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n-	 troduction

'.'.' Throughout the twentieth cenrury, researchers and writers on organizations
have talked about 'men' at 'work'. Yet it is only relatively recently that men

.5.7 have aculan): been recognized as a gendered category requiring detailed

li; critica) analysis. Without problematizing gender, men or masculinity in any
tlexplicit way, classic texts of the 1950s, for example, referred to Alen who

íanage (Dalron 1959), The 11,-fan 1911 the Assembly Line (Walker and Guest
.1952) and Organization Man (Whyte 1956). Although these studies actively

É dealt with men, they did not explore either men's social construction or the
7,1 specific implications for the reproducrion of men and masculinity of being a
..-I' . manager, svorking on the assembly line or being trapped in the organization.

It was as if men's pervasiveness gavie their dominante a universality that
117 precluded the need for further analysis: an assumption that vas taken for

I granted not only in language, but also in analytical categories.' In tnany ways
these assumptions mirrored those of everyday workplace life where,

ltypically, the aurhority, power and dominante of men at various hierarchical
Ilevels was simply accepted and unquestioncd by organization members.x..:

	

5 '..	 Inspired by feminist analysis, a more critical literature has emerged that
n.. .-seeks to critique the gendered nature of these assumptions as well as the con-
frentional power, practices and relations of men and masculinity/ies in vari-

ous organizational positions and settings (e.g.Nforgan 1992; Roper 1993). In
)ht;',.this chapter we seek to review these argumenrs, not only to ' Plante men [at
34'work'[ as men' (Collinson and Hearn 1994) and therefore to question the

way in which these issues have often been taken for granted in the past, but
VLalso to examine critically the multiple conditions, processes and conse-

t.:. many of the structures, cultures and practices of routine organizational life

,quences of the continued domination of men and masculinities in various
Avorkplaces. We suggest that men and masculinity/ies continue to dominare
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and that this in turn has significant implications for our understanding of the
grear diversity of workplaces that exist as well as the potential for their
transformation. In the first half of the paper we briefly review come of the
more theoretical issues that have been raised regarding the power/social
relations of 'men' at `work', while in the second half we draw • upon empirical
research to ¡Ilustrare the multiplicity of men, masculinities and workplaces by
identifying key aspects of this diversity within hoth manual and non-manual
labour.

Analysing 'men' at 'work'

The analysis of `men' at 'work' raises considerable conceptual di fficultv, not
least regarding what do we mean by 'men' and what do we mean hy 'worku
First, while certainly existing in relation to the category `male(s)', ' men' are
not necessarily `males', and vice versa. There are a number of reasons for chis,
including: cultural specificities in `men' and 'males'; distinctions between
'hoys', 'men', 'young males' and 'males'; the various physiological and
cultural forms of gender change, whether `temporary' or 'permanent'; and
thc differential relation of 'men' and 'males' to history and trans-history,
respectively. We fiad it helpful to see `men' as a gender that exists or is
presumed to exist in most direct relation to the generalized malo sex, that
being the sex which is not female, or not the sex related to the gender of
women (Hearn 1994). Second, ferninist analyses have problematized the
meaning of 'work'. Thcy have criticized the way that in theory and everyday
practices the home is often not recognized as a workplace at all and domestic
tasks have failed to be acknowledged as 'work' for women andior men. lo so
doing, feminist studies llave highlighted the importance of unpaid domestic
labour as an important site of gendered 'work' and of men's domination of
women.

Feminist studies of men, work and workplaces have revealed how 'most
organizations are saturated with masculine values' (Burton 1991:3). By
highlighting the embeddedness of masculine values and assumptions in the
structure, culture and practices of organizations, such studies (e.g. Pringle
1989; Cockhurn 1991) llave encouraged the development of a critical
perspective on 'men' at `work'.'̀  Critically analysing the centrality of the
masculine model of lifetirne, full-time, continuous employment and of the
family breadwinner for the organization of paid work, these studies have
emphasized the importance of men's continued domination of power
relations in contemporary organizations. Relatedly, they have revealed thc
importance of paid work as a central source of masculine identity, status and
power. For many men, cmployment provides thc interrelated economic
resources and symbolic benefits of wages/salarics, skills and experience,
carear progress and positions of power, authority and high discretion.
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.Typically, it seems, men's gender identities are constructed, compared and
evaluated hy self and others according to a whole variety of criteria indicating
perso nal 'success' in the workplace. The foregoing studies also demonstrate
how these organizational resources of power and status are less accessible ro
women employees. Many of rhese feminist writers have used the concept of
patriarchy to delineare the recurrent and pervasive nature of rnen's workplace
power.

patriarchy, dual systems and their limitations

Patriarchy has become an important concept in the critical analysis of men's
power and identity in the workplace. Feminist analyses contend that any
adequate understanding of 'men' at 'work' needs to consider the social
relations of men in the Y • ider sociery. The terrn, 'patriarchy', has become the
usual shorthand for the kincl of society founded on men's gender domination.
However, a number of feminist critiques (e.g. Beechey 1979; Rowbotham
1979; Acker 1989) have suggested that patriarchy is too monolithic,
ahistorical, biologically overdetermined, categorical and dismissive of
women's resistance and agency. 111 the. light of this, greater attention has been
given first, to the historicizing and periodizing of patriarchy and second, to
the presence of multiple arenas, sitos and structures of patriarchy. Studies
have addressed the historical movement from privare (domestic) to public
(capitalism and the state) forms of patriarchy. There have also been attempts
to identify the various sites or multiple bases of patriarchy (e.g. Walby 1986,
1990; Hcarn 1987, 1992).

Many writers who have used the concept of patriarchy have also adopted a
critical perspective on capitalist work organizations, usually deriving their
approach from a neo-N .larxist focus upon the underlying conflicts and
contradictions of economic interests in the workplace. However, rhese

	

attempts to develop a 'dual systems' theory (e.g. Hartmann 1981)	 by
integrating a critical gender (patriarchy) and class (capitalism) analysis have
been less than fully successful. The problem here is that dual systems theory
must inevitably treat patriarchal and capitalist relations as somehow outside
each other. As Acker (1989: 2.37) argues, dual systems theory 'leaves intact
the patriarchal assumptions buried in rheories about the other systems tu
which patriarchy is related'. By pointing to analytically independent
structures it is di fficult, ¡f not impossible, to capture the way that gender 'is
implicated in the fundamental constitution of all social life' (p. 238).

The main conclusion to be drawn from these analytical difficulties ¡s that
notions of patriarchy need to be treated with considerable caution. At
minimum they may be better understood as diversified and differentiated

'rather than unified and monolithic. Equally, in the case of paid work, they are
likely to be interwoven in complex ways with other features of organization
such as hierarchy, managerial control, culture, subordination, resistance and
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a diversity of di iferent inequal irles. The complexity of men's power m `WOrk.
highlighted by these debates, is reinforJe-cl "by a growing concern
sexuality and subjectiviry, which in turn has further stimulated awareness of
the multiple and diverse nature of gendered power rclations.

Sexuality, subjectivity and multiplicity

The growing interest in the analysis of scxuality(ies), which has come to be
seen as a central feature of men's domination, has developed not onlv from
feminist and gay theory and practices but also from post-structuralis t and
psychoanalytic work. Men's sexuality first became a topic of major i nterest in
organization studies through a concern with sexual harassment. From the
late 1970s, numerous studies have documented the extent, frequency and
variahility of workplace sexual harassment (Farley 1978; MacKinnon 1979.
Hearn et al. 1989). Often studies have focused on the occurrence of
'individual' incidents, though there is increasing attention to sexual h arass-
ment as a structural, 'normal' or all-pervasive phenomenon (Hearn and
Parkin 1987; Wise and Stanley 1988). Analyses of sexual harassment raise a
number of paradoxical questions for men and men's sexualities. On the one
hand, sexual harassment is usually an instante or a commentary on men's
sexualities; on the other, sexual harassment is often understandable as about
violence, power, authority, labour-power, protection of space and wage
levels, economic discrimination, rather than just sexuality in any kind of
isolation.

Focusing particularly upon male-dominated workplaces, Di Tomaso
(1989: 72) argues that men often `engage in a type of power play hy which
they use sexuality to put women in their "proper" subordinare role in relation
to men'. She suggests that the paid work context seems to provide a Iicence for
men's offensive hehaviour and their atternpts to cake advantage of many
working women; as one of her respondents stated, 'The men are diffcrent
herc than on rhe strcet. lts like they have been locked up for years' (p. 80).
Masculinity can also be implicated in the organizational processing of sexual

, harassment claims. Where men as managers and/or trade union officials
prefer to deal with claims of sexual harassment in an informal way, its
significante is often downplayed and there is a tendency to redefine
perpetrators of sexual harassment as victims and victims as perpetrators
(Collinson and Collinson 1992). The anticipation by women that their claims
will not be dealt with sympathetically by meo in senior positions is an
important harrier to their disclosure of sexual harassment.

Furthermore, 'heterosexual' sexual harassment is also often understand-
able in terms of relations (sometimes homosocial/homosexual relations)
between men. This is most clearly the case in the use of pin-ups and
pornography by men in workplaces and other organizations. Wornen are
here displayed as signs for contact between men, just as women may figure as
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currency of conversation, jokes and put-clowns in men's socializing (Cock-
burn 198.3; Collinson 198.8). This general perspective can also apply to

harassments of women, as exchanges between men. There are
r •o major, again apparently contradictory, aspects to such sexual dynamics:
the organizational pervasiveness and dominance of men's heterosexuality
(Collinson and Collinson 1989); and the organizational pervasiveness and
dominance of men's homosociability/homosexuality (Hearn 1992). The
contradiction of these aspects is clearest in such practices as horseplay, often
perform ed hy and between heterosexually identifiecl men, in the forro of
(parodies of) homosexuality. More generally, gendered organizations are
sites of both 'normal' heterosexuality for men, and men's homosociability in
their preferente for sane gender company and spaces (Kanter 1977; Hearn

198In5a) ddition to focusing upon men's sexualiry, recent studies have examined
the way that gendered.'patriarchal workplace relations are reproduced, which
in turn has led to an increasing concern with subjecrivity/ies and their
complex interrelations with power dynamics, and with multipliciry and
diversiry. For example, Henriques et al. (1984) critiqued the unitary and
rational subject found in much social science. They conceptualized subjec-
t ivity as embedded in prevailing power relations, discourses and practices,
and as a specific, historical product that is ambiguous, fragmentary,
discontintious, multiple, sometimes fundamentan> : non-rational and fre-
Tient ly contradictory. This approach is particularly relevant to rhe analysis
of gendered power, men and masculinities, not just in the cense of
acknowledging suhjective variation, for example in the different 'types' of
men and masculinities (or wornen and femininities), hut also in the way that
these are perceived and experienced and may shift over time and place.

lncreasingly research has highlighted the way that men often seem
preoccupied with the creation and maintenance of various masculine
identities and with the expression of gendered power and status in the
workplace (Willis 1977; Collinson I 992a). Nlen's scarch to construct these
identities often draws upon a whole variety of organizational resources,
discourses and practices and appears to be an ongoing, never-ending project
that is frequently characterized by amhiguity, tension and uncertainty-
(Brittan 1989). Like alI identities, masculine selves constantly have to be
constructed, negotiated and reconstructed in routine social interaction, hoth
in the workplace and else • here, through simultaneous processes of identifi-
cation and diffcrentiation (Collinson and Hearn 1994). Various studies have
highlighted the fragiliry and precariousness underpinning and surrounding
these recurrent attempts to construct masculine identities that superficially
appear strong, authoritative and self-assured. Masculine identities have been
shown to be threatened by social and economic forces such as ne • tech nology
(Cockburn 1983; Baron 1992), unemployrnent (Walter 1979), feminism"
equal opportunity initiatives (Cockburn 1991) and by class and status
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divisions (Sennett and Cobb 1977). In addition, men's tendency to become
preoccupied with seeking to secure clearly defined and coherent identities
may in itself, paradoxically, further reinforce, rather than resolve, their sense
of insecurity and rhreat (Collinson 1992a).

Ir is against this background of a growing recognition of analytical
di fficulties with patriarchy that a more detailedinterest has developed in men,
masculinities and gendered power. In the second half of the chaptcr, we now
discuss the findings of empirical studies that revea! the various ways in which
these multiple masculinities are frequently reproduced in diverse workplace
settings.

Multiple masculinities

The concept of multiple masculinities (Carrigan et al. 1985) has been usad to
refer to the temporal, spatial and cultural diversity of masculinity. It tries to
convey the way in which specific forms of masculinity are constructed and
persist in relation both to femininity and to other forms of masculinity.
Different masculinities are embedded in relations of power, and particular
forms may be cha racterized as 'hegemonic' or 'subordinate' in relation to one
another (Connell 1995). In turra these masculinities are not fixed, but
continually shifting. Multipliciry and diversity are relevant not only to the
analysis of masculinity, but also tu the different forms and Iocations of
workplaces — the sites of work and of masculinity. These sites will vary, for
example, according to occupation, industry, culture, class and type of
organization. Thus multiple masculinities interconnect with multiple sites.
\Ve n • ill now brietly consider four such sites: the home, the shopfloor, the
oftice and management. Rather than operate in a simple or cliscrete way, these
sites overlap with each other, and there may well be significant interstices
between them which might reinforce rheir complex and ambiguous nature.

The home

Feminist analysis has argued that notions of 'work' and 'the workplace' are
ideological because they reduce the meaning and status of 'work' to the
organizational or 'workplace', the employed, the public. For men in
particular, work and workplaces still refer primarily and overwhelmingly to
the organizational, to employment and to what happens in 'public'. This even
applies negatively in the sense of men being 'out of work' and being
unemployed (see also Willott and Griffin in this volume). Accordingly, the
borne is often not seco as a workplace at all. This may apply to both women
and men, albcit for different reasons. For women, this is one of the many ways
in which they and their contrihution remain invisible and undervalued; for
men, this may he because of their persistent avoidance of domestic tasks and
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responsihilities. Research suggests that women are mainly or solely respon-
sible for three quarters of all housework (Henwood eta!. 1987) and that there
are also major differences between the kind of domestic tasks performed by
men and women. The former tend to 'specialize' in putting children to bed,
taking out/playing with children, •aste disposal, household repairs and
do-it-yourself. Such tasks are generally 'preferred' by men over the much
more ti me-consuming, supposedly mundane and indeed sociallv subordi-
nated tasks of cleaning, daily shopping, washing, ironing, cooking and the
routine tare of children (Oakley 1985).

These dominant masculinities in the home complement, alheit often in
difficult and contradictory ways, the masculinities of employment. On the
one hand, the very physical/geographical separation of paid work and
domestic life may reflect and reinforce specific masculinities both at home and
in the public workplace; un the other hand, for some men, paid work may
rake over the house and the borne. This may apply to vicars, doctors,
computer workers, research scientists, and particularly academics! Such
masculinities may be constructed around a life vocation, an obsession with
technology, the work ing of long hours or the need to maximize earnings. For
example, in demonstrating men's obsession with computers in a Cambridge
high tech cornpany, Massey (1993) discusses ho • paid work dominares borne
and family life in terrns of space, time and interaction. Even when avives
persuaded their husbands to spend more time with rheir children, the most
frequent outcome was that games viere played by farhers and children on
home computers! The doinination and erosion of the privare sphere of home
by the public world of paid employment is likely to Mercase as new
technologies and corporate concerns with the reduction of costs and
overheads results in greater homeworking and tele •orking, where distinc-
tions between dornestic and occupational tasks become increasingly blurred
and di fficult to manage (Collinson 1992b). This is also a growing reality for
many managerial and professional workers nvho are employed by `greedy
organizations' detnanding more and more of the dornestic time and space of
employees. By contrast, as the following section discusses, some groups of
men workers make a highly conscious effort to retain a clear psychological
and sytnbolic separation bet •een the spheres of paid work and home.

The shopfloor

A key issue, particularly in the UK, which reinforces and indeed structu res the
rnultiplicity of rnasculinities, is the deep-seated nature of economic class
inequal irles, subcultures and identities that conti nue to be reproduced in and
through routine workplace practicas. There is now a considerable literam re
highlighting the way in which working-class masculinities are frequently
embedded in the 'productive' manual skills, experience and relations of all
male shopfloor life. Cockhurn's (1983) study of printers reveals some of the
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ways that manual skills can be defined and widely accepted as highly
masculine. She shows how the hot-metal skills of linotype compositors have
historically been treated and protected as the exclusive province of men.
Willis (1977) describes the ways in which masculinities are often central
features of working-class countercultures both in schools and in paid work.
He examines how working-class lads resist school authority by . 'celebrating'
the so-called 'freedom' and 'independence' of manual work only to realize the
reality of class subordination once they reach the factory with no educacional
qualifications and therefore little chance of escape.

These themes are developed by Collinson (1988, 1992a), who argues that
the complex and sometimes contradictory amalgam of resistance, com-
pliance and consent that simultaneously comprises shoptloor subicountercul-
tures is frequently expressed in highly masculine discourses and practices.
The study focused on examines the interwoven class- and gender-specific
values of men manual workers and their subcultural reproduction of
masculine identities through, for example, the negation of managemen t (as
effeminate and ignorant about the processes of production); rnicldle-class
office workers (as unproductive 'pen pushers'); and women (as manipulative
and exploitative). Within organizational conditions that treat manual
workers as second-class citizens, working-class men may tend to redefine
their sense of self, dignity and respect within the counterculture. They not
only negare others, but also seek to elevare themselves through specifically
masculine values of being, for example, a family breadwinner, 'practical',
'productive', 'having common sense', and being 'able to swear when you like'
and `give and rake a joke like a man'. Informal shoptloor interaction between
men manual workers is often highly aggressive, sexist and derogatory,
humorous yet insulting, playful but degrading. New members are teased
incessantly and tested to see whcther they are 'man enough' to take the insults
couchcd in the humour of `piss taking' and the ernbarrassment of highly
explicir sexual references. Those who display a willingness	 'give it and take
it' are accepted into the masculine subculture, while those who 'snap' have
failed this particular test of manhood and are likely to be kept at a distance.
' Typically, masculine shoptloor values emphasize workers"honesty',
`independence' and 'authenticity'. In many cases rejecting even the very idea
of promotion because it would compromise their sense of masculine
'independence' and 'freedom', men manual workers often insist that this
would require them to change and become conforming 'yes men'. Office
work is seco as an unacceptable I imit on one's freedom and (gender) identity,
as one worker stated, 'You ean't have a laugh and a joke in the offices. They're
all twats and nancy boys there' (Collinson 1992a: 87). Similarly, shopfloor
workers know that supervisors and managers are expected to take their work
borne and 'worry abolir it' in the evening and at weekends. By contrast, they
seek to maintain an impenetrable psychological wall between `public' and
'private' life, as one engineer explained: 'I leave here at 4.30 and I'm not
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taking my work borne. l'm not getting home at seven o'clock with a briefcasc
full of notes'; and anorher added \X'ork does not affect my social life, I-sron't
lec ir. It's 8.00 to 4.30 and that's it' (p. 95). Together, the foregoing studies of
shoptloor dynamics reveal how highly male-dominated working-class cul-
tures often symbolically inverr the values and meanings of class sociery, but in
wavs that often unintentionally reinforce the status quo.

Cr(he)rn:fi fIricede to the shopfloor, the office has been relatively little explored as a
aire of masculinities. Until the late nineteenth century, office jobs tended to be
ven. much men 's preserve. Then, with the expansion of the state and privare
sector bureaucracies, there Was a rapid gro •th of women's clerical employ-
ment to the extent that much clerical and secretaria] work became sex-typed
as women's occupations (Barker and Downing 1980). 'Women's clerical
work' in conternporary organizations is not only downgraded and undcr-
valued but also frequently reflects stereotypical 'homemaker' tasks svithin the
workplace (Pringle 1989). Men, by contrast, are often employed in well-paid
and high discretionary positions that sometimes reflect and reinforce an
intlated status based on their defined role as organizational 'breadwinners'.

In the UK, insurance sales is one such occupation sacre men often elevare
and exaggerate their contribution in ways that reinforce their power, status
and identity within the workplace (Collinson et al. 1990). Despite the work
involving predominantly mental rather than manual skills, a certain mascu-
line mystique abounds in the selling of insurance. The task is often described
in terms of a hernie drama in which 'intrepid' and `valiant' men venture out
into the `dangerous' world of finalice and commerce and, 'against all the
odds', rent rn with new business: winning 'bread' for their organization. Men
in selling frequently construct an image of self-control and resilience to 'take
the knocks' in the aggressive financial market-place. The imagen of intrepid
middle-class masculinities crucially impact on selection criteria and practices
in ways that frequently exclude women.

Yet closer analysis of insurance sales reveals that this masculine imagery
may be misleading. Much of the work consists of establishing long-terco
`business relationships' with intermediarias and agents who then recornmend
the company's products to customers. Far from aggression and toughness,
the nurturing of this business rapport requires a high degree of interpersonal
skills. After-sales service is a central and key part of the sales process and it is
women working in the offices who frequently play a crucial role in resolving
clients' di fficulties and thereby retaining their producr loyalty. Where selling
is conducted direct to the public, a more aggressive style is frequently adopted
by 'financial consultants', who• 	are self-employed and thus remunerated
according to performance (Collinson et al. 1990). Yet in chis part of the
market the encouragement of a more 'macho' and entrepreneurial approach
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to selling, particularly in the 1980s, has led to major scandals throughout the
UK financial services industry because of the high-pressure, unethical sales
practices that have sometimes ensued. Various research studies suggest that
other middle-class, male-dominated professions and technical occupations
such as doctors, computer specialists, lawyers and academics are equally
characterized by gender divisions and highly masculine values and assump.
tions (c.g. Podmore and Spencer 1987; Massey 1993). It is to the rniddle-class
n'asen' i nities of management that we now turn.

Management

It is truly amazing that men's domination of management has not become a
serious topic of concern even in critica' social science. Yet it is managers who
exercise formal power in the workplace and men who frequendy exercise
power over women. While labour process perspectives have critically
examined management as part of a general critique of capitalism (with little
consideration of gender issues), feminist analyses have been more concerned
with the gendered power of trade unions (with little consideration of
management). This neglect is even more evident in mainstreamimalestream
management theory and indeed management idcology and practice. Yet a
closer analysis reveals innumerable ways in which management, both in
theory and practice, implicares 'men' and 'masculinities'. This applies in the
construction of dominan[ models of management, styles of management, the
language of management (often using militaristic and/or sporting meta-
phors), management culture, managcrialism, and so on.

A few, more rccent studies have begun to take up there themes of the
simultaneous deconstruction of 'men'i'mascu n irles' and management in the
context of patriarchy (e.g. Rogers 1988; Cockburn 1991; Roper 1993). They
provide the oasis for a more detailed assessment of the variety of inter-
relations between 'men', 'masculinities' and management. lo one sense, this
approach extends the labour process tradition (e.g. Knights and Willmott
1986) by attempting to retrieve the agcncy of management from an
exclusively structuralist analysis, and by rejecting assumptions of managerial
omniscience and unity in favour of a focus on the contradictions that
characterize managerial control. These contradictions are embedded, first in
the relationship between managementlabour, and men/ •omen, second
within management itself and third within and between different men and
masculinities. Each of diese is now examined in toro.

First, management is set within complcx tensions between ownership and
control, the market and the institution, technological relations and social
relations. Alongside the antagonistic relations between capital and labour,
based on the material conflict between wages and profit, is a coexisting and
contradictory interdependence which limits managerial power (Cressey and
Macinnes 1980). Retaining a continued dependence on workers' skills,
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commitment and consent, management — particularly in certain labour and
product market conditions — will have to relax its control and seek a relatively
cooperative relationship with labour (Friedman 1977). Employers' contra-
dictory demands for both dependable yet disposable workers resnlr in a
ehanging emphasis, first upon managerial prerogative and coercion (scientific
management) and second upon worker cooperador) and consent (human
relations) as product and labour market conditions shift. Yet ncither of there
s t rategies can fully reconcile the contradiction between control and coordi-
nado') in the capital/labour relation (Hyman 1987). Management control is
therefore constrained by its contradictory relationship w ith labour. It is also
highly gendered and reflects specific masculinities. Kanter (1977: 22) has
argucd that scientific management, with its emphasis un rationality and
efficiency, is infused with an irreducibly 'masculine ethic'. She also suggests
that despite its emphasis on the social group rather than economic
rennineration, human relations theory still rests 00 the image of the
racional/masculine manager who remains, 'the man who could control his
ernotions yvhereas workers con Id not' (p. 24).

A second contradictory element is the variety of divisions and differenccs
within management itself, in terms, for example, of hierarchical, spatial and
functional differentiations. By no means a completely integrated and cohesive
function, management is rather a set of arenas for diverse, hierarchically
orientated careers, protnotions and power struggles (Dalton 1959; Jackall
1988; Watson 1994). Invernal divisions within the managerial structure can
Isu emerge in the possible attenuation between the formulation of corporate

policy and its implementado ') at grassroots level, between the core and the
periphery, and through extensivo interfunctional rivalry. For example,
.'∎ rmstrong (1984, 1986) has explored the contlicts and competition between
the managerial professions of accountancy, enginecring and personnel to
secure ascendancy for their own approach to the control of the labour
process. Strategic solutions to management's 'control problem' might
therefore he competing and internally' fragmented. The division between line
and personnel managers is often reinforced by stereotyped assumptions of the
line manager as 'producer', 'provider' and breadwinner for the organizado!)
and the personnel manager as dependent, domestic and organizational
,'welfare worker' (Collinson et al. 1990).

Third, there are contradictions between different men and masculinities.
We have already noted how management differentiates men, both between
managers and non-managers, and between different types of managers. Thus
`managerial masculinity/ies' might be understood as a form (or forms) of
hegemonic masculinity. Equally, contradictions may exist between hegem-
onic managerial authority and diverse managerial masculinities. They may
also exist between ambitious male managers seeking to purchase their career
progress at the cost of others. Such diffcrences between management, men
and masculinities may be interrelated and intertwined with other social
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differences, around age, class, ethnicity, locality, nationality, religion, sexu..
ality, and so on.

These three intervvoven contradictions highlight the complex conditions,
processes and consequences of managerial control in the workplace. They
question convencional assumptions regarding managerial power and reveal
the analytical importante of similarities and differences hetween men,
masculinities and managements. Equally, they demonstrate that the power of
men as managers and managers as men is circumscribed in various ways. Yet
despite the contradictory conditions and consequences of the exercise of
gendered and hierarchical power, research suggests that men managers'
preoccupation with control over women and labour continues to characterize
many routine workplace practices. This preoccupation can be expressed and
reproduced through various discourses of managerial masculinity such as
authoritarianism, paternalism, entrepreneurialism, in formalism and
careerism (Collinson and Hearn 1994).

Conclusion

Focusing upon 'men' at	 chis chapter has discussed severa! dominant
masculinities that continue to remain pervasive, persistent and privileged
within a diversity of workplaces and occupations. In addition tu identifying
these multiple masculinities and workplaces, we have been concerned tu
examine the conditions, processes and consequences of their reproduction in
routine organizational practices. Masculinities in contemporary workplaces
are characterized by contradictory tensions. On the one hand, men often
seem to collaborate, cooperate and identify with one another in ‘vays that
reinforce a shared unity hetween thern; but on the other hand, these same
masculinities can also he characterized simultaneously hy conflict, com-
petition and sclf-differentiation in ways that highlight and intensify the
differences and divisions hetween men. Given these deep-seated tensions,
'ambiguities and contradictions, the 'mides that exist between men should not
he overstated. They are often more precarious, shifting and highly instrumen-
tal than first appearances suggest.

Neither the multiple masculinities nor the various workplaces or occu-
pations discussed in this chapter comprise an exhaustive account of 'men' at
'work'. Our focus has been shaped by analyses and studies conducted by
ourselves and others. 1 :Luther empirical work is necessary to develop the
understanding of these gendered power relations, cultures and suhjectivities.
This is especially the case with regará to management, where analyses of
gender and masculinity have been particularly neglected both by conven-
tional and radical writers alike (Collinson and 1 learn 1996).

Yet, in addition tu further empirical research, more theoretical work is
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necessary to develop the analysis of multiple masculinities/multiple work-
places. Several conceptual and theoretical problems remain- unresolved
within these debates (see also Collinson and Hearn 1994, and Hearn in this
volume). First, the conceptualization of `masculinity/ies' requires clarifi-
cation. For example, how do the ideological/discursive and symbolic featu res
of masculinities interrelate with economic, material and phvsical aspects?
Second, the ways in which masculinities relate tu other elements of power,
culture and subjectivity in organizations needs greater consideration. For
example, in what ways and with what consequences are multiple rnasculini-
ries emhedded and interwoven in other workplace practices, such as those of
control, consent, compliance and resistance? Finally, while recognizing a
multiplicity of possible masculinities and workplace sites, analyses also need
to retain a focos upon the asymmetrical nature of gendered power relations
and su hjectivities.

In highlighting the diversiry of mens workplace power, status and
dornination, this chapter is not advocating a form of enquiry that merely
categorizes di fferent 'types' of men an el/0r masculinity in a highly descriptiva
and static way. Rather, we are seeking to develop analyses that can begin to
reflect and comprehend the multiple, shifting but tenacious nature 	 of
gendered power regimes as they characterize diverse workplaces. \X'e believe
that such empirically informed analytical studies have the potencial 	 tu
examine and understand the dvnamic, shifting and often contradictory
organizational relations through which men's differences and similarities are
reproduced and transformed in particular practices and power asvmmetries.
The critica! studies discussed in this chapter of hoth 'men'/`masculinities' and
'work' are all part of the general deconstruction of the unified, racional and
transcendent subject of men. The possibility of a challenge to men's
taken-for-granted dominant masculinities could facilitare the emergente of
less coercive and less divisive organizational structures, cultures and
practices, a fundamental rethinking of the social organization of the domestic
division of labour and a transformation of `men' at 'work'.

Notes

1 In these accounts the inicial focus on `men' was soon displaced by analysis in terms
of workers, managers or bureaucrats; categories that then becarne interchanged in
the text with 'men'. Even so, there is a mass of information in such texts that can be
reformulated in terms of the construction of specific masculinities (see Morgan
1992).

2 it is crucially important that the emphasis upon men and masculinities does non
become a new mearas of forgetting/excluding women. This exclusionary tendency is
a serious difficulty with the 'men's studies' approach advocated by- Blv (1990)
among others. The analysis of men and masculinities is likely to be enhanced, we
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contend, when the relation to women and femininiry is acknowledge -d-
addressed.
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5 Sara Willott and Christine Griffin

Men, masculinity and the challenge
of long-term unemployment

Introduction

Traditional discourses of masculinity describe the man as the member of the
household who goes out and makes a living (see, for example, Bernard 1981;
Hood 1986). Paid employment, as a means both of making money and of
gctting out of the house, is therefore likely to be an important anchor for
tradicional masculine identities (Morgan 1992). Unemployment, on the other
hand, decreases a man's ability to provide for himself and his family — if he
has onc. It typically also affects where he spcnds his time (Morgan 1992).
Bccause of this, unemployment at least potentially provides a challenge to
tradicional masculine identities. This chapter explores the ways in which
unemployed men position themselves in relation to established discourses of
masculinity.

Social science approaches

To date, relatively little research has looked specifically at unemployment and
masculinities. Fryer and Payne (1986) identified three main theorics from
tnainstream psychological research on unemployment. The stage theory
approach, initially proponed by Eiscnberg and Lazarsfeld (1938), has seca a
plethora of studies concerned with the various stages of psychological
'adjustmene that unemployed men move through over time. Kelvin and
Jarrett (1985) criticize the sitnplistic use of stages and prefer to concentrate on
the critical transition betwecn each stage. In Fryer's opinion, ho •ever, the
`stage' literature has been largely discredited. Jahoda et al. (1933; 1982)
championed the function and need theory (see also Warr 1983), or what
Fryer prefers to call 'the deprivation hypothesis'. According to Fryer, the
Jahoda model has dominated the literature. Fryer's more recent approach
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