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ABSTRACT

The thesis is about class relations, gender relations, and the relations
between these analytically separable systems of social differentiation.
A method of articulation is developed which focusses particular
attention on the complexities of the connections between class and
gender relations. It is argued that these complexities are constituted
in the coherencies, incoherencies, contradictions, tensions and
ambiguities between and within these categories of relations. These are
explored within the production and education contexts, as well as iIn the
context of the relationship between these two sets of sociall
institutions. Basically this method explores the moving, informing and
shaping of the structures of class and of gender relations by each

other.

The method of articulation, proposed in the thesis, is based on a
structuration process approach. Analysis centres, in the first
instance, on the differences and similarities between substantive
expressions of gender relations and between substantive expressions of
class relations. Analysis then proceeds to examining the pattern in

- which certain forms of gender, and certain forms of class,
subordination/superordination, coincide. In other words, analysis
explores a distinctive category of rela;ions, constituted by emergent
patterns at points of interconstitution of these analytically separable
sets of relations. 1In short, this method analyses the structures of
class and of gender relations as working on and through each other.
This is conceptualized as structural agency. Connections between
structural agency and human agency are explored as a component of the

articulation of class and gender relations.

The empirical focus of the thesis is a specific sphere of 'women's work
and education'. That is, inter-connections between class relations and
gender relations are explored by using the proposed method of
articulation to analyse reproduction of secretarial labour power within
education and the mechanisms which connect this vocational education

with secretarial production. Secondary source data on secretarial



labour processes are re-analysed through the method of articulation
developed in the thesis. A major source of original data on secretarial
education is a comparative case study of relevant courses in two sharply
contrasting colleges. This case study compares in detail the
iﬁstitutional structures, cultures and processes of an elite private
secretarial college with the procedures adopted in equivalent courses in

a state college of further education.

Articulation analysis of secretarial education indicates that both class
and gender relations are reproduced in this sphere of vocational
education. The perspective developed in this study suggests that
challenges and confrontations, by secretarial teachers, students and
workers, In respect of the class and gender constraints which they
experience, contribute towards reproduction of these systems of social
inequalities. As such, this study engages with those existing
conceptual frameworks, and those analyses of the reproduction of
secretarial labour power, which suggest that reproduction of class and
gender relations is exclusively or primarily a feature of the
acquiescence and accommodation, of relevant constraints on action, on
the part of women students, teachers and workers in gender specific

areas of education and work.
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INTRODUCTION

CENTRAL ISSUES

This thesis is about class relations, gender relations, and the
relations of these relations. In other words, it concentrates on
analysing connections between these analytically separable forms of
social differentiation. To do this, a method of articulation of forms
of social differentiation is developed. This approach focusses
particular attention on the complexities of the connections between
class and gender relations. These are explored by using the proposed
'articulation' perspective to analyse reproduction of secretarial labour
power within education and the mechanisms which connect this vocational

education with the sphere of production.

Current ongoing debate, in one area of social theory, is concerned with
very similar issues to those of this thesis. That is, a considerable
literature has emerged in recent years which describes and analyses
connections between class and gender relations (eg Bruegel 1982, Pringle
1988, Rubery and Tarling 1982, Alexander 1981, Sargent 1981, Hartsock
1985, Hearn 1987, Walby 1986 and 1990, Hartmann 1979). A recurrent
issue, discussed in this debate, centres on the question of whether
class inequalities and gender inequalities can best be understood as a
unitary system of 'capitalist-patriarchy', or whether these forms of

social differentiation should be viewed as a dual system of class power
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and male power. In spite of this apparently clearcut distinction
between perspectives on class and gender connections, it is not as easy,
as some analysts perhaps suggest (eg Walby 1990:2-7), to classify
analyses according to these two opposing standpoints. Imprecisions
abound when labelling any particular perspective as unitary or dualist,
since, as Cockburn points out:
"there are those who proclaim themselves to be working with a
unitary theory, and who, despite protestations, continue to talk
about the two systems separately, to talk the language of
'inter-relationship'". (1986:81)
Although difficulties arise when categorising the numerous and varied
perspectives on connections between class and gender relations, there
are important broad variations particularly in the assumptions which
underpin their methodological frameworks. A starting point for
'dualists', for example, is that class and gender relations constitute
parallel, autonomous, but inter-relating systems, acting alongside each
other rather than inter-meshing (eg Mitchell 1975). 1In other words,
they treat these sets of relations as separate systems with tangential
connections. For example, dualist analysis often explains that
capitalism creates the structure of hierarchically ranked places in
production, but that gender determines who fills these places (Hartmann
1979, Valli 1986). In contrast, many Marxist feminists' frameworks
presume upon the view that women's subordination to men is integrated
with the system of capitalist class relations (eg Eisenstein 1981).
Nevertheless, many of their consequent analyses turn out to be closely
associated with dualist approaches (eg Gardiner 1975, Beechey 1977).
Against this background, the method of articulation developed in the
present study attempts to avoid this particular discrepancy between

conceptual model and analysis.

What can be claimed for existing analyses is that they shed light on
certain analytic links between class and gender relations. However,
they generally neglect to explore whether class and gender relations
inform and transform each other in the structure and distribution of
power. In contrast, the proposed articulation approach focusses on the
constitution, reconstitution, redirection and reconfiguration of class

and of gender relations, as constituents both of their inter-connections
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and of their reproduction. Articulation analysis of these aspects of
connections between class and gender relations illuminates the complex
structures of each of these relations, in comparison with the more

simple structures assumed in, for example, dualists' frameworks.

One reason for the comparatively simple structures built into dualist
models is that, in the main, these methods focus on the underlying
'principles' of class and gender relations. They explore aggregate
inequalities between men/women and capital/labour. The tendency is to
identify only those substantive instances of these relations which give
coherent expression to the generic rules underpinning class and/or
gender relations., In addition, they incline towards emphasizing
unproblematic coherencies, within class and gender relations, as the
main characteristic of the 'fitting together' and of the reproduction of
these relations. In essence, dualists generally neglect to take account
of incoherencies, ambiguities, tensions and contradictions within and
between these forms of social differentiation. As a consequence they
generally highlight the stable and static characteristics of both class
and gender relations when considered separately from each other. 1In the
main, dualists overlook the possibility of the redirection or
reconfiguration of each of these categories of relations which points to
more than their tangential interconnections, but rather their

interconstitution.

Dualists concentrate on tangential connections between class and gender
relations, and do so from several different perspectives. For example,
some allocate patriarchal and capitalist relations to different
institutional contexts (eg Gardiner 1975), the tendency being to
allocate patriarchy to the domestic context and class relatioms to the
production context. Others acknowledge both forms of social
differentiation within specified social spheres. For example, Downing
(1981) explores both class and gender relations in the context of
secretarial production, and Hartmann (1979) argues that both housework

and waged labour are important sites of women's exploitation by men.

In spite of using different approaches, most dualists tend to assert the

mutual co-existence of class and gender relations. This identification
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of a harmony between these relations stems from both their high degree
of analytic abstraction and also their tendency to prioritorize either
one of these categories of relations. For example, some dualists
maintain that the constraints imposed, through the structure of patriar-
chy, upon women in the home, determine that women are allocated to
proletarian production places (eg Gardiner 1975). A fundamental problem
with such explanations is that they only account for female labour
processes which have proletarian characteristics. Part of this problem
may be contained in the dominance which, in this instance, is allocated
to patriarchy over class relations. That is, this explanation implies
that the structure of class relations is determined by, and derived
from, patriarchal relations. Another consequence of dualist approaches
is that in highlighting coherencies, within both class and gender
relations, they emphasise the unproblematic 'fitting together' of these
relations. This focus on coherencies underpins dualists' assertion of a
pattern of mutual reinforcement between these relations. A contention
of this study is that dualists tend to over-simplify social relations.
In effect, they fail to provide appropriate analytic tools for identify-
ing or explaining not only such coherencies, but also anomalies, ten-
sions, ambiguities and contradictions within and between class and
gender relations, and, in turn, they are left unable to deal with the

consequences of these for understanding power.

In problematizing dualist methods, the fundamental issue, explored as a
constant underlying theme in this study, is whether class relations make
a systematic difference to the structure of gender relations, and
whether gender relations make a systematic difference to the structure
of class relations. In other words, the method developed in this thesis
focusses on the forms, as distinct from the degrees, of class and gender
domination/subordination. In so doing, the proposed articulation
perspective takes issue, and engages, with the comparatively simple
structural forms, as well as the processes of reproduction, of class
relations and of gender relations built into many existing perspectives.
It does this by exploring the systematic shaping and informing of the
analytically separable social categories of class relations and gender
relations. It is in this sense that 'articulation' is used in this
thesis. Other analysts of class and gender relations also use the term

'articulation'. For example, 'articulation' is often used when
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referring to political action in respect of a particular class and/or
gender position. However, they rarely define their usage of the term
'articulation'. 1In the main it is left to readers of the literature to
draw their own conclusions about the concepts implicit in this somewhat

vague usage of 'articulation'.

In general, many existing analyses use 'articulation' to refer to
coherent expressions of the generic principles of, say, systems of
social differentiation., For example, analyses concerned with explaining
patriarchal relations often refer to 'women's jobs' as being
characterised by low pay, low status, lack of training (eg Barron and
Norris 1976). In the conventional sense, these practical qualities of
'women's work' can be said to 'articulate', or in other words give
coherent, and continuity of expression to, the broad principles of
patriarchal relations. That is, they represent a practical
manifestation of women's subordination to men. In terms of the 'fitting
together' of class and gender relations, these particular expressions of
patriarchal relations also cohere with the principles underlying class
relations. When these analysts go on to explain that domestic gender
relations determine that women acquire jobs with proletarian
characteristics, their emphasis on coherencies between these relations
entails an implicit claim for dominance of patriarchy over class

relations (eg Beechey 1977, Bruegel 1982).

Implicit in the conventional usage of 'articulation' is, then, coherence
both between expressive material instances and the general principles
inherent in particular categories of social relations, and also in the
'fitting together' of these different categories of social relationms,
within and between different sets of social institutions. Basically,
'articulation' is not given this conventional meaning in the present
study because the method adopted aims to explore not only coherencies
but also the complex of incoherencies, ambiguities and tensions, within
and between class and gender relations, within and between different
sets of institutions. That is, it attempts to move beyond exclusive
reliance on either the coherencies, within and between class and gender

relations, or the claims to domination of one or the other set of
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relations associated with the concepts implicit in the common usage of

'articulation'.

It is necessary to emphasise that substantive expressions of class and
gender inequalities are not referred to in this thesis, as in some
dualist analyses, as the 'articulation' of these forms of social
differentiation. Implicit in the usage of 'articulation' in this thesis
is a dynamic process, constituted in the dialectics of interconstitution
within and between analytically separable dimensions of class relations
and of gender relations. As such this study attempts both to expose and
also to explain some of the complex features of class and of gender
relations and of their reproduction, including the coherencies and
incoherencies, continuities and discontinuities within and between these
relations. In this respect, the thesis addresses the issue that some
women at work are clearly not in the uncompromised proletarian location
suggested or implied by most dualists (eg Bruegel 1982, Braverman 1974,
Edwards 1979, Valli 1986). Women doctors, members of parliament,
lawyers, teachers, for instance, are involved in labour processes which
are not routine, repetitious, tightly controlled. In addition, women in
these sorts of occupations exercise control over some men, such as
school caretakers, court ushers, hospital porters. These women are not
apparently subordinate to all men. Furthermore, there are sharp
differences between these women's labour processes and, say, those of
school 'dinner ladies', women office cleaners, supermarket 'check-out
girls'. Nevertheless, it is likely that all these women's labour
processes are informed in some way by patriarchal relations. On the
other hand, the distinctions between these high and low status
occupations might include differences in the ways in which the women are

constituted in both patriarchal and class relatioms.

At the very least the patriarchal structure of male dominance appears,
from the examples of women's occupations above, not to act uniformly.
In addition, where women exercise control over some men, there is an
apparent substantive manifestation of a contradiction of the generic
rules of patriarchy in which men dominate women. It is in this sense

that a substantive instance of, say, patriarchal relations may, at one
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and the same time, cohere with and contradict the generic rules of these
relations. That is, a woman teacher, for instance, may experience
patriarchal subordination in respect of her relations with the male
headteacher of the school. This coheres with the generic rules of
patriarchy. On the other hand, the form that this patriarchal
subordination takes is likely to be very different from the form of
patriarchal subordination experienced by the woman cleaner in this
school. The woman teacher's material form of patriarchy may, in
reality, be part of a process by which she is conferred control over the
women and men cleaners. 1In itself, this contradicts women's universal
and uniform subordination to men inherent in the underlying principles
of patriarchy. Although on the surface paradoxical, an instance of,
say, patriarchal subordination can, then, simultaneously cohere with and
be incoherent with, the basic principles of that system of social
inequalities. Basically, these distinctive features, of continuity and
discontinuity with the underlying principles of, say, patriarchy,
constituted within one instance of patriarchal subordination, surface
according to, in this case, the comparative model of labour processes
which is used. For example, incoherencies within patriarchy, only come
to light in this example from education, when the woman teacher's labour
process is compared with that of the woman school cleaner, rather than
confining analysis of patriarchy to comparisons between men and women's
labour processes. However, that is not to rule out the possibility that
incoherencies within patriarchy may also be contained in the differences

and similarities between men and women's labour processes.

Incoherencies, within and between class and gender relations, like that
illustrated in the discussion above, are highlighted in this study when
analysing the restrictions on, and opportunities for, action realized by
material circumstances and social relations of the daily realities of
women's working life, Features of labour processes such as tasks,
responsibility, remuneration, control, material conditions, are
explored. In the proposed method of articulation these aspects of
women's labour processes are explored as practical instances of class
and of gender relations. They are taken to constitute the cultural

dimension of these relations inasmuch as they are represented in the
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conscious realities of class and of gender experiences. The patterning
of various instances of the realization of class and gender relations is
taken to constitute the structural dimension of these relations inasmuch
as this patterning represents the non-conscious, collective sphere of

individual women's experiences of these relations.

This study takes more detailed and systematic account, than in most
dualist methods, of the cultural dimension of class and of gender
relations. This emphasis highlights some complicated aspects of these
relations. That is, incoherencies, tensions and anomalies, surface,
within and between class and gender relations, when, for example,
comparing the tasks and social relations of different women's labour
processes, which constitute the conscious realities of their workaday
experiences. These complexities are important. 1In the first place,
they raise the problem of explaining the complex tensions, incoherencies
and coherencies as either part of the structural pattern of these
systems of social differentiation or simply, as implied by most existing
perspectives, as exceptions which prove their underlying rules. The
method adopted in this study provides a framework for explaining both
coherencies and incoherencies as part of the structural form of class
and of gender relations, as well as of the patterning of these
particular structural forms of these relations with each other. In the
second place, many features of the complexity of social relations tend
to render dualist methods confusing. For example, the differences in
the experiences of patriarchal domination of, say, a woman doctor in
comparison with a 'check-out girl' seem likely to have something to do
with the different class specificities of these occupations. Yet,
dualists' assertion of the unproblematic mutual coherence of class and
gender relations relies on the assumption that women at work enjoy or
suffer uniform conditions and relations of production. In other words,
their frameworks do not contain the analytic procedures for dealing with
differences between the constraints and opportunities for action which

inhere in women's relations of production.

Problematizing the unitary characteristics of 'women's work'

automatically problematizes dualists' methods. In effect, the
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continuities and coherencies between class and gender relations,
asserted by dualists, are not borne out by the conscious realities of
different women's working lives. For instance, if a woman lawyer
experiences some form of patriarchal subordination, this is at least in
tension with the class prestige inscribed in the status of this
occupation. In short, a starting point for this study is the contention
that a different frame of reference is needed, for class and for gender
relations, from that incorporated into most existing methods, if our
understanding of connections between these categories of social

differentiation is to be advanced.

One major problem, which emerges from critical assessment of dualist
analyses is, then, that there are numerous material expressions of class
and gender relations which they fail to explain, For example, they do
not provide appropriate analytic tools to explore differences and
similarities, contained in experiences of class and gender relationms,
between women and men doctors in comparison with those between women and
men ward nurses. Neither do they provide a framework for exploring,
say, the differences and similarities contained in the gender and class
experiences of women doctors and women nurses. This thesis seeks to
address such problems, which arise from critical discussion of existing
analyses of class and gender connections, including dualist
perspectives. To do this, it attempts to develop a method of
articulation of these relations which is based on a critical
appreciation of a structuration approach (Giddens 1979 and 1984). This
method aims to advance understanding of interconnections between class
and gender relations by developing and redirecting existing approaches,
including current structuration perspectives themselves. Basically,
what is being suggested by this method is that an exclusive focus on
coherencies, between substantive expressions and the generic principles
underlying class and/or gender relations, may hinder understanding of
connections between these relations. A framework is constructed in this
study which highlights the possibilities of change and movement within
class relations and within gender relations. That is, these relations
are analysed in terms of structuration processes. This focus emphasises
the properties of constitution, reconstitution, reconfiguration and

redirection, constituted in every instance of the acting out of sets of
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relations. These properties are examined in this study as being, in
part, the outcome of the shaping, forming and informing of class and
gender relations by each other. They are also examined, in sharp
contrast to dualistic approaches, as being constituents of the

reproduction of both forms of social differentiation.

The central substantive 'instance' developed in this thesis concerns
expressions of class and gender relations in the tasks and social
relations that make up secretarial labour processes and, more
specifically, education associated with 'preparation' for these labour
processes. In problematizing dualists' assumed homogeneity of 'women's
labour', class and gender contrasts and similarities are explored in
respect of different secretarial labour and education processes. In the
case of the pool typist, for instance, her routine and repetitious tasks
in part express the proletarian characteristics of capitalist class
relations. At the same time her segregation within a female exclusive
'pool’ in part expresses the subordination of women to men inscribed in
patriarchal relations. However, in a different historically or
contextually specific secretarial labour process there may be different
as well as similar substantive expressions of class and of gender
relations. For instance, practical manifestations of class and of
gender relations in the pool typist's labour process could be compared
with, say, those of the high level secretary commonly designated
'personal assistant'. While both class and patriarchal inequalities are
expressed in both labour processes, in the case of the personal
assistant she negotiates a personalized and privatized relationship with
a dominant class man, and has variety and decision making
responsibilities in her labour process, very different from the pool
typist. In effect there are sharp differences of form, constituted in
the realization of both class and gender relations, between these two
gendered labour processes, each of which is commonly referred to as

'secretary'.

The proposed method of articulation seeks to explain the 'fitting
together' of the differences and similarities between practical
expressions of class and gender relations, such as those constituted in

the two labour processes outlined above. It traces the continuities but
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also the ambiguities, tensions and contradictions between expressions of
class and gender relations and the generic principles underlying their
respective structures. For example, personal assistants to high ranking
executives exercise control over lower ranking male and female office
workers, which contradicts the principles of women's uniform
subordination to men. However, this may only constitute an apparent
contradiction within patriarchy inasmuch as it may be explained as a
reconfiguration of that structure of these relations posited in many
existing frameworks. As such this framework incorporates a shift away
from the more simple structure of patriarchal and of class relations

presumed upon in most dualist and unifocal perspectives.

A fundamental issue, underlying the framework of the method of
articulation, is the possible patterning of coherencies, incoherencies,
and contradictions within and between class and gender relations. Any
such pattern would constitute the non conscious, but collective,
structural dimension of each of these relations. In turn,
incoherencies, coherencies, tensions and contradictions, within each
category of relations, would constitute complex structural forms of
class and of gender relations, in comparison with the form of these
relations devised through many existing approaches. A core problem,
then, is explaining material instances of, say, patriarchy which, as
outlined briefly above, contradict the generic rules underlying this
category of relations. It is at this moment of analysis that possible
interconnections between class and gender relations take centre stage.
For instance, practical expressions of contradictions with the generic
principles of patriarchy, expressed in the personal assistant's labour
process, may be explained in terms of connections with another category
of relations, That is, the power the personal assistant has over low
level office men, which is closely associated with her own patriarchal
subordination to an executive man, contradicts the basic principles of
patriarchy. At the same time, however, pool typists do not enjoy formal
power over any male office workers., Class and gender are connected here
since this practical instance of a contradiction within patriarchal
relations, serves to differentiate secretarial women in class terms. In

other words, this conscious moment of contradiction with the generic
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rules of patriachal relations constitutes, in part, the non conscious

structural form of class relatiomns.

When analysing both the realization of class and of gender relations and
generic principles of these relations, the proposed method of
articulation explores, as in the example above, the possible
interconstitution of the structural and cultural dimensions, within and
between these social relations. That is, analysis examines substantive
coherencies and incoherencies, with the broad principles of class and of
gender relations, as the possible outcome of the structural
interconstitution of these relations. To do this, the proposed method
of articulation constructs a framework for analysing the possibly
complex pathway of interconnections within and between class and gender
relations. As indicated earlier, this matrix is modelled out of
analytically separable dimensions of social relations. That is, this
framework includes the conscious realities of class and of gender
experiences constituting the cultural dimension of these relations; the
patterning of these substantive instances of class and of gender
relations, constituting the non conscious collective realm of
experiences and, in turn, constituting the structural dimension of these
relations; and the generic principles underlying each of these sets of
relations. Analysis then proceeds to the possible interlinkages between
these analytic dimensions, within and across class relations and gender
relations. For example, a female doctor's power over male hospital
porters represents a 'problem' outside the parameters of that simple
structure of patriarchy devised purely in terms of the male/female
dichotomy. In contrast, in an articulation perspective such examples of
incoherencies within, say, patriarchy are viewed as the possible
institutionalization of class differences between different categories

of female hospital labour.

This study seeks to incorporate into analysis more complex structural
forms of categories of relations, than those generally posited in
existing frameworks. To do this, the method of articulation focusses on
the non conscious patterns, constituting the structural dimension of

class and of gender relations, created by anomalies, ambiguities,
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tensions and coherencies, between the cultural and generic principles
dimensions of these relations. Analysis proceeds by drawing together
the resultant form of class relations with the resultant form of gender
relations. In other words, the coincidence of specific expressions of
class and specific expressions of gender subordination/superordination
is investigated., This explores whether a further form emerges,
constituted by the form of coherencies and incoherencies within gender
relations and the form of coherencies and incoherencies within class

relations.

In the main, dualist methods implicitly prioritorize either class or
gender relations or resort to disregarding the relevance of one or other
of these relations (eg Valli 1986, Downing 1981). They tend to overlook
the possibility of a distinct set of relations constituted by the two
analytically separable categories of class and of gender relations. For
example, Downing (1981) argues that, with the introduction of
information processing technology, control of women secretaries will be
converted from patriarchal to class control. She maintains that all
secretaries are primarily controlled (1981) by the patriarchal
subordination they all experience in respect of office men. She argues
that this form of control, that is the exercise of dominance by all
office men over women secretaries, will disappear when these women are
confined to 'pools' of, for example, word processor operators. In the
place of patriarchal control, will come machine control which is a
feature of class relations. Downing's analysis does not allow for the
possible concurrence of class and patriarchal control mechanisms and
thereby rules out the possibility of a category of relations constituted
by these two forms of social differentiation. 1In other words, like
other analyses of 'women's work', Downing disregards the possibility
that hierarchical insulation and segmentation of the sexes may

constitute, concurrently, a form of patriarchy and of capitalism.

As in the case of Downing's analysis, dualist methods tend to rely
primarily on deductive logic. That is, they take the generic principles
of class and of gender relations and then seek only illustrative, rather

than contradictory or dialectical, examples of these principles. 1In
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contrast, an inherent feature of the proposed method of articulation is
that it contains both a deductive and an inductive logic. Put another
way, this method is retroductive (Sayer 1983), moving constantly between
an inductive and deductive mode of analysis. Dualists' tendency towards
exclusively deductive methodologies is oné of the major reasons why they
identify only those expressions of social inequalities which cohere with
the generic principles of class or gender relations. In contrast,
particularly with the inductive logic, which forms a crucial aspect of
the proposed method of class and gender articulation, this study seeks
to shed light on and to explain expressions of both incoherencies and

coherencies with these general principles of power distribution.

The partly inductive analytic process of this study means that a central
focus 1s substantive expressions of conscious, real, experiences of
class and of gender relations. That is, the daily realities of class
and gender experiences are centralized in this approach. This mode of
analysis highlights women and men's conscious understanding of social
inequalities and their actions and reactions to dominant forces. For
example, a female factory chargehand supervises women 'on the line'
(Cavendish 1982, Pollert 1981). This suggests that practical gradations
and divisions within gendered occupations may be more subtle and diverse
than those suggested by dualist methods, when, for example, they
classify all women at work as proletarians (eg Braverman 1974). This is
an important issue because it points to the possibility that in most
classed and gendered social positions participants may have something to
lose as well as to gain, in terms of their overall share of power, from

challenging disadvantages stemming from one set of relations.

According to dualist perspectives there are only advantages for, for
instance, a female factory chargehand, in amending the unequal
distribution of power written into either class or gender relations. By
explaining, for example, that patriarchal relations within the family
determine a proletarian location for women in production (Barron and
Norris 1976, Gardiner 1975, Bruegel 1982), some dualist methods suggest
that the elimination of patriarchy in the home would result in
amelioration of women's class relations of production. There is little

analytic space for considering whether women, like the chargehand in the
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factory, might experience a deterioration in their share of power with
the overthrow of, say, patriarchy. For instance, in dualist approaches
the question remains unexplored that if, say, the patriarchal subordina-
tion of a female chargehand to, say, a male foreman were not acted out

in this production place she may lose some of her class and gender
advantages over lower level male and female factory 'hands'. In con-
trast, this thesis explores, for example, a female chargehand's
particular class advantages as being possibly acquired through conscious
acceptance, acquiescence or accommodation of women's patriarchal subordi-
nation. In other words a female chargehand may be aware of disadvantages
accruing from one set of relations but they may be justified, legitimised,
and offset by the advantages accruing from the other set of relations.
From this surfaces an apparent paradox which helps to move this analysis
beyond 'dualism'. That is this present articulation perspective explores
contradictions within, say, patriarchy as assisting reproduction of this
category of relations. Reproduction is far more narrowly defined in
'dualism' since it is confined to coherencies within and between class
and gender relations. In addition, 'articulation analysis' also explores
contradictions between, for example, a female chargehand's comparatively
high class power and explicit patriarchal subordination, as affording
opportunities for critical reflection which influences actions of
resistance. In other words, in line with a structuration approach
(Giddens 1979 and 1984), the proposed method of articulation explores
resistance and challenge, accommodation and acquiescence, as features of
possible reconstitution, reconfiguration or redirection of a category of

relations.

This study builds upon and develops structuration approaches however
when, for example, the power inscribed in any one, say, labour process
is explored. It does this by exploring the shaping and moving together,
that is the articulation, of class and of patriarchal relations, as
possibly highlighting or shielding, from the conscious understanding of
individuals, each or both of these systems of social inequalities. This
issue is taken up in the method of articulation in terms of the
ideological effects of class and gender articulation. That is, the
method of articulation explores the ideological effects of class and
gender interconnections as possibly displacing, underlining or
additionally advancing the outcome of actions of resistance,
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acquiescence or accommodation in respect of one category of relationms.
This aspect of analysis concentrates on the realities of constitution,
reconstitution, redirection and reconfiguration of class and of gender
relations as possible outcomes of each instance of the enactment of

these relations. It explores reproduction, realignment and reshaping of
one category of relations in terms of human actions of challenge,
submission or accommodation of relevant social inequalities. Analysis
then proceeds to the 'knock-on' effects of this human agency for the

form of another category of relations. In other words, reproduction,
realignment and reshaping of, say, class relations may result in reproduc-

tion, realignment or reshaping of, say, gender relations.

Analysis of ideological effects produced by class and gender articulation
explores, then, actions, concerned with the possible reconstitution,
reconfiguration or redirection of one category of relations, as being
accommodated, nullified, further redirected, advanced or reshaped by
consequent or compensating reconstitution or reconfiguration of the

other connected category of relations. If these possibilities are

indeed the case, then ideological effects would comprise an important
element of the reproduction, reconstitution or reconfiguration of social
inequalities. Although at first sight it appears paradoxical, such
ideological effects would mean that the outcome of the articulation of
class and gender with each other, including contradictions between and
within these relations, may represent a key issue in understanding both
the reproduction of both forms of social differentiation as well as some
of the possibilities of change as a consequence of resistance to preceived
forms of these relations. In effect, the processes of reproduction of
class and gender relations, illuminated in this study, differ distinctly
from, and are critical of, those processes identified through a dualistic
model. In other words, this analysis acknowledges human action in
shaping and amending social relations, but, in contrast to dualistic
approaches, simultaneously seeks to explain the frequent resultant,
apparently contradictory, realities of possible inertia in respect of

the fundamental change in overall distribution of power. That is, in
spite of sometimes sustained resistance, resulting in far-reaching
advances in a particular share of one form of power, a subordinate group
may nevertheless experience virtually no amelioration in its overall

share of power.
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Basically, this study attempts to highlight some of the complexitites of
a social totality. However, it is acknowledged that the study consti~
tutes an abstraction from social totality in that it examines only class
relations and gender relations. At the same time, the thesis draws
particular attention to the complex web of structural interactions
between class and gender relations, by including the relations between
sets of social institutions, such as school and work, in its method of
articulation. Such exploration of structural interconnections between
class and gender relations points to a mode of analysis which has

received little empirical realization to date.

This study brings the particular problematic of the relations between
sets of institutions to a method of articulation. It assumes, for
example, that the realization of class in the family might shape the
realization of patriarchy at work. For instance, in the case of a
female doctor, her particular form of patriarchal subordination to a
male hospital registrar or consultant might be dependent on, say,
expressions of class relations in other institutional contexts. For
instance, there may be class advantages, which cohere with her family
and education background, acquired at work partly through her
patriarchal subordination or partly because the working role is
patriarchal in specific forms. The thesis addresses these issues by
incorporating the relations between sets of institutions into its model
of class and gender articulation. In particular this study analyses the
cultural, structural, and generic principles dimensions of class and of
gender relations as constituted in the institutional spheres of

secretarial education and production.

The method of articulation used in this thesis allows for analysis of
the relative autonomy of class and gender relations with respect to each
other, so that neither category of relations is taken as a necessary
pre-requisite of the other. At the same time, this method addresses the
emergent properties of the mechanisms which connect the one with the
other. For example, it explores the emergent properties contained in a
practical instance of a woman's patriarchal subordination. So, for

instance, a woman doctor's subordination to a male hospital registrar
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may constitute not only gender boundaries imposed on her labour process,
but, importantly, particular features of class differentiation, for
instance, between her and male and female ward nurses, or men and women

hospital porters and cleaners.

In raising the issue of a relationship constituted by two analytically
separable sets of relations, this study makes problematic the relativity
dimension of relative autonomy. It does this when assessing, adopting
and developing its underlying structuration perspective (Giddens 1979
and 1984) to address the structural interconstitution of class and
gender relations. In so doing, the study addresses a relationship which
is dependent on both class relations and gender relations. However,
this underlying structuration perspective acknowledges that neither
basic system of social differentiation is dependent on this further
category of relations. At the same time, this analysis suggests that
more complex structures and processes of reproduction, than those
suggested by the basic dichotomies of men/women and capital/labour as
adopted particularly in 'dualism', transpire when both forms of social
differentiation act simultaneously within and between different sets of

social institutions.

SUBSTANTIVE FOCUS, ARTICULATION AND SOCIAL THEORY

In the general literature of social theory, as well as in the more
specialised area of education theory, class relations and gender
relations have been the focus of extensive debate in recent years. For
the most part, theories have been developed which concentrate on either
one of these categories of relations (eg Braverman 1974, Bernstein
1990). That is, the trend has been towards allocating priority to
either class or gender relations. This results in a reciprocal
peripheralization of either set of relations (eg Valli 1986). In
contrast with that tendency, this exploration into the reproduction of
secretarial labour power attempts to take simultaneous account of both
class and gender relations. A guiding premise for this investigation is

that a singular interest in either class or gender relations, following
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popular trends in sociology, neglects to interpret systems of social
differentiation which inter-relate in shaping the daily routines and

conscious experiences of secretaries both in education and at work.

In more recent years, some analyses have acknowledged a need to
problematize links between class and gender relations. As indicated
earlier, theories have emerged and are in course of development, which
seek to explain interconnections between these categories of relations
(eg Walby 1986 and 1990, Hearn 1987). But most agree that the debate
remains unresolved. For example, Hartmann, in discussing 'a progressive
union' between Marxist and feminist analysis, states:

"Many problems remain for us to explore . . . what makes our task a
difficult one is that the same features, such as the division of
labour, often reinforce both patriarchy and capitalism, and in a
thoroughly capitalist society, it is hard to isolate the mechanisms
of patriarchy. Nevertheless, this is what we must do . . . The
questions we must ask are endless." (in Sargent 1981:195)
The issue of whether it is appropriate to isolate class from patriarchy
is at the heart of the continuing discourse on methodological
development. This analysis of secretarial education and production
suggests that advances in understanding class and patriarchy may be
hindered by methods in which these relations are isolated one from the
other. Nevertheless the method of articulation of these relations,
developed in this study, does not pretend to resolve fully the disputes
on theories which link class and gender relations (eg Barrett 1984). It
does claim, however, to present previously uncharted empirical evidence
in a new analytic mode. In so doing, it attempts to shed new light on
the structure, distribution and reproduction of power. To do this, a
method of articulation is developed which addresses the complexities of
the structures of both class and gender relations. This results from
analysis of the shaping and informing of these relations by each other.

This aspect of the mechanisms and consequences of interconnections

between class and gender relations has been largely neglected to date.
In the literature which concentrates on class analysis, an increasing

interest has been shown in recent years in the class location of office

workers. The proletarianization of white-collar labour has been debated
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at some length (eg Braverman 1974, Crompton and Jones 1984). In
contrast with these analyses, which tend to omit detailed scrutiny of
exclusively female sectors of office labour, analysis of the class
structure of female occupations, such as that of secretary, is
illuminated in this study. The relations of women secretaries with
other women secretaries is explored to analyse differences and
similarities in the ways in which women are constituted in both class
and gender relations. In other words, a new direction is taken in this
study by problematizing the class homogeneity which earlier analyses
have taken for granted, by virtue largely of the gender specificity of

secretarial labour.

Discussions which focus on explaining the class location of office
labour tend to dismiss all secretarial women as low level workers,
representing the secondary sector labour force or reserve army of labour
analytic categories supported by some gender analysts (eg Beechey 1977,
Barron and Norris 1976). On the basis of limited empirical evidence,
the assumption is made that if all secretaries are women, as is
virtually the case, then they must enjoy common conditions and
interests. These assumptions are underpinned by the emphasis on
analysis of aggregate inequalities inscribed in class and gender
relations. In contrast, by including and making central the cultural
lived experiences, as well as the generic principles, dimensions of
these social relations in this study, divisions amongst secretarial
women are highlighted. Evidence and analysis is presented which
problematizes earlier assumptions about the unitary nature of 'women's
work', as well as the over-simplificiations which result from an
analytical bias towards, or prioritorization of, either class or gender

relations.

Current social theories on education are concerned with explaining
connections between education and production, whether they be of the
gender or class dynamics of emphasis (eg Bourdieu 1977, Bowles and
Gintis 1976). 1In view of this interest and an emerging vocationalism in
education in the shape of, for example, TVEI, it is surprising that,

until quite recently, limited research interest has been shown in

31



vocational education in colleges of further education., Yet this sector
of education has the explicit objective of fitting students to become
workers in specific areas of production. Where education analysts
conduct substantive research they have tended, in the past at least, to
rely predominantly on compulsory primary and secondary general education
(eg Grafton et al 1987). To a limited extent, this investigation sheds
light on a previously neglected sphere of education and how it goes
about preparing students to fit the prespecified places of secretarial
production. It explores the articulation of class and gender relations
in secretarial education and secretarial production to analyse the
relations between these sets of institutions as a possible constituent

of the articulation of these relations.

EMPIRICAL FOCUS

As indicated earlier, the empirical focus in this research is
secretarial labour and secretarial education in England. Descriptions
and analysis of the tasks and social relations which characterise
secretarial work and education are discussed, as well as the overall
structure of their occupational and educational contexts. Analysis
focusses particular attention on the reproduction of secretarial labour
power within education and the mechanisms which connect this area of

education with production.

Analysis of the structure of secretarial education and of office work,
as well as of the routine lives of secretaries at work and in education,
is developed to explore relations between these two sets of social
institutions. This data is analysed in terms of conscious realities of
secretaries at work and in education, constituting, in part, the
cultural dimension of class and of gender relations. A major feature of
analysis concerns the patterning of these instances of secretaries’
conscious experiences of class and of gender inequalities. The pattern
itself constitutes, in part, the non conscious male and capitalist
forces which impinge on secretaries' experiences of work and vocational

education, constituting, in turn and in part, the structural dimension
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of class and of gender relations. As this study is primarily concerned
with the patterning of those patterns constituted by substantive
instances of class and of gender relations, it is essentially a
structural analysis of the reproduction of secretarial labour power.

The focus in this study is the institutional context of education.

Analysis of the history of secretarial work, since its initial feminiza-
tion in the latter part of the 19th Century, charts changes over time to
both the structure of this area of office labour and the daily lives of
secretaries at work. Contemporary secretarial labour processes are
explored by contrasting the role and function of the highest ranking
'personal assistant' with that of the lower level 'pool typist'.
Discussion centres on differences and similarities between these two
labour processes, contained in the realization of class and of gender

relations.

With regard to the institutions of education, analysis is developed on
historical changes in secretarial education. From this emerges a
detailed account of the system of contemporary secretarial education in
England. This provides a context and background which assist
understanding of the contemporary routine lives of secretarial teachers
and students. A major source of empirical data on secretarial education
for this study is a comparative case study of relevant courses in two
sharply contrasting colleges. This case study compares in detail the
institutional structures, cultures and processes of an elite private
secretarial college with the procedures adopted in equivalent courses in
a state college of further education. The sharp contrasts between the
two institutions presents comparative critical case studies in which the
experiences of secretarial students and teachers are distinguished in
terms of both class and gender relations. This provides an analysis of
both the complex interdeterminancies between and within the cultural,
generic principles, and structural dimensions of class and gender
relations, as well as of the human agency of secretarial teachers and

students.

33



In line with the central theme of the proposed method of articulation,
the broad system and daily routines of both secretarial work and
secretarial education are analysed in terms of coherencies and
incoherencies between and within conscious realities of class and of
gender relations and their respective generic principles. In addition,
analysis explores patterns of connection, between and within class and
gender relations, within and between the overall system and the daily
realities of secretarial labour and secretarial education. 1In
presenting particularly extensive discussion of information on a
specific sphere of 'women's education', namely secretarial education,
the structures of class and of gender relations, as built into existing
analyses, are problematized through detailed scrutiny of instances of

the realization of these social relations.

From the analytic perspective of the empirical focus of this thesis,
extensive analysis is presented of the intricacies of both the
interconstitution of the structures of class and gender relations with
each other, and the human agency, which together constitute the medium,
action and outcome of secretarial women's consciousness. For example,
historical developments in secretarial education are presented to
explore changes in the organizational pattern of secretarial education,
which give expression to the shaping and moving together of class and
gender relations - that is to their articulation. At the same time,
these organisational amendments rest also on, for example, teachers and
examining boards' decisions about, for instance, the nature of the
courses to be included in secretarial education. Such decisions may be
informed by critical views of inequalities and a desire to resist,
accommodate or acquiesce to forms of class and of gender domination. On
the other hand, when focussing analysis on the daily processes of a
particular course within secretarial education, particular expressions
of class and gender articulation may reflect or contradict expressions
of this articulation at the level of the system of this vocational
education. In addition students and teachers in any specific
secretarial course may, at best, have only a partial understanding of
both instances of the cultural dimension of class and gender relations

which are manifested in the system of their form of vocational

34



education, and the informing of class and gender by each other.
Furthermore, from the confines of any particular course, students and
teachers may not be able to penetrate fully, or be fully conscious of,
those conscious decisions involved in defining the structure of
secretarial education. Neither are they likely, therefore, to perceive
fully the consequential forms of domination, which limit, and afford
opportunities for, particular options for action available to the
members of any particular course. In other words teachers and students
involved in a particular course may only rarely question how their

course was produced and reproduced.

Analysis of the everyday lives of secretarial students and their
teachers, examined in detall in the comparative case study of this
thesis, explores both the structural constraints of domination which
shape their experiences, as well as the processes of human agency of the
women participating in secretarial education. The realization of class
and gender inequalities, at the level of the daily lived realities of
secretarial education, constitute part of secretarial students and
teachers' understanding of their world. The analysis centres upon
differentiated experiences of secretarial education and how these
constitute particular interpretations of gendered and classed social
positions. The analytic focus 1s on judgements, by secretaries in
education and in production, about challenge, resistance, accommodation
or acceptance of their material forms of social inequalities. Analysis
of students and teachers' interpretations and understanding of systems
of social inequalities sheds light on the ideological effects dimension
of class and gender articulation. That is, their awareness of class or
gender advantages, for example, may justify, countermand, help to
sustain, in highlighting or shielding from view, their class or gender

disadvantages, as well as providing space for resistance.

The analysis of secretarial education and secretarial labour presented
in this study examines, then, the forming, shaping, informing and moving
together of class and gender relations, constituting articulation. That
is, it explores an instance of the cultural dimension of class and of

gender relations at the levels of both the system and daily routines of
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secretarial labour and production. Analysis is developed to explore how
the structural distribution of power of the one form of social
differentiation acts on and through the structural distribution of power
of the other form of social differentiation. The coincidence, of
certain forms of class and of gender inequalities, is analysed as the
emergent properties of the articulation of these social forms. These
are explored as a further set of relations constituted by class

relations and gender relations.

STRUCTURE OF THESIS

The central problematics of explaining connections between class and
gender relations, as well as developing the analytic perspective of this
research, are presented in Chapter I. By discussing existing class and
gender theories of production, as well as education theories, possible

components of a method of articulation come to light in this chapter.

Chapter II concentrates on constructing a specific model of class énd'
gender articulation. It draws together and develops those components of
an articulation approach indicated during critical discussion of
existing class and gender analyses in the previous chapter. An analytic
framework is presented which extends frameworks commonly adopted by, for

example, dualist methods.

The thesis proceeds by using the method of articulation discussed in
Chapter II to interpret previous research on secretarial production and
original research on secretarial education. Each succeeding chapter
focusses analysis on a particular empirical area which represents a
specific structural moment within the inter-relations constituting class

and gender articulation.
Chapter III takes secretarial production relations as its focus.

Empirical data drawn from developments in research on secretarial work

and contemporary secretarial labour processes is re-analysed through the
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previously proposed method of articulation. Coherencies and
incoherencies are examined between and within the generic principles and
the cultural dimensions of class and gender relatioms. This analysis
explores the pattern which emerges from drawing together class relations

with patriarchal relations as exhibited in secretarial production.

Chapter IV documents the history and current system of secretarial
education in England. This chapter focusses analysis on
interconstitution, within and between the structural and the cultural
dimensions of class and gender relations, as realized in the system of
secretarial education. Analysis presents a broad overview of the
organisation of this area of vocational education within which the two
colleges, used in the comparative study, can be located. Analysis
examines material practices, which influence the overall shape of
secretarial education, as possible constraints imposed by the forces of
male and capitalist domimation. In additionm analysis explores actioms,
informing the practical design of secretarial education, which may
subvert or reproduce capitalist and male domination. In turn, analysis
of the system of secretarial education explores the ways in which, in
itself, it shapes particular experiences of dominationm within
secretarial education. In this respect, analysis explores differences
and similarities between the formal curricula of courses which together

constitute the system of secretarial educationm.

The comparative case study is presented in Chapter V. It examines in
detail an elite private college and state technical college's
institutional structures, cultures and processes. The lived realities
of the daily routines of two selected colleges are analysed. Discussion
centres on the forms, constituting class and gender articulation,
contained in the differences and similarities between institutional
cultures, structures and processes of secretarial education. This focal
point, within the overall system of secretarial education, highlights
substantive expressions of anomalies, tensions and coherencies with the
generic principles of gender and class relations, which impinge on
women's daily lives. They comprise the ideological effects of

articulation. These anomalies, tensions and coherencies are also partly
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constituted in students' transition to secretarial production. This is
discussed when presenting analysis of the pattern of jobs acquired by
students from the two selected colleges. Relations between sets of
institutions are focussed upon when the realization of class and gender
relations, in the varied secretarial labour processes of these specific
jobs, is compared with the realization of class and gender relations in
the secretarial courses which students have taken. This is analysed in
terms of the pattern of connections between secretarial education and
secretarial production, constituting coherencies and incoherencies

within and between class and gender relations.

In Chapter VI analysis proceeds to specific issues of power contained in
the patterned highlighting and shielding from the view of secretarial
teachers, students and workers of the inequalities of class and of
gender relations and their connections. These constitute the ideologi-
cal effects of articulation. Analysis explores ideological effects of
class and gender articulation as realized in the ramifications for
experiences of, say, patriarchal domination resulting from accommodat-
ing, resisting or challenging experiences of class domination. In this
respect human agency is analysed as working on and through the intercon-
stitution of the structures of class and gender relations. Discussion
examines in detail conscious decisions, for example to resist or accommo-
date different forms of social inequalities, to analyse the illuminat-
ing, disguising and suppressing, in the consciousness of secretarial
students, teachers and workers, of the basic principles underlying class
and gender inequalities. A particular critique is presented, at this
stage of analysis, of dualist assertions that coherencies between the
expressive and generic principles dimensions of class and gender rela-
tions constitute the mode of reproduction of both forms of social
inequalities. In this analysis the ideological effects dimension of
articulation explores both incoherencies and coherencies, between and
within the two systems, as a possible patterning of opportunities for
resistances, the outcome of which may reinforce or redirect each form of
social differentiation and overall imbalances in power distribution.
Discussion is developed on the limitations and opportunities for resis-

tance for secretaries, generated during vocational education and
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their transition to secretarial production. The specific power issues
addressed in this chapter concern interest group formations and the
issues which occur for group formation when attempting to change the

unequal distribution of class power and gender power.

Chapter VII draws together and reviews the analysis of class and gender
articulation and the reproduction of secretarial labour power. The
thesis closes with a discussion of the limitations of the analytic
method and research strategy adopted. Proposals for future development

of this line of enquiry are also discussed in this final part of the
thesis.

Finally, the Appendix centres on the strategies used to collect the
empirical data which is analysed in this thesis. Discussions is
developed on the process of problem definition; the restrictions and
opportunities imposed on and by the empirical focus; methods adopted to

obtain and record data.

39



CHAPTER I

THE ARTICULATION OF CLASS AND GENDER RELATIONS:

THE PROBLEM

INTRODUCTION

This chapter focusses on existing theories of class relations and of
gender relations. The first section centres on analyses of these
relations in the production context. In the second section attention
turns to relevant analyses of education. Critical discussion attempts
to shed light on those aspects of 'women's work and education' which
these theories faill to identify or to explain. In so doing, possible
elements of an alternative perspective on 'women's work and education'
come to light. The underlying theme of the perspective, which surfaces
during this discussion, concerns exploring connections between class

relations and gender relations.

In recent years there has been increasing insistence, amongst class and
gender analysts, on explaining connections between these two categories
of relations (eg Crompton and Mann 1986, Walker and Barton 1983, Anyon
1983, Sherratt 1983, Meighan 1981, Hartmann 1979, Hearn 1987, Hartsock
1985, Walby 1986 and 1990). These demands arise largely from critical
discussion of existing theories in which there has been a tendency to

focus exclusively on one or other of these categories of relations.
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This study enters the spirit of that discussion but in a new direction
for social theory by, in the first instance, highlighting substantive
issues which existing theories fail to address and then attempting to

present an alternative approach.

Recent literature includes theories explaining interconnections between
class and gender relations (Hartsock 1985, Walby 1986 and 1990). At the
same time, discussion continues on appropriate methods to explore the
relationship of class relations with gender relations (eg Arnot and
Weiner 1987, Dale et al 1985, Eisenstein 1984). This chapter attempts
to contribute to the discussion by focussing on issues which an
articulation perspective on these relations would address. That is,
discussion is developed on possible components of a framework of
articulation. These components are then brought together and discussed
in Chapter II, when a specific method of the articulation of class and

gender relations 1s developed.

In line with the basic roots of contemporary debate, the first section
of the chapter problematizes connections between class and gender
relations by discussing critically, and building upon, existing analyses
of these relations in the production context. Examination of these
analyses indicates a tendency to concentrate on one form of social
differentiation, to the exclusion of others. Such uni-focal
perspectives helped to shape separate discourses for class and gender
relations. The insularity, and frequently oppositional stances, which
emerged in the respective debates, lead to a reciprocal
peripheralization of class and gender relations in each of the
theoretical discourses. The resultant analytic boundary implies the
competing importance of either category of relations in informing the

unequal distribution of power and control.

Many class and/or gender analysts who adopt frameworks which concentrate
on a uni-focal perspective, simultaneously acknowledge, in their
analyses, other forms of social differentiation within production (eg
Braverman 1974). However, they neglect, for the most part, to explore

whether class and gender relations reciprocally inform and transform
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each other in the structure and distribution of power (eg Beechey 1977,
Bruegel 1982, Braverman 1974, Edwards 1979). The effect of this is
that, contrary to their explicit or implicit claims to uni-focalism,
they tend to produce a dualistic approach. In so doing they focus at a
high level of abstraction. That is, they generally concentrate analysis
on the generic rules underlying class and gender relations. For
example, many dualist analyses 'explain', but leave subsequently
unproblematized, that patriarchal relations in the home ensure that
women are allocated to proletarian places in production (eg Alexander
1981, Barron and Norris 1976). In overlooking the possibility of more
complex inter-relations between class and gender relations, they assert
a partnership of mutual coherence between these relations. However,
more recent debate has challenged this assertion (eg Walby 1990) by

shedding light on tensions between class and gender relations.

Along with current discourse, discussion in this section takes issue
with analyses which imply that class and gender represent dual forms of
social differentiation, with only tangential connections, co-existing
harmoniously with each other, or vying for analytic domination over each
other. This discussion also develops current discourse. It highlights
a need to explore the possible interconstitution of class and gender
relations. This discussion includes the possibility of a distinctive
category of relations constituted by emergent patterns at points of
interpenetration of these analytically separable forms of social
differentiation. In so doing, it provides a groundwork for exploring,
in Chapter II, the issue of 'emergence' as a possible constituent of a
structuration perspective on interconnections between class and gender

relations.

Some general problems emerge while discussing uni-focal and dualist
analyses of class and/or gender relations in the production process.

For example, many theories of production, upon which analyses of
economic classes are based, remain largely untouched by gender concerns,
in spite of persistent gender segregation within production (eg
Goldthorpe 1983). Conversely, when using a conceptual framework with a
uni-focal concentration on patriarchy, many gender analyses neglect

economic relations and social class positions shared by both
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men and women (eg Millett 1977). These problems coincide with the
central issues of contemporary debates on class and gender
interconnections. At the same time this discussion identifies possible
components of a method of articulation which could develop and redirect
the methods of analysis implicit in this debate. It is argued that many
existing methods, including those suggested in current debate, limit
explanations by concentrating on aggregate inequalities. That is, they
incline towards emphasising the overall trends, tendencies and
generalities, denoting, for example in respect of gender relations, the
generalisation that women are subordinated to male dominance. In turn,
they tend to omit analysis of the detailed specificities of women's
subordination to men. Partly as a result of this focus, they frequently
identify and explain only coherencies between substantive expressions of
class and gender and their respective underlying principles.
Explanations of connections between class and gender relations may be
advanced however when the method adopted explores and explains
specificities, including anomalies, tensions and contradictions, within
class and within gender relations, and in the 'fitting together' of
these relations, as well as the generalisations which point to the

coherencies upon which current methods tend to centre.

During discussion it is noted that, for the most part, class analyses of
the production process contain only limited exploration of connections
between different sets of social institutions in reproducing capitalist
class relations (eg Braverman 1974, Burawoy 1979, Wright 1975). In
contrast, numerous gender perspectives draw attention to interpreting
the relationship between social institutions as contributing to the
reproduction of forms of social relations (eg Gardiner 1975, Walby 1986
and 1990). Building upon this, it is suggested that there may be a
pattern of connection between substantive expressions of class and
gender relations, and their interconnections, in different institutional
contexts. Relationships between social spheres, such as home, school
and work, may contribute to any patterning of class and gender relations
with each other, constituting in effect a distinctive further category
of relations. For example, it is possible that the functioning of class

relations upon the family may help to shape differences between women in
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respect of their experiences of patriarchy within, say, the production

process.

In respect of examining connections between sets of institutions, the
literature on education provides particular insights. This literature
is discussed critically in the second section of the chapter. The
central pivot of this current debate is to explain the part played by
education in reproducing numerous sets of social relations as played out
in different sets of institutions. For example, some theories (eg
Bowles and Gintis 1976) explain that the relations of education mirror
or 'correspond to' the social relations of production and in so doing

reproduce the class divisions of the capitalist mode of production.

Although education theories assist understanding particularly of the
relationship of education with production, each theory tends to
concentrate on one particular system of social differentiation. The
problems associated with the prioritorization of either class or gender
relations, which surface in the general literature of sociology, are
re-enacted in the education debate. In general education analyses fail
to explore class and gender inter-connections. They provide only
limited analysis of these connections. This chapter outlines and
develops current critiques of education theories. It joins demands for
more detailed analysis of connections between class and gender relations
within education. The discussion also engages with this contemporary
debate. In particular it argues for a wider analytic framework,
incorporating not only connections between class and gender relations
within education, but also connections between these relations as a
possible component of the relations between education and other

institutional spheres, such as production.

Critical discussion of existing class and gender analyses in this
chapter problematizes the simple structural forms built into these
perspectives. It raises questions on various practical and analytic
issues which the method of articulation, developed in the next chapter,
attempts to address. In subsequent chapters, this model of
articulation, centring on complex forms of class and gender relations,

is used to interpret a particular sphere of 'women's work and
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1.1

education'. That is, the articulation of class and gender relations
will be explored through analysis of secretarial production, secretarial
education, and the mechanisms by which these two institutions are

connected.

CLASS AND GENDER THEORIES OF PRODUCTION

THE GENDER PERSPECTIVE

Existing literature on gender explores divisions, in various sets of
institutions, which result in inequalities whereby women are
subordinated to male dominance. The concept of patriarchy is adopted to
label and to explore various features of women's subordination to men.
Numerous methods are used to analyse patriarchal relations, but the
majority concentrate on a single dimension of this form of social
differentiation. That is, they tend to focus on the broad principles
underlying this system of social inequalities. In so doing, they
emphasise the unitary characteristics of women's subordination to male
dominance and tend to neglect differences between women in their
experiences of patriarchal subordination. For example, they fail to
identify and explain material instances of patriarchy where some women
have a dominant position in respect of some men., Yet, there appear to
be numerous substantive instances of women having a position of control
in, for example, some men's labour processes. For instance, women
teachers exercise control over male school caretakers and other
teachers; women company directors, lawyers and accountants over male
clerks; women doctors and ward sisters over male hospital porters;
personal assistants to executive men over lower level male managers;

housewives over male gardeners they may employ.

The issue of women's dominance/subordination in respect of men is
contained in the tasks, material conditions and social relations in
which women engage in their daily lives, constituting, in part, the
expressive dimension of patriarchal relations. The expressive dimension
of patriarchy is important. In the first place it consists of a reality

in which practical experiences of gender inequalities can contradict the
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general principles inherent in patriarchal relations. Yet, secondly,

and perhaps paradoxically, as subsequent analysis will indicate, these
material instances of contradictions with that hierarchy contained in

the basic male/female dichotomy partly serve to reconstitute the

structure of patriarchy.

Some divergent explanations of patriarchy are discussed in this section.
They range from those which argue that patriarchy has autonomous
characteristics and is unconnected with other forms of relations (eg
Millett 1977), others which explain, for example, the location of women
at the base of hierarchies of labour as being rooted in patriarchal
relations (eg Bruegel 1982), to those which point to men's differential
experiences of, and responses to, gender superordination (eg Hearn
1987). Many of these analyses tend to adopt a dualist approach when
they establish a link between class and gender relations. In their
concentration on aggregate inequalities between men and women, and
between capital and labour, they focus on the coherencies and
continuities within both class and gender relations, as well as in the
'fitting together' of these relations. They overlook analysis of
differences, as well as similarities, in material forms of male and of
capitalist domination which point to tensions and anomalies within and
between these sets of relations. In contrast to such perspectives on
patriarchy, Hearn and Morgan, for example, point out that:

"men too, within a society that may be characterized as
'patriarchal’', may experience subordinations, stigmatizations or
marginalizations as a consequence of their sexuality, ethnic
identity, class position, religion, or marital status. The
interplay between hegemonic and subordinate masculinities is a
complex one, but should serve to underline the fact that
experiences of masculinity and of being a man are not uniform."
(1990:11)
The practical effect of dualist approaches is, then, that they fail to
explain labour processes where, for instance, women exercise control
over men's labour processes and experiences of labour processes,
contradicting the basic principles of patriarchy. Both uni-foecal and
dualist methods are rendered incoherent by ambiguities constituted in,

for example, apparent contradictions between the principles underlying
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the patriarchal structure of power and specific substantive expressions
of that structure. In other words, as suggested by Hearn and Morgan:

"a structural analysis of patriarchy, based upon distinctions

between men and women, may not immediately translate into everyday

practices.”" (1990:12)
On the other hand, it may not be a matter of isolated instances of
practical contradictions of the generic rules of patriarchy. Rather,
they may be of such significance to suggest that these contradictions
constitute an integral part of systematic inequalities between men and
women. In other words, they may thereby contribute towards a complex
form of patriarchal relations. Put another way, it is important to
analyse at both the level of substantive instances of class and of
gender relations as well as at the level of their structural forms.
What is being suggested here 1is that exploration is needed of the
possible patterning of substantive incoherencies and coherencies with,
for example, the generic principles of patriarchy. That is, the very
patterning of such incoherencies and coherencies may constitute the
structural form of this set of relations. At the same time, it may be
impossible to explain contradictions within, say, patriarchy without
reference to another category of relations. For example, the
i1llustrations of some women's position of dominance in some men's labour
processes, cited earlier, suggest that the class specificity of these
men and women's positions has something to do with the contradiction
within patriarchy which they exhibit. The structural form of patriarchy
may, therefore, be only partly constituted in substantive instances of
gender differentiation. Another part of the constitution of patriarchy
may be in substantive instances of class differentiation. This suggests
a complex form of gender relations, inasmuch as its structural form is
not constituted merely in immediate substantive instances of gender

relations.

In this section it 1s argued that the tendency towards uni-dimensional
analysis, centring on a level of abstraction constituted by aggregate
inequalities, neglects to account for the complexity of gender
relations. Consequently this analytic perspective has not usually

included the possibility that class relations may help to shape the
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power structure of gender relations. At its starting point the
discussion echoes current problematics raised, for example, by Siltanen:

"In the literature on 'gender' and social stratification, there is
a tension between, on the one hand, attempts to develop an
explanation of aggregate-level inequalities between women and men
and, on the other hand, the recognition that neither group is
homogeneous in its characteristics. Time and again the point is
made that the diversity of women's experience defies treating them
as an undifferentiated social grouping. Yet, arguments for the
integration of 'gender' into theories of inequality are premissed
typically on a conception of 'gender' as constituting two social
groupings - 'women' and 'men' - which have identifiable
characteristics with some sort of general validity." (1986:97)

The unitary aspects of women's subordination, which are often taken as
the identifiable characteristic of patriarchal relations, are
particularly emphasised as a feature of radical feminist approaches (eg
Firestone 1972). Even when radical feminists, like Millett (1977) and
Delphy (1977), acknowledge cultural differences between women, they
argue that these differences are insignificant in comparison with
fundamental divisions between men and women. Millett states:

"Women tend to transcend the usual class stratifications in
patriarchy, for whatever the class of her birth and education, the
female has fewer permanent class associations than does the male.
Economic dependency renders her affiliations with any class a
tangential, vicarious, and temporary matter . . . Thrown upon
their own resources, few women rise above working class in personal
prestige and economic power, and women as a group do not enjoy many
of the interests and benefits any class may offer its male members.
Women have therefore less of an investment in the class system."
(1977:38)

It may be the case that all women experience subordination through
patriarchal relations within their class. However, class differences
between women need to be explored as they could be important for
variations in the gender experiences of different classes of women. As
Walby argues:

“"Patriarchy does not exist in isolation, its intersection with
capitalist and racist institutions significantly affects the nature
of the consequent gender relations." (1986:243)

A further problem with radical feminist approaches is that they fail to

discriminate between men in respect of the constraints they are able, or

choose, to impose upon women's action:
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"if women are a class, then so too must men be. Such approaches
(radical feminist) to men, however, raise, or express, a
contradiction. To see men as a class, to 'classify' men, as in
radical feminism, means that there is both nothing to say about men
and yet everything to be said about all men." (Hearn 1987:22)
Different experiences of gender, for both men and women, are overlooked
in radical feminist arguments because they confine analysis to the broad
principles of male domination and female subordination through the
universal autonomous basis of women's oppression in all forms of
society. Implicit in these explanations of patriarchy is a stable and
static category of relations. Exploration of any dynamism involved in
the process of structuration (Giddens 1979 and 1984) of patriarchy is
excluded from this framework. Implicit in this literature is a dualism
constituted by two isolated systems of social categories: economic
classes, and sex classes. In this perspective each form of social
differentiation contains its own system of exploitation and oppression

and is dominant in a particular institutional context.

Many radical feminist analyses (eg Millett 1975), in concentrating on
the generalities of women's subordination to men and the autonomy of
patriarchy, neglect to explore the possible diversity in the application
of the stable and unchanging structure of patriarchal relations,
implicit in their explanations, between different sets of institutionms.
As such, they imply the complete autonomy of social institutions, such
as family and production. Yet, for example, women (and men) in high
status occupations possess the appearance, manners, values, of an elite
cultural capital, while those at the base of occupational hierarchies
can be characterised by the range of cultural values inherent in working
class family origins. In other words, contrary to Millett's (1977)
judgement, in the context of production at least, some women do 'rise
above working class in personal prestige and economic power' (1977:38).
And this appears to have something to do with their inherited class
cultures. When investigating the production process it is difficult to
sustain any theory which is based on, or implies, the complete autonomy

of the social institutions of family and production.
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Whatever the nature of the relationship between family and work, in
respect of the reproduction of patriarchal relations, there is some
correlation between classed family cultural and economic heritage and
relative ranking within production. Class heritage may be a feature of
the reproduction of women's subordination within patriarchal relations,
which 1is reproduced not only in the family but in the production
process, with education acting as an intermediary agent of reproduction.
In contrast with the radical feminist thesis of the complete autonomy of
patriarchal relations, this points to possible connections between
categories of relations and sets of institutions which contribute
towards reproduction of forms of social differentiation and their

linkage.

The total priority of patriarchy over capitalist class relations,
implicit In radical feminist theories, is problematized by Marxist
feminists. The core issue for Marxist feminists is the belief that
women's subordination must be integrated with the issue of class
exploitation. This perspective establishes a link between class and
gender relations. However, these analysts, like radical feminists, tend
to concentrate on aggregate trends illustrating coherently the generic
principles of gender and of class relations. In so doing, they

emphasise the coherent co-existence of the two categories of relations.

In neglecting to describe and to analyse ambiguities, anomalies and
tensions between and within class and gender relations, Marxist
feminists generally fail to problematize how the two forms of social
differentiation act simultaneously within sets of institutions. For
example some analyses suggest that gender criteria are used to allocate
women to jobs with proletarian characteristics (Bruegel 1982, Barron and
Norris 1976). There is relatively limited discussion of ways in which,
once in this classed position, patriarchal relations help to shape
women's daily experiences of work. In a similar fashion to radical
feminists, these analyses tend to allocate dominance to patriarchy in
the domestic context, and dominance to class relations in the production
context. There is scant exploration of how, for example, gender and

class may link to shape variations in the forms of male and of
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capitalist domination within these institutional contexts. In other
words, these Marxist feminist perspectives neglect to account for the
complexity of either category of relations. For such reasons, they are
often categorised as dualist theories. A similar critique of them is
made by Crompton and Mann:

"In the dual systems approach we have an interesting echo of the
'multidimensional’ approach to social stratification, where gender,
age, race, etc are seen as independent dimensions which cross-cut
each other, giving rise to a complex structure of inequality
(Lanski 1966). The problem with such approaches is that societies
are not built up of independent 'dimensions' or 'levels'.
'Capitalism' "gender' 'race' are not homogeneous totalities
interacting externally with one another." (1986:5)

Individual Marxist feminists have taken up categories within Marxist
theory and adapted them to feminist theory. For example, Barron and
Norris (1976) adopt the dual labour market concept in their explanations
of gendered occupational segregation. They maintain that women
constitute a secondary sector workforce, drawn into secondary sector
jobs, which are characterised by low pay, lack of promotional
advancement, insecurity, low level skills and lack of training. Beechey
(1977) and Bruegel (1982) analyse women's waged labour in terms of
capitalism's need for a reserve army of labour. They argue that, in
general, women constitute a reservoir of labour which can be easily
drawn into production in times of labour shortage such as during major
wars, but dismissed during economic crises and periods of 'overmanning'.
In addition Marxist feminists' domestic labour theories argue that
domestic labour directly produces surplus value, or at least contributes
to its creation, as the price of waged labour embodies the cost of
reproducing the labourer in the home (Gardiner 1975). These methods
link the domestic and production spheres by explaining that the
attributes which women bring to the labour market, by virtue of their
familial responsibilities and gender socialisation, are used by
employers to select them for the secondary sector. Again, class and
gender relations are allocated to different sets of institutions. They
do not analyse the ways in which gender relations act on women and
connect with capitalist class relations once in their production places.

In essence they neglect detailed and systematic examination of
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substantive expressions of class and gender relations at work in paid
production contexts. In other words, as Walby asserts:

"a limitation of dual systems theory is that they do not cover the

full range of patriarchal structures" (1990:7)
The domestic labour discourse, discussed above, emphasises women's
market situation. This suggests an appeal to a Weberian analysis of
connections between class and gender relations. In this tradition class
is viewed as a phenomenon of the distribution and access to scarce goods
and services through market situation. Domestic labour analyses
indicate that, in general, women possess similar market situations by
virtue of their market capacities and currency, such as qualifications,
organizational strength, restricted availability for work. However,
this analytical stance, while probably describing accurately some
generalised features of the inequalities between men and women workers,
does not explain adequately the origins of such inequalities. Nor does
it explore or explain differences between shares of power which inhere
in different women's labour processes. In contrast, Marxists
traditionally seek to interpret the unequal distribution of wealth,
goods and market chances in the prior distribution of the means of
production, between the owners and those who have only their labour

power to sell, and resultant class relations.

Generally, the concepts of a dual labour market and industrial reserve
army suggest an unproblematic homogeneity of women's waged labour. The
unitary characteristics of 'women's work' are not problematized because
an implicit commonality in women's condition underpins analysts'
concentration on the broad principles of patriarchal relations. These
methods marginalise the importance of women's employment where, for
instance, secretarial labour has been included in the labourforce as a
central and relatively permanent feature, rather than as casual and
irregular labour. As these methods contain only limited analysis of
substantive expressions of class and gender relations, there is no
apparent need to provide empirical evidence of the attributes they
accord to women's labour. The suggestion that women's labour is
characterised by, for example, low level skills, relies on inference

from stereotypical assumptions rather than detailed analysis of relevant
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labour processes. The attributes accorded to 'women's work' in these
theories may be neither significant nor typical of, for example, women's
secretarial waged labour. As Rubery and Tarling point out:

"Even if women are employed in the cyclically sensitive areas, they
are also employed in relatively stable areas, for example in
clerical work, and moreover in employment areas where women
predominate they must necessarily form the core labourforce as well
as fill the secondary jobs." (1982:53-4)

When gender analysts, seeking to expose unfairness and injustice
experienced by women at work, accept commonly held definitions of
'women's jobs' they use concepts which tend to reproduce the legitimacy
of this low status and devaluation. This problem is closely associated
with the ways in which the theoretical task is conceptualized and the
nature of the questions posed for exploration (Coleman 1990:193-4).
That is, their analytic frameworks are guided by unproblematised
assumptions that women are engaged exclusively in labour processes with
proletarian characteristics. They thereby neglect to discriminate
betweeen women's experiences in the production context. As a result, as
suggested earlier, and paralleling Hearn and Morgan:

"unexamined and continued use of the everyday categories 'men' and

'women' . . . may have the effect of reproducing the power

structures that gave rise to these distinctions.” (1990:12)
At the same time, while automatically prioritorizing gender, in any
relationship constituted by class and gender relations, there is a
tendency to circularity. That is, the primacy of patriarchy over class
is sustained by simultaneously reinforcing the devaluation of 'women's
work'. Unless the skill and knowledge content of 'women's work' is
examined, its popular ranking at the base of hierarchies within
production cannot be problematized. Furthermore, where these
dichotomous analytic models are incautiously universalised to account
for all women's waged labour, there is a danger of over simplification
which fails to expose the complexities, tensions and contradictions
which may comprise the social relations of women's waged labour
generally. In essence, and in a similar fashion to radical feminist
theories, the domestic labour debate neglects to analyse class
differences between women in the domestic (and production) sphere.

However, these class differences may be crucially important because they
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could help to explain the advantages and disadvantages which women from
different social class origins may have vis 3 vis each other when they

take up paid labour.

It is undoubtedly the case that for a substantial proportion of women
traditional responsibilities of child rearing influence their labour
market situation. However, this does not explain why some women, when
entering paid employment, are allocated to a higher rank with higher
status, pay and responsibility than other women. It simply serves to
describe general trends, underlying social inequalities between men and
women in the labour market, which connect to the domestic division of
labour. Such analyses, which stress the abstract dimension of general
tendencies, over-simplify, and may misrecognize, the significance of
women's experiences within the production process. More specifically,
they overlook differences between women in the ways in which they are
constituted in both class and gender relations, both within the domestic

and production contexts.

The unproblematized homogeneity of women's relations of production
results mainly from an exclusive concern with the global characteristics
of 'women's work'. In contrast, differences between women's relations
of production may come to light when the method adopted encompasses
detailed scrutiny of practical expressions of class and gender
relations. That is, it may only be at this level of scrutiny that
anomalies, ambiguities and tensions are exposed within class and within
gender relations. Explanations would then need to be sought for the
ways in which these complex elements of sets of relations constitute the
structures of these relations. It is possible that anomalies,
contradictions, tensions, within a particular set of social relatiomns
cannot be identified or explained without exploring simultaneously its
connections with another form of social differentiation. In the light
of this critique, some advances in understanding patriarchal (and
capitalist) domination may come from more detailed and systematic
empirical examination, than necessitated by existing methods, of areas

of 'women's work' which express both class and gender relations.
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Another effect of the domestic labour debate is a tendency to examine
women's waged labour solely within the context of women's familial role
and relations. For example, protagonists frequently accept the popular
ideology that women's waged labour is an extension of their domestic
role. Alexander (1981), discussing women's labour in the 19th Century,
suggests that the distribution of predominantly female occupations
represents an extension of the division of labour within the patriarchal
family. This perspective, again, tends to reproduce stereotypical
images of 'women's work'. For example, it leads to unquestioned
acceptance of the 'office wife' syndrome for depicting secretarial
labour. Yet, since secretaries are at work, rather than in the family,
it is possible that not all aspects of the work resemble the roles and
relations of domesticity. What needs to be borne in mind is that, as
Scott points out in her observations on gender segregation of
occupations:

"Sex-typing affects recruitment by stressing the 'appropriateness'
of men and women for a job rather than their actual abilities to do
it . . . It endows occupations with notions of femininity and
masculinity which are not technically part of the job but become
part of its occupational culture." (1986:160)

In line with Taylor's (1976:6) contention, the assumed symmetry between
women's waged and unwaged labour seems too simplistic an explanation of
gender division of labour in production. The empirical focus of this
research provides detailed examination of the realization of class and
gender relations. This level of analysis problematises the common
assumption that secretarial labour, for example, is a mirror of domestic
labour. It assumes that it is essential to investigate beneath surface
appearances. Importantly, detailed analysis of the conditions and
relations of secretarial production provides a perspective which
penetrates ideological constructs of women's labour by exploring the
ways in which waged labour has a different relationship to the
organisation of production than does domestic labour (Beechey 1981); the
ideological factors which help to determine the status accorded to
female work; social differentiation within 'women's work' which suggests
that it does not necessarily have unitary characteristics. While

economic relations play a vital role in the capitalist mode of
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production, gender segregation of labour suggests that gender relations
are also significant in production. It may be that the ideological
construction of women's waged labour will only be problematized fully
when analysis includes detailed exploration of substantive expressions
of class and gender relations contained in the realities of the daily

lives of women at work.

In their emphasis on an abstract level of analysis, focussing on
aggregate Ilnequalities, many Marxist feminists tend to assume that the
gender division of labour unproblematically constitutes a simple
structure of gender relations, based on the male/female dichotomy. 1In
effect, they provide extremely limited account of the many ways in which
women experience and are variously constituted in gender relations of
production. However, others have drawn attention to the ways in which
women are constituted in gender relations differently from each other.
For example, Eisenstein (1984), in summarising the 'false universalism'
characteristic of categorical thought, states:

"to some extent, this habit of thought grew inevitably from the
need to establish gender as a legitimate intellectual category.

But too often it gave rise to analysis that, in spite of its narrow
base of white, middle class experience, purported to speak about
and on behalf of all women, black or white, rich or poor.”
(1984:132)

Recognition that some of the problems contained in 'women's work' remain
unexplained by existing Marxist feminist methods is also implicit in the
recurrent discussions on establishing a theory to connect Marxist and
feminist analysis (eg Hamilton 1978, Barrett 1984, Hartmann 1979). A
major reason for this problem may be contained in an exclusive focus on
an abstract level of analysis of the broad principles underpinning class
and gender relations. Advances in understanding patriarchy (and
capitalism) may now come from examining the complexities of patriarchy,
which entails problematizing the male/female dichotomy more fully than
in existing methods. Walby takes up similar issues and contends:

"I do not think it 1is possible to explain concrete forms of gender
inequality by theorizing from macro-systems of patriarchy and
capitalism alone. There are different forms of patriarchy and
capitalism.” (1990:45)
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Walby develops an articulation perspective to examine the shaping of
gender relations by class relations. However, in contrast to the
articulation approach constructed in the present study, she does not
explore the full implications or constituents of their
interconstitution. As such, she fails to consider many aspects of the
complexities of the structures of either class or gender relations which
inhere in the method of articulation developed in the next chapter. In
this sense, Walby's (1990) analysis of class and gender interconnections

remains closely associated with a dualistic approach.

With regard to women's paid work, Walby charts women's increasing
participation in production during this century and explains this in
terms of both class and gender relations. She concludes that:

"the combined result of capitalist forces and feminist struggle

have been primarily responsible for the change from private towards

public exploitation of women's labour.” (1990:59)
However, in this particular element of her analysis of the articulation
of class and gender relations, Walby tends towards prioritorizing the
shaping of gender relations by class relations. That is, she examines
in detail differences in the forms and degrees of patriarchy during the
20th Century and provides an original perspective on understanding these
changes. However, her analysis of class relations is confined to
underscoring existing analyses of these relations, rather than exploring
the full implications, of the changes she identifies to the structure of
patriarchy, for analysis of changes and stasis in class relations. For
example, she explains the shaping of class relations by gender relationms
as follows:

"Outside the paid workplace the shift from private to public
patriarchy loosened women's total commitment to domestic labour,
releasing their time for paid work. The utilization of women in
this way had implications for capitalist labour relations.
Employers were able to take advantage both of the size of the pool
of available labour and the fact that it was internally
differentiated in order to depress the conditions of work.
Struggles, such as that over flexibilization, are affected by the
fact that labour is divided by gender . . . Gender relations
affect capital labour relatioms.” (1990:117)

This explanation of the informing of class relations by gender relations

provides no advance on, and is indeed identical to, many explanations
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provided by those analyses which concentrate on a class perspective on
production (see Section 1.2). That is, along with many uni-focal class
analyses, she implicitly emphasises the proletarian characteristics of
'women's work' and neglects analysis of the ways in which the.
introduction of women to paid labour made problematic, rather than

simply assisting, the domination of labour by capital.

Like Walby, Hartsock (1985) also sets out to consider the construction
of an adequate theory of power by which to understand the gendered, as
well as class, nature of power (1985:138). Again like Walby, Hartsock
addresses the gender division of labour and explicitly states:
"I propose to lay aside important differences among women and
instead to search for central commonalities across race and class
boundaries" (1985:233)
In so doing, and in reversal of Walby's emphasis in various areas of her
analysis on gender transformations, she concludes that gender relations
have fundamentally affected the form of capitalist relations. This is
implicit in her proposition that the framework she posits would assist

feminists:

"to produce the analyses that could amend Marx to read: '"though
class society appears to be the source, the cause of the oppression
of women, it is rather its consequence'. Thus, it is 'only at the
last culmination of the development of class society (that) this,
its secret, appear(s) again, namely, that on the one hand it is the
product of the oppression of women, and that on the other it is the
means by which women participate in and create their own
oppression.'" (1985:262)
One of the reasons why both Walby and Hartsock are reduced to analysing
the essentialism of either class relations or gender relations is that
they fail to examine in detail substantive instances of class
differences between women, as well as distinctions between women in
their experiences of gender relations. In other words, they fail to
problematize fully the male/female dichotomy. However, other analyses
have explored the tasks, conditions and social relations of 'women's
work' comprising, in part, the expressive dimension of patriarchal
relations (eg Downing 1981, Silverstone 1974). Light is shed on
differences between the relations of production of different women which

point to complex coherencies and incoherencies, continuities and
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discontinuities with the generic principles of class and gender
relations. For example, the realization of class and gender relations
in secretarial production is illuminated by Downing (1981) (see Chapter
III). However, she analyses the expressive dimension of social
inequalities, which constitutes her data, only in terms of the basic
rules underlying patriarchal relations. In so doing she illustrates how
class differences and indeed gender differences within a female category

of labour can be overlooked and misrecognized.

At an early stage in her work Downing prioritorizes patriarchy to the
extent that any detailed consideration of class relations fades from
analysis. This omission produces a serious analytic void. Various
class and gender divisive elements within secretarial labour, manifested
by Downing's empirical data, remain unexplained. This analytic void
stems from not problematizing women's universal subordination to men,

implicit in the abstract analytic level of aggregate inequalities,

Downing's work provides a clear example of the difficulties encountered
in incorporating class and gender relations into a method which does not
include analysis of social differences between women. When applying her
model of class and gender relations to explain substantive issues of
'women's work', Downing's analysis echoes dualist perspectives as well
as the problems encountered in theory development. That 1is, Downing
automatically accepts the dominance of patriarchy over class. She loses
sight of the fact that paid workers, both men and women, operate
directly within capitalist class relations. Given the gender division
of labour it is likely that all relations of production are informed by
both class and gender relations. It may be impossible to explain how
these categories of relations act simultaneously on labour processes
without allowing for the complex features of both sets of relations.
However, in Downing's perhaps extreme example of allocating total
priority to patriarchy, interconnections between class and gender
relations are oversimplified to the extent that patriarchal relations
are allocated the power to eradicate class relations as an aspect of the
relations of production of contemporary secretarial labour. For

example, she suggests that control of secretaries 1is currently (1981)
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exercised exclusively through their patriarchal subordination to office
men. This implies that capitalist class relations do not act on

secretarial labour processes.

A further general problem with gender focussed analyses of 'women's
work' is that they use models which are distinctive from those used to
analyse "men's work'. Developing understanding of 'women's work' may be
hindered by this double standard. For example, in contrast to
interpretations of women's waged labour through the domestic labour
theories of production, men's work is explored through the 'job model’
(Wacjman 1982). This perspective excludes, for instance, consideration
of the influence of men's familial relations and responsibilities on

their waged work.

Employing two distinctive sets of categories to judge and interpret men
and women's waged labour denies exploring any common experiences between
the sexes. Two divorced categories, within the homogeneity of their
isolated gender camps, are implicit when comparing analyses
concentrating on either men's labour or women's labour. 1In itself, this
reinforces an anlytic focus on the broad principles inherent in the
male/female dichotomy. In addition, this analytic double standard
implies that capitalist class relations within the workplace only
impinge on women's waged labour indirectly, through their unwaged
domestic labour. Yet, if class acts variously within 'women's work', it
may be the case that gender also acts variously. Furthermore,
differences in the relations of production of women's labour processes
may mean that some areas of female labour have much or more in common
with certain areas of male labour than with other strata of female
labour. In other words, there may be patterns to both sets of variation
which, when brought together, create a further form of social
inequalities, in turn suggesting that class and gender constitute

specific relations where they are connected to each other.
The potential identification of a further set of relations does not

necessarily entail objectivication of structures and attributing to them

causal effects. Rather, it suggests a demand for a mode of analysis
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which reveals aspects of class and of gender structures which may be
obscured by virtue of the concepts adopted in existing analysis. Thus,
the possibility of a further set of class/gender relations may have
emergent properties, in comparison with opposing analyses of class
and/or gender relations, inasmuch as it cannot be explained simply by
'adding together' substantive instances of class relations and
substantive instances of gender relations. Nevertheless, this possible
further set of relations does not necessarily have deterministic effects
on material class and gender conditions, actions and relations. 1In
contrast, it may constitute an alternative analytic interpretation of

substantive manifestations of these relations.

In line with most existing gender perspectives on production, analysis
of the similarities which underwrite the gender specificity of, say,
secretarial labour remain of crucial significance to understanding such
areas of paid labour. 1In particular this mode of analysis draws
attention to gender structures within capitalist production. However
analysis of gender segregation should not overshadow analysis of social
differences within gendered occupations. For example, analysis of
social differentiation within gendered occupations may indicate a
pattern in which certain forms of patriarchal, and certain forms of
class, subordination/superordination coincide. This would suggest that
class and gender relations may, in part, shape each other's structural

distribution of power.

As indicated earlier, Walby's (1986 and 1990) method of articulation
supports a notion of the shaping of class and gender relations by each
other. However, again as suggested earlier, she does not allow, in her
analysis, for those structural complexities of each of these relations
which this shaping implies and which are being suggested as components
of the method of articulation in this present study. In short, Walby's
analysis is ambiguous in that it does not proceed to problematizing
existing explanations of the comparatively simple structures of each of
these relations. On the contrary, Walby's analysis serves to underscore
existing analyses of these structural forms. She does this by

emphasising the static characteristics of simple structural forms when
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considering the shaping of class and gender relations as a process which
reconstitutes these structural forms. For example, through her model of
articulation Walby goes on to expand upon that exploration of the
shaping of class relations by gender relations cited earlier. That is,
she explains how domestic gender relations influence capitalist class
relations in production. She indicates, for instance, that when women
are drawn into production, recognition of a need for women to retain
their domestic responsibilities affects changes in the form that
capitalist class relations take at work. However, her emphasis is on
the overall patriarchal nature of class relations in production, rather
than the specific forms that class domination takes in the tasks and
social relations of women's labour processes:

"The patriarchal division of labour in the household does not
completely determine the form of patriarchal relations in a
particular society; other sets of patriarchal relations also have
significance. A most important set of patriarchal relations when
the patriarchal mode of production is in articulation with
capitalism is that in paid work. As I have already argued,
patriarchal relations in paid work are necessary if not sufficient,
to the retention of women as unpaid labourers in the household.
The control of women's access to paid work is maintained primarily
by patriarchal relations in the workplace and in the state, as well
as by those in the household." (1986:55)
In contrast, earlier discussion in this section, which centred on other
perspectives on 'women's work', has suggested that women's access to,
and variable distribution within, paid work may be as much a feature of
class relations as of patriarchal relations, in the workplace and in the
household. 1In other words, the components which are emerging for
inclusion in this developing method of articulation are one of the
features which distinguish it from that articulation approach developed

by Walby (1990).

Walby's discussion points to structural tensions in the relations
between the sets of institutions constituted by home and production when
she explores 'rival interests':

"Capital and patriarchy have rival interests in women's labour, and
the position that women hold in paid work cannot be understood
without an analysis of the tension between the two." (1986:57)
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According to Walby, then, the relationship between sets of institutions
is an important analytic dimension of class and gender articulation.
However, while she acknowledges tensions within this relationship, she
nevertheless returns to the common theme of the overall, mutually
reinforcing, co-existence of class relations with gender relations:

"The appropriation of women's labour by patriarchal forces within
the household or capitalists within paid work depends crucially
upon the ability of patriarchal forces to mobilize so as to
restrict women's participation in paid work: hence the crucial
significance of this set of patriarchal relations when those two
systems coexist." (1986:68)

Walby emphasises the importance of class relations to understanding

gender relations when she states:

"I have argued that the most important aspects of gender relations
should be understood to result from the articulation of patriarchal
and capitalist structures." (1986:52)

She goes on to explain:

"There are theoretical reasons for the importance of paid work for
contemporary gender relations; paid work is a crucial site in
capitalist relations and this is transmitted to the relations
between patriarchal structures when the system of patriarchy is in
articulation with capitalism." (1986:57)

However, as discussed in more detail later in this section, Walby does
not expand her framework sufficiently to explore fully substantive
variations in women's routine daily experiences of class and gender
relations within sets of social institutions. She neglects
consideration of substantive incoherencies within class and within
gender relations. Along with most other gender perspectives, she tends
to retain the assumption that substantive daily experiences of women's
patriarchal subordination to men are wholly coherent with the generic

principles underlying patriarchy.

A major problem, which is emerging from this critical discussion of
existing gender methods, concerns, then, the structural form of
patriarchy as posited in any framework of analysis. That is, resting
and confining analysis to the case of abstracted, but nevertheless
extremely numerous material instances of women's subordination to men,

constitutes the frame of reference for exploring patriarchy which is
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adopted in the majority of gender perspectives, including Walby's (1990)
more complex approach in her method of articulation. However, this
simple structural form of patriarchy, implicit in such methods, sets
aside any possibility of identifying a more complex structural form of
gender relations. In other words, a prior assumption that the structure
of patriarchy is constituted only in coherent expressions of women's
subordination to men rules out analysis of contradictions, ambiguities,
anomalies, within this set of relations. Yet the complexitites of the
structural form of gender relations may be constituted in these very
ambiguities, tensions and contradictions, as well as the coherencies
upon which existing analyses centre. Although Walby (1990) draws
attention to tensions and ambiguities between class and gender
relations, she does not expand her framework sufficiently to explain how
contradictions within a set of relations may constitute integral facets

of its structural form.

What is being suggested here, then, is that a framework is needed which,
at the very least, allows for the possibility of a more complex
structural form of patriarchy than that generally adopted in existing
methods. For instance, patriarchal relations may be complex inasmuch as
they are, in part, constituted in substantive incoherencies, tensions
and anomalies with the generic principles of gender relations. For
example, within a gendered occupation, like that of catering labour, all
women may experience some form of patriarchal subordination. This is
consistent with existing focusses on a simple structural form of gender
relations. But when moving analysis beyond such coherent illustrations
of the global rules of patriarchy, the very differences in the form that
patriarchal domination takes, for example within catering labour, may
constitute, in part, differential shares of power between, say, catering
consultants to male managers and women employed as ‘'hands' in the
hamburger 'fast food' bar. Since, for example, this leaves space for
some women in catering enjoying a higher share of power than some male
catering workers, this is incoherent with the generic rules of women's

uniform subordination to men.
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If female caterers, for instance, enjoy or suffer differences between
them, in terms of their overall share of power, and if this is partly
constituted in their differential constitution in gender relations, then
this would, at the very least, be in tension with that uniformity of
women's subordination to men inscribed in the generic principles of
patriarchy. In other words, substantive expressions of gender
relations, considered in isolation one from the other, may, at this
level of analysis, indicate unproblematic coherencies within patriarchy.
Yet, using an alternative analytic perspective, these same substantive
expressions of gender relations, considered comparatively one with the

other, may indicate incoherencies within patriarchy.

Anticipating more detailed analysis of secretarial labour (Chapter III)
a brief example from this area of 'women's work' can illustrate the
comparative model which is required to illuminate incoherencies as well
as coherencies within patriarchal relations. A private secretary's
privatized relations with her male executive boss represents, in part,
the substantive form of patriarchal subordination which she experiences
(Downing 1981 - see further discussion in Chapter III). This is
coherent with the generic principles of patriarchy. In contrast,
however, the pool typist has no direct contact with executive male
office workers, but is segregated from office men within the female
exclusivity of this 'pooled' working location. In other words, the
patriarchal subordination of the private secretary and pool typist takes
distinctly different material forms. Furthermore, in part, her
personalised patriarchal subordination to a male boss, confers upon the
private secretary the informal power, for instance, to deny access by
lower level male office workers to her boss. On the other hand any such
power, particularly over male office workers, is completely missing from
the pool typist's labour process. Put another way, the form of
patriarchal subordination in the private secretary's labour process, in
part distinguishes her labour process, in both class and gender terms,
from that of the pool typist. This gender distinction between women
employed within secretarial production, in part, contradicts the
uniformity and universality of women's subordination to men inscribed in

the global rules of patriarchy. On the other hand, it constitutes, in
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part, class boundaries between these women secretaries. In short, then,
the expression of gender relations in the private secretary's labour
process, for instance, constitutes both a coherence with, and a
contradiction of, gender relations. The contradictory aspect cof this
substantive instance of gender relations can, in part, be explained in
terms of coherent class relations between women personal assistants and
women pool typists. It is in this sense, then, that a specific
expression of, say, gender relations may, apparently paradoxically, at
one and the same time constitute the coherent realization of gender

relations as well as contradictions of the global rules of patriarchy.

Discussion is now coming to the point of stressing the possible
complexities of sets of social relations. To reiterate and clarify
various earlier contentions, it is being suggested that these
complexities are constituted in contradictions, incoherencies and
coherencies between substantive expressions of social inequalities and
their underlying generic principles. This analytic problem warrants
emphasis particularly since, at first sight, it concerns an apparently
illogical proposition. That is, it is being claimed that a substantive
expression of, say, gender relations, may contradict the basic rules of
patriarchy. In common sense terms, this is illogical in that if this
substantive instance contradicts the rules, then it cannot constitute an
expression of these rules. However, the practical example from
secretarial labour, discussed above, supports the argument that a
substantive manifestation of, say, patriarchy can simultaneously cohere

with, and contradict, the global rules of gender relationms.

The practical consequences of neglecting to analyse the full complex of
tensions, anomalies, incoherencies and coherencies within gender
relations, are illustrated in Walby's (1986) account of office labour.
Indeed, this aspect of her method of articulation serves as a benchmark
by which to distinguish it from that method of articulation which is
being developed in this present study. Walby's perspective,
concentrating on a comparatively simple structural form of patriarchy,
means that while she identifies a hierarchical structure of male office

labour she fails, for example, to examine the hierarchical structure of
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secretarial labour. For instance, when referring to women's entry into
office employment, Walby states:

"Segregation helped to avoid questions of the comparability of
wages in terms of employment of male and female clerks since their
work was not exactly the same. This left the way open for
inequalities of pay to be justified on grounds of inequality in
production and to incorporate the men into a hierarchy from which
they benefited." (1986:154)
Walby's method does not exploit fully, then, analysing the complexities
of women's lives. In essence she does not describe and explain the
tensions and ambiguities which are part of women's classed and gendered
social positions and may constitute important analytic dimensions of the
interconnections between class and gender relations. For instance, when
exploring the post-war period, Walby states:

"The expansion of part-time work and the consolidation of the
distinction between it and full-time work during the post-war
period saw the continuation of this patriarchal and capitalist
accommodation. Women's labour was made available to capital, but
on terms which did not threaten to disrupt the patriarchal status
quo in the household, since a married woman working part-time could
still perform the full range of domestic tasks." (1986:207)
These kinds of assertions and explanations beg the observation, for
example, that some women worked full-time rather than part-time at this
time. What, then, were the effects on domestic patriarchy of married
women working full-time? At the core of exploring such problems is
analysis of the different experiences of women at work. It may be these
differences which point to ambiguities and tensions both between and
also within class and gender relations. This suggests a conceptual
shift, taking analysis beyond that structure constituted exclusively in
substantive coherencies with the male/female dichotomy of patriarchal
relations, towards analysis of a structure comprised of the patterning
of different forms of patriarchal subordination, which, in turn,
constitute simultaneous coherencies and incoherencies within gender

relations.

Even in Walby's most recently developed analysis (1990) of class and
gender articulation, she neglects to interpret class differences between
women. In spite of her focussed framework on class and gender

relations, she emphasises forms of social differentiation, which serve
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to differentiate between women, but which lle outside her prespecified
analytic perspective:

"many analyses of gender and paid employment treat women as if they
were a unitary category in a way which seriously neglects divisions
based on ethnicity and racism". (1990:42)
She provides no explanation or analysis of the class differences between
women in terms, for example, of theilr incorporation into waged labour

which she nevertheless identifies:

"In 1988 the majority of women are in paid employment . . . This
is significantly different from the peak of the private form of
patriarchy in the middle of the 19th Century when women of the
middle and upper classes were less likely to be in paid work than .
. . working class women of that time . . . furthermore working
class women had restricted access to paid employment, with most of
the best jobs barred to them on grounds of sex." (1990:193)
Many protagonists continue to adhere, then, to methods which concentrate
on the commonalities of women's condition, especially within social
institutions, and as such infer a unified interest between all women.
These analyses reinforce a uni-dimensional focus on the abstract level
of social inequalities. This automatically leaves unproblematized both
the broad structure of patriarchal relations and also its material
composition. These methods fall to provide explanations for
distinctions within women's labour, such as those described, as we will
see, by Downing's (1981) data on secretarial labour, and most
importantly involve the irony that in so doing their analyses tend to

reinforce the gender inequalities which they seek to confront.

In line with contemporary calls for interpreting connections between
class and gender relations, the gendered class differences as well as
the classed gender differences, between women, between men, as well as
between men and women, need to be addressed. Advances in understanding
patriarchy may come from analysing the expressive dimension of social
inequalities contained in the substantive divisions between men and
women, between women and women, and between men and men. Some gender
analysts, like Downing (1981), already provide relevant data on women's

daily experlences at work.
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1.2

On the whole, gender analyses neglect to explain the different forms
that the structural distribution of class and gender power takes, and to
which social distinctions between women at work point. The dynamics and
dialectics of class and gender relations, and the possibility of their
reciprocal articulation, constituting perhaps the shifts and amendments
inherent in a structuration process (Giddens 1979 and 1984), are left
outside their analytic perspectives. Furthermore, they neglect to
address critically the class perspectives on 'women's work' adopted in
another area of debate on the production process. Yet critical
examination of these class perspectives, in the following section,
suggests that they shed light on important aspects of women's lives at

work.

THE CLASS PERSPECTIVE

In this section discussion centres on class theories of production.
They range from those which argue for the exclusion of women from class
analysis (Giddens 1972) to those which suggest that class relations of
production are transformed to proletarian status with the introduction
of exclusively female labour (Braverman 1974). Like feminist analyses,
when class perspectives refer to gender division of labour, they
generally focus on the underlying principles of patriarchy. In the
main, they fail to identify and analyse material expressions of
contradictions between capitalist class relations and patriarchal
relations. At the same time, within the broad class debate there is
more detalled analysis and controversy about variations in the forms of
capitalist domination (eg Edwards 1979, Burawoy 1979) than within

parallel analyses of the structure of patriarchy.

Implicit in the controversies, about interpreting class relations as
expressed in the production process, are different analytic concepts of
class relations. That is, various structural forms of class relations
inhere in these different perspectives on the production process. This
aspect of class debate is important when recalling a major issue

emerging in discussion in the previous section. That is, it was
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suggested that developments in understanding patriarchy may necessitate
a move, from conceptualizing the structure of patriarchy as simply
synonymous with the generic principles underlying this set of relations,
towards Interpreting its structural complexity. It follows, then, that
examination of the various models of the structure of class relations,
adopted within class analyses of the production process, may indicate
concepts to be appropriated in advancing understanding of patriarchal
relations. In turn, this may point the way forward towards a model to

explore connections between these relations.

In constructing class centred models, analysts present a perspective on
'women's work' with the potential of producing interpretations which
contrast with those of gender centred models. However, in the main
class analyses suffer from similar incautious generalizations about
'women's work' to those identified in the previous section on gender
theories. When they refer, for example, to gender segregation within
production they implicitly centre analysis on the global principles of
patriarchy (eg Edwards 1979), while simultaneously critically addressing
the structure of capitalist class relations. In general, class theories
assume that women are engaged exclusively in proletarian labour
processes (eg Braverman 1974). They fail to analyse the relations of
those women's labour processes which are not fragmented, routine,
repetitious and unskilled. The pervasiveness of the ideology
surrounding both women and their paid labour is demonstrated by its
common acceptance by two areas of social theory which, in other ways,

produce conflicting interpretations of the production process.

In class debate on classification procedures, discussions on women's
paid labour imply that women have a different relationship to production
from men (eg Goldthorpe 1983). They also suggest that class formation
is not constituted solely within the production process but within the
domestic sphere, in which women have a different role from men. The
debate highlights social differentiation between men and women.

However, these analysts appear to be guided by dualist principles,
popular in gender perspectives, which allocate class and gender to

different sets of institutions (see section 1.1),
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In his defence of conventional class analysis, which excludes women's
occupational participation, Goldthorpe (1983:469) claims that the family
is not just the unit of class 'fate' but also of class formation and
class action. These class features are estimated to be directly derived
from the occupation of the husband. As Dale et al (1985:386) argue, no
account is taken of the wife's background, education, income and power
in the labour market. If a man's occupation has a determining influence
on class formation and class action, then it must be the case that a
woman's occupation has important consequences, in class terms. Through
their particular relations of production, women, as well as men,
interpret the world of work, make sense of their experiences, and take
decisions about confrontation, accommodation, resistance or acquiescence
to mechanisms of power and control. Furthermore, as Walby points out:

"the idea of derived class is incompatible with any analysis in
which class location is determined by the individual's market and
work position." (1986:31)

Recently some analyses have incorporated women into class
classifications by including married women's occupation. For example,
Britten and Heath (1983) propose a method of cross-class analysis. They
retain the family as the unit of analysis, but classify its location
according to the occupational statuses of both husbands and wives.
However, if existing classifications of occupations (eg Registrar
General's Classification) are used to categorise women, this innovative
step may continue to obscure women's experiences in the workplace.
Gender segregation, for example, indicates that patriarchy does enter
into the relations of production of 'women's work', and possibly
inter-connects with capitalist class relations. Traditionally male
orientated categorisations of occupations may fail to reveal relevant
aspects of women's occupations to produce discrepancies in

classification concepts.

Gender analysts frequently argue that women's occupations should not be
ignored in class classifications. For example, Stanworth replies to
Goldthorpe's defence of conventional class analysis:

"If Goldthorpe's argument begs these important questions, it also
fails to consider the full significance of wives' employment not
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for other members of the family but for women themselves,"
(1984:162)

However, Stanworth goes on to discuss women's occupations in global
terms, contrasting women's occupations with men's occupations. In other
words, her analysis exposes divisions between men and women, but takes
no account of divisions between women:

"In short, women's restricted employment opportunities -~ their
subordinate class positions ~ are an expression of the dominance of
men over women through processes of class formation and class
action, and not simply, as Goldthorpe would have it, of the
familial dominance of husbands over wives.”" (1984:167)

An homogeneity in women's condition in production is implicit in global
theories which account for women's inferior status and pay in comparison
with men. This perspective fails to use class theories to demonstrate
that they are relevant to explaining women's labour. Analytic
prioritorization of the broad principles of gender relations apparently
excludes the possibility of analysing substantive expressions of social
class differences amongst women. As will be discussed in Chapter III,
both Downing's (1981) and Silverstone's (1974) empirical data (but not
their analyses) on secretarial work suggest that, by including analysis
of the realization of class and gender relations, the issue surfaces of
the differential distribution of power and control between women as well
as between men and women. Power distribution between women must, in
part, be an expression of class relations. This demonstrates the
importance of class relations (as well as of gender relations) when
analysing 'women's occupations'. In the light of the widespread
acceptance of social constructions of 'women's work', it may only be
when the method adopted includes detailed analysis of labour processes,
that features of heterogeneity are revealed. Such an analytic focus,
concentrating on the minutiae of experiences and tasks which make up any
labour process, is already frequently adopted when interpreting 'men's

work'. This method is known as 'the labour process perspective'.

The publication in 1974 of Braverman's Labor and Monopoly Capital

directed attention to the labour process as an important site of
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capitalist domination and control. The Sex and Class Group's paper
encapsulates the orientation of such labour process perspectives:

"The Marxist 'labour process debate' is about what happened to our
experience of work as the capitalist class revolutionised the mode
of production, creating the factory system and applying machinery
and sclentific methods of management. It is about the
intensification of work and the increasing division of labour in
the course of this historical shift from the appropriation of
absolute surplus value (length of the working day) to that of
relative surplus value (productivity of work). There have been
long periods when labour movement and union strategies overlooked
the struggle within the working day over work and control,
prioritising the wage/hours bargain struck before work begins. The
1968/9 struggles in Europe reflected a rejection of the tyranny of
the production line, raising questions about control rather than
rewards."”" (1982:85)

Such perspectives on class relations scrutinize, then, shares of power
and control inscribed in the tasks, material conditions and relations of
different labour processes. This view of class relations contrasts with
frameworks which analyse class relations primarily in terms of market

chances, access to scarce goods and status within the labour market.

Braverman (1974) includes analysis of material expressions of capitalist
class relations in his labour process perspective. He explores how
managerial control strategies, within developments in the capitalist
labour processs, tend towards deskilling and fragmentation of work
including the creation of a completely separate process of conception.
At this point Braverman brings office work into analysis and takes up
the case of traditionally female secretarial labour (1974:341-6).
However he implicitly analyses this data in terms of the broad
principles of patriarchy, rather than as a particular material instance
within, and helping to constitute, that structure. In essence, he fails
to appreciate that his descriptions, of the tasks performed by
secretaries, undermine his contentions (1974:301-2) about management's
unproblematic transformation of all office labour processes into factory

style, production lines:

"From a functional standpoint, the secretary came into existence as
a device to extend the administrative scope of the entrepreneur and
proprietor. Later, as the managerial structure grew, the
secretary, from this same functional standpoint, came to represent
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a pure expression of the Babbage principle: it was thought
'wasteful', from the capitalist point of view, to have a manager
spend time typing letters, opening mail, sending parcels, making
travel arrangements, answering the telephone, etc., when these
duties could be performed by labor power hired at anywhere from
one-~-third to one-fiftieth of the remuneration of the manager. But
here the operation of the Babbage principle is further stimulated
by the fact that the managers are organizing not the distant labor
processes of subordinates, but their own labor. Since they tend to
place an exaggerated value upon their own time, and a minimal value
upon the time of others as compared with their own, the Babbage
principle goes to work in the offices of managing executives with
particular force, all the more so as it is intensified by the
prestige attaching to managers with large staffs, the usefulness of
a retinue of office servants for the transacting of personal
matters, and other career, social and personal considerations."”
(1974:341-2)

Braverman fails to problematise his observation that the personal
secretary is part of the manager's own labour process, or to consider
that while the secretary is invariably female, the manager 1s usually a
man (see Chapter III). The gender specificity of the two occupations
which are being linked indicate that patriarchal relations enter and act
on the relations of production of secretarial labour. For instance,
popular images of the secretary/boss relationship suggest that
associations of personalised and privatised loyalty have not totally
disappeared from the contemporary office, contrary to Braverman's
Jjudgement:

", . . the Intimate associations, the atmosphere of mutual

obligation, and the degree of loyalty which characterized the small
office became transformed from a prime desideratum into a positive
liability, and management began to cut those ties and substitute
the impersonal discipline of a so-called modern organization . . .
its own special commitments to its office staff were severed, one
by one, as the office grew." (1974:305)

The acting out of women's subordination, written into gender relations,
may have prevented the transformation of the secretarial labour process
into routinized work, cut off from direct ties with management. This
suggests that gender relations can influence forms of class domination.
On the other hand, as Downing's data (1981) (see Chapter III)
demonstrate, there are pools of women copy typing whose labour process
fits neatly into Braverman's class theory of the redesign of the

automated office. The questions which surface are whether there are
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distinctive features in labour processes subsumed under the generic
label 'secretarial work' which suggest that class acts variably within
secretarial labour; whether any class differences connect with gender to
shape differential experiences of gender relations; as similar technical
skills are entailed in all secretarial labour processes, what criteria
are used to allocate women to class differentiated labour processes? In
contrast with the tendency to analyse only substantive coherencies with
the generic principles of class and of gender relations, these questions
can be pursued initially through more critical analysis of the
expressive dimension of these relations. Explanations are then required
for how practical expressions of social inequalities constitute, and
perhaps amend existing frameworks of, the structures of class and of

gender relations.

In prioritorizing class relations, Braverman assumes throughout his
discussions an homogeneity in women office workers' class relations of
production, while simultaneously castigating others who fail to
differentiate sufficiently within 'white-collar employees'
(1974:349-50), Perhaps Braverman is so entrenched in the traditional
male orientation of class analysis that he would himself be 'alarmed' at
the proposition that it may be equally convenient, but unrealistic, to

allocate all female secretarial labour to the same class grouping.

Citing Braverman and others, the Sex and Class Group's paper states:

"But while these do refer to women now and again as a specific
category of labour, we find that the politics of gender, in reality
quite raw and disturbing in the workplace are somehow invisible in
the debate.” (1982:85)

In answering their own question of 'what is missed out?' these authors
revert to focussing on the generic principles of gender relations,
rather than confronting the issue of patriarchy on the terms of the
theory to which their criticism relates. Reversion to what could be
termed an orthodox Marxist feminist approach signals a lack of
appreciation of the valuable insights into women's waged labour which

can be afforded by a more detailed appraisal of the meaning and
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understanding of 'women's work' to be acquired through a labour process

perspective.

Crompton and Mann also criticise Braverman's framework of analysis:

"Braverman's analysis therefore . . . did suggest that some of
these places might be gendered. This solution however raises
problems for any argument which seeks to identify 'class position’
with position in the social division of labour. Logically it is
the position which should 'determine' rather than the
characteristics of the individual who fills it. However if
positions are in fact 'gendered' - in the sense of being either
'male’ or 'female' occupations - then gender 'overdetermines'

position". (1986:4)
However, Crompton and Mann's argument can only be sustained if gender
'determines’ a common class position within the mode of production for
all women. On the contrary, it is equally possible that, while
confining women to gendered occupations, within these gendered
categories there are hierarchical structures, and that class acts
variously in allocating women to these ranked places. Crompton and Mann

tend to neglect analysis of this aspect of 'women's work'.

Sharper criticism of Braverman's work is that he neglects to account for
worker resistance in the organisation of work. In other words, he
neglects the dialectics and dynamics which may reshape class relations.
Few Marxists deny the effective dominance of the capitalist class, but
many incorporate into analysis the challenge posed by workers to this
domination. This debate is concerned with analysing shifts and
amendments within class relations and the manner in which capital's
dominance needs to be continuously re-asserted, redesigned and reformed.
For instance, Burawoy (1978) notes that Braverman:

"presents capitalism as a process of becoming, of realizing its
inner essence, of moving according to its imminent tendencies, of
encompassing the totality, of subordinating all to itself, and of
destroying all resistance." (1978:249)

While Burawoy (1979) acknowledges proletarian resistance, he maintains
that all work relations involve co-operation and that it is an
unbalanced approach to stress only conflict. Attention is drawn to the
social relationships which generate the conditions of control and

workers' compliance with management's control strategies.
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Burawoy limits the possible analytic dimensions of the dynamics of
capitalist class relations by neglecting to explore the ways in which
gender segregation may contribute to workers' acceptance of the
employment contract. Gender division of labour may not be a necessary
feature of capitalism, but may be part of the process of gaining
workers' consent to capitalist control strategies. Segregation of men
and women into different occupations emphasises differences in status
and role which facilitate, at the least, informal social relations
within the workplace to be informed by gender relations. For example,
there may be instances where a man in a formally subordinate class
location to a woman will use statements, stemming from patriarchy, to
assert some measure of domination over this woman. In Burawoy's terms,
the gender aspects of workplace relations may constitute a 'game' which
appears to free individuals from formal, ostensibly non gendered, rules
which derive from capitalist class relations. In this sense, gendered
work place cultural relations can buttress class structural relations in
facilitating the consent of workers to those capitalist class relations,
but in this case through another category of relations. Burawoy argues
that the labour process produces a framework of informal rules and
relationships which workers adopt to gain meaning from their working
lives, but he does not account for the ways in which gender may be an

integral feature of this framework.

In a similar vein to Burawoy, Edwards (1979) integrates the constructive
component of workers' resistance in shaping the form, content and
relations of the labour process. His analysis incorporates the notion
that the conscious understanding, awareness and human agency of
subordinate groups help to shape the pattern of power relations. He
concludes that various control mechanisms have succeeded in diminishing
worker resistance. Edwards stresses managements' control strategies of
dividing the working class and, like Walby (1990) (see Section 1.1),
recognises both racism and sexism as divisive features (1979:177 and
197).

Edwards acknowledges patriarchy, then, as a constituent of control

procedures, but only in terms of the divisions thereby created within
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the proletariat. He does not explore whether patriarchy creates
divisions within the dominant classes. Furthermore, in line with gender
centred methods, he only attributes causality of sexism to social
phenomena outside the production process and within the domestic
context. Patriarchy at work must constitute an aspect of gender
relations, but it is not necessarily identical to patriarchy at home.

At work gender relations must have a relationship with capitalist class
relations, since they both have a direct bearing on the relations of
production. Some of the problems for women, associated with patriarchy,
must be created and reproduced away from the domestic context, within
the mode of production. In explaining sex-stereotyping of occupations
Edwards does no more than echo feminist debate. He posits women's
unwaged labour as the main cause of women's location in the secondary
labour market, likening 'women's work' to the domestic tasks of
housewives, and, along with many feminist perspectives, he thus

reinforces the devaluation of 'women's work'.

In omitting analysis of substantive expressions of gender relations,
Edwards' interpretation of 'women's work' fails to examine how
patriarchal relations may operate as control mechanisms within
production and connect with the class relations which he examines in
some detail. For example, he identifies substantive differences in the
class relations of secretarial production, but neglects to consider how
these may coincide with different forms of patriarchal domination of
secretarial labour. It is possible that any patterning of the different
functioning of class and gender could include control mechanisms in
which, for instance, the disadvantages accruing from one form of social
differentiation are offset by and buttress the advantages stemming from
the other, connected, form of social differentiation. Furthermore,
Edwards fails to explain some of his own data on office work which
reveals lmportant differences in the labour processes at different
levels of women's office work (1979:179). His explanations of women's
office labour join all women within a unitary group, yet his data
indicate vital distinguishing features in the control mechanisms of

different levels of secretarial labour.
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Along with Downing (1981), Edwards' (1979) analysis of secretarial
labour is confusing because no explanation is provided of the variations
in the labour processes of secretaries which their data describe. One
aspect of these variations is that secretaries come into contact with
men for whom varying degrees of patriarchal domination are written into
their formal work contract. For example, some secretaries function at
work as the 'hand maidens' of male executives. Other secretaries, such
as pool typists, have no direct contact with these executive men. This
points to differences in the patriarchal relations which these women
experience within secretarial production. This may have implications
for aspects of their labour process which at first sight have little to
do with gender, such as fragmentation of tasks. A network of
complicated links and separations, between women, between men and women,
and between men, informed by and constituting both class and gender
relations, emerges as a crucial issue when areas of 'women's work', such
as secretarial labour, are examined in a fashion which penetrates

beneath the obvious gender specificity of the occupation.

The male managers to whom higher level secretaries are assigned present
a particular difficulty in class classification procedures. TFor the
most part, managers are not themselves the owners of the means of
production, but carry out control functions required by owners. While
managers are formally propertyless, their involvement in the functions
of capital separates them from the working class. If some secretaries
are part of these managers' labour process (Braverman 1974), their class

location is equally problematic.

The class location of managers is examined by Wright (1975) who
concludes that they inhabit a contradictory class position, since they
share features of more than one class location. Wright's thesis focuses
on the ambiguities entailed in certain categories of labour processes.
This model, if utilised in respect to secretarial labour, could draw
attention to far-reaching ambiguities in these women's relations of
production. In line with other class analysts Wright fails to
incorporate patriarchal relations into his method. However, the

fundamental tensions in this sphere of women's work may stem, in no

79



small measure, from the features of differentiation within secretarial
production which point to connections between class and gender
relations. An apparent contradiction arises, for example, when, through
tight patriarchal control, secretaries allocated to an individual male
manager appear to be in a patronised 'proletarian' location, yet in
class terms they participate in the control structures and strategies of
capitalists and their agents. Explanations for these complex features
of women's relations of production are required. For example, the
ideology of gender appears to legitimise secretarial women's material
subordination to male office workers in the same class location.
However, it simultaneously appears to mask the class relations and
consequences of this subordination as well as the differential class

relations in various categories of the work.

Unlike many analyses which centre on gender relations, the various
perspectives on class relations, discussed above, bring to the fore
complexities which possibly constitute the structural form of class
relations. That is, class focussed perspectives introduce the concept
of contradictions, ambiguities and tensions, as well as coherencies,
within class relations, as features of the structure of these relations.
On the other hand, in general, they neglect exploration of
contradictions, ambiguities, coherencies and incoherencies, between
class relations and other forms of social differentiation, such as
gender relations, which nevertheless act on labour processes
simultaneously with class relations. With this omission, class analysts
fail to conceive of the complexitites of class relations as being, in
part, constituted in the interconstitution of different categories of
relations. In other words, it is highly likely that they underestimate
the complex nature of the structural form of class relations to which

they nevertheless draw attention.

Even those class analysts who focus particularly on the complexities of
class relations tend simultaneously to assume a comparatively simple
structural form in respect of gender relations. Indeed, both class and
gender analysts, who refer to the gender division of labour within the

capitalist mode of production, focus almost exclusively on the broad
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principles underlying patriarchal relations. As a result of this
methodological bias they fail to analyse the complexities of the daily
realities of women's working lives which give expression to these
systems of social inequalities as well as possible opportunities for
resistance. In addition, the undifferentiated categorisation of all
women within either unitary class or unitary gender locations remains
largely unproblematized. Dale et al (1985) rightly point out that:

". . . occupations such as office and secretarial work . . . in

which few men are employed, tend to be classified without
sufficient distinctions being made between jobs calling for very
different levels of skill." (1985:388)

Downing (1981) and Silverstone's (1974) empirical data (detailed in
Chapter III) support Dale et al's later contention when criticising
Occupational Unit Groups:

"For some jobs this provides inadequate discrimination . . . for
instance Unit No. 141 contains all typists, shorthand writers and
secretaries and therefore combines the most junior members of the
typing pool with the personal secretary to the Managing Director.”
(1985:391)

During discussion of existing class and gender perspectives of
production some discriminating aspects within secretarial labour have
emerged as issues which are possibly aligned to the dynamic meshing
together of the structures of class and patriarchal domination. 1In
explaining how these forms of relations may connect with the relations
of institutions outside production, some analyses suggest that class and
gender relations of production are reproduced not only within production
but elsewhere, in other spheres of society, such as education. For
example, within Burawoy's (1979) expanded concept of the labour process,
factors not directly visible at the point of production contain control
strategies. For instance, the employment relationship includes
selection procedures, training requirements, credentials, as well as
various mechanisms of socialisation. These features of the labour
process are the central concern of education and constitute substantive
issues which are taken up and explained by traditional reproduction
theory. In this perspective secretarial vocational training courses are
linked with the secretarial production process and emerge as a possibly

significant factor in the reproduction of legitimised control within the
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2.1

female office workforce. To an important extent, the control of work
and the secretarial workforce may be achieved for capital away from the
point of production, divorced from the office, and within educational
institutions and the home,

If substantive issues of secretarial production can be explained in
terms of the linking of class with gender, then these forms of relations
and their interconnection may be reproduced, in part, during vocational
preparation for the work. The relationship between secretarial
education and secretarial production may itself constitute another
analytic dimension of the reciprocal articulation of class and gender
relations. The question of how the problems involved in analysing links
between class and gender relations may be connected with issues
concerned with linkages between sets of institutions is discussed in the
following section on education theories. These theories focus, in part,
on the reproduction, within education, of the class and gender relations
of production as interpreted in those analyses of the production process

discussed in this section.

EDUCATION AND THE REPRODUCTION OF CLASS AND GENDER RELATIONS OF

PRODUCTION

GENDER PERSPECTIVES ON EDUCATION

In general, current education analyses focus on the reproduction of
systems of social inequalities in the structures and processes of
education. In dispelling any notion of the complete autonomy of
education, they highlight connections between sets of institutions.
However, there is a tendency to concentrate on the reproduction of one
category of relations which, in any particular focus, reciprocally
marginalizes class or gender relations and consequently their possible
interconnections. In outlining gender perspectives on education in this

section, critical discussion of the exclusivity of this methodological
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focus argues that it severely limits exploration of the more complex
features of patriarchal relations, including their being shaped by class

relations.

Much of the early literature on gender-in-education catalogues sexist
practices within schools (eg Deem 1980, Byrne 1978). This suggests that
both the source and solution to gender discrimination lies in unmasking
these procedures. This literature sheds light on the expressive
dimension of gender inequalities in that it explores daily schooling
practices in which women's subordination to men is acted out. However,
it replicates the general literature on gender in that it centres
analysis on substantive coherencies with the broad principles of
patriarchy. 1In effect analysis fails to discriminate between the gender
experiences of different classes of women within education. 1In
addition, like general gender analysis, where education analyses move
beyond the boundaries of the school, they concentrate on causal
connections with the gender division of labour in the domestic sphere
rather than production. They generally fail to explain how education
may mediate between the class and/or gender relations of domestic life
and those of their students' occupational destination. Furthermore, by
ignoring the gender relations of production, many gender-in-education
perspectives imply, by default, that patriarchy does not constitute a

power structure of the capitalist mode of production.

When revealing sexist practices in schooling there is some divergence of
focus. Some (Sharma and Meighan 1980) argue that education reinforces
the gender labels of the general culture in socialising boys and girls
into a pattern of differentiated roles for men and women. Byrne (1978)
and Deem (1980) show how the procedures and processes of education guide
female students to gender stereotyped occupations. Others (eg Spender
and Sarah 1980) contend that schools, through closure procedures, limit
the options available to female pupils. Deem (1978) is representative
of other investigators (Spender and Sarah 1980) into the effects of
mixed sex classrooms. She contends that teachers react differently to

boys and girls.
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Gender analyses of education, in the vein outlined above, neglect to
explain why some girls learn different subjects, have different
timetables, and are located in different kinds of schools, in comparison
with other class differentiated girls. These gender analyses, along
with other gender perspectives, seem reluctant to point out social
differentiation between women. As Arnot and Weiner (1987) explain:

"Each (feminist educational critique) looked at the 'problem' of
female education in different ways and took different routes in
researching and theorizing the structures and processes of
schooling, choosing distinctive topics and methodologies for
research . . . But many also were confused about how to bring
together the wealth of information available and to use it to
formulate coherent educational policies. Some even felt it
divisive to describe work on gender as belonging to discrete
traditions and perspectives. They felt that the ultimate aim of
all work on gender, namely greater equality for women, was too
important to be analysed as containing theoretical (and perhaps
damaging) divisions (Whyld 1983)". (1987:12-13)
There are, however, possibly crucial differences between the educational
experlences of different classes of women. As Wickham (1987) points
out, the opportunities open to a middle-class woman are likely to be
substantially different from those offered to a working-class woman.
Yet, there has been limited examination of middle and dominant class
women's experiences in education, in comparison with the emphasis given
to examining working class women's education. For example, Sharpe
(1976) identified school girls' choice of occupations as:
"all the chosen careers were safely in the realms of 'women's
work'" (1976:161)
However, her investigations were confined to working class school girls.
It is possible that those school girls who view their careers as being
located in non gendered occupations, such as law and accountancy, come
predominantly from middle and upper class families. The education
process for these higher class women may deliberately steer them away
from gender specific occupations. It is potentially, then, a feature of
class, gender, or a combination of class and gender, distinctions
amongst women that possibly determine, for example, that certain classed
categories of women are filtered towards subjects which exemplify gender

specificity in their female exclusivity.

84



Recently some gender-in-education analyses have recognised class
differences which influence patterns of gender relations. For example,
Anyon infuses the education debate with consideration of variations in
gender relations when she states:

"There are subtle class differences in the ideology of what is
appropriate female behaviour and in the contradictions between
femininity and self esteem for women of working and professional
classes." (1983:20)

Anyon is suggesting, then, that gender relations may be shaped by class
relations. Walker also draws attention to the possible reciprocal
articulation of class with gender when pointing out the pitfalls of
ignoring class differences amongst women:

"Theoretical generalizations about the form of patriarchal
domination in specific settings must be received cautiously and
inspected to determine at which level of class formation they
apply. More importantly, interventionists will have to struggle
with the problem of determining i1f they are directing their
programmes at all women, at specific class groups, and crucially,
if the possible unintended consequence of programmes of action
aimed at one class group is an exacerbation of the problems of
gender differentiation being experienced by another, different
class group.” (1983:5)

In discussing the reproduction of the female labourforce, Sherratt also
points to the importance of analysing class differences between women.
She problematizes the assumed unitary nature of 'women's education’:

"The message given by schools is a message whose content can only
be understood in the context of class control as well as gender
control. The socialisation experiences of working class girls and
middle class girls . . . have always differed enormously and still
do." (1983:48)

Arnot and Weiner (1987), also criticise existing gender analyses of

education:

"Discussions of girls' underachievement, for instance, did not
consider the different achievements of middle- and working-class
girls . . ." (1987:13)
As suggested earlier, in neglecting class differences between female
students, investigations are usually confined to working class culture

and as Brah and Deem point out:

"Conveniently, sociologists have forgotten to study middle class
youth in any significant measure." (1986:69)
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For example, studies of youth working class cultures, including the
culture of the school, suggest that there are deep gender divisions,
which separate boys and girls culturally (Willis 1977, McRobbie 1978,
Jackson 1978, Connell et al 1982). However, research into gender
differences in the culture of middle class adults (Edgell 1981) explains
that gender divisions are as significant a feature of the culture of
this class group as that of the working class. Further consideration
needs to be given, then, to the distinctions and similarities in female
culture amongst women in different classes, in order to analyse how
class specificity may influence the specificity of gender culture.
Investigations in this vein should avoid the double standard often
applied to explaining young men and women's cultural differentiation:
male youth culture is automatically linked to the culture of work, and

that of their female counterparts to the culture of domesticity.

The issues discussed above suggest that methods are needed which include
a number of possible analytic dimensions which may, together and in
part, constitute connections between class and gender relations. For
example, discussion so far suggests that more attention, than in
existing methods, needs to be given to material conditions and social
relations of education, which realize structural forces of class and
gender domination. That is, attention should be given to analysing the
expressive dimension of both class and gender relations. As when
discussing analyses of the production process (Section 1 above)
exploration is then necessary of how specific instances of the
realization of class and gender relations in education constitute these
power structures. In other words, exploration should address
substantive expressions, within education, of coherencies and
incoherencies with the broad principles underlying these social
inequalities. Analysis needs then to consider these material instances
of class and gender relations as possibly, in part, and on the surface
paradoxically, constituting the form of these power structures. The
drawbacks of methods, with more limited analytic approaches than are
being suggested, are implicit in Wallace's (1987) critique of a double

standard in interpreting male and female youth cultures:
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"In general, then, accounts of male youth have concentrated upon
their social reproduction in the 'public' sphere of school and the
labour market, whilst accounts of female youth have shown how this
is crucially related to the social reproduction of the 'private’
sphere of the home. We do not know to what extent the private
sphere affects masculine expectations." (1987:240)

In spite of the general validity of this criticism, some empirical
research has been conducted into the social reproduction of feminine
culture in the 'public' spheres of education and production. For
example, Valli (1986) analysed secretarial education and labour in the
United States. She explains that class and gender relations are
reproduced in this sector of education, but the general line of her
analysis prioritorizes patriarchy. She neglects to examine the ways in
which class acts variously upon this gendered category of education and
labour. In her emphasis on producing a feminist theory of capitalism,
Valli concludes that capitalist class relations entail a hierarchical
division of labour but that patriarchal relations ensure that women are
allocated only to the lowest level locations of the overall class
structure. This conclusion, uncritically supporting analyses which
highlight and confine explanations to the dimension of the broad
principles of patriarchy, fails to account for those secretarial women
who are not in the lowest ranks within production. Analyses which
prioritorize the generic principles of gender relations, appear to be
enmeshed in a class specificity in that they are able to explain only

proletarian areas of women's waged labour.

Valli's data is drawn from one distinctive area of secretarial education
and production. That is, it represents only one classed sphere of
secretarial education. She was not able to analyse, in terms of this
evidence, reproduction within education of social differences within a
range of secretarial relations of production. Her framework omits, for
instance, the issue of the reproduction in education of the relationship
of women secretaries with other women secretaries. On the contrary,
Valli explains the part played by traditional gender issues, such as

femininity, in securing for women exclusively proletarian office jobs.
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For example, Valli observes that during their schooling for secretarial
work:

"Students were informed in numerous ways how important it was to

cultivate a feminine, even provocative, appearance if they were

serious about getting a job." (1987:203)
She goes on to discuss the ways in which the messages of secretarial
education, are renegotiated by female students. In this sense, she
takes issue with analyses which reinforce women's subordination to men
by suggesting the passive acceptance of relevant inequalities by women.
Implicit in her method is exploration of the human agency of secretarial
women and the ways in which their actions inform, and have consequences
for, structures of both class and gender domination. In respect of
connections between education and production, Valli explains that the
relations of secretarial education do not constitute a mirror image of
the relations of secretarial production, because:

"schools are 'semi-autonomous' organizations, having needs, rules,
practices and structures that schooling brings about itself,

without recourse to its relation to the economic sector."
(1987:209)

She goes on to state:

"But these strong pulls to be co-operative, logical and productive
workers do not mean that the social relations of labour are
reproduced unproblematically. Tensions and conflicts are built
into both capitalist and patriarchal relations, so that even over
an issue like pay, for instance, where students' knowledge of pay
scales (and relations between worker pay and company profits) was
highly constrained, room for questioning, insight and bargaining
was definitely present." (1987:209)
Valli therefore identifies features of secretarial education which are
problematic in that they contradict theories of coherent reproduction
within education of the class and gender relations of production.
However, she omits the possibility that there may be tensions and
conflicts not only within categories of relations but also between them,
when comparing their manifestation in education and in production. In
restricting the analytic dimensions of the dynamic process which she
identifies, Valli neglects to explore, for example, renmegotiation of
expressions of class relations in education, as possibly having
ramifications for expressions of gender relations in production. 1In

other words, she does not include the possibility that a dynamic and
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dialectical relationship, between class and gender relations, is

constituted, in part, in the relations between education and production.

Valli's method fails to analyse the possible interconstitution of class
and gender relations. On the other hand, her analysis avoids the
criticism, levelled at many other gender analyses of education, that
female students are totally passive agents who assimilate the overt and
covert gender messages of schooling in an unmediated fashion. Yet, as
Valli's data and interpretation indicate, at the very simplest level,
all knowledge.is mediated by the acquirer, even if this is an
unconscious act. Interconnections between class and gender relations
may include the manner and extent to which women consciously reject,
filter, renegotiate, resist, accommodate, misrecognise, or accept gender
related (as well as class related) knowledge and processes. Unless
analytic space is created for this feature of women's education, the
framework automatically implies the complete stability of gender
relations and the total impotence of the women involved to amend these
relations. Furthermore, analyses which suggest the stability of gender
relations also rule out the possibility that changes in the forms of
class subordination/superordination can have ramifications of change for
gender relations, where they are linked. On the other hand, there is no
reason why the relationship of class relations and gender relations
should be one-way (Hearn 1987:40).

Although relevant methods have yet to be developed, there are now
demands to investigate the active part played by women in shaping gender

relations. Walker and Barton note that there is:

", . . a fairly powerful call for an increase in emphasis in the

analysis of gender relations and education upon the 'active
response’ individuals make to the social conditions in which they
live . . . this response needs to be conceptualized not merely in
terms of the typical reactions girls (and boys) make to the
messages about gender relations they receive inside and outside of
schools, but also, and more particularly, in terms of the
contradictions embedded within the origins, the form and the
content of these messages and in terms of these messages being
resisted." (1983:ix)

Earlier Kelly and Nihlen had made a similar point:
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"So much research has gone into examining how schooling, staffing
and curriculum differentiate male from female that we have very
little real knowledge about whether girls accept what the schools
teach. Instead we find a confusing literature examining whether
girls internalize school messages, which is inconclusive and rests
on an assortment of evidential bases. Some of it suggests that
girls either ignore the sex role messages of the schools or
renegotiate them." (1982:174)

Anyon asserts that:

"contrary to the myth, women - and girls - actively struggle to
come to terms with or to transcend, the conflicts in being female."
(1983:21)

These demands suggest that a new direction for gender analysis of
education may be emerging, which concentrates on the opportunities for
action and consciousness of women. While this points the way to viewing
patriarchy in terms of a dialectical, dynamic set of gender relationms,
there is the danger of neglecting the gender (and class) constraints
which contextualise these women's conscious and unconscious actions.
Sharp and Green (1975) underline this risk, when discussing the problem
of 'emergence':

"societies reveal structures and processes which are not reducible
to the simple sum of the actions of individuals looked at qua
individuals (Durkheim 1951) . . . It is necessary to situate the
individual in a social context, to be able to say something about
that context in terms of its internal structure and dynamics, the
opportunities it makes available and the constraints it imposes,
and at the same time to grasp that essential individuality and
uniqueness of man that evades any total categorization.” (1975:17)

Furthermore, if theories of gender in education neglect to problematise
that consciousness of women, which is now beginning to be integrated
into analysis, there is the danger of assuming that the understandings,
meanings and views, on gender relations, held by women in education,
represent the 'reality' of the structure of these relations. For
example, Sharp and Green point out that:

"Simply to dwell on the surface structure of consciousness may mask
the extent to which such consciousness may conceal and distort the

underlying structure of relationships (Lucaks 1971, Godelier 1972))
(1975:22).

They reinforce the need to problematise consciousness when observing:
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"The actors may be conscious of (these) constraints but need not
necessarily be so. They may be subconsciously taken for granted,
or unrecognised, but the situation will present them with
contingencies which affect what they do irrespective of how they
define it. Thus the social observer cannot necessarily base his
understanding of the social world simply on the flow of
consciousness of the actor." (Sharp and Green 1975;22-23)
Gender centred analyses present valuable descriptive data on sexist
practices within education. They provide useful leads as to the areas
in which gender relations may be enacted and reinforced in education,
but insufficient analytic tools to comprehend fully the nature of these
processes or their links with other power relations either within or
outside education. Divisions between men and women generally, remain
important in theories of gender. However, advances in understanding
gender may come from exploring substantive expressions of social
inequalities and the ways in which, within women's areas of education,
gender relations take the same or different forms in different social
classes; how gender mediates between men and women within the same
social class as well as between different social classes. These
problems suggest that gender issues cannot be totally divorced from
class issues. They also point to the importance of moving towards an
analysis which incorporates understanding the dynamic inter-relations
constituted in the links between power structures in various social
settings. For example, Cockburn, when discussing workplace
organizations, points out that:

"individuals act as vectors of power across the boundaries between
the organization and the outside world and to which individuals
bring their own ideas, partly though not entirely generated outside
the workplace, to influence organizational outcomes." (1990:86)
Discussion of existing gender-in-education analyses suggests, then, that
class and gender differentiation are not incorporated into different
processes as separate issues. To understand these forms of power
relations, and to suggest ways in which they may be amended, the

connections between them need to be analysed. As Brah and Deem contend:

"We feel that there is a pressing need in education to tackle . . .
gender and class inequalities because as Taylor (1984) argues 'each
issue contains the oppression of the other'. This is not to
suggest that one should be subsumed under the other but rather
strategies should be devised which take account of both the
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relative autonomy of one from the other and the close link between

them." (1986:77)
To date few of the gender methods adopted to analyse education have
included systematic analysis of class inequalities. Perhaps with an
implicit desire to reinforce recognition, of the implications for all
women, of patriarchal relations, gender analysts hesitate to highlight
class differences between women which are reproduced in education., But
if women are constituted in both class and gender relations differently
from each other, some analysis of the part played by education in
reproducing these inequalities is needed. In particular, substantive
expressions of these divisions will be part of the conscious educational
world experienced by women which will, in part, guide their actions and
reactions to dominant class and male forces. Put another way these
practical experiences will have their ideological effects in that they
help to shape women's views of both themselves and also of forms of

social differentiation.

Most gender perspectives of education are constrained by their
uni-dimensional analytic focus which excludes giving any special
attention to class relations. In contrast, an extensive literature
centres on a class perspective of education. This literature
incorporates more complex approaches to analysing education than those
implicit in most gender perspectives. These approaches could provide
analytic tools to assist understanding not only of the reproduction of
class relations, but also gender relations. The next section turns to

outlining and discussing this class—-in-education debate.

CLASS PERSPECTIVES ON EDUCATION

A common starting point in class-in-education theories 1s that knowledge
and its transmission is neither neutral nor value free, but socially
constructed. In the selection, organisation, distribution, evaluation
and transmission of knowledge vested interests are involved. They
broadly serve to legitimise and reproduce aspects of class relations.

Although interpretations of the connecting processes differ, emphasis is
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placed on linkages between education and production. Connections
between these two sets of institutions are stressed. Analysts contend
that theories should move beyond traditionalist concepts, which, as
Giroux maintains, imply that:

""'schools exist beyond the imperatives of class and power and appear
as self-contained islands neatly severed from the socio-economic
forces of the outside society.” (1981:92-3)

The theories outlined in this section provide differing explanations of
the class relations of education. These methodological and conceptual
differences are important. They point to some constituent elements of
an alternative perspective on education which is based on analysis of
class and gender articulation. In respect of problematizing connections
between sets of institutions, as an analytic dimension of understanding
links between forms of relations, class-in-education theories explain
mechanisms which connect education with production. On the other hand,
when concentrating exclusively on class relations, these analyses
neglect other categories of relations which contribute to the
differential distribution of power in both the education and the
production process. In the exclusivity of this focus, they fail to
incorporate the breadth of analytic dimensions which may comprise the
compounding complexities of connections between, for example, education

and production.

Within the mainstream class-reproduction-in-education debate, a major
methodological division has emerged. Some proponents take their main
problematic as education's contribution to simple, coherent social
reproduction, infused with the logic of stability and consensus (eg
Bowles and Gintis 1976); others concentrate on conflict and resistance
to elite domination within education (eg Giroux 1981). The latter group
rejects apolitical, functionalist, consensus based models. In contrast
they highlight the political nature of education in reproducing the
inequalities of wealth and power inherent in existing capitalist
society. They make central human agency and the problems posed to
dominant interests by confrontations which challenge inequitable power
relations. Implicit in these perspectives is exploration of changes and

shifts within class relations. Nonetheless they do not generally
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include the possibility that such changes and shifts within class
relations may be explained, in part, by the shaping, informing and

moving of these relations by gender relations.

When discussing features of education which contest the unequal sharing
of class power in production, current class-in-education-theories are
rendered confused by the limitations of their analytic dimensions. For
example, they simplify the options available to teachers and students.
Decisions about accommodation or contestation of inequalities within
education may result from the competing requirements of reproducing
differential, and inequitable, power relations such as class and gender.
Indeed the complexities involved in reproducing different systems of
social differentiation may obscure any such practical choices. Similar
limitations of analytic frameworks which oversimplify the options
available, for example to teachers, are illustrated by Sharp and Green
(1975) when developing an alternative conceptual model:

"The perspective which we are advocating is one which attempts to
situate teachers' world views and practices within the context of
social and physical resources and constraints which they may or may
not perceive, but which structure their situation and set limits to
their freedom of action through the opportunities and facilities
made available to them and the constraints and limitations imposed
on them." (1975:30)

Certainly, in contrast with the clearcut options of challenge or
submission, represented by the two distinctive methods of many current
class perspectives, where class and gender are linked the choice may be
more complicated. If class and gender help to shape each other's
structure of relations, any decision to contest the inequalities
inherent in one set of relations, may result in amendments not only in
that form of relations but also in the effects, forms and degrees of

domination written in to the other, connecting, set of relations.

The different, but even when taken together, still limited, analytic
focusses of the two main areas of debate on class-in-education generally
over-simplify even their own, necessary, abstractions from a social
totality which is complex. That is, part of this complex social
totality is constituted in daily routines and activities rooted in the
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simultaneous reproduction of various forms of social differentiation.
For example, the technical sphere of further education reproduces
workers who take up places within the mode of production. To the extent
that its graduates readily fi1ll such production places, this sector of
education contributes to unproblematic reproduction of the specificities
of preordained relations of production. At the same time, this
education is involved directly with social relations, curricula contents
and personnel, relating to positions within production which enjoy a
gender specificity as well as a class specificity. That 1s, teachers in
vocational education are explicitly concerned with skills, knowledge,
attitudes 'required' in production. At the same time they are concerned
with broader education issues, which may be coherent with, or in
conflict with, the overt 'needs' of specific places of production. In
this sense, the very complexities, involved in decisions they make about
the processes and structures of thelr area of education, may be more
readily available to them, than is the case for teachers in general
education. This may result in tensions, for, for instance, teachers and
examiners when they make decisions on structures and processes of, for
example, secretarial education. Such tensions may find theilr roots in
reproducing two analytically separable forms of relations

simultaneously.

One aspect of coherenciles between education and production, highlighted
in most class-in-education theories, is that in vocational courses
subject content is clearly guided by the skills and knowledge deemed
essential in the anticipated work destination of its student body. 1In
this sense there must i1deally be a degree of correspondence between
education and production. However, class analyses investigate beyond
formal curriculum content to explain how education reproduces capitalist
class relations. For example, according to Bowles and Gintis (1976) the
soclal relations of the school and classroom mirror the social relations
of the workplace. The ultimate outcome is that schooling reproduces the
social and class divisions deemed functional for production and
legitimation of capital and its institutions. In other words, Bowles
and Gintis accord primacy to the form of socialisation rather than the

content of the formal curricula of education.
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Bowles and Gintis argue that education reproduces the labour power
essential to capital accumulation, by providing prospective workers with
the technical and cognitive abilities required for adequate work
performance. This education is differentially distributed by selection
procedures which distinguish students on class and gender lines. Bowles
and Gintis' argument implies that students are divided from each other
on the grounds of either class or gender. However, all students enjoy,
simultaneously, a classed and gendered social position. It is likely
that divisions amongst them, in terms of their groupings and curricula
contents, for example, are not based on only one of these social
positions. The complexity of divisions reproduced within education

remains outside the analytic parameters of Bowles and Gintis' framework.

According to Bowles and Gintils, a further function of education is the
reproduction of forms of consclousness, values and dispositions
necessary for the maintenance of social relationships and institutional
organisation, which facilitate capital accumulation. From these
arguments, it becomes clear that, in their model, education is totally
dominated by the mode of production. This framework provides little
scope for considering whether, in some respects, education has
autonomous characteristics. The main thrust of the critiques of Bowles
and Gintis' theories centres upon the mechanical determinism of this
approach and the apparently unproblematic manner in which dominant
interests are maintained. Giroux (1981) summarises numerous criticisms
levelled at the correspondence theory:

"Critics have pointed to its overly determined model of causality,
its passive view of human beings, its political pessimism and its
failure to highlight the contradictions and tensions that
characterise the workplace and school.™ (1981:93)

However, even these critiques of Bowles and Gintis' correspondence
theory neglect to explore the more complex features of reproduction of
soclal inequalities. For example, while encouraging account to be taken
of the active part of subordinate groups in shaping class relations,
they neglect consideration of, for instance, any 'knock-on' effect to
gender relations. If amendements in one category of relations influence

the form and content of another set of relations, as realised within the
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same or another sphere of society, perhaps in an intentional, though
more probably in an unintentional way, then some explanation of the

mechanisms of this connection is required.

The issue of the complexities of links between education and production,
raised by the critiques of the correspondence theory, are particularly
pertinent in the case of vocational education. Vocational education
operates explicitly within the contours of (amongst others, such as
race) the class and gender divisions of the capitalist mode of
production. As technical colleges retain the characteristics of an
educational institution, rather than workplace institution, distinctions
between college and work must incorporate differences between the
relations of education and the relations of production. However, in
dealing with the specificities of particular occupations, informed by
class and gender relations, in both production and education these
relations may be linked. Analysis of differences and similarities, in
the connections between class and gender, when comparing the educational
and production contexts, may contribute to understanding both the ways
in which class and gender are linked and the incorporation of
connections between education and production as a further important

analytic dimension of this linkage.

In contrast to Bowles and Gintis' theory of the mirror image of the
class relations of education and of production, analyses which
concentrate on cultural reproduction place greater emphasis on the
autonomous characteristics of schooling. 1In this latter case the focus
is on issues such as socilal control. These analyses centre on either
extrapolating the principles underpinning the structure and transmission
of the cultural tone of educational institutions or on how school

culture is produced, selected and evaluated.

Through his structural analysis, Bourdieu (1977) explores social and
cultural reproduction. He considers that educational institutions are
influenced only indirectly by more powerful economic and political
institutions. Rather than explicitly imposing docility and oppression,

education reproduces power relations by participating in producing and
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differentially distributing the dominant cultural capital. A degree of
relative autonomy from production is attributed to education, which
contrasts with Bowles and Gintis' model of reproduction. For Bourdieu
cultural capital includes sets of meaning, qualities of style, modes of
thinking, types of dispositions, which constitute the cultural
unconscious and are the inheritance of family background, and

distinguished by the class determined boundaries between these families.

According to Bourdieu, education reinforces and confirms the unequal
distribution of cultural capital amongst its students. He states:

"The educational system reproduces all the more perfectly the
structure of the distribution of cultural capital among classes

« « « in that the culture which it transmits is closer to the
dominant culture and that the mode of inculcation to which it has
recourse is less removed from the mode of inculcation practised by
the family . . . the appropriation of the culture . . . depends on
the previous possession of the instruments of appropriation . . .
and which in a society divided into classes are very unequally
distributed among children from different social classes.”
(1977:493-4)

One major problem with Bourdieu's model is that his structural analysis
implies the homogeneity of class cultures. This leaves no space for
investigating gender distinctions within these cultures. On the other
hand, there is the problem of whether there is a cultural context to
womanhood that is universal, or whether there are important class
variations within the culture of this gender grouping. At the same
time, Bourdieu does refer to varied occupational cultures which must
form an aspect of vocational education. In this respect, he maintains
that:

"the gradual rationalization of a system of teaching geared more
and more exclusively to preparation for an increasing variety of
occupational activities could threaten the cultural integration of
the educated class if, so far as class is concerned, education, and
more particularly what is known as general culture, were not at
least a matter for the family as for the school . . . Intimacy and
fellow feeling, congeniality, based on a common culture are rooted
in the unconscious and give the traditional elites a social
cohesion and continuity which would be lacking in elites united
solely by links of professional interest." (1971:197-8)

This suggests that vocational education may be as much concerned with

reproducing the dominant cultural capital as with developing skills and
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knowledge associated with specific labour processes. At the same time,
this also introduces a further problematic in respect of vocational
education. This area of education offers courses relating to
occupations which are themselves divided into class specific categories.
For example, in Construction Studies Departments courses for bricklayers
and surveyors are provided. Bourdieu does not extend his analysis to
consider whether being located in a specific vocational area provides a
uniting culture between class distinctive levels of, for instance,
construction departments, and how this occupational culture connects
with the possibly distinctive class culture of these students' family
backgrounds. In short he does not include detailed examination of the
realization of class and gender relations which could expose a complex
of differentiation and uniting processes within and between broad class

cultures.

Bernstein's (1975 and 1990) theories also focus on structural analysis
of the cultural reproduction of class relations. In the initial (1975)
stages of developing his model of analysis, Bernstein concentrates on
schooling's role in creating and legitimising the form and content of
the communicative and symbolic resources of dominant groups. In
contrast with correspondence theorists, he examines the internal
qualities of schools which contribute to the lived experiences of
classed and gendered actors. Bernstein demonstrates that curriculum,
pedagogy and evaluation comprise message systems, the structural
underpinnings of which reflect models of power and control existing in
wider soclety. He introduces the concepts of classification and framing
to demonstrate the construction and maintenance of boundaries. However,
more extended analysis of the minutiae of activities, experiences and
processes of specific areas of education, might expose boundaries and
divisions which were more diffuse and complex than those suggested by

Bernstein.

Bernstein (1990) develops a more complex model of education in his later
work. To a certain extent, he posits less stable and less simple
boundaries in his refined perspective. That is, along the lines of

structuration process approaches (Giddens 1979 and 1984), he accounts
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for 'cleavages, contradictions and dilemmas' (1990:33) within education
as possible components of reproduction, as well as of possible
components of redirection of categories of social relations;

"But the transmission/acquisition systems the thesis projects do

not create copper etching plates in whose lines we are trapped.

Nor are the systems, grids, networks, and pathways embedded in

either concrete or quicksand. The transmission/acquisition systems

reveal and legitimate the enabling and disabling functions of power

relations which they relay and upon which they rest." (1990:6)
Additional developments in Bernstein's framework (1990) arise with his
frequent reference to systems of social differentiation, such as race
and gender, in addition to the class relations which were the exclusive
focus of his earlier framework (1975). However, despite acknowledgement
of other categories of relations, Bernstein tends to retain the
prioritorization of class relations. For example, he states:

"This paper has concentrated on the development of a model for
understanding the process whereby what is regarded as a basic
classification (class relations) is transmitted and acquired by
codes that differentially, invidiously, and oppositionally,
position subjects with respect to both discursive and physical
resources. Whether gender, ethnic, or religious categories (or any
combination) are considered, it is held that these, today, speak
through class-regulated modes, and it is the manner of the
reproduction of the latter that has been the concern of this
paper.” (1990:47)
Contrasting with Bernstein's framework (1990), it may be that not only
does gender 'speak' through class, but that class 'speaks'
simultaneously through gender. It may be when both the distinctions and
blurring of diffuse boundaries in education are highlighted that such
complex interconnections of categories of relations, within and between
sets of institutions, can be explained. Again, analysis of vocational
education may provide relevant data expressing these complexities of
boundaries. For example, this area of education is set apart from other
education in its concentration in colleges of further education. This
boundary facilitates a general low level of ranking for vocational
courses within the hierarchies of education. Yet some vocational
courses require applicants to have obtained a university degree before
applying for entry, while for other courses there are no formal entry
qualifications. These varied selection mechanisms also operate within

specific vocational areas such as secretarial education (see Chapter
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IV). The legitimacy of variations in the hierarchical structure of
vocational education needs to be problematized, to question whether this
structure facilitates concomitant ranking of the student graduates
within production. If the subtle gradations have a bearing on both
class and gender relations, then they may help to explain how class acts
within gendered sectors of education and labour and how differential
gender relations can have class consequences. Such analysis may
simultaneously indicate the importance of connections between vocational
education and production to exploring the informing and moving together,

in reciprocal articulation, of class and gender relations.

Problematizing connections between class and gender relations may
highlight cultural ambiguities, as well as social complexities, of the
procedures and practices of education, in addition to tensions and
anomalies in the links between education and production. These may
constitute part of the cultural realities of students and staff. In
contrast to existing methods, understanding of such complexities may be
developed by including, as a central issue of any method, analysis of

substantive expressions of these forms of social differentiation.

Giroux (1981 and 1983) focusses on tensions and anomalies of social
processes. However, he does not address the particular meanings about
class and gender inequalities reproduced in specific educational
contexts., In other words, his method excludes the analytic dimension of
ideological effects of class and/or gender reproduction. Nevertheless,
he emphasises complexities of contradictory practices in which schools
legitimize and reproduce the social relations of production. He
suggests that contradictions illuminate the manner in which both
teachers and taught often reject, renegotiate and resist the dominant
messages of schooling. He presents this point forcefully in his
criticisms of other education theories:

"There is little understanding of the contradictions and social
spaces that promote oppositional tendencies and behaviour in
schools . . . Students and teachers do not simply comply with the
oppressive features of schooling . . . in some cases both groups
resist; in some cases they modify school practices. In no sense do
teachers and students uniformly function in schools as simply the
passive reflects of the logic of capital. 1In other words, these
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radical accounts fail to understand that while schools serve the
interests of capitalism they also serve other interests as well,
some of which are in opposition to the economic order and the needs
of the dominant society.” (1983:58)

Had Giroux gone on to give more detailed consideration to the 'other
interests' which support dominant interests, he might have examined
gender relations. However, he fails to give any special attention to
gender issues. Furthermore, he neglects the analytic dimension of
ideological effects in which gender relations of education may blur or
highlight the apparent contradictions between the class relations of
education and production which he identifies.

Developing Giroux's analysis, Sharp and Green (1975) concentrate their
analysis of "child centred progressive' primary education on the
ideological effects contained particularly in the reproduction of class
relations. Their analysis indicates that the meanings and
understandings about social structures, expressed consciously by
teachers, may add to, and further complicate, those contradictory
practices explained by Giroux (1981 and 1983) as reproducing and
legitimating capitalist class relations. For example, Sharp and Green
maintain that:

"the character of interaction and the perspectives of the actors
involved may camouflage the real structure of relationships in
which groups are embedded. Whilst educators and parents may view
the educational system as the locale where talent is developed and
individual needs responded to, its 'real' function may be very
different and related more to the social demands of established
interests in the macro structure than to the requirements of
individual pupils™. (1975:324)
In their analysis, Sharp and Green state that they examine the ways in
which macro level structural 'forces' (1975:vii) influence classroom
practice, but their discussion tends to concentrate on the reproduction,
in education, of capitalist class relations. In this respect, they
imply the dominance of class relations over other forms of social
differentiation. For example, when arguing that social control in the
school involved the initiation of teachers and pupils into appropriate
attitudes and modes of action, as well as the operation of constraint

against those who challenged established interests, they go on to say:
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"Such processes are typical of the way in which ideological
legitimation of the stratification system is articulated" (my
emphasis) (1975:221).

Sharp and Green provide virtually no analysis of, for example, the
reproduction of gender relations in education. Yet their data reveals
some of the complications for, for example, teachers in reproducing,
perhaps unconsciously, both systems of social differentiation. For
example, the classrooms they observed contained both boys and girls and
they noted that Mary was close to 'the teacher's conception of the ideal
pupil' (1975:154). Sharp and Green neglect analysis of this apparent
contradiction of patriarchal relations in which it would be supposed
that a boy pupil would be at the top of the social hierarchy which

differentiates between pupils.

Occasionally, then, when cataloguing inequalities, class theorists make
the addition of gender to the class category, but almost as an
afterthought. Analysis of patriarchal relations does not therefore
generally constitute an analytic dimension of these methods. The
conceptual tools of the literature on class-in~education can be helpful
when analysing gender inequalities. Nevertheless most existing analyses
apparently consider that no special attention needs to be given to the

issue, nor connections made between class and gender relationms.

CONCLUSIONS

To a very large extent existing methods of class and/or gender analysis
focus on the characteristics of class and gender relations separately in
their abstract dimensions. That is, they tend to focus on the general
principles underlying these social relations, rather than detailed
examination of their various forms of realization. The tendency is to
explain the aggregates, trends, averages of systems of social
inequalities, particularly in respect of 'women's work and education'.
Important problems surface from this uni-dimensional structural focus,
These problems are contained in similarities and distinctions between

expressions of class, and between expressions of gender relations which,
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as has been argued, may nevertheless constitute their respective broad
structures. For example, it may be the case that specific material
expressions of class and gender relations do not, contrary to the
implications of many existing methods, mirror in every detail the
aggregates and trends of domination as constituted in coherencies with

the generic rules of these sets of social relations.

Extended and systematic analysis of specific expressions of class and of
gender relations is largely ignored in existing methods. Yet in this
analytic dimension of class and gender relations tensions, ambiguities
and anomalies, as well as coherencies, may come to light between material
expressions of class and gender relations and their respective underlying
principles. The major problem, which arises when critically discussing
existing methods, is that these perspectives tend to explain reproduction
of class and of gender relations only in terms of coherencies within
categories of relations and in the 'fitting together' of different
relations. They provide little analytic space for identifying, or
understanding as possibly part of the process of reproduction, ambiguities,

tensions and anomalies between and within systems of social inequalities.

It has been argued in this chapter that incoherencies as well as coherencies,
within and between class and gender relations, demand explanation,
Furthermore, it has been argued that the anomalies, tensions and ambiguities
which comprise these incoherencies may, in part, constitute connections
between class and gender relations. They may, in addition, contribute
towards accounts of reproduction of social structures as being contained

in dynamic, dialectic processes., This discussion has, therefore, joined
with, and underlined, current discourse which calls for more detailed
analysis of interconnections between class and gender relations. At the
same time, critical discussion of both existing methods as well as

methods implicit in the debates on class and gender interconnections,

has pointed to various possible components of a method of articulation

which would redirect and move beyond current discourse.

The overriding problem, then, which surfaces from critical exploration
of existing class and gender analyses, concerns the forms that the

structure of class relations and the structure of gender relations take
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in these methods. Gender analyses generally confine analysis to
exploring coherent instances of women's patriarchal subordination. The
simple structural form, and mode of reproduction, of gender relations,
implicit in these frameworks, remains unproblematized by virtue of the
restrictions that this methodological stance places on their analyses of
expressions of women's subordination to men. In essence, they neglect
examination of the relations between women, and consequently the
different forms of gender relations experienced by different classes of
women. Discussion in this chapter has indicated the possibility of a
complex structural form of patriarchy, constituted in coherencies,
incoherencies, contradictions and tensions between the generic

principles and expressive dimension of gender relationms.

The differential distribution of power amongst women, may, then, be a
feature of the different forms of patriarchal subordination that women
experience. However, gender relations, in their global dimension
differentiate between men and women, rather than between women and
women. Therefore, this differential distribution of power between women
cannot be the exclusive preserve of gender relations. It is at this
stage of analysis that methods which isolate gender (or class) relations
become particularly problematic. In other words, the complex structural
form of patriarchy may neither come to light nor be understood, unless
the method adopted includes simultaneous examination of another system
of social differentiation. In turn, the informing, shaping and moving
together of class and gender relations, constituting a possible further
category of relations, may not come to light until the framework adopted
incorporates the possible complexitites of each set of relations. In
other words, the model which is being suggested needs to allow that
class relations, in part, constitute the structure of gender relations
and vice versa. This indicates a distinct move beyond a dualistic
perspective on connections between class and gender relations which
relies on an assumed partnership, rather than interconstitution of these

relations.

Existing class analyses adopt diverse perspectives to interpret these

relations. They include some of the complex structural forms, in their
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class methods, which are being suggested as appropriate tools for
analysing patriarchal relations. Nevertheless class analysts may be
misrecognising or not recognising some particular forms within the
complexities of class relations, inasmuch as they tend to disregard
detailed analysis of gender relations. For example, their methods do
not allow for the part played by different forms of patriarchal
subordination in possibly allocating different shares of class power

amongst women.

Two vital potential components, of a method of articulation of class and
gender relations, have been illuminated during this discussion. These
are: a complex structural form of patriarchal relations, and a complex
structural form of class relations. At the same time, it has been
suggested that exploration of these complexities may only be developed
when taking simultaneous account of both class relations and gender
relations. In short, gender differences between women appear
paradoxical and an analytic illogicality, without reference to another
form of social differentiation, such as class relations. On the other
hand, class differences between women remain largely unexplored in
existing class analyses. In addition, class analysts tend to overlook
gendered class differences between the same class level of men and
women. Class analyses are, therefore, severely restricted by their

limited references to gender relations.

Indications that the proposed complex structural forms of class
relations and of gender relations cannot be sustained without
simultaneously referring to both systems of social inequalities
automatically implies connections between these relations. That is,
this argument is emphasising initially the complex coherencies and
incoherencies within both class relations and gender relations. The
argument then runs that these complexitites may not emerge in analysis
until a method is developed which examines connections between class and
gender relations. In turn, it has been suggested that the connections
between these relations may reside in the patterning of different forms
of class relations with different forms of gender relations, which, in

turn, constitute the complexities of class relations and the
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complexities of gender relations. In other words, there may be a
systematic coincidence of certain forms of patriarchal
subordination/superordination with certain forms of gender
subordination/superordination. This would indicate that the complex
structural form of patriarchy is, in part, constituted in the structure
of class relations and vice versa. That is, class and gender relations
may reciprocally shape, form and inform each other's structure,
constituting a pattern of specific gender/class forms. These prior
assumptions, which underpin the model of articulation to be developed,
necessarily move this analysis beyond the unproblematic coherent
reproduction of class and of gender relations which inheres in most

dualists' approaches on connections between class and gender relations.

The task remains of developing a specific model of analysis for class
and gender articulation which would address the substantive and analytic
problems raised in this critical examination of existing class and
gender perspectives on production and on education. The aim of the next
chapter is to propose a method of articulation which can then be used,
in following chapters, to interpret expressions of class and gender
relations, and their inter-connections, in secretarial production and

secretarial education.
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CHAPTER II

THE ARTICULATION OF CLASS AND GENDER RELATIONS:

A METHOD

INTRODUCTION

Attention now turns to building the expanded framework of analysis
suggested during critical discussion of existing class and/or gender
analyses in the previous chapter. A method of articulation is proposed
in this chapter. This method centres on the forming, informing, shaping
and moving together of class and gender relations. Put another way, the
method explores the articulation of these relations with each other. In
contrast to uni-focal and dualist methods of mainstream debates, this
method focusses on the coherencies, incoherencies, tensions and
anomalies both within and also between class and gender relations. The
method indicates that complex forms of class relations and of gender
relations come to light as a result of analysis of the meshing together

of these two analytically separable sets of relationms.

The analytic perspective, which is discussed in this chapter, seeks to
provide explanations for anomallies, tensions and contradictions within
both class and gender relations and in the 'fitting together' of these
relations, in addition to the continuities explained by existing
methods. In this respect the proposed model takes up the issue of
analytically distinguishable dimensions of categories of relationms,

constituted on the one hand by the structures of class and of gender
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relations and, on the other hand, by substantive moments of the realiza-
tion of these relations. The framework goes on to explore the possible
interconstitution of these analytic dimensions both within each category
of relations and between these relations. This leaves space for a shift
in analysis, from current assumptions as to the comparatively simple
structures of class and of gender relations, towards more complex forms
of these relations. The emergent pattern, constituted by points of
interconstitution of class with gender relatioms, is examined. This
indicates the possibility of a distinctive category of relationms,
constituted by class relations and gender relations. In constructing
the framework of articulation in this chapter, this distinctive set of
class/gender relations 'emerges' particularly clearly when exploring the

relations between sets of social institutions, such as school and work.

The proposed method is based on a structuration process perspective

(Giddens 1979 and 1984). That approach centres on reproduction of

social systems in terms of their constitution, reconstitution and
reconfiguration. As such, the underlying structuration approach of the
proposed model restricts analysis to reproduction of class and gender
relations, rather than to their possible re-structuration or de-structuration.
At the same time, and in sharp contrast to dualistic approaches, structuration
theory (Giddens 1979, 1984) stresses the fluidity of structural forms.

This focusses the proposed model onto the complexities of class and

gender relations, which, as discussed in Chapter I, may develop our

understanding of connections between these sets of relations.

In structuration perspectives the concept of 'duality of structure' is
adopted, which emphasises that:
"structure is reconstituted in each instance where a pervasive and
enduring procedure is reproduced" (Cohen 1989:46)
The interconstitution of human agency and structure is central to the
notion of 'duality of structure'. 1In this respect, attention is drawn
to reconfiguration, as well as to unproblematic reproduction, of social
systems. That 1s, it is not assumed that reproduction is guaranteed,
inasmuch as human agency always entails the possibility of acting to
subvert or challenge this reproduction. Nevertheless, in so far as
existing discourse has yet to explore re-structuration or
de-structuration processes, implicit in the current concept of
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structuration is the assumption that such challenges contribute towards

reproduction of social systems,

A structuration approach takes into account structural constraints,
which limit choices for action. It takes simultaneous account of con-
scious understanding and critical interpretations of social inequalities
by subordinate groups, which, in part, guide their action and reaction
to dominant forces. Development of a structuration perspective, in the
proposed method of articulation, stems primarily from exploring the
constitution, in part, of one category of relations by another category
of relations. This perspective differs in some important respects from
Giddens' original structuration theory (1979, 1984). For example, here
the proposed method of articulation conceives of shifts, movements and
amendments - that is, reconstitution, reconfiguration and redirection -
of one particular category of relations as, in part, a possible outcome
of its being shaped by another category of social relations. In other
words, the constitution, reconstitution, reconfiguration, redirection,
of a particular system of social inequalities may, in part, be contained
in its connections with another system of social inequalities, as it is
realized in the interconstitution of human agency and structure within a
category of relations. In contrast, as later discussion will indicate,
Giddens (1979, 1984) confines his notion of agency to social praxis and
human agency, rather than structures. In.short, he does not allow for
the possibility that, say, reconfiguration of a particular set of
relations may assist reproduction, or indeed redirection, of another,

connected, set of relations.

The framework which is discussed attempts to take simultaneous account

of both class and gender relations. It poses problems emphasising the

very complexity of the mechanisms which link class and gender relations
within and between sets of institutions. Examples of women's education

and labour processes are posited as representing the appearance of

puzzling characteristics (in terms of uni-focal and dualist methods) of

class and gender forms. A method of articulation is developed, which

seeks to shed light on these 'puzzling' phenomena by exploring a set of
social relations founded upon the dynamic fusion of class and gender
relations. In so doing, it moves beyond 'dualism', by examining reproduction

as a characteristic of the patterning of coherencies, incoherencies and
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1.1

anomalies, between and within class and gender relations, as distinct
from the simple coherencies upon which dualists tend to rely to explain
processes of reproduction. This method problematizes, for example,
substantive expressions of patriarchy which, at one and the same time,
cohere with and contradict the basic principles of this form of social
differentiation. For instance, it explores, say, a woman teacher's
labour process and explains that her patriarchal subordination to a male
headteacher coheres with the general rules of patriarchy. At the same
time, her patriarchal subordination is part of a process by which she
gains class control over lower ranking men and women's labour processes,
which functions to contradict these same principles of patriarchy. A
model is presented which traces the origins and consequences of such
complex analytic features of substantive expressions of class and of
gender relations. This model centres on the possible pathways of
interlinkage, constituting the interconstitution of class and gender
relations, where the one power structure acts on and through the other

power structure and vice versa.

A METHOD OF ARTICULATION

DEVELOPING A STRUCTURATION PERSPECTIVE

The model of class and gender articulation, presented in the next
section, is derived from, but also develops, a structuration perspective
(Giddens 1979 and 1984). The structuration framework of this model
tries to explore the articulation of class and gender relations - that

is the forming, shaping, informing and moving together of these relations

- by centring on the interconstitution of analytically distinctive dimensions

of these relations. In this model the terms 'culture' and 'structure'
are used to label two of these analytic dimensions of social relationms.
The same terminology is frequently adopted in existing methods. However,
in developing an alternative approach, to that of most existing methods,
the concepts implicit in this usage of 'culture' and 'structure' differ
in several ways from those implicit in conventional usage. To expand
upon these differences, and to discuss the structuration approach
underlying the proposed method of articulation, then, in the first

place, the concepts inherent in the more common usage of 'culture' and
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'structure' are discussed. Discussion then proceeds to the concepts

implicit in their usage in this method of articulation.

It was noted in the last chapter that in many analyses, which focus on

class and/or gender relations, explanations centre on a high level of
abstraction. When dualists, for example, emphasise the generic principles

of class and of gender relations they automatically focus on the force

of structures of capitalist and male domination in shaping, for instance,

the experiences of women at work., That is, they tend to adopt a structuralist
approach. In his critique of structuralism, Giroux states the issue well:

". . . in the structuralist perspective human agents are registered

simply as the effect of structural determinants that appear to work
with the certainty of biological processes. In this grimly
mechanistic approach, human subjects simply act as role-bearers,
constrained by the mediation of structures like schools and
responding primarily to an ideology that functions without the
benefit of reflexivity or change." (1983:136)

Giddens rejects structuralist approaches on similar grounds:

"some very prominent schools of social theory, associated mainly
with objectivism and with 'structural sociology' . . . have
supposed that constraints operate like forces in nature, as if to
'have no choice' were equivalent to being driven irresistibly and
uncomprehendingly by mechanical pressures." (1984:15)
Distinctly similar effects of their own structuralist perspectives, to
those described by Giroux and Giddens, are visible in dualist approaches
to understanding class and gender connections. For example, dualists do
not generally examine in detail whether women workers' human agency,
guided by critical views on their experiences, has repercussions for
forms of class and of patriarchal domination. The active participation
of, for instance, women workers in reproducing and perhaps amending,
class and gender relations, and the relations between them, is largely
omitted from dualists' frameworks. The predominantly structuralist
approach, used by dualists, tends to suggest that the experiences,
awareness and actions of women at work are predetermined, predictable,
and that reproduction of class and of gender relations is guaranteed and
adequately explained in terms of the constraints imposed by, and constituted
in patterns of, male and capitalist domination. Implicit in dualists'
usage of the term 'structure' is, then, the notion that patriarchal and
capitalist domination can simply be 'added together' as, apparently, the

sole determinants of women's conditions, experiences and actions.
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One of the major problems associated with dualist methods is that they
provide scant leverage on explaining differences and similarities
between particular moments of either class or gender power, as constituted
for example in different women's labour processes. Indeed, these render
extremely problematic dualists' assertions that coherencies within and
between class and gender relations constitute their respective modes of
reproduction. Power here has to do with boundaries, constituting class
and gender formations, which in practice limit choices concerned with
both material conditions and options for action. However, even subordinate
groups, while probably severely restricted in their range of options,
have some power since they are necessary participants in relations of
domination and subordination. Inherent in the concept of structure in
dualist approaches is a denial of the potential power, although severely
limited, of subordinate groups to change forms of class and gender
relations. 1In contrast, the term 'structure' is used, in the proposed
method of articulation, in a fashion which acknowledges the opportunities
for action, although unequal and thereby constituting relations which
are likely to be fraught with tension, of both dominant and subordinate
class and gender groups. 'Structure' is used in this method to refer to
the forms created by substantive instances of class and of gender
relations. These substantive instances include contradictions, tensions,
ambiguities, incoherencies and coherencies with the generic principles
of class and of gender relations. As such the usage of 'structure' does
not imply the absolute domination of male and capitalist forces in all
instances of social relations, nor the total impotence of subordinate
groups, as sometimes suggested by structuralist approaches. Instead,
and in line with a structuration approach, the proposed method:

"resists the polarities of both a thoroughgoing determinism and

unqualified freedom while preserving all possibilities between

these polar extremes" (Cohen 1989:26)
While dualists generally centre on a structuralist understanding of
class and gender relations, underpinned by a focus on the broad
principles underlying these social relations, they sometimes refer to
the practical realization of these social relations. For example, many
refer to practical expressions of class relations when they state that
'women's jobs' are characterized by low pay, low status, low skill,

insecurity (Gardiner 1975, Bruegel 1982). However, such examples of
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the realization of class and gender relations make reference to
depersonalised, empty places of production, in line with dualists'
structuralist stance. Their analyses of the realization of class and
gender relations do not shed light on the active participation, by the
occupants of these production places, in shaping their own particular
relations of production. All too frequently, then, dualist analyses
exemplify Giroux's critical assessment of structuralist approaches:

". . . domination appears in structuralist accounts as an all

embracing, one-dimensional construct that exhausts the possibility
of struggle, resistance, and transformation. The moments of
self-reflection, active participation in the structure of
domination, or conscious refusal are not only played down, they are
virtually ignored." (1983:137)

Paralleling Giroux's criticism, and suggesting a move away from
essentially structuralist approaches to understanding class and gender

interconnections, Pringle points out that:

"Class is more than a collection of occupational groupings or of
individuals with a shared rank in a distribution of specified
goodies. If we shift the emphasis from classificatory exercises to
look at meaning and experience, then questions about people's
social origins, their families, lifestyles, culture and
consciousness, come into the picture. The meanings of terms like
working and middle class change constantly . . ." (1988:199)

One of the major problems with dualist analyses is, then, that they have
tended to marginalize comnsciousness and human agency. In effect they
have taken little heed of the insights into class and gender relatioms,
and their interconnections, afforded by culturalist approaches.

Implicit in the usage of the term 'culture' in culturalist perspectives
is the primacy of experience, awareness, meaning, consciousness and
human agency. In essence culturalist approaches highlight the
opportunities for action, although unequal, of subordinate groups.
Giroux again puts the case well:

", . . (one) assumption underlying the culturalist perspective (is)

their strong emphasis on the importance of human agency and
experience as the fundamental theoretical cornerstone of social and
class analysis.”" (1983:126)

He goes on to explain:
"The nature of class domination is viewed not as a static,

one~dimensional imposition of power by ruling classes. Instead,
ruling-class domination is seen as an exercise of power that takes
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place within an arena of struggle . . . struggles between dominant
and subordinant classes, while taking place in conditions that
favor the ruling class interests, are never tied to the logic of
predetermined consequences.' (1983:127)
The stable, uncomplicated, coherent continuities within class and within
gender relations, and in the 'fitting together' of these relationms,
asserted or implied by dualists, results mainly from not addressing
systematically issues such as human agency and experience. As such they
leave unproblematized the simple structural forms, and unproblematic
coherent reproduction, of class and of gender relations built into their
methods. In addition, there is scant analytic space in these methods
for exploring the reconfiguration of class or of gender relatiomns. It
may be that these issues are virtually ignored because dualists
generally focus on a high level of abstraction and tend not to
problematize fully the realization of these categories of relations. In
turn, as a consequence of this focus, dualists tend to polarise and
prioritorize the mutuality of class and gender relations and leave
largely untouched any contradictions, ambiguities and tensions between
and within these relations. Indeed, this emphasis on the mutuality of
class and gender relations is incongruous in the face of many feminist
methodologies (see Chapter I) which assume the dominance of patriarchy

over class relations.

The method of articulation, discussed in the following section, seeks to
explore and to explain more complex patterned forms of both class and
gender relations compared with dualists' assumptions about the forms of
these relations. This method explores structural inequalities within
one category of relations as possibly playing a role in reproducing or
amending the structural inequalities of another form of social
differentiation. However, the method of articulation which is proposed
does not favour either a structuralist or culturalist approach. Neither
does it posit a classist or patriarchal priority. Instead it takes as
its base, and develops, a structuration perspective (Giddems 1979 and
1984). Giddens begins his theory of structuration by explaining:

"The concept of structuration involves that of the duality of
structure, which relates to the fundamentally recursive character
of social life, and expresses the mutual dependence of structure
and agency. By duality of structure I mean that the structural
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properties of social systems are both the medium and the outcome of

practices that constitute those systems." (1979:69)
When analysis adopts a structuration perspective then the common
intention is to take account of both the largely non-conscious
structural constraints which limit the available options for particular
action, say of subordinate groups, (though true of superordination,
too), as well as the subjective consciousness about conditions of
inequality which, in part, 'informs' human action. As Giddens (1979)
indicates, a central focus of structuration is the interdependence of
agency and structure in which these analytic dimensions of social
relations mutually constitute each other, This approach explores
material experiences of social inequalities as both the expression of
structural constraints as well as the outcome of actions based partly on
subjective interpretation of experiences of inequality. 1In this
respect, Cohen explains that:

"Structuration theory's emphasis upon praxis involves a

'decentering' of the subject in favour of a concern for the nature

and consequences of the activities in which social actors engage

during their participation in day to day life'. (1989:11)
In a structuration framework agency and structure are analysed, then, as
being in reciprocal 'articulation'. The one presupposes the other and
they are in a relationship of constant inter-determinancy. That is,
'structuration' explores the fitting, shaping and moving together (the
inter-relations) of structure and agency as a possible property of the
reproduction, or 'recursivity' of social systems. However, the problem
which surfaces here concerns the possibility that the structuration
process of a particular category of relations could result in
coherencies, incoherencies and tensions in respect of its 'fitting
together' with a different category of relations. This problem is
largely ignored in existing discussions on structuration (Giddens 1979,
1984, Cohen 1989) by virtue of their focus on developing concepts,
ideas, an ontology, of the constitution of social life. In other words,
structuration discourse concentrates on assumptions which inform
analytic models rather than the adoption of any such model to explore
specific categories, components or contexts of social life. For
example, Cohen points out that:

"Structuration theory is designed to address a set of issues that

arise before decisions are made on the kinds of knowledge it is
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appropriate to pursue . . . at the start of their work most social
scientists already have made certain assumptions of an ontological
nature about the social world which shape their epistemological and
methodological decisions as well as their definitions of empirical
problems." (1989:1-2)
The aim of this section is to discuss the possible use of key insights,
concepts and ideas, provided by the structuration discourse, in constructing
a particular method of articulation in the following section. However,
issues arise when attempting to build a specific model of analysis which
indicate possible contradictions between the assumptions made in respect
of this model and those considered by Giddens (1979, 1984) as appropriate
to a structuration perspective. For example, the issue of possible
tensions, contradictions, anomalies and coherencies between sets of
relations is not addressed, and appears to be rejected in the standpoints
of structuration theory. On the other hand Hearn and Morgan, for example,
indicate the possible importance of tensions and anomalies, as well as
continuities, between and within sets of relations, when they state that:

"a critical examination of the distinction between agency and structure
may be necessary in order to develop further the critical analyses of
masculinities and of the diversity of men's responses, including the

ways in which some men are themselves beginning to provide (for) a critique
of the gender order of which they themselves are a part." (1990:13)

In attempting a distinct shift beyond, in particular, dualistic interpreta-
tions of reproduction of class and gender relations, some elements of the
proposed model of articulation draw upon assumptions about the constitution
of social categories, which differ from Giddens' (1979, 1984) basic concepts
about the constitution of social life. On the other hand, other elements

of this model confirm and use the concepts developed in structuration theory
(Giddens 1979, 1984, Cohen 1989). For example, in line with a structuration
perspective, one aspect of the method of articulation, developed in the next
section, explores how power works on human action. Another aspect, although
not constituting its initial focus, explores how power works through human
action. The structuration approach of the framework of articulation
completes the circle of analysis by exploring how, when power works through
human action, even within the constraints contained in power working on
human action, there is the potential for change to the forms that power

structures take.

In sharp contrast to dualistic analysis, but in line with structuration
theory, constitution, reconstitution, redirection and reconfiguration of
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class and of gender relations are inherent analytic themes of the proposed
method. Central to the concept of, say, reconfiguration, used in the
proposed model, is the view that class and gender by no means function
harmoniously alongside each other, as suggested in 'dualism'. On the
very contrary, they forge ambiguities, tensions, contradictions, as well
as certainties and continuities, within and between these systems of
relations. If this is indeed the case, then this view displaces the
underlying assumptions of 'dualism', since these provide neither the
analytic tools for illuminating these complexities, nor any means of
exploring their position in respect of the reproduction of social systems.
For example, the structuration framework opens space for exploring, in a
very different way from any dualistic approach, the constant supervision
of pool typists as constraints imposed through the structure of class
domination. When these typists find ways of circumventing this tight
control, by, for example, reading magazines hidden in desk drawers (see
Chapter III), they demonstrate actions which appear to move the boundary
'goalposts' imposed by dominant capitalist forces. However, in effect
their actions only superficially amend the practical constraints that
dominant class forces seek to impose on them. That is, 'in reality' the
typists' actions realize the reconstitution of class relations rather
than their redirection. Basically, this aspect of analysis highlights
the two-sided nature of power in class relations. For instance, these
secretarial women retain some sense of power in spite of the limitations
on their range of options for action especially in respect of concerted

actions to change structures.

Adoption of the framework of structuration means, then, interpretation of
both material conditions, human consciousness and action, and also the
consequences of human action on the structures which constrain and partly
define its context as patterns of opportunities to act. That is, in line
with structuration theory, this perspective views social relations as a
process rather than a static system of domination. Reproduction of social
systems is emphasised and is conceived in terms of the 'making', 'remaking’
and 'reshaping' of structures. Indeed, this is the basic benchmark which
distinguishes the proposed model from, and moves analysis beyond, dualistic
approaches. Furthermore, the proposed perspective discourages the
hypostatisation of abstract forces (Cohen 1989:17). That is, it challenges

the implications of structuralist approaches which endow structures with a
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status apart from the activities that are subject to its influence

(Cohen 1989:71). In other words, a basic tenet of a structuration
perspective is that material existence and causal agency are not ascribed
to analytic abstractions, such as structures, or to class or gender
categories. Giddens reinforces this point (as well as the conceptual
embracing of reproduction in structuration theory) when he states:

"the essential recursiveness of social life (is) constituted in
social practices: structure is both medium and outcome of the
reproduction of practices.”" (1979:15)

And Cohen underlines Giddens' views on the hypostatisation of structures

and a need for methods which centralise human action:

"The routine repetitions of institutionalised modes of interaction

between agents is not something apart from the patterns they form;

it is the very stuff of which these patterns are made.'" (1989:77)
Identifying and explaining human action and reaction as a primary force
in the patterning of social relations between dominant and subordinant
groups, in line with the conventions of structuration theory, focusses
on reproduction and does so in terms of the fluid properties of constantly
shifting and reshaping social relations. However, the method of articulation,
which is developed in the next section, begins to redirect structuration
perspectives when it explores the issue that in the very acting out of
social relations, 'emergent' patterns, constituted by the coincidence of
certain forms of class power and certain forms of gender power, may be

constituted, reconstituted and reshaped.

The proposed method of articulation builds upon a structuration perspec-
tive by incorporating its basic themes into exploring interconnections
between class and gender relations. However, one problem which surfaces
stems from the fact that structuration theory deals with an ontology of
social life as a whole(l). When using this perspective for substantive
exploration, analytic abstractions from this social totality are a
prerequisite to defining the practical problems to be explored. In this
regard, the proposed method of articulation defines its area of concern
as class relations and gender relations. That is, in line with structur-
ation discourse, it assumes the reproduction of both sets of social
relations. Indeed, the basic problematic, upon which this method of
articulation focusses, is whether class relations make a systematic
difference to the forms of gender relations assumed in existing frame-

works, and whether gender relations make a systematic difference to the
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forms of class relations they posit. In other words, contrasting with Giddens'
(1979, 1984) basic concepts of structuration, this method does not centre
initially on human agency to explore constitution, reconstitution, or shifts
and amendments, of a particular category of relations. On the contrary, it
starts by presupposing that human beings act out relations which are
patterned both in the form of 'economic' relations and in the form of
relations between men and women(z). This proposed method then proceeds by
redefining (in comparison with existing analyses of these relations) those
actions and social interactions which may count as constituents of class
relations and of gender relations. In so doing, it problematizes existing
definitions of the form and content of both of these structures. That is,
emphasis is given, in the first instance, to exploring the structural

forms of class relations and of gender relations. However, this emphasis

on 'structures' does not imply their hypostatisation. In contrast, class
and gender structures are taken to be analytic abstractions which can only
'exist' in terms of the various human actions and interactions which are
identified and in which they are constituted. In this sense, then, this
approach is consistent with Giddens' (1979, 1984) claims that structuration

theory centralises social praxis and human agency.

As a result of its prior assumption about the possible need to redefine

(3)

class and gender actions and social interactions, the proposed model
of articulation focusses on the coherencies, incoherencies and tensions
within class and within gender relations. These are conceived in terms
of the outcome of the shaping and moving together of these two systems.
That is, even at the initial stage of the proposed method, this approach
indicates a redirection of those configurations, of class and of gender

relations, commonly assumed in 'dualism'.

This analysis transforms and transcends existing dualists' methods by
developing its own particular structuration approach. That is, it displaces
dualists' assumed simple structural forms of class relations and of gender
relations, and their assumed unproblematic reproduction of these relations.
The fundamental development, in respect of the structuration framework,
arises from examining whether the structuration process of a particular

form of social differentiation may, in part, be understood as the outcome

of its inter-connections with another category of relations. That is,

developing Giddens (1979, 1984), the interconstitution of agency and
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structure may not be the only constituent of constitution, reconstitution
and reconfiguration of a set of relations. Thus, the form of a particular
system of social relations may, in part, be constituted and reconstituted
in its interconstitution with another system of social relations. These
inter-connections may constitute a particular mode of agency, referred

to in this method as 'structural agency'. Put another way, the structure
of social inequality of one form of social differentiation may act both
on and through the structure of social inequality of another form of
social differentiation, The problem here, of course, is that, as
discussed earlier, Giddens (1979, 1984) attributes causal agency only to
human beings and disclaims any such causal efficacy for structures. To
clarify how a perspective which adopts concepts from structuration

theory can concurrently conceive of structural properties which are
rejected in this same theory, then, in the first place, the concept of

structural agency will be discussed more fully.

Structural agency, as used in the proposed model, assumes that in specific
material instances of the imposition of constraints onto subordinate
groups by, say, the structure of dominant male forces, those constraints
may be shaped by the concurrent constraints of, say, the structure of
capitalist dominant forces. Furthermore, if there is a pattern, contained
in different instances of structural agency, the interaction of class and
gender relations may constitute a further category of relations. For
example, a female doctor's actions may be constrained in terms of her
patriarchal subordination to a male hospital consultant or registrar.

That is, there are probable differences in the class experiences of male
and female doctors, by virtue of the gender distinction, in spite of their
apparent common class position. At the same time, this moment of
patriarchal relations is likely to be very different, in material form,
from, for example, the patriarchal subordination experienced by a woman
hospital cleaner or nurse. The different class positions of the woman
cleaner, nurse, and doctor, and, therefore, these women's differential
constitution in class relations, would indicate another component of the
patterning of variations in class and variations in gender experiences,

as expressed in these labour processes.

The illustrations of material instances of class relations and of gender

relations, discussed above, indicate that class relations are, in part,
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constituted in substantive instances of gender relations. For example,
class relations between the woman doctor and woman hospital cleaner are,
in part, constituted in these women's different experiences of
patriarchal subordination. In addition, and in a similar fashion,
gender relations are, in part, constituted in substantive instances of
class relations. This would mean that the structure of class relationms,
for instance, is an analytic category which is comprised of more than
substantive instances of class actions and interactions. In other
words, a complex form of relations is posited inasmuch as this structure
is constituted not solely in material expressions of class relations,
but also in material expressions of gender relations. Put another way,
the form that class relations take is more than the sum of material
instances of these relations. In a similar way, the proposed model of
articulation conceives of the possibility that the structural form of
gender relations is constituted not only in material expressions of
these relations but also in material expressions of class relations.
This represents a further advance on 'dualism' inasmuch as dualistic
models view class as being constituted solely in material expressions of
these relations, and gender relations solely in material expressions of

this system of social differentiation.

The complex forms of class relations and of gender relations are viewed,
in the proposed model of articulation, as the patterning of different
moments of structural agency between class relations and gender
relations. Moreover, this indicates an 'emergent' form of relationms,
constituted by class relations and gender relations. This emergent form
is referred to, in the articulation model, as class/gender relations.
These relations are constituted in the patterning of points of
interconstitution of class relations with gender relations. These
relations constitute an emergent form inasmuch as the resultant overall
pattern, constituting class/gender relations, is more than the sum of
the component parts, namely class relations and gender relations. 1In
effect, class/gender relations are characterised by classed gender
relations and simultaneous gendered class relations. 1In consequence,
the unequal distribution of power, in respect of class/gender relations,

takes the basic form shown in the following model:
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Figure 1

FORM OF CLASS/GENDER RELATIONS

High Degree of Power

Dominant Class Men

Dominant Class Women

New Middle Class Men

New Middle Class Women

Proletarian Men

Proletarian Women

Low Degree of Power

In contrast to Figure 1 above, a dualistic model would place all women
at the base of this pyramidal structure. The model above surfaces when
analysis assumes the possibilities of both 'structural agency' between
class relations and gender relations, as well as of an 'emergent' form
of relations. However, among the precepts of structuration theory is
the rejection of both 'structural agency' and 'emergence'. Cohen, for
instance, disallows the possibility of any 'agency' for 'structures'
when he states:

"In the first place, structural properties of systems never exist
all at once, but instead continually disappear and reappear through
the ongoing course of system reproduction. In the second place,

structural properties . . . do not retain any powers of agency".
(1989:202)

Regarding 'emergent properties of structures', he contends that:

"structuration theory has a non-emergent view of social patterns."
(1989:90)

His arguments supporting the exclusion of 'emergence' from structuration
g PP g g

theory include:

"the problem is (that when) the existence of influential emergent
properties is postulated . . . no mention is made of the process
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through which emergence occurs . . . This absence of an account of
processes, means, or mechanisms through which emergent properties
are generated (means that) as matters stand, in most accounts the
properties of morphological patterns seem to emerge out of thin
air" (1989:73).
However, the argument, which is being mounted in this section, attempts
to maintain that the concepts of structural agency and emergent properties,
as adopted in the proposed articulation model, are entirely consistent
with its underlying structuration approach. 1In the first place, the
complex forms of class and of gender structures, which are explored, are
not objectified and attributed causal properties in themselves. Rather
they are conceived entirely in terms of various material instances of
actions and social interactions. These patterns of actions and social
interactions constitute complex forms of class and of gender relations
primarily in comparison with existing explanations of their structural
forms. That is, the very processes and material conditions which
constitute these complex forms are explored. In turn, these complex
forms of class and of gender relations are viewed as the outcome of the
patterning of different instances of structural agency between these
relations. However, structural agency is used as a concept with analytic
validity rather than material, causal validity. That is, instances of
structural agency are at all times explored in terms of the human
actions and interactions in which they are constituted. It is, for
example, assumed that gender specific actions and social interactions,
in part, constitute the structural form of class relations. Human
agency is, thereby, not denied by the notion of structural agency which

is adopted.

The patterning of particular material instances of class relations with
particular material instances of gender relations indicates a further
category of relations. This class/gender set of relations 'emerges'
from the material interaction of the two forms and comes to light as a
result of analysis of the complexities of these structural forms. The
very patterning of material moments of class and material moments of
gender actions and social interactions suggests that the share of power
inscribed in any particular, say, labour process cannot be accounted for
by simply 'adding together' the inherent class constraints and gender

constraints. Put another way, class and gender articulation constitutes
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an emergent further system of relations inasmuch as class is 'gendered'
and gender is 'classed', which gives rise to a specific, distinctive,

pattern of power distribution (see Figure 1 above).

By returning to the theme of reconfiguration as a property of reproduc-
tion of sets of relations, central to structuration theory and constituting
a fundamental advance on 'dualism', this adds weight to the contention

that structural agency and emergence are appropriate methodological
concepts for developing a model of class and gender articulation. For
example, most analyses explain changes and amendments to the pattern of
unequal distribution of power, within the category of relations upon

which they focus, in terms of the human agency of subordinate groups.
Edwards (1979), for example, highlights the conscious awareness and

actions of subordinate class groups when he states:

", . . the task of extracting labor from workers who have no direct

stake in profits remains to be carried out in the workplace itself.

Conflict arises over how work shall be organized, what work pace

shall be established, what conditions producers must labor under,

what rights workers shall enjoy and how the various employees of

the enterprise shall relate to each other. The workplace becomes a

battleground, as employers attempt to extract the maximum effort

from workers and workers necessarily resist their bosses'

impositions." (1979:13)
Such analyses neglect to consider in detail the outcome of such conflict.
That is, they do not address changes and alterations within, for instance,
class relations, as possibly constituting a reconstitution of, say, class
relations. In contrast, and in shifting distinctly beyond dualistic
interpretations of coherent, unproblematic, reproduction, the structuration
approach of the proposed method of articulation attempts to preserve
analysis of alterations within power structures as potentially reproducing,
while redirecting, that system of social differentiation. However, at
the same time, implicit in the method of articulation developed in the
next section, is an amendment of Giddens' (1979, 1984) structuration
theory. This development concerns structuration theory's possible
partiality of explanation, when its concepts are adopted in substantive
explorations, of both the source and outcome of shifts and movements
within prespecified relations. In essence, and contrasting with structuration
theory, the concept of structural agency suggests that there may be outcomes

of human agency in respect of a specific form of social differentiation,
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not only in terms of the 'making' and 'remaking', in a structuration
process, of that particularised set of relations, but of another,

connected, set of relations.

I1f, in human agency, 'human' refers to consciousness and 'agency' to a
potential force for change, then in 'structural agency', 'structure'
refers to the pattern of instances of subordination and domination and
'agency' to a potential force for change to structures of social
differentiation, constituted in dynamic movements within these patterned
forms. In this concept of structural agency clearly the pattern of
domination and subordination of, say, class relations cannot be a force
for change within this category of relations, but only in its
interconnections with another form of social differentiation. In the
proposed method of articulation, then, the concept of structural agency
explores causal connections, grounded in social praxis, between, say,
class and gender relations, for their respective forms of domination and
subordination. In other words it explores the pattern of domination and
subordination of the one as influencing the pattern of domination and
subordination of the other and vice versa. Such structural agency would
reside in the extra-conscious dimension of social relatioms upon which

structuralist analyses focus.

The method of articulation, to be developed, conceives that in instances
of structural agency class and gender relations shape each other's
structure of power, which, in turn, constitute complex forms of class
relations and of gender relations. This potential shaping of class and
gender by each other is central to the notion of articulation adopted in
the model proposed in the next section. In contrast, Giddens (1979,
1984) adopts the term 'articulation' to refer only to linkages rather
than the inter-constitution, that is, the moving together, shaping,
forming or informing, of different actions and social interactions. For
example, Cohen maintains that in structuration theory:

"the way in which various types of interaction are linked or
articulated across space and time in diverse locales takes on
considerable importance.'" (1989:93)

Using 'articulation' in this sense implies smooth, unproblematic

linkages. This appears to rule out incoherencies, tensions,
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contradictions, as constituents of this process of linkage. In contrast,
in the proposed model of articulation, it is assumed that 'linkages', in
this case between specific categories of relations, may give rise to
tensions, incoherencies, as well as coherencies, within and between
these relations. In other words, Giddens' concept of articulation
differs from that adopted in the following model of articulation, since
he views 'articulation' as 'binding' interactions '"through which the
institutional articulation of system occurs across the 'deepest' reaches
of time-space" (Giddens 1984:185).

Although concentrating initially on structural agency, as indicated in
earlier discussion, the proposed method of articulation does not neglect
human agency. Indeed it explores human agency, in the realities of
practical limitations on and opportunities for resistance, acquiescence,
accommodation or acceptance of forms of domination, as being an integral
and necessary component of structural agency. That is, it explores
structural agency as working on and through human agency. In this

sense, along with Giddens' structuration theory, social praxis is a
central assumption. At the same time, the concept of structural agency
remains the core issue in developing this method's structuration approach.
This redirected structuration perspective seeks explanations for problems
about class and gender relations posed, for example, by Pringle:

"Classes are always already gendered while men and women experience
their gender in class terms. We need therefore to situate class in
the context of patriarchal relations. It is as if there were not
one set of class relations but two, superimposed on each other and
obviously meshing. More is involved here than acknowledging that
there are divisions within classes.'" (1988:199-200)

In line with Pringle's assertion, the proposed method of articulation
seeks 'to situate class in the context of patriarchal relations'.
However, it develops Pringle's position by simultaneously situating
patriarchy in the context of class relations. In so doing, it brings to
the fore a complex of incoherencies and coherencies, between and within
class and gender relations, and explores these as aspects of the
reproduction of these social systems. When, as in Pringle's assertionms,
dualists prioritorise either set of relations, these possibly complex
features of reproduction, of class and of gender relations, remain

firmly outside their analytic parameters.
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To some extent Giddens' (1979, 1984) structuration theory comprises a
synthesis of structuralist and culturalist approaches. That is, he
highlights a concept of 'structure' of, say, capitalist class relations,
which centres on the dominant class forces which constrain a subordinate
class group's experiences and opportunities for action. He concurrently
highlights a concept of 'culture' of, say, this category of relations,
which focusses on consciousness, action and human agency, particularly

of subordinate groups, in shaping social relations. However, when

adopting the concept of structural agency, in this redirected structuration
approach which underpins the proposed method of articulation, the terms

'culture' and 'structure' are not used in these now conventional senses.

It has already been argued that 'structure', as used in the method
developed in the next section, does not only refer to constraints, but
also to the possibilities and opportunities for action by subordinate
groups. The 'culture' or 'cultural dimension' of class and gender
relations means, in the proposed method of articulation, substantive
expressions of these forms of social differentiation. 'Culture' here is
concerned with exploring and contrasting different structural moments of
the global principles of class and gender relations. In the proposed
method of articulation space is allowed, rather than, as in dualistic
models, being denied, for the possibility that in the very contrasts and
similarities between different structural moments, substantive expressions
of class and of gender may, apparently paradoxically, contradict the
generic principles of their respective relations. For example, a woman
solicitor may be subordinate to a dominant class male, who is a partner
in this legal firm, which coheres with the basic rules of patriarchy.

At the same time, she exercises control over, for example, male clerks
employed in this law practice, which contradicts these same principles
of patriarchy. Analysis of this labour process constitutes exploring a
'structural moment' in that the analytic spotlight is on a specific

material instance of the realization of class and/or gender relations.

The emergent dimensions of structural agency assume that there is
'something important' to reveal, which is indeed masked in dualistic
approaches, about the fact that class and gender can act simultaneously,

for example, on labour processes. That is, since the characteristics of
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division of the one contrast distinctly with those of the other, this
concurrence must mean that it is possible to identify tensions and
ambiguities within each category of relations. For example, in areas
such as education, the majority of classroom teachers are women, yet the
majority of 'Heads' are men, promoted from the ranks of teachers. The
patriarchy which surfaces, in the gender inequalities of this promotion
process to 'Head', is in tension with the class equality between men and
women employed as classroom teachers. Therefore, an inherent feature of
structural agency must be complex forms of social relations, constituted
in the coherencies, incoherencies, tensions, anomalies and contradictions
within and between class and gender relations. These complexities come
to light as a consequence of moving analysis beyond the coherencies,
within categories of relations, implicit both in the common usage of

'structural expression' and also in the concepts adopted in 'dualism'.

The particularized usage of 'structure', 'culture' and 'structural

agency' indicate that the fundamental issue of the method of articulation,
developed in the following section, is exploration of a social totality
which is complex. This complexity is implicit in exploring whether

class and gender are significant in structurally constituting each

other. The proposed model assumes that class and gender articulation

may constitute a distinctive emergent category of relations, as constituted
in specific instances of structural agency between them, which, in turn,

is constituted in the interconstitution of their respective cultures and

structures.

If class and gender systematically shape each other's structure,
constituted by the patterning of different instances of structural
agency, then a core issue of structuration theory, concerned with
interdependencies between the analytic categories of culture and
structure, arises in a more complex form. In the case of analysing
inter-relations between two analytically separable categories of
relations there are two identifiable cultures and structures to take
into account. This development in a structuration perspective means
that the proposed method of articulation explores whether the
interconstitution of culture and structure resides not only within
categories of relations but also between them. This would mean that,
for example, the cultural or structural dimensions of class relations
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1.2

may, in part, constitute the cultural or structural dimensions of gender

relations and vice versa. In other words, this development in a structuration

approach represents simultaneously an advance beyond 'dualism' in that
it explores reproduction of a category of relations as, in part, being
contained in the constitution, reconstitution or reconfiguration of
another, analytically separable, category of relations. That is, even
at its starting point, the proposed model displaces dualists' underlying
views of reproduction as being contained only in coherencies between and
within class and gender relations. The precise framework, which may
assist understanding of the complex interconstitutions, discussed in
this section, is now explored in respect of providing detailed account

of the analytic dimensions of the proposed model of articulation.

A MODEL OF ARTICULATION

In this section a specific model is presented. It adopts the
structuration perspective discussed in the previous section. In
developing this model, a complicated matrix of the possible
interconnections between class and gender relations is constructed. The
model of articulation centres on the emergent properties of these
interconnections when it draws together the resultant form of class
relations with that of gender relations to explore whether a further
distinctive form emerges. This emergent set of relations, founded upon
the analytically separable categories of class and of gender relations,

is labelled 'class/gender relations' in the model of articulation.

Uni-focal and dualist methods tend to omit or prioritorize either class
relations or gender relations. However, as noted in Chapter I, class
relations act directly upon, or are expressed in the actions of, all
participants in the production process, both men and women. As many
areas of production exhibit a gender exclusivity, gender relations enter
the arena of production simultaneously with class relationms.
Furthermore, in occupations where both men and women are employed,
horizontal and vertical gender divisions limit women's promotional
prospects to the highest grades (Crompton and Jones 1984). The
relations of production of all labour processes are likely to express,
then, both class and gender relations. In other words, it is unlikely
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that the relations of any labour process can be understood,
sociologically, exclusively or primarily by either class or gender
relations. Contrasting with uni-focal and dualist methods, therefore, a
method of articulation attempts to take simultaneous account of both
class and gender relations in order to specify and analyse their complex
forms. The model below represents, then, this first component of a

method of articulation:

FIGURE 2

DEVELOPING A MODEL OF ARTICULATION - STAGE ONE

Set of Institutioms
eg Production

_— ™~

class relations gender relations

Exploration of, say, the tasks and social relations of a specific labour
process can illustrate the assertion that class and gender act
simultaneously. For instance, some women in the health service are
confined with other women to tasks such as cleaning hospital wards or
serving teas to patients. They are cut off from direct contact with
executive men, such as doctors and hospital managers, and from lower
level men, such as porters. This, in part, expresses the subordination
of women to men inherent in patriarchal relations. At the same time,
their routine, repetitious and limited tasks express, in part, the
proletarian characteristics of capitalist class relations. Analysis in
this vein illuminates the practical constraints by which the pattern of
domination and subordination of class and of gender function in this
labour process. That is, features of labour processes such as
fragmentation of tasks, remuneration, control over own and others'
labour process, physical conditions, responsibilities, constitute
instances of the realization of systems of social differentiation. They
represent the class and gender constraints imposed on the actions of,
for example, women at work. As discussed in the previous section, this

expressive dimension of class and gender relations is referred to, in
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the proposed method of articulation, as the cultural dimension of these

forms of social differentiation.

Both class and gender uni-~focal analyses, which focus on the production
process, often explain that women are allocated to jobs with proletarian
characteristics (eg Braverman 1974). Brief analysis of female hospital
cleaners' labour process above appears, at first sight, not to disrupt
either of these uni-focal perspectives. This is because, in these
women's labour process, there appear to be coherent continuities between
the cultural dimension of class and of gender and the respective
structural principles underlying these relations. In addition, there
appears to be coherence between the classed and gendered social
positions of these women hospital cleaners. On the other hand, not all
women at work in the health service are hospital cleaners. Some, for
instance, are ward sisters. The question arises, then, as to whether
and how class and gender function in this latter stratum of the health
service. For example, the ward sister is in direct daily contact with
dominant class male doctors or hospital registrars, with whom the ward
cleaners have no direct contact. This suggests differences from the
women cleaners in the ward sister's experiences of gender relations. In
addition the ward sister undertakes a variety of tasks and has
responsibilities, including control over her own and others' labour
processes, which are missing from the ward cleaners' labour process.
This suggests differences in their respective experiences of class
relations and possible real tensions in experience. For example, the
ward sister may be conscious of ambiguities constituted in her class and
gender experiences. For instance, she exercises a high degree of class
control over the medical and routine functions of her ward, but when the
doctor 'makes his round' she has, partly in terms of her patriarchal
subordination, to defer to his decisions. On the other hand, the highly
ritualised culture of hospital life may displace this tension expressed

in the class and gender social positions of the ward sister.
In contrast to analysis of women hospital cleaners' labour process, when

analysing the ward sister's labour process, there does appear to be

some, though small, disruption of uni-focal and dualist analyses of the
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production process. This disruption stems essentially from
identification of contradictions between and within class and gender
relations. For example, the ward sister may only be subordinate to men
from the dominant class. For instance, she exercises control over male
hospital porters(4). Given the 'normality' of women's subordination to
men, male porters may resent and resist the ward sister exercising
control over their labour process. In other words, this control is an
expression of class relations which functions to contradict the basic
principles of the male/female dichotomy underlying patriarchal
relations. On the other hand, her class power over lower level male
porters, female cleaners, male and female nurses, may be closely
associated with her patriarchal subordination to a male doctor. The
ward sister and the male doctor or hospital manager all have enhanced
class power vis 3 vis low level hospital workers, but it is

distinguished along the gender divide.

The gendering of class relations, between the ward sister and male
doctor or hospital manager, and consequent possible distinctions in
their class power, may produce tensions in the relations between this
man and woman. On the other hand, these tensions may be displaced by
humour in their necessary face-to-face social interactions 'on the
ward', as well as by ritualised gender segregation of the occupations of
nurse and doctor. In essense, relations between the ward sister and
male doctor may constitute a material tension with the basic rules of
capitalist class relations since, viewed in isolation, these are
indifferent to gender distinctions. In other words, women's gender
subordination to men within the same class grouping may constitute a
reconfiguration of that form of class relations assumed in many existing
analyses, in that it introduces differences in class power between the
same class level of men and women., For example, the class power,
inherent in the ward sister's labour process, is diminished in
comparison with that of male doctors by virtue of her gender
subordination to these men. Yet, such gender subordination/superordin-
ation, within each class grouping, lies outside that configuration of
class relations assumed in many uni-focal and dualist methods of

analysis.
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Uni-focal and dualist methods tend to identify and explain only
coherencies between and within class and gender relations (see Chapter
I). They do not provide the analytic tools for either exploring or
explaining tensions and anomalies, like those identified when analysing,
say, the ward sister's labour process. Comparisons between the material
forms of male and capitalist domination in the labour processes of
different categories of, say, women hospital workers suggests that these
systems of social differentiation may be more complex than suggested in
uni-focal and dualist perspectives. In other words, a prior analysis of
the cultural dimension of class and gender relations may result in
different explanations of the structural forms of these categories of
relations from methods which omit detailed examination of this

functioning of class and of gender relations.

On the grounds of the arguments above, analysis of the cultural dimension
of class and gender relations is a central focus of a method of articulation.
This constitutes a distinct methodological departure from 'dualism'
since in dualistic approaches close scrutiny of instances of the realiza-
tion of class and gender relations is virtually ignored. However, brief
examples, of analysis of hospital labour processes above, illustrate
that it is only when comparing at least two labour processes, that, for
instance, the high class power of the ward sister, in comparison with
women hospital cleaners, nurses and male hospital porters, and that the
differences in the ways in which women hospital workers are constituted
in patriarchal relations, come to light. Each labour process constitutes
a structural moment in both class and gender relations, in that each
expresses constraints imposed by the structure of dominant forces of both
forms of social relations. On the other hand, there are both similarities
and differences, in the material forms of class and gender domination,
within these labour processes. The realization of these differences and
similarities, constituted in the cultural dimension of class and of
gender relations, can only surface when at least two structural moments
are explored through analysis of simultaneous, but contextually distinctive
(in terms, in this case, of different labour processes within the same
sphere of production), substantive expressions of these systems of
social differentiation. Indeed, such analysis may be even more effec-
tive when incorporating additional labour processes. For example, the
brief examples above, from hospital labour, suggest possibilities
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for comparing gender and class similarities and distinctions, within and
between, male and female doctors, male and female nurses, male porters

and female cleaners.

In the context of analysis of the production process, it appears that,
even in terms of a relatively simple two-way comparative model, the
women hospital cleaners and ward sister's labour processes are examples
of appropriate comparative structural moments for exploring class and
gender articulation. In this comparative model, the gender specificity
of the two labour processes suggests, at first sight, similarities in
these health service women's experiences of gender relations, as well as
coherence between the cultural and structural dimensions of patriarchy.
That is, they are both located in a distinctly gender segregated
occupation. At the same time, the sharp differences between their
hierarchical ranking indicates distinctive class relations acting on
each of these categories of hospital labour, suggesting coherencies

between the cultural and structural dimensions of class relations.

Discussion above has argued that detailed scrutiny of gender segregated
areas of production can reveal distinctions between women in terms of
their gender experiences, as well as distinctions between them in their
relations with their male class peers. These class and gender
distinctions suggest that there may be a pattern in which certain
moments of patriarchy coincide with certain moments of class relations.
This may be the case not only in respect of the structure of the health
service, but for other areas of production which exhibit gender
segregation. For example, in large department stores women departmental
manageresses or buyers have a higher degree of class power than women
counter assistants(A). However, the organizational structure of the
reatall store may confer manageresses and buyers with high class power,
in comparison with counter assistants, only in conjunction with women's
patriarchal subordination to men. Indeed, a particular woman may become
a manageress partly because she acts out gender relations between her
and the floor manager or owner of the store in a different fashion from
those between her and male counter assistants, handymen or storemen.

Other women may, in contrast, be confined to the counter partly because
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they are unaware of, or unwilling or unable to, act out their relations
with men in this way. Criteria, such as professional qualifications and
experience, will undoubtedly be adopted to allocate women (and men) to
different hierarchical positions within the department store.
Nevertheless, classed gender cultures may have a significant bearing,
not only on the level of qualifications, education and experience
previously obtained, but also on the 'appropriateness' of their
attitudes towards and demeanors within class and gender differentiated
relations of production. For example, the manageress may underline her
own patriarchal subordination and confirm her relative high class power
when, for example, she acts and reacts in a fashion which reinforces the
patriarchal domination of, say, the floor manager or owner of the store.
Put another way, the manageress's particular cultural form of patriarchy

may specify her particular cultural form of class relations,

Taking another example, it may be, for instance, that the overt
femininity inscribed in the air hostess's labour process specifies the
cultural form of class relations in this labour process. That is, she
may be conferred class control over, for example, airport women
cleaners, ground hostesses and male baggage handlers partly because she
adheres to that cultural manifestation of patriarchy expressed in her
explicit femininity. In other words, an institutional pattern
associated with the cultural dimensions of class and of gender relations
would suggest that these relations specify the form of realization of
each other. Exploration of the systematic ordering and patterning,
constituting this mutuality of class and gender relations, and
identification of emergent properties of social relations at points of
such articulation, should therefore be a component of a method of

articulation.

This method of articulation assumes a basic structuration perspective
particularly when analysing the interconstitution of the cultural and
structural dimensions of class and of gender relations. It explores
mechanisms by which analytically separate dimensions of systems of
social differentiation, in part, constitute each other. Therefore the

method of articulation needs to consider not only instances of the
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cultural dimension of class and of gender relations, but also the
pattern by which they constitute the structure of class and of gender
relations., It is being suggested here that, in line with existing
analyses of class and gender structuration, practical instances of class
and of gender relations set up, in part, the form of their respective
structures. This constitutes one element of an institutionalization
process of these relations. In turn, the form of class relations and of
gender relations, sets up pre-conditions for each cultural instance of
these respective relations, constituting another part of the
institutionalization process of sets of relations. In other words, the
method of articulation includes analysis of the interconstitution of
culture and structure within each category of relations as set out in

the model below:

FIGURE 3
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The term 'institutionalization process', figuring in the above model,
refers to recurrent regularities, rather than uniformities. For

example, it is assumed that the institutionalization process,
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constituting the structural dimension of class and of gender relationms,
is contained in recursive, sustained sequences of social interactions
rooted in economic relations and relations between men and women(z).

In line with the central concept of structuration, discussed earlier,
this term presupposes and concentrates on, then, the reproduction of
each of these sets of relations. In other words, as Cohen maintains,
reproduced practices exhibit a certain degree of consistency that allows
them to be conceived as institutionalized regularities (1989:39). On
the other hand, the practices which constitute the form of these
institutionalized regularities are not necessarily uniform across
different contexts or historical moments. An indefinite variety of
actions and social interactions, differentiated according to specific
social situations or time, constituting the cultural dimensions of class
or gender relations, may, in turn, constitute the institutionalization

process of both of these relationms.

It was argued in the previous section that dualist and uni-focal methods
are often classified as structuralist analyses. That is, they tend to
allocate primacy to the structure of dominant forces of men and
capitalists in explaining these categories of relations. It is
important to make clear, then, that, while the method of articulation
may also ultimately be classified as structural analysis, it does not
focus exclusively on the structural dimensions of class and gender
relations. In other words, it does not ignore social praxis, nor does
it centre exclusively on the constraints on action which inhere in, for
instance, women's labour processes. It is a structural analysis only
inasmuch as it is concerned with identifying and explaining any
systematic patterned forms constituted in the 'fitting together' of
class and gender relations. For example, expressions of class and
gender relations in two structural moments within the health service,
within air transport and within retail labour were referred to above.
They constitute analysis of the cultural dimension of articulation since
contradictions and coherencies between the analytic dimensions of one
category of relations inform contradictions and coherencies between the
analytic dimensions of the other category of relations. In other words,
they constitute specific instances of structural agency. But the

patterning, contained in this cultural dimension, need not, at this
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stage of analysis, take up the issue of consciousness and actions of,
for example, women at work. Culture here is not therefore being used in
its conventional activist sense to highlight awareness and human agency

as the prime force in shaping social relationms.

Articulation is, in part, then, about the form constituted by the links
and insulations, contained in the cultural dimension of class and of
gender relations. Another element of this pattern is the
interconstitution of the structural dimensions of these relatiomns. This
discussion has come to the point of suggesting analysis of the
interconstitution of the cultural dimension of class relations and the
cultural dimension of gender relations; and also analysis of the
interconstitution of the structural dimension of class relations and the
structural dimension of gender relations. That is, a particular
cultural expression of class relations may, in part, specify a
particular cultural expression of gender relations and vice versa. And
a particular structural form of class relations may specify a particular
structural form of gender relations and vice versa. In other words,
inter-connections between the cultural dimension of class relations and
of gender relations constitute part of a specification process. In
addition, inter-connections between the structural dimensions of class
relations and of gender relations constitute another element of a
specification process. In short, additional connections, between these
two analytically separable dimensions and categories of relations are
now entering the model of analysis, as shown when comparing Figure 3

above with Figure 4 below:
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The problem of explaining the specification process of the structural
dimensions of class and gender relations can be addressed, in line with
structuration theory (Giddens 1979, 1984), by returning to the cultural
dimension of these forms of relations. For example, as will be
discussed below, in the catering industry the labour processes of both
'scullery hands' women and women cooks contain expressions of class and
of gender relations. They must both, therefore, logically exhibit
coherencies between the respective cultural and generic principles
dimensions of each category of relations. In other words, they
constitute structural moments inasmuch as they manifest constraints
imposed by the structural forces of gender and class. On the other
hand, they each concurrently manifest contradictions, tensions and
anomalies between their respective cultural and generic principles

dimensions. For example, anomalies, between cultural and underlying
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principles dimensions of patriarchy, are contained in the woman cook's
subordination to the maTtre d' by virtue of the class control she
acquires, over, say, women 'scullery hands'., The women 'washers up' in
the scullery have little direct contact with the maftre d', while the
cook is in daily contact with him. In other words, these women are not
uniformly subordinate to male domination. This anomaly within
patriarchy may only become visible when the form that patriarchy takes
in this cook's labour process is contrasted with the form that
patriarchy takes in the 'scullery' women's labour process. However,
this substantive instance of an anomaly with the general principles of
patriarchy links with the structure of class relations. In effect, in
the case of catering labour, this example of an incoherence within
patriarchy helps to reinforce class distinctions between women catering
workers. In other words, it constitutes part of the structuration
process of class relations within the catering industry's management
structure., In short, class relations, in this case between women in the
catering industry, are in part constituted in distinctions between their
gender experiences. These distinctive expressions of gender relations
are part of the recursive actions and social interactions which form the
pattern of, or institutionalize, class relations. That is, part of the
institutionalization process of the structural form of class relations
is contained in cultural instances of gender relations. In turn, the
structural form of class relations is part of an institutionalization

process of the cultural dimension of gender relations.

It follows from the discussion above that another part of the
institutionalization process of class and gender relations concerns
inter-connections between the cultural dimension of class relations and
the structural dimension of gender relations and vice versa. Therefore
another element of a method of articulation should be analysis of the
interconstitution of the cultural dimension of patriarchy and the
structure of class relations and vice versa. This aspect of the
institutionalization process of class relations and of gender relations
constitutes further analytic connections to be incorporated into the
developing model of articulation. Identification of this complex

institutionalization process indicates that the form of class relations
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may specify the form of gender relations and vice versa. Together,
these analytic processes provide an account of the complex structural
forms of class relations and of gender relations, as constituted, in
turn, in the articulation of these relations within a set of social
institutions. These are complex forms of these relations inasmuch as
each comprises more than the sum of their respective separate cultural
parts of class or of gender relations. In turn, a patterned form may
come to light, constituted in the coincidence of specific instances of
class relations and specific instances of gender relations. Such a
pattern was indicated earlier when discussing, for example, the female
cook, ward sister, store manageress, and air hostess's labour process.
This very patterning would suggest a further emergent form of relations,
which is more than the sum of class relations and gender relations.

Therefore the model is now developed to that shown below:
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Development of a model of articulation, to this stage, has indicated the
complexities of the structure of class relations and of gender
relations. Discussion now turns to the issue of explaining the
coherencies, anomalies, tensions, incoherencies, which comprise the
complexity of a specific form of social differentiation. For example,
from discussion of the ward sister, air hostess, store manageress, and
woman cook's relations of production, it appears that anomalies within
patriarchy buttress, and help to reproduce, the basic structure of class

relations. In itself this is an important development in analysis
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because such contradictions tend to render uni-focal and duvalist methods
incoherent. Nevertheless more detailed investigation of this aspect of
interconstitution, that is between cultural and structural dimensions of
different forms of social differentiation, raises further problems. For
instance, taking the examples from catering labour cited above, when
analysing the cultural dimension of class relations in these labour
processes, there are also apparent anomalies, as well as coherencies,
within class relations. That 1is, the discussion earlier suggested that
incoherencies within gender relations help to institutionalize coherent
instances of the underlying principles of class relations. At the same
time in this current discussion it is now suggested that the particular
cultural moments of class domination, constituting distinguishing
features between catering women's labour processes, can simultaneously
be incoherent with the basic principles of this class structure. This
incoherence within class relations is exhibited in the gendered class
distinctions between, for instance, 'scullery' women and male kitchen
porters, as well as between women cooks and maltres d'. Because this
aspect of analysis centres on exploring the practical applications of
systems of social differentiation, it constitutes analysis of the
cultural dimension of class and of gender relations. However, in
contrast to the earlier examples of analysis of this cultural dimension
(see Figure 4), in this instance the focus is on connections between and
across the cultural and structural dimensions of class and of gender

relations (see Figure 5).

The issues discussed above are contained in the cultural dimension of
class and gender relations. They are also part of the problem of the
interconstitution of the cultural dimensions of class and of gender
relations with their respective structural dimension. That is, the
cultural dimensions of class and of gender relations manifest
incoherencies, as well as coherencies, with their respective underlying
principles, which discussion earlier has suggested are components of the
structural forms of each of these relations. For example, it was
suggested earlier that incoherencies within a category of relatioms
could be explained as constituting an aspect of coherencies within

another, connected, category of relations. From the brief analyses of
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various labour processes above has surfaced a notion of the complicated
inter- and intra-connecting links between and within class and gender
relations. This complex web of interconnections between systems of
social inequality (see Figure 5) must constitute a core problem which is
to be taken up in a method of articulation. This discussion has also
suggested that class and gender relations may not only mutually specify
each other. In addition to this mutuality, social actions and
interactions, constituted in a particular set of relations, may also
form, shape and amend the configuration of another structure of power at
any instant. That is, each substantive instance of this reciprocal
shaping constitutes structural agency. Any patterning of such
substantive instances of structural agency constitutes articulation. As
a result, analysis of the mechanisms which link the cultural dimensions
of class or gender relations, within and across their structural
dimensions, may indicate reconstitution or reshaping of both sets of
relations, which, in any such cases, constitutes structural agency.
However, once again we must point out that structural agency does not
hypostatise these structures, since in all cases the shaping and
informing of class and gender relations, by each other, is grounded in

social praxis.

It has been argued, then, that the articulation of class and gender
relations is, in part, contained in one practical instance of structural
agency, which itself is constituted in social actions and interactions
which comprise the interconstitution of the cultural and structural
dimensions of either category of relations. However, earlier
developments in this method of articulation have argued that at least
two such structural moments must be explored. By comparing analysis of
cultural and structural interdependencies manifested in, say, the woman
cook's labour process with similar analysis of, say, the 'scullery'
women's labour process, similarities and distinctions in instances of
structural agency, contained in the linkage between cultural and
structural dimensions of forms of social differentiation, may come to
light. For example, catering labour is organized into gendered
hierarchies. In spite of this gender specificity, however, earlier

discussion indicated that the 'scullery' women's form of patriarchy may
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cut them off from their male class peers. In contrast, that of the cook
may provide an associative class bonding between her and the male
restaurant manager in comparison with class cleavages between the
scullery women and this restaurant manager. This element of analysis
compares the cultural dimension of class and of gender relations at two
structural moments constituting, in part, the specification process
between these relations. It then focusses on the patterning of the
interconstitution of culture and structure within and across class and
gender relations constituting, in part, the institutionalization process
within and between these relations. That is, it explores the recurrent
regularities of practices within and between class and gender relations.
This emergent pattern constitutes a specification process between the
structural dimensions of class and of gender relations which is, in

turn, constituted by different instances of structural agency.

One element of the possible form, created by drawing together the
pattern of class relations with the pattern of gender relations, is
constituted, then, in the ways in which particular instances of the
cultural dimensions of class and gender relations connect with the
structural dimensions of these social relations. These connections
constitute, at one and the same time, coherencies and incoherencies
within class and within gender relations. These, in turn, point to the
very complexities comprising the configuration of class relations and
the configuration of gender relations. Again in turn, the systematicism
implicit in any patterned form, contained in the contrasts and
similarities of different structural moments of structural agency, would
imply a further set of relations constituted by these analytically

separable forms and dimensions of class and gender relations.

The very complexity entailed in the simultaneous reinforcing of the
basic principles of class and gender and contradicting of these
principles, suggests that class and gender articulation is about more
than the one contributing to unproblematic reproduction of the other.
Rather, it seems to be more about the mutual reconstitution and
reshaping of sets of relations, which could constitute their

reproduction, reconfiguration or redirection. For example, the apparent
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disadvantages of the overt patriarchal subordination of the ward sister
must be set against her class advantages over women hospital cleaners.
For instance, in gender terms the ward sister appears to be highly
constrained in her actions by the control exercised over her labour
process by male doctors. On the other hand, in class terms she
exercises a high degree of control over male and female nurses, porters,
cleaners' labour processes. Viewed in isolation one from the other,
sharply contrasting assessments would surface in respect of the power
and control inherent in the ward sister's labour process. The contrasts
between class focussed and gender focussed assessments of the power and
control inherent in a given labour process, such as that of the ward
sister, and that assessment made through an articulation perspective
suggest that a method of articulation is about the emergent properties
of the mechanisms which connect class and gender to each other. These
emergent properties can be explored by analysing moments of power which
cannot be explained by isolating and confining analysis to a specific
coherent instance of class relations and a specific coherent instance of

gender relations.

It is being suggested, then, that cultural moments of power reside in
the complex interconstitutions between and within the cultural and
structural dimensions of class and of gender relations. For example, it
is possible that the female cook manipulates a complex working situation
in which she has sufficient power to supervise male waiters, probably
more power over female scullery hands and male kitchen porters. At the
same time, she is supervised by and probably takes orders from the male
maltre d'. Such moments of power can be viewed as both the medium and
outcome of class and gender articulation. The specificities of power at
any particular moment are dependent on the shaping, moving and informing
of class and gender relations by each other. In turn, this specificity
of power may help to shape the specificity of power at another
structural moment. In other words, there may be a class/gender form to
different moments of power (see Figure 1, Section 1.1 above). In
addition, as moments of power illuminate options for action of, say,
occupants of production places, they shed light on both complex

structural constraints as well as on the human agency analytic
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dimensions included in structuration theory (Giddens 1979, 1984, Cohen
1989). However, in this method of articulation, human agency is
analysed as the medium and outcome of emergent patterns of structural
agency, rather than the medium and outcome of the structural pattern of
domination and subordination written into one particular form of social

differentiation, such as class or gender relationms.

When referring earlier to the moment of power contained in the woman
cook's labour process, it was suggested that class and gender articulate
to shape amendments in each other, which present an overall share, or
specific moment, of power. It was suggested that the cultural
specificities of class and of gender involved in this overall share of
power, represent, in part, tensions and anomalies with their respective
generic principles. This structural shaping of specific class and of
specific gender inequalities, within a cultural moment of power,
suggests that the advantages accruing from the one form of social
differentiation may offset the disadvantages accruing from the other.
For example, a woman may be conscious of her own particularized direct
patriarchal subordination to a male boss, but she may understand this to
be part of a process by which she is conferred with class advantages
over other women and some men. Her class postion is, from the viewpoint
of lower level men and women, legitimated by her patriarchal
subordination. In short, she and others may understand that, in terms
of her overall share of power, her particular patriarchal subordination
is offset (in her consciousness) by her class advantages over other
women and some men. That is, the interconstitution of class and gender
relations may legitimise, justify and contribute to reproduction of, or
patterns of resistance to, the social inequalities inscribed in each set
of relations. In other words, class and gender articulation may produce
ideological effects. This ideological effects dimension, which is being
proposed as a constituent of a method of articulation, may have
implications for the conscious understanding and actions of, for

example, participants in labour processes.

The concept of ideological effects, as adopted in this model of

articulation, centres on the pattern of legitimating, obscuring and
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highlighting, in any individual's consciousness, of the social
inequalities of class and of gender relations. In other words, in line
with structuration theory (Giddens 1979, 1984), it is used to explore
social praxis. For example, an air hostess's high class power, in
comparison with ground hostesses and airport cleaners, may mask the
generic principles of patriarchy in which women are uniformly and
universally subordinate to men. This material incoherence with the
generic rules of patriarchy, exhibited in her labour process, may
represent a shift in the structural form of patriarchy. However, at the
same time, it may mean that this air hostess is unlikely to challenge or
resist her patriarchal subordination to the male pilot and cabin crew,
inasmuch as she is conscious of her distinct class advantages in respect
of women airport cleaners and ground hostesses and unaware of any
generalised subordination of women to men. In other words, the
ideological effects dimension of class and gender articulation indicates
that within the category of relations constituted by class and gender
relations, there is the possibility that advances in overcoming the
inequalities of either class or gender may be countermanded by shifts in
the structure of power distribution of the other, connected, form of
social differentiation, or, on the other hand, allow space for

resistance and challenge.

So far, this discussion has argued for developing a method of
articulation, which explores both the cultural and structural dimensions
of class and gender relations within social spheres, such as the
production process. To summarise this discussion it has been indicated
that the four following analytic dimensions should be included in this
method:

1. the cultural dimension of class and of gender relations

2. the structural dimension of class and of gender relations

3. connections between (1) and (2) constituting specifications of
forms of class and of gender relations

4, specific moments of power within the connections between the

complex forms of class and of gender relationms.
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When adopting each of the above analytic dimensions, which thus far make
up a method of articulation, it has been indicated that, for example,
within health care, air transport, retail and catering labour different
women enjoy or suffer a greater or lesser overall degree of power from
other class differentiated women in the same occupation. These examples
from gender specific occupations have several common features. For
instance, those women in the higher ranks of these occupations all
appear to exhibit a specific cultural acumen. That is, ward sisters,
female cooks, air hostesses, store manageresses, employ a mode of
speech, dress, values, manners, which, while gendered, are associated
with the middle or elite classes. 1In contrast, that of scullery hands,
hospital and airport cleaners, shop assistants, while also gendered,
appears to cohere with the range of cultural values associated with the
proletarian class. It is possible that, as suggested by Bourdieu (1977)
(see Chapter I) these gendered, class differentiated, cultures are
developed in these women's family and educational backgrounds. These
may contribute significantly towards their allocation to class
differentiated places within gendered occupations and to their
consequent different experiences of gender relations in the production
context. In other words, the articulation of class and gender within
sets of social institutions may be partly constituted in the relations
between sets of social institutions. This issue needs, then, to be

incorporated into the model which is being developed.

When exploring relations between sets of social institutions, the term
'institution' is used in a distinctly different way from earlier
references to 'institutionalization processes'. At this juncture, sets
of 'institutions' refers to organizational locales or social spheres,
such as the domestic arena of family life, or production, or education.
In contrast, 'institutionalization' was adopted earlier to mean the
enduring repetitions of customary practices and routines. The issue now
to be discussed is whether recurrent sequences of class and gender
relations, and their interconnections, as constituted in
institutionalized processes within sets of institutions, is, in part,

also contained in the relations between sets of institutions. The
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empirical focus of the developing model of articulation will, in this

discussion, centre on the institutions of production and education.

Traditionally reproduction theories, such as those adopted for many
analyses of education, have pointed to continuities between the forms of
class and of gender domination in different social spheres (see Chapter
I). However, earlier discussion indicated that incoherencies, as well
as coherencies, within and between class and gender relations, are
features of both reproduction and opportunities for resistance to both
forms of differentiation. It is possible, then, that incoherencies as
well as coherencies, within and between class and gender relationms,
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