modern culture.  Whereas Descartes privileges thinking, the cogito, as the bedrock of existence, Spinoza goes to some great lengths to contest any such claim, proposing instead that body and mind, while identifiable as different, are incontrovertibly entwined. 

Descartes is the only other philosopher directly referenced in Spinoza’s (1677/1996) Ethics, and Spinoza dismisses the basis of Descartes’ mind-body distinction swiftly and decisively.  In Spinoza’s own words:

I know, of course, that the celebrated Descartes, although he too believed that the mind has absolute power over its own actions, nevertheless sought to explain human affects through their first causes, and at the same time to show the way by which the mind can have absolute dominion over its affects.  But in my opinion, he showed nothing but the cleverness of his understanding (p. 69)

Spinoza is clear and direct in proposing a whole different way of thinking as the basis not only for his philosophy, but also for the more general conception of what it means to be human. 

Descartes propositions, ones that have animated modern Western thinking and culture, are that there are in the world two distinct substances:  mind and matter. Moreover, this is such that human beings are divided into “a free soul whose essence is to think and a determined body whose essence is to be extended” (Gatens, 1996: 109).  With Descartes the body is a machine that is directed by the mind, with the two being separate entities related causally with the mind being active and the body being passive (Brown and Stenner, 2006).  This distinction, the Cartesian mind-body dualism, is a way of thinking that is indeed central to contemporary western understandings of the relation between mind and body.  Spinoza, however, sets us on a very different trajectory as well as providing and different starting point from which that trajectory can be embarked from.  In sum, Spinoza radically challenges the idea of “a body as animated by the will of an immaterial mind or soul (Thrift, 2008: 177), replacing it with a view of the mind and body existing in parallel.

Working with Spinoza’s conception of the parallelism of mind and body offers a radically different way to approach our understanding of humanity and sociality. Thinking and rationality (as properties of the mind) are no longer the bedrocks of existence, nor the privileged human capacity associated with masculinity. As Gatens (1996) explains:

Reason is thus not seen as a transcendent or disembodied quality of the soul or mind; rather reason, desire and knowledge are embodied and dependent, at least in the first instance, on the quality and complexity of corporeal affects (p. 110).

Moreover, the issue of the relationship between mind and body is of central importance to gender.  For Gatens (2000) this is because the assumption of mind-body duality is parallel to fixed assumption of what it means to be a man or woman, masculine or feminine.  With the Cartesian privileging of the mind as the bodies master “women's perceived greater involvement with the body, their capacity for reproduction and their supposed closeness to nature, destines them for the private sphere and for sub-mission to the authority of their citizen-husband” (Gatens, 2000: 59) and exclusion from the masculine organization.
To further explore what Spinoza means by affect we can consider how Deleuze (1978) contrasts the meaning of affect with the meaning of ‘idea’. As Deleuze explains an idea is “a mode of thought which represents something” (p. 1) such that the reality of the idea exists in relation to that which it represents.  Conversely, an affect is “any mode of thought which doesn't represent anything” (p. 1) it is a non-representational thought.  Such non-representational thought is not, however, just a matter for the mind; affect is constituted in thought but this constitution is done through the process of lived and embodied transitions between different interactions with the world and how it is represented in ideas – such transitions are processes of ‘becoming’.  We are affected by the world, we feel it as much as we know it, or more specifically, we feel it as we go through the process of knowing it.  That is, the feeling and the knowing, the affect and the idea, work hand in hand.  In such a way, it is response to being affected by others and by the world itself that constitutes an affect. 

It is not adequate, Spinoza (1677/1996) argues, to think that actions arise from the mind such that the “mind has dominion over the body” (p. 72). Indeed, such a hierarchy belies our actual experience of our minds and bodies. Moreover, Spinoza’s parallelism “does not consist merely in denying any real causality between the mind and body, it disallows any primacy of one over the other” (Deleuze, 1988: 18) such that “each thing is at once body and mind” (p. 86).  The two are experienced as operating with each other and in tandem, or even more boldly they are “one and the same thing” (Spinoza, 1677/1996: 73). Affect upsets any assumed hierarchy between mind and body as it straddles the divide between them; it unites by dismantling the pretense that there is some separation “actions and passions” (Hardt, 2007, xi). It is in this way that turn to affect points “to a dynamism immanent to bodily matter and matter generally” (Clough, 2008: 1) such that being alive is taken to mean as the activities of affecting others and being affected by them.

As Deleuze (1978), following Spinoza, puts it “affect is the continuous variation or passage from one degree of reality to another [it is] the continuous variation of someone's force of existing,” (p. 4). This variation that is marked by the term affect is a variation in one’s power to act.  This leads us to an understanding of two basic types of affect, or as Deleuze calls them “two poles of variation”.  Summarizing Spinoza, Deleuze explains: “in one case my power of acting is increased and I undergo [Èprouve] an affectus of joy, and in the other case my power of acting is diminished and I undergo an affectus of sadness” (p. 7).  It is here that our understanding of affect is further developed in terms of the relationship between affect and power. Put simply, affect consists of either an increase or decrease in one’s power to act as a response to an embodied interaction with the world.
Affect is an ‘intensity’ that registers with both the body and the mind, reason and passion, as they co-exist, no longer considered or experienced as separate or causally related components of life (Hardt, 2007). Understanding affect enables us to see how human action is not directed by just the powers of a thinking mind, but also and at the same time by an embodied and sensory interaction with the world and the other people in it.  It is about the twisting in the gut that accompanies having to deliver bad news to a friend, the feeling of lightness and elation when someone tells you that they love you and the jump in the heart when someone surprises you.  Even more affect is that embodied feeling of power and efficacy that enables one to take action in the world, to move others, and to be moved by them.  Affect is a life-force where people, mind and body together, engage in the vitality of material existence and social connection.

By straddling of the inside (mind) and outside (body) Spinoza offers “a new ontology of the human” where to be human means to “be constantly open and renewed” (Hardt, 2007: x) in connection with others. In Deleuze and Gauttari’s (1984) words: “affect is becoming” (p. 283) such that to be a person in the world is processual and dynamic rather than fixed or eternal.  Moreover, affect, for Spinoza, is “an emergent property of the encounter [which] takes the form of either an increase or diminishment of the finite individual’s power to act” (Brown and Stenner, 2001: 89). This power to act is built through relations rather than located within persons:  affects “occur in an encounter between manifold beings, and the outcome of each encounter depends on what forms of composition these beings are able to enter into […] things are never separable from their relations with the world” (Thrift, 2004: 62). These affects might enhance the power of a body to act or a mind to think (the affect of joy), or they might diminish it (the affect of sadness), but they always commence with the encounter between people rather than with the self.  In the Spinozan sense affect “hinges on adding capacities through interaction in a world that is constantly becoming” (Thrift, 2004: 61) In this way, a ‘politics of becoming’ (Connolly, 1999) that opens up hitherto unknown possibilities of what we can do, who we can be, and how we can interact with each other lies at the heart of Spinozan ontology.   
Most important to this politics is becoming-woman in that this is the becoming that overturns the oppressions arising from dualist ontologies that supress, repress and oppress difference.  This becoming-woman is the politics “that can be found in antislavery movements, feminism, gay/lesbian rights movements, the introduction of secularism […] and so on” (p. 59); it surfaces  through the possibilities of embodied power and the drive to overcome fixed and oppressive subject categories.  The body is central in that it: 
is not part of a passive nature ruled over by an active mind but rather the body is the ground of human action. The mind is constituted by the affirmation of the actual existence of the body, and reason is active and embodied precisely because it is the affirmation of a particular bodily existence (Gatens, 1996: 57).

It is with affect that we come to understand that being a person is a matter of materiality that cuts across any putative hierarchical division of mind over body, man over woman, and that being political is about the productive and joyous possibilities of the interaction between bodies that increases power and fights domination. 

ORGANIZATIONS AS INTERCORPOREALITY
So far we have been considering becoming-woman and the Spinozan understanding of affect, power and the body in a relatively general sense.  Having done so, we can now begin more specifically to bring this together and consider the implications of this for organizations.  Whether it is joy or sadness, affect is not the property of a body or a mind, but is rather the connection that characterizes sociality, hence its centrality to organizational life understood as embodied interaction. It is in this sense that Massumi (1995) describes affect as being “autonomous to the degree to which it escapes confinement in the particular body whose vitality or potential for interaction, it is” (Massumi, 1995: 96). Affect is the body in interaction, affecting and being affected; it is about the intensity of connections with other bodies. Moreover, “our affective imaginings are grounded in our sociability” where “to be an individual at all is to be exposed to the external force of other bodies”(Gatens and Lloyd, 1999: 53 and 54). It is with this realization that Spinoza’s social ontology offers insight into how we understand affect, bodies and organizations through ethical relations.
Although affect enables us to consider the mind and body of the individual person as being vitally indissoluble, the direction it takes us goes beyond a concern for individuality or the nature of the single person.  Following Spinoza affect is that which connects people, connects bodies, in terms of interpersonal interactions and sociality; precisely the sociality that constitutes organizations.  Hence, turning to Spinoza’s conception of affect is not just a matter of philosophical history, or conceptual clarification, it resonates deeply with how we can understand the contemporary world and our experience in it.  As Gatens and Lloyd (1999) explain “thinking Spinoza’s philosophy through in our own contemporary context can help us escape the constraints of our usual way of thinking of the relations between individuals and groups”, that is ways of thinking that do not account for the “collective dimensions of individual selfhood” (pp. 72 and 73).  Against any ingrained cultural or theoretical tendencies towards individualism, Spinoza makes clear that the possibilities and potentials of any person can only be realized through embodied interaction with others and the political possibilities this opens up.

With Spinoza the capacities of an individual, the power of a body, is always to be understood in relation to the ways that such power is enhanced or diminished through contact with other bodies.  Becoming-woman is a specific variation of this where power is enhanced in the face of or against domination. Moreover, it is affect that registers these interactions.  In these terms affect creates “emergent orderings of the relational field made up in the encounter between manifold finite beings” (Brown and Stenner, 2001: 89), where, in our case, the possibilities of this emergence mark out the politics of becoming-woman.  It is this encounter with others, the moment of sociality, which moves and changes the people who interact.  Organizations are par excellence such sites of interaction, however ones which have a sad history of restricting affect and becoming through modes of categorization and judgement meant to control rather than enable.  Most notable amongst these is the suppression, neutralization and control of the feminine.  
Just as Deleuze and Guattari (1980.2004) see becoming-woman as the primary becoming on account of the dominance of the masculine order in western society, we add that such dominance is also characteristic of organizations.  Any politics of freedom in organizations might thus also be seen a politics of becoming-woman in organizations. Earlier in the chapter, we asked whether it might be possible to become-woman in organizations, we can already provisionally say that the need for becoming-woman in this context is central to the very possibility of combatting the discrimination based sex, gender, heterosexism, age, class, race, nation are central to what goes on in organizations (Holvino, 2010; Ahonen et al., 2014). Despite their statements of intention, it is still the case that organizations are racialized and gendered hierarchies, in that at least in The United States, Australia and Europe, “hierarchical class positions are almost always occupied by white men” and “this is particularly true in large and influential organizations” (Acker, 2006: 445).  Moreover, even if it is the case that women might enter these high managerial echelons, they must submit to the masculinized traits of authoritarianism, independence and toughness which are still accepted; to be successful women have to negotiate the masculine culture of organizations to the extent they must learn how to ‘manage like a man.” (Wajcman, 1998) or become further ‘othered’ in homosocial cultures which benefit from preserving the status quo.
The self who would undertake becoming-woman is not the modern self understood as an independent and self-contained being “freely contracting in and out of collectives” (Gatens and Lloyd, 1999: 75) such as organizations. Instead we have embodied selves whose very capacities are inextricably located in relation to such collectives, understood as bodies in affective relations with one another.  These intercorporeal relations (Weiss, 1999) are located within the affective relations of the social and material fabric of the organization.  In question is whether an organization produces sad or joyful affects, and the ways in which becoming-woman can be a vital, life affirming process.

Affects are not the properties of individuals and their inner feelings, but are exteriorized into the social, interpersonal, and organziational realm.  At work we are affected and affect as we enter in relations with others such that one’s body is not the dominion of one’s self, or even less of one’s mind, but the result of social relations as bodies encounter each other. The issue with the gendered organization, as Acker (1990) so perceptively drew our attention to decades ago is the misguided assumptions about the bodies of workers:

The abstract, bodiless worker, who occupies the abstract, gender-neutral job has no sexuality, no emotions, and does not procreate. The absence of sexuality, emotionality, and procreation in organizational logic and organizational theory is an additional element that both obscures and helps to reproduce the underlying gender relations (p. 151)
If there is to be a becoming-woman in organizations it is thus very much about re-embodying the worker, and doing it with a sexed body which carries with it life’s events, full of imperfections and vulnerabilities, with the capacity to leak and transcend private boundaries into public spaces. To not do so is to perpetuate oppressive gender relations.  This calls for a recognition of how bodies interact in inevitably social contexts, and for a fuller appreciation of bodies. 
Deleuze and Guattari (1980/2004) explain that embodied interactions involve “all the attractions and repulsions, sympathies and antipathies, alterations, amalgamations penetrations, and expansions that affect bodies of all kinds in their relation to one another (p. 99, italics added).  It is through these that we begin to see the social, the collective interaction of human bodies, as being interlaced with the meaning of what it is to be a self.  Further, to interact with others in dominant institutions such as organizations is not just about transactions between predefined selves, it is about who we become and are able to become as a result of those interactions.  Becoming-woman is the case in point of the affirmative possibilities that can result from embodied interaction.  Is becoming-woman then possible in organizations?  We suggest that organizations are prime sites for the politics of becoming, but they are arenas where traditionally political action has focused on the power embedded in and enacted through the masculine order limiting who we can become; limits which judge us all, both men and woman, in a restrictive conception of the masculine.  Such modes of interaction are clearly limited and limiting in their politics, in Spinozan terms they produce sadness rather than joy.  
Beings will be defined by their capacity for being affected, by the affections of which they are capable, the excitations to which they react, those by which they are unaffected, and those which exceed their capacity and make them ill or cause them to die. In this way, one will obtain a classification of beings by their power; one will see which beings agree with each other, and which do not agree with one another, as well as who can serve food for whom, who is social with whom, and according to what relations (Deleuze, 1988: 45-6).
Becoming-woman challenges these relations. If this change is rendered possible, what Spinoza offers us is an understanding of the relations between mind and body through which our relationship to our (modern) past “is dramatically altered” as we no longer divide “up the world according to the nexus of problematic enshrined in Cartesian Dualism” (Brown and Stenner, 2001: 82) that marks the foundation of the dominant western “politico-ethical structuring of the ‘universal’ human subject” as cast in a masculine image (Gatens, 1996: 57). 
THE ETHICS OF BECOMING-WOMAN
Thinking through the relations between affect and bodies is not just a matter of grasping the reality of the world more accurately, nor of developing a more precise analytic through which to gain knowledge of it. Considering Spinoza in particular, his philosophy is an ethics, a guide to life and being, or as Deleuze (1988) would have it, a ‘practical philosophy’. What is practical here in the “reversal of the traditional principle on which morality was founded as an enterprise of domination of the passions by consciousness” (Deleuze, 1988: 18); and by corollary the domination of man over woman. This morality is life affirming and social rather than restrictive, punitive and individual. Affirmed is the power of life and its potential for intensity and vitality, rather than one brought about by restrictions and prohibitions; this is the ethics and politics of becoming-woman. This ethics is the construction of freedom through the “continuous decenterings and displacements of ethical being” (Negri, 2004:5).  It is about transformation to higher levels of perfection and power through interaction with others such that one’s own and other powers and vitality are enhanced. 

The ethics of becoming-woman consists of maximizing one’s powers to affect and be affected in a way that enhances one’s perfection through the joyful affects. In this sense affects are, for Spinoza, 
modifications of bodies and ideas, indexed to agreeable and disagreeable encounters, which result in determinations to action and expression of a certain power of understanding. Grasping how affects emerge from encounters, and more importantly, organizing one’s conduct so as to maximize joy and minimize sorrow is the basis for an ethical performance of becoming active (Brown and Stenner, 2001: 93-4). 
We have here an “ethics of joy: only joy is worthwhile, joy remains, bringing us near to action, and to the bliss of action” (Deleuze, 1988: 28).  ‘Good’ and ‘evil’ as central categories of ethics take on a whole new meaning. That which is evil is not defined transcendentally or moralistically. Instead it relates directly to the state of the mind/body such that evil “only exists in terms of ideas and in the affections of sadness that follow from them (hatred, anger, etc.)” (Deleuze, 1988: 36). Sadness is here a person’s “passage from a greater to a lesser perfection”; an act by which a person’s “power of acting is diminished or restrained” (Spinoza, 1677/1996: 104). So, if the gendered organization is one where the power of those people who are not man enough is diminished, then the gendered organization is a sad place; one where “a dimunitation of the power of acting or of the capacity for being affected, a sadness that is manifested in the despair of the unfortunate as well as in the hatreds of the malicious” (Deleuze, 1988: 39).  It is with becoming-woman in organizations that this sadness might be challenged.
Becoming-woman is about joyousness, with joy being a person’s “passage from a lesser to a greater perfection” (Spinoza, 1677/1966) as it corresponds to an enhanced power to act. If the gendered organization serves to limit people’s possibilities, becoming-woman is about empowering them.  This empowerment, as an  enhancement of the power to act, is ‘good’; it enhances one’s capacity to affect and be affected, it breathes life into being in relation to others. The ethics of becoming woman is thus a practical and a social matter; it is about “the variation of the power of acting” where “the decrease of this power (sadness) is bad” and “its increase (joy) is good” such that “we only know good and bad through the feeling of joy or sadness of which we are conscious” (Deleuze, 1988: 71). 
The question that we cited as driving our investigation was: is becoming-woman possible in organizations?  It would seem that all of the powerful forces of the gendered organization would have it that this should not be possible.  But in the spirit of becoming-woman it is perhaps inappropriate to answer the question on its own terms, as if some fixed ‘yes’ or ‘no’ could be issued an justified once and for all.   Put differently, rather than asking such a question the opportunity is to just get on with becoming-woman as the ethically necessary political task within organizations.  It is in this sense that the connections between affect, bodies, power and ethics that Spinoza elucidates pose new and radical questions for organizations, especially as it relates to the ethics of organizational life.  For Spinoza “ethics is a problem of power, never a problem of duty” (Deleuze, 1978: 9), it is about that which we are capable of doing, not what we ought to do. In this sense power and ethics are inextricably intertwined.  This connection sees ethics as being about “becoming-active, in parallel, of mind and body” (Massumi, 2002: 32); or in the terms we have been using it is about becoming-woman. 
The ethical question this raises for those who interact with organizations concerns whether organizational life “may make people […] more powerful in enhancing our own capacities through breaking sad habits […] to engage in joyful heterogeneous encounters and alliances with others” (Thanem, 2011: 124).  This ethics rails against human bondage and attests to the power to be free and to direct one’s affects to enhance that power. Organizations are thus sites of ethics to the extent that freedom is enabled rather than constrained within them. Importantly, such an ethics is not just about the self and its personal agenda of increasing its potency; converse to the assumptions associated with self-interest, it is the social and intercorporeal basis of power that is primary. In this sense whilst ethics is a positive desire for life and freedom through the enhancement of one’s own power, it is also the case that this power reaches its heights in the love of other people (Negri, 2004). Becoming-woman is thus about one’s own one’s own and others’ becoming.  This suggests that becoming-woman in organization might just be possible when infused with love, where “love is understood as an active internal movement whereby one acts to strengthen the other” (Strawser, 2007: 441). Exploring this embodied, joyous (and in Spinoza’s terms, noble) love for others as a basis for an ethics of becoming-woman in organizations radically rethinks the spacio-temporal dimension of organizational bodies, where the body – the joyous body - becomes a site for the ethics and politics of becoming-woman. To not believe in the possibilities that emerge from becoming-woman would be sad and further recognition of  the felt realities of the embodied affects of gendered organization.   
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