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3-Neitherlnon-Marxist}nor ﬁarxigt . feminist sociologists- have
been entirely suddéssful in integrating an understanding of HOmen [
~jdisadvantages into a theoretical analysis’ of class divisions 1in
- I%te capitalist societies (see vAcker,'_1980;‘" Barrett, 1980;
.pSargent, 1981; Sokoloff)tlQBl). However, a large body of work 'nou
eiists ‘that provides;vtne materials for a‘better understagtding of
gender inequality and_.class ‘and some very“good examples of
historiCal and contemporary description do giue‘us such integrated
accounts for particular places and periods (e.g., Sen, 1980). In"

this paper I_ draWw on the work of others to outline some of the‘w

% / . ‘ .
.components of an analysis of class structure that attempts to go;
beyond capita1ism-patriarchy arguments toward a different linking

of class and gender.

ii o :theories°that attempt to integrate class and sex usuallY
. assume . that class 1is a gender indifferent term refenring to ‘a
genderlneutral pnénomenon.(I) I argue the opposite - that,only by

N

recogni21ng thatﬁclass is‘not gender . neutral‘can we understand the
processes of class formation and reproduction as they invorve women
as He}l as men. I suggest that the structuring of class is partly
through_gender;' that gender, both as a bas1swfor the division of

Q o ‘ ' ~
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'

The. conv1ct10n that class structure Jis | 1d j'A%F;mes frem
taking - the perspective of women (Smlth, 1977, a an&m&f‘ 1979) in
ana1y21ng soc1a1 relat10ns.~ When one looks at- the‘\social ‘world d
from the 'standpoint of women, uhen ohe takes’ the¢e;perience of:
women as what is to be explained (in contrast, forﬁﬂixample, ‘to
taking’ the survival of{ capitalist ,control as, what  is. to be
explained), gender alua&s‘ehters the'%xp'anation._ Women - lookrﬁoutw
. upon the world as-uomen, and the‘uorld'(ioks back at thep as Homeps
The same may be said for men, although this 1is 'obscured by the
multipl;cxtx of pract1ces that deflne men ‘as general human beings.
Much of social life is organized around the fact that there are two
sexes. The social.structurihg of that fact and the meaning'ue give

"to it is what we call gender. Thus, gender is a central organizing

principle of all societies, including class society.(2) r .

Before clarifying the statement that class is -not gender,i
neutral, and that the structurlng of class proceeds partly on' the
terms set by gender, I discuss the concept of class- from ‘which - I

‘start. . :

' My starting point is a. particular interpretation of the
Marxist _concept~'of class. In this view, class is .a process in
‘which human beings take an act1ve part, rather than a structure of
cateahgdes 1nto ‘uhrch 1nd1v1duals may be inserted.' C1ass is
."soﬁethinp,uhich in fact happeps (and cani be .. shoin to have

happened) in human relationships" (E.P. ' Thompson, 1963: 9). It

4
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is a process in ghichrthe re1ations o('exploitation as well as ‘the
potentiality for“their disruption are.reproduced‘as people try to
- cope uith and understand their daily existence. ¢ The limiting
conditions ot those re1ations are; to a great éxtent, produced
outside the control.or even the knowledge of mpst people, in the
places where decisions about the production and allocation of
capitaf‘afe'made. ‘In the context of these conditions, class
: relationslare reproduced in the ongoing procedures and practices of
the organizations where 'people eat, sleep, work, study, are
governed and taxed and carry out other activ1ties. Working people
help to reproduce those relations every day as they voluntarily get
the kids otﬁ to school, shou up at uork, -go to union meetings, and
per form other routines of life that are.the actuality of class. As’
" E.P. Thompson puts it, "Class formations arise at the intersection
of determination and self- activity" (1978, p.' ~298). Although
determination may be, u1timate1y, in_ the historically concrete mode
of production, and-the social re1atlons of production are essential
in setting the conditions of class experience, these .socia1‘
relations<do“not arise outside of’ human agency. However, human

adency often appears to groups or. individuals as given and remote
conditlons, rea1it1es over which most’ _people haue little’ or no
control. These- manifestations " of human action we often'usefully
Lca11 strudtures and they can sometimes be described statistically.
For example, we can . count the number of people who fall into
categories defined by authority in the work place and control er;! .

"economic. resources ‘(e.g.,- erght, 1982) or we develqp

statistical measures of the sex segregation of the Hork force. But

!
0

Ok




:;} Page 4-

these are only frozen traces of the real relations and shouldhnot

be confused with the living relations from which these™ traces are

" constructed.

-

.

Keeping“that ih minq) We capwtaik about "‘class structure. - ;I
assume thap' there isggﬁﬁorking class definéd by lack of ounefship
or control éver the ﬁeéﬁ% of production and dependence on a ‘uégé
that includes people uh§ earn wages in‘clericalf service, and blue

. . \ ‘ .
collar jobs. I also assume that there are important differences

between uorking. class éxpebiencé and the experience of tﬁose who
slso livé on wages or sala;ies but who have hofe autonomy, coptrol;
and money. 'This grouping Qe"can‘refef'to~as the middle c1a§§.
MofeoVer,\there is a class that is in a pbsition to -éominate and.
determine much of what happens to the rest of us} éheir adtions,
including the allocation of capital on a world séaie, ‘affect us

all.

g

-

?he unexceptionai Qieu of class’ oﬁtlined above SSppears

genderless, but actually is modeled on the concrete activities of
- . PR .

men and‘is thus a gendered, and partial picture. ] The picture i;i
partial in two senses. Fir§t, uomen'é patterns of unpaid and baid
labor are: ignored so that .the experience ‘of okiy half ‘the
population is represented in the concept. Second, the fiction of
genderlessness obscures many of the processes th;t ‘maintain classf
re;atiohs, for henv as well as for women. ihen women are
introduced, gender becomes visible, the jicturg becomes more
complex, -and widens to include more activities in areas outside of

paid work, as well as within the confines of the uprk plaqe. To
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. . . o
spell out the implications of class as gendered requires
recon51der1ng uhat we mean by’ relatlons of production, the wage
- T I
. Tov A !
relation, the. *dlvfklon of . labor, the "~ labor process, c¢lass

consciousness and. class confllct. The, task also requires

‘consideration of the 4severa1 processes .taat are implied in the

concept df reproduction. This is'a-very large projeét.. {n this
paper I will on1§ suggest_sémerof the steps in such a rethinktng;,
fhese'cohsfitute‘both;placing qe}l known facts in a gendered <class
framework and drawing out the implica;ions of others® research for
such a view of.class;. A number af bther’sociologists are explqring
the idea tﬁat-\the cohstruction of gender is 1ntricdte1y'involvea

with the ﬁroduction'of class. This seems to be an understanding

B

,emerglng 1n Australla (e.g., Connell, et al., 1982), Britain (e.g.,

'udhs, 1980; Philfies and ‘raylor, 1980), and the U.S. (Smith,

19773) at about the same time.

',.

’He- caﬁ look at the ways in which ,gender orgaﬁizes- or
structuaes class iﬁ many diffefﬁt uays. I/will illustrate this At
two levels, the aggregate level of occupat10nal structuring in the
UeSe ‘ and the interqctlonal level of the @roductlon of

consciousness and ideology.

- -

C , 0 . \
Capitalist class‘ structures’ have always been divided by

gender, through .the sexual division of labor in both éaid and

-unpaid labor, in production and reproduction (for summaries see,

- N

€eGeys Bafret;, 1980; Spkolbff, 1981; Comer, 1977). Those

N -
7 . .\.
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divisions uepéi;and afe, written into:lau.end custom. The sexual
g}visioh of labor has not subsiantially decreased with the moveament
,ef larger and large; éroportions:of uemen,into paid 1labor.(3) The
division has simpl; Beed alterea freﬁ one clterly demerca;ed by the
lines between paid and unpaid labor to one segmented along lines of
sex in bqth the pa;e_eccubational structure and the home (Vaneek)
'1978; - Berk and Berk, -1979). This sexual division of labor
constitutes part of the reality of class, the conditionsythat set
the limits of action. Sex-based divisions are suffused with gender
meanings that then help to recreate the divisions. Occupations

are, daily and over longer periods of time, continually recreated

as sex-typed and the allocation of capital and the orgaﬁization of

& ]

production are gsually ‘implicated in that process. The
consequences for both women and men vary, but often women are the
.lose;s.(4) One contempoiary‘ example will illustrate the point.

éarts of Fhe electronics ihdustry have been moved outside the U.S.
to Southeast Asia and.other areas of the world where wages are low:
and there is available a young female labor force. These workers
are attractive to the industry because they are prng and female,
unorganlzed and perceived tq be easily controlled. U.S. workers,

primarily female, Jlose their jobs; Asian women find highly "

exploitative work (Elson and Pearson, 1981); all workers in the
‘ "

4

U.S;‘{are weakened, it could be argued, as another industry evades

unioﬁization, and takes its 3jobS elsewhere. Thus, the export of
. . : ) o A

capital‘ that reduces available Jjobs in tae, U.S. and allows

corporations - to avoid wunionization 1is at least partly dependent

upon the existence of gender structures in other societies.

1
)
>

. ) [}
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Corporate'manufactureré make use of gender to maximize profits, and

this affects women, men and class structures differentially.

Wages as well as jobs are gendered. The wage appears to be a
gender-neutral process only in its / most abstract and

1nte11ectualiged form - as a concrete human relation it 1is ‘almost

M re Ny .
~always gendered,” or gender specific. In every wage-based society
s/

women earn less then men .and .women’s jobs have‘ lower wages than
men’s ;obs; This 1s one sense in which wages are gendered: the
going atcepted rate for women is lower than that for men. A fair
wage for uomen is not the same as a fair wage fo? men. Efforts to

understand why this should be so lead to questions about common’

conceptualizations of wage determination processes. In Marxist

»

theory, the wage is held to approximate the value of labor power,

\, [ -

which in turn approxiﬁates the cost of the socially necessary labor
to reproduce that labor pober._v If women are, 'ip general and

everywhere, paid 1less than. men, the cost of their reproduction

must, in general, be louer. But, this isn difficult ‘to support,

unless we argue that the jobs uoeen do are less skilled than those
that“men do, requiring less eQUcatibn and thus costing less to
reproduce. Empirical studies of the effects of human capital
differences ‘on. the earnings gap between the 'éexes, although
informed by 5 different thebry,‘aée useful in exploring thié issue.
Such studies consistently shoe an ‘unexplained wage Qap (Treiman and
Hartmann, 1981). One appreach to.uederstanding the enexplained gap

is the argument that gender enters into the definition of skill, so

that female dominated jobs are defined as less valuable than male

.- e < >
dominated jobs, leading to louer payu (Phillips and Taylzf, 1980).

« q l» : ’ ' ' \
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The movement for comparable worth has taken the issue to the courts

(e.g., Cook, 1983) and in the effort to achieve ’Iegéi redress,

still more systematic evidence is being generated.

The gender'specific nature of the Hagé?is, of course, closely

tied to the sex-typing and sex segregation of jbbs. Cbanges_

underway are altering the old gender divided.occupational structure

and producing new bases for the gender divis@ons}of class. Gender

@

divisions may‘be in the process of Becomind more pronounced,
~particularly 1in the uorking class. The o0ld working class had its
roots in a gender stratified uork organization in industrial
occubatioﬁs that were predomin;ntly maie. The-proportion of the
total labor force in these occupations is .declining in most
industrial countries. At the same time, the service and clerical
octhations are expanding and becoming ever more dominated - by
women, producing a new female uorkiné class. fhese‘occupations
tend to have the characteristics of women“s work in the old working
class--jobs are routine, closely supervised, defined as unskillgﬂ
or semi-skilled, and low paid. Thus, Horking class Jjobs continue
to be. split into maie and female sectors, but the male sector is
declining, the female sector is expanding, apd*the "yorkihg class"
is becoming more and more fimale. Support for this contention is
provided by the work of erght,.et al."(1977; 1982) uho'have found
that around) 602 of women are working class, while only 40% oflmen
can be sp‘identified when using a definition of - udrking class as

those without authority in the structure of work.

10 .
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Within the large'professiona1-technica1-manageria1 grouping of

occupatigns, contradigtory changes seem to be taking p1ace<(Burris

. . -

and Wharton, 1982). Some sectors are becoming 1ess predOminan y
ﬁ

male, while others remain either male or female dominated, and

still others are moving toward male domination. For example, women

v oo o Page 9-

{

_are going into some of the old professions such as medicine and law .

in grouing proportions, particularly into practice in organizations'

rather than into private practice. These occupations are, of

course, internally gender 'stratified with women in the less-

rewarded and less prestigeous areas (Epstein, 1981). Women are

also being accepted,. although in small numbers, at the lower

managerial and expert’levels‘in government and the private sector.

In the U.S., the managerial and'technical world is still oprimarily

male, and this is probably true of the neuly'emerging“nigh tech

areas as it is of the older' technical areas, 1in spite of some

highly publiciZed femaie_success stories. Some of the older realms

“

of female dominance, such as nursing, are being invaded by males

and others, such as school administration, have been for some time

and continue to be male dominated.
/

-

Partztime work for women--most part-timers are women in all

industrial societies--is anotner line along which ‘uork_‘is 2

sex-divided. Part-time also constitutesA a .structuring . that is
internal Atod the female sectors of the c1ass structure.. That is,
new and 1mportant differences betueen women uithin class formations

complicate the structural picture. Full-time Horkers, part time

workers, and full-time housewives are all in different situations

vis~a-vis the economic relations of the society. But that is too

/;

"

-
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51mple a wieu and is. a product of a snapshot taken at one 'moment.

The rea11ty is that most -women move betueen these ppsitions during'

their adult 1ives, so. ‘that their.e conomic status is a shifting one

(Moen, 19830., ‘Only a .smail minority» of uomen are 1ife-long,

v

full-time uorkers in'the male model.ryrhese typica1| uork patterns

of. uomen ‘lead- to doubts about the utility of a, concept of c1ass

- that rests upon' the social relations of product;mn dhen« these are

2

,seen as’ stable and continuing relations betueen the uorker and the

~capita11st. ‘ Women are workers ,uith #fluctuating and various

i . ] LN ' ) . 3
relations to capitalist,production.'-He must build this ‘complexity

. into our notion of class if it"is to help analyze ‘the reality of

women’s lives. .
. . | )
. J ! T
4 R » R -

Gender "and the Repreduction of Class

s . L .
Class relations, as well as the sex divisions of class,  are
maintained and reproduced ,partly"through.tne.processes that also

reproduce,masculinity and femininity. Images of work and labor are

“intertwined .uith images of gender and sexuality in ideologies that

support 'the class structura, These ideas become incorporated, in

the process. of 7experience, in core images of the se1f that*then

inform further action, becoming part ‘of ‘the 'compiex process of
B .

N maintaining class structures.- A%n the same process, gender .

_ v _
inequalities are also reproduced.
. ] R

In particular, values® of masculinity. are. elaborated and

"reaffirmed in the process of learning to work and working (Willis,

1980; 'Tolson,'i977); ’either_expiicitly or impliciti} the,.social

< . -
G- : C
% . o
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place of women is defined and redefined in the same process.
Femininity is'also‘construgtéd as girls or women learn women-’s
worke. The social construction of vfemininitf and masculinity,
although it cgrfﬁinly happéns in many areas of lifg, goes on in the
relations between worker and worker and boss and worker. These
relations are part of the process of class and' the ‘rglations of
class are played out, and reconstructed, in,the same ;rocesses that

give content to - self-definition and images of’:mascu11nity and

femininity.

The above stateménts are assertions tnat might better be
stated - aé _pfoblehs for research. However, there 1is already
considerable evidence that can be brought to bear, although not all
of -ii has been produced by systematic studies done in the appfoﬁed

social science mode.

Thét working class masculinity is complexly connectgd to modes
of behavior and belief that denigrate women and relegate them to
the status of not too competent, dependent and)or sex object 1is
supported by two studies of working class males; Sennett and Cobb“s
(1973) study of adult working class men in Boston and Paul Willis~*
(1980) study of working class boys in Hammerton. In both these
studies, the authors were interested in how class persists in
societies with ideals of freedom and equality and the absence of
any external compulsion to make men work. Willis makes explicit
connections between gender and class as he describes how a group of
nonconforming boys reverse the commdn evaluation of manual work as

less respectable and less desirable than mental work, coming to see
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_manual labor as embodying all the values of masculinity at the same
time that they interpret meht;l labor as effeminate. Mental labor
is associated with females who are devaiued and objectified in tﬁe
processes - of " defining an aggréssive masculinity.- Embracing this
mascﬁlin;ty and the life of factory workers that accompanies e,
they come to accept their fate in the labor'fogée and at the same
time to construci gender identities 'thaé require women kto be
defined as different from and less than men. This iélonly one typg
of uorking class masculinity, as Connell and associliates .(1982)'
~.point oué;' The process of‘ iinkings.class and masculinity is

~N complex, occurring in many ways, and cannot be described 1in a

mechanistic model.

Sennett and Cobb®s workers were 'older and less-nonconformist,
but the interaction of gender and class was equally complicated.
Sennett and Cobb argue that these working clés's ’gnen defined
themselves in various wways against the hidden iﬁjurfes of class,
the imputation that they are responsible for their‘oun failure "to
make 1it'" and thus are not uofthy of respect. One of the ways of
earning respect as a man is to sacrifice for the wife ;nd children.
Sacrif;ce involves working 1long and hard, USually at demanding
jobs, and this ties them to the system. However, .sacrifice does
not bring the rewards of respect and legitimacy, but rather
produces new anxieties and further doubts about the self. This
internalizaFibn of‘responsibility for one“s situation supports the
class system. Sennett and Cobb do not discuss the consequences of
their husbands” sacrificés for the wives of these working class

men. Rut thev are obviously discussing the working class man who
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bases much .0f his feeling of masculine prideion his apility to
support - his . family. The other side of this reality |is thé

dependent wife who must accept the support (Gronseth, 1971). -

rd

This material also suggesis ways that idenfifying mascu%inity
with virtue and, hard work helps to Create.divisions within the.
working class. The men in Sennett and Cobb“’s study expressed'ange:
and hostility toward "welfare chiselers." Welfare chiselers afe men
who do not take seriously their responsibilities, who do not
support iheir wives and children. The outraged dignity of working
class men who have sacrificed for their families, only to see
wel fare support the familiesfof men who have refusea to sacrifice,
is a final attempt to Qain respect. The self-righteous, who has
found 1legitimation through sacrifice, turns his anger against
others who are also oppressed rather than toward the system that
6ppre§ses them both. Thus, the status quo 15 given further
support. Although this basis of male identity is challenged as
more women share the role of’é:ovider (Bernard, 1981la), there is
evidence that for mén& men, masculine self respect still hangs on
the ability to hold a steady job (Schlozman, 1976), even if that

job is not the sole source of family support.

Willis® study suggests that working class solidarity may be,
‘ét least part;y,‘built upon a combative mascylinity that pfovides a
focus around which group identity forms. In the group he studied,
there was an ongoing process df both physical and verbal combat
~that tested and validatd group membershipe. Often identified as

play, as fun,'the process also constituted proof of toughness and
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masculinity. The fathers of Willis‘s boyé feportedw similar sorts
of p;ay'on the shop floor. 'Tough masculinity produced in informal -
contacts between male workers ﬁayl éiso. be part of trade union
militance (Tolson, 1977; Stewart, - '1981). In séme recent
interviews I did in Sweden it was suggested that one of the reasons
that women are not active*trgde unioﬁists as often as men is that.
young men may be taught, as- they enter thé job, about how to
confront the boss} ihat is the proper v&ascuiine - and trade
union -'sténte to authority in the work place. Women, because they
'are_ outside the informai; male groups; and just because they are
women, 3re not inducted into the work place <culture in 'the same
way even 1f they happen to be therg.' Female solidarity .may take

other forms that no one jdentifies as class solidarity because it

s

/
e

does not occur in masculine mode.(5)

Evidence exists that aggressive masculinit} almost alanS'
involves the denigration of women.(6) There is also evidence that
the relations between men that produée class solidarities often
involve the commodification of wonmen. Although I know of no
systematic study of this, it seems that all-male settings,l whether
the object' is work or play, are often places‘uhete men reaffirm
masculinity and thg exploitation of women. From pin-up pictures on
the walls and doors to idle conversation and joking; the ambience
is one in which women are to be laughedvat and consumed. This may
be more frequent in the U.S. than in Europe, but is another'area
to explore in developing our knogledge of the ways 1in which
masculinity enters into male solidarity and thus into male class

solidaritv. Sexual harrassment on the job is also often a mode of
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expressing male solidarity while objectifying and excluding women

~from the group (Enarson, 1981). Again, toughness, the ability to
do a hard job that requires physical stren th, is associated with

sexual aggressiveness that turns uomen into objects of prey rather.

o _ , Y

than human beingse. A . {%:v

This® suggests that masculinity - may Phaye' contradictory,
implications in the ongoing reproduction of class - on the one hand
‘it 1sba basis for class solidarity and helps to shape the terms in
uhich class -conflict is played out. 'On- the -other hand, an
aggressive masculinity that separates itself from and.-denigrates.'

women undermines Wwomen-’s participation and their solidarity with

men. That women“s efforts to organize have often occurred ‘in the

face of male union 1nd1fference or opposition is well known (e.g.,

Wertheimer, 1977).

.

‘Masculinity is further tied to- ideologies. of work in

capitalist societies through the notion of skill. A man:not only

works hard, he also has skills that demonstrate his superiority to

women. Gender, as noted above, enters definitions of what is

skilled and unskilled work, dividing and separating uorkers and

‘leading the more advantaged to focus energy oa claims to higher pay

and other preogatives rather than on issues common to all »uorkers.
Phillips and Taylor (1980, p. 79) argue that "Far from being an
objective economic fact, skill is often an ideological category
imposed on certain types of Wwork by virtue of the sex and power of

the workers who perform it." The extent to which this ‘occurs has

‘been revealed in the U.5. as the issue of "comparable worth" has
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been raised. The argument is that the fﬁ}lls required for the
| ta;ks of female-defined jobs have been consistently under valued or
1§notg&; As a consequence, women‘s jobs have been defined és less
. skilled than those of men and have been paid less on the grounds;of
the lpuér skill d;mands. Somé studies have been done to gxamine
fﬁis question and ;p begin to redefine the skills of wqmen®s jobs
(e.g., Cook, 1983). The issue has'been taken up in recent court
cases, but is far from fesolvedt The redefinitidn.of quen's work
to erase the equ;tions .of male with skilled and fémaie _uith
unskilled ‘may be difficﬁlt. One reason Phillips and Taylor
squest; is that the Hefen;e of maéulinity.may enter iﬁto<struggles
over .the' deskilling of  worke. ~ Citing some ‘exampies from
contemporary research, they also note that:
It is an‘irony of great conqérn to feminists that one of the
most bceleprated  episodes in the history- of British class
. struggle’- the Shop Stgyards Movement of the_‘First World
War - drew its strength from the resistance of men workers
to a dilution of their j&bs by wWomen. //Here the battle
against deskilling uas reiﬁforced "and fuelled‘ by the
rejection of women‘s entry' into / men;s j;bs. The
pefpetuation of sexual hierarchy has been inextricably
interéoven with the stthggléﬁ against the real subord;natidn
of capital, as claims to skilled status have come to rely
more and more on the sex of the workers and less and less on
the'natdre of the job." (p. 86). ' ,

-

They suggest further that (p. 87) "the identification of ‘women®s
_ ! 4
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uork“ with unskilled work has masked the process through which
cap1tallst work 1in general"has become more routinized, more

e deadening, more a’denial of the humanity of those who 'parform it.
_ i .
The segregation of women”s work from'men“s conceals from many men
/ -
uorkers the Hays in uhich We are a11 bécoming "gomen workers’ now."

/// . ﬁ . \
4/‘ ., It is not only in the working class that mascul{gity and 1its

rsymbois help to.repfbduée'aspects of class relations. ,What follous wx

/

/
/\ research on how masculinity 1s reproduced as part- of the process of

is . speculative, but again constitutes possible duestions for

/ class relations in managerial and ruling sectors. For example, as

/' numerous feminists have observed, authority and control are
/ masculine concepts. It does not take any research for us to see
/ that, in general, men are assumed to naturally have authority, to

/ ‘ ,
‘naturally be in positions of control, while women are not. Such

images of masculinity sreﬁ_also linked to ideas of ratibnality.
Rationslity confers power; rationality 1is masculine. To be
masculine 1is.to be ratipnai and to focus on the technical probiems‘
of get;ing things done. Masculine inexpessiveness is an aspect ot
rationality; one must forget emstional involvement to make
ekfettive decisions and to wield power (Sattell, 1982)._ Sattel
~suggests that "inexpressiveness might be more characteristic of
upper-class, powerful males than of men in the Horging classes" ’
(SaFtel, 1982 163). Moreover, exp;essiveness may‘ be eitﬁer
positive-empathetic or negative;combative, as Johnson, et al,
- (1975) - have observed. Negativefcombativeness i§" more

stereotypically masculine than |is positive empathy. - Class

differences 1in patterns of both inexpressiveness and negative ,
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-

-

uexpressivenéss among men might be worth investigating. ~

>

Abstract thought also has connotations of masculinity in our

N

éuliure.- Thus mental labor, :as well as manual labor, becomes
defined as masculine in the dominant ideology of late capitalism.
Hohen are seen as not quite capable in areas of abstract thought.
If they are, they arebthinking 11§e‘men. The recent sutceés of a
few women in hale dominated }ields suéh as law hagwprobably not
altered this percgptioh._ Machlinity is 'at stake in/,the male
monopoly over méntal-uotkfaﬁd over the positions of ;ontrolbin our
ﬁocieties. Managerial-professional class masculinity undoubtedly
takes a variety of forms trom the félatively asexual yet powerful
masculinity of the scientist (Keller, 1983) to the frankly sexual
and explpitétive ﬁasculinity of many men in political powere.
Masculinity also articulates diffeggnt modes of moral justification"
such as the affé#tiﬁely neutral duty and obligation of the public
setvén;-(Tolson; 1977:9.85) or the cbrporate'ceXecutive's devotion
to oréanizational goals of expanﬁion and prdfit in the name cf

societal welfare.

‘The working class imége of masculinity as ‘involving physical
power. and maqual labor /h%s, not disappeared among men of the
managerial and professional class or men of fhe bourgeoisie. 1 At
the level of cultural images.(and everyday actions) there is the
’possibilify of croés-class bonding between nen. (Smith, 19775)
Although Willis“ working claés boys may reject mental labor, middle

gi phy§ica}1y pouerfuf

class men do not reject the values

masculinity. Physical proueés plays a role in the establishment of
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male identity and in the learning of masculine béhaviors neéded.for
success and power. For example, sports are still very important in
the -upbringing‘ of boys destined for leading ' positidns.
Particularly the aggressive, team sppfts are held to be a superb.
'training ground for later success in business and industry. These
- sports tgach suBordination of the self to higher authority at the

_ -t
same time that they inculcate strategies for combining individual

competitiveness with team efforts. Moreover, both active and
'»passive pérticipation in sports produce a folklore that becomes " an
important part of male culture, and a basis for the exclusion of

females from male decision making groups.

My téntative conclusioh is that for men who manage, ﬁen who
-design, men who create ideology, and undoubtedly also men uho make

~ the broadest decisions about capital and politics, there is an
| inherent ;nterconnection’ between work, nascuiinity, and the
inferiority.of'uomen. These connections are perpetuatéd in daily

activities that reproduce both class relations and male advantage

within the class structute.'

Ideas of masculine work and a male-defined class structure are
imbedded in socialist theories  that have informed'westerd~trade
union and ‘working class movements.  These ideas may p{ay a role

| similar to that of other ideologies of masculinity and uofk; ideas
'of class based on’an implicit male model ’may'/gbscure' essential
processes that maintain the class system. Thé concept of class, as
an essential part of the organizing of trade wunions and -of left

political ~ groups in general, has a practical political
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significance. fhe insistence on the primacy of a gender-neutralﬁ??
class, structured o@ly through paid uprk, in theoretical
explanation and in political action constitutes , often, a refusal
to 1look at the part thatAgender plays_in the,gtrgcturing of power,
and thus of class relations. Back of the failure of trade union
leaders (male) to pay much attention to organizing women or to deal
seriouslyvuith women’s issues once they are organized, may lie aﬁ

~

unrecognized assumptiﬁn that real working class issues are those
that ;ave been defined by the hale working class. va uémen‘ére to -
be helped, it 1is through social welfare provisions, ﬁuch as day

care centers, that might lighten their double day. But, challenges
to the p:evailing sexual inequalities at uqu are exceedingly rare.
Thus, men on the 1left also avoid an analysis of their own

masculinity and the ways. it® is 1implicated in their careers as

leaders and producers of ideology. -

As the concept of class constructs an ideology that obscures
the workings of gender, it also obscures an eggential part of the
process thé; keeps the class structure in daily operation. A
concept that obscures an important part of a system of oppression
constituies an ideoiogy that helps to preserveA that system of
oppression. However, at the same time, classl is stili a
potedtially revolutionéry, and liberating idea; The uhderstanding
of capita;ist exploitation aﬁd an appreciation of the possibilities
of eliminating it are also imminent in the idea of -class, even
though contemporary chgnges in capitalist Societies, including
changes in women”s work, require rethinking tnis concept (Plotke,

1980). At .the present time, class may play a contradictory
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politicalgrole,=bothvilluminating~and. making inVisiBleb important~
components of btoday' conflicts. Recent | hisforical' and
contemporary work on thesihtagonisms between socialist and feminist
movements 1is beginning't; doCumeht this contradictory ideological

.role of class (see,_é.g. Rowbolham, Segal'andxuainuright, 1979).

conglusion -

14

In this paper I haﬁe argued .thét ‘plaSS'Frelatiohé‘ must be

understoodﬂas gendered. If ge‘uish to_understahd how class occufs,

' ué must talk ébout real people actually'carrying out their daily

activitie;. But,‘uhen ueétalk éb@ut real people, we see that they

are always male or female, always gendered. Adequate theories must

" take this gendéred reality, manifested in both action and meaning,

into. account. As one step in doing tpis with the concept of c;aSs,

I have briefly discussed houvgender divides the'éléss'stgﬁéfﬁre and

'ihqﬁ it enters the reproduction of class relations. I belie?e; that

~l'E,'!-:ti'be‘_‘gaj.n a \be£ter understéﬁ&ing of ‘women-’s situatiéh in such a

?’Béhdered‘concépfion of class- than with a theoretical approach that

essenfgally seﬁarates the problems of class oppression and sex
'Qpbressioﬁ. |

&
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Englngiss

1. This assumption has been identified as one of the ‘feasons
that Marxisi theory had difficulty accounting for‘ women”’s
oppression. Some‘uriters (e.g., Acker, 1980; Young, 1981) argue
that theories of patriarchél.capitalism leave ﬁnaltered the Mafxist

concept of class and thus do not question the assumption that iiass

<

) is gender neutral.

2. Conceptual confusion‘méy arise from the usage "gender and
class." Often the implication is that gender and class stand for
parallel phenomena which can be com?éred. I think ‘that‘
interpreta;idn is incorrect. ‘The concept "class" .refers té groups .
of people Qith different'aanbften opposing interests produced in
the ohgéing processes :of" capitalism, or, soﬁetimes, othef
political-economic <systems. _Gender refers to the social’
construétioh of both the material and ideological differentiation

=

of. the female and the male. In my use qf' the term gender, no
opposing interests or essential inequality'are implied. Gender.
often involves inequality, but the term doestnot refer to a system
of conflicting and opposing inferests per se. A discussion with:

Nona Glazer alerted me to the importance of this issue.

3. Some decline in sex segregation. in the professions has
occurred recently (Burris and Wharton, 1982), but is difficult to
ihterprét becau;e‘ there may 'be‘ continuing‘,sex differentiation
uithin these occﬁpations. In the labor force as a uhdlé,‘sex

searegation has declined little.
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4. A vsluminous literature .deals iith:‘both  process and
outcome. ) For ‘exgmple, Simeral (1978) explores ;t from the
-#»  perspective of the Marxist conéept of the Eeserve army of labor.
Hartmannv (1976) .lbbks at the process througﬁ‘uhich Women uefe

excluded from male dominated occupations. See 'Wertheimer (19717)

’ . ’ . )\ P ‘ ‘ ' : »
‘%;‘ \ for a history from the Colonies ‘to 1914. - - . )

5. «Carol éiiiigan (1982) provideﬁ research évld?nce on a ';.7
long-staqding'feminist‘claim that women have different métal-valdes C
than men. This may' point fo différent ways fof' deaiing with
conflict and subo;dination, in contrasfﬁ to. common notions that

o

women are passive and docile. . . ; ?

-

6. The association between adgressive masculinity and the

devaluing of women has been discussed by a number of aUthofs,'

particularly those working in the psychoanalytic_frameéprk. ﬁeﬁ’s
motive t§ ‘dominate women islseen as arisiﬁg'from their fear and_
envy of the female and men’s tenuoﬁs ma;;uiine i@éntity. The‘
squrée of 'the§ feelings is ln the exclusive mother-child tie of
"early chiI;;:od. In order to establish ‘masculine' identity, ‘boys
must break‘_auay* from this tie to the mother and they qo-fhis bQ‘
defining masculinity as what 1s non-feminine. In . the process;
femininityﬁ itself takes on negative connotations. While I do not
agree with the anaiysis.thatvlocates the genesis of male dominance
in the attachment betgeen‘motﬁef énd child. I base m} afguments
about the connections betueen‘maéculinity and the Subotdinationi of

women in capitalist societies on some of the same observations.

'See Stockard and Johnson (1979) for an inferesting‘ discussion of

~
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