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In this paper I want to examine the relationship between the gender stereotyping of jobs and women's experience of work in Russia. The paper is based on fieldwork carried out in 1993 and 1994 in Samara, Moscow and Syktyvkar, and concentrates on case studies of two printing enterprises in Syktyvkar. These enterprises are interesting because although the basic production jobs are defined as stereotypically male jobs, the majority of the workers are in fact women. 





Gender stereotypes and the gender division of labour





How do we explain the gender division of labour? Popular explanations refer to stereotypes which are beliefs which define the kinds of work that men and women can do or should do in terms of supposedly essential differences between men and women.





These stereotypes are deeply ingrained in both Russia and the West, and in their basic outlines they are very similar. However, 





1) there are big differences in the jobs which are thought to be appropriate for men and women in Russia and in the West. In Russia women have long worked as doctors, engineers, economists, construction workers, manual labourers, street sweepers and in coal mines - jobs which in the West were traditionally identified as men's work. 





So although the stereotypes of what it is to be a man or a woman are in broad outline very similar in Britain and Russia, the characterisation of the jobs which are done differ, depending on whether they are done by men or by women.





In the same way, apparently very similar jobs are characterised very differently if one is done by men and another by women.





2) Stereotypes are held to apply to all men and all women. But we know that in reality individuals are very different one from another. Although men may, on average, be stronger than women, a lot of women are stronger than a lot of men. So many women can do `men's jobs' as well as many men, and vice versa. 





However, women are not supposed to do such jobs, not because they cannot do them, but because they are not `suitable' for women, to do a man's job is to betray one's femininity and to undermine a man's masculinity.





So the argument often shifts from the claim that women cannot do certain jobs to the claim that women should not do such jobs.





3) Stereotypes often refer not only to supposed physical or psychological characteristics of men and women, but also to their supposed moral qualities, which are directly related to their gender roles. Thus, for example, high paid work is appropriate for men because men are supposed to be the breadwinner.





4) Stereotypes tend to be self-validating. If women do not have the chance to do a particular kind of job, they are not able to acquire the skills required by that job. If a job is considered to be a man's job it will be designed around what are supposed to be men's capabilities, and conversely if it is a woman's job. 





5) Many women do in fact do jobs which are supposed to be men's jobs, and do them as well as men do. However, in such circumstances these jobs continue to be thought of as men's jobs, and particular reasons are given to explain why these jobs are not being done by men.





Gender stereotypes in Britain and Russia





Surveying the Western literature, we find that there are broadly two kinds of argument put forward to justify the gender stereotyping of jobs. The first is the argument that a job is appropriate to a particular sex because the other sex cannot do the particular job - they do not have the physical or psychological capacities required to do the job. The second is the argument that a job is appropriate to a particular sex because the other sex should not do the particular job - because the job has features or makes demands that are inconsistent with the social and/or moral role of the particular sex. In both cases the arguments tend to be self-validating, so that both the gender division of labour and the gender stereotypes are simultaneously reproduce, the continued exclusion of women from particular jobs justifying the argument that women cannot or should not do those jobs.





1. women can't do it.





	a. Lack of physical strength. This is often the first reason given for women's inability to do a particular job, i.e. that the work is too heavy or that there is too much standing. It clearly is the case that women are less strong than men on average, but men contribute to women's lack of 'knack' or strength by denying them the ability to develop their physical capacities. 





by excluding women from the experience needed to develop physical strength and confidence 


men are influential in designing labour processes, so that the job specification and design of equipment is conditioned by the gender stereotyping of the work - whether lifting gear will be used, the height of machines, for example.





	b. health hazards. Particular jobs are said to present gender-specific health hazards. Dangers for women's fertility are frequently cited, but dangers for men are ignored in these arguments. The stereotyping of the jobs is reproduced by the failure to take measures to counter such real or imagined health hazards.





	c. mental ability. Men are seen as being pre-eminently rational beings, while women are dominated by emotion. On this basis women are seen as stupid, inadequate or illiterate, lacking the capacity for initiative and independent thinking, and so incapable of doing jobs which require the independent exercise of intellectual faculties. 





Conversely, some work is seen as women's because men are too intelligent to do it and because it utilises some of women's specifically feminine attributes. e.g. 


only women can stand to do boring work because they are more patient and conscientious in carrying out routine and intellectually undemanding tasks


women are said to be more persuasive, �more caring, �more attractive and �foster a co-operative and non-threatening atmosphere etc. 





These psychological stereotypes are self-validating in the sense that they condition the socialisation patterns of boys and girls. However they are also self-validating in the sense that departures from the stereotype are characterised as individual and exceptional deviations from the norm - a rational woman is `hard', an emotional man is `soft'. Thus the qualities of every individual are defined in relation to the norm - identical behaviour in a man or in a woman will be described very differently, and the norm persists however many counter-examples are identified.





	d The rational/affective distinction is linked to women's supposed innate aversion to machinery and technology. Women are often said to be too temperamental to work with machinery, which men's more rational temperament is better suited to. 





But, 


Men as a sex have appropriated technology. They design it, maintain it and often operate it. 


The educational and occupational structure teaches boys to be scientifically and technologically capable while disqualifying girls in this respect. 


Men identify themselves with technology and identify technology with masculinity. 


Where women do work on machines it is usually in a routine operational relationship, while men have an 'informed and interactive relationship' to their machines — women are only 'lent' machinery by men.





	e. natural temperament: 





Women are said to be too emotional to cope with male working environments, and could not take criticism from supervisors or stand up to them, so that women are assigned to supposedly low-stress occupations.


Women are said to be naturally unreliable, because after years of training they then leave to have babies. Menstruation is also cited as a problem.


Women have an instrumental and temporary attitude to work. They fluctuate or get bored with the work.


At a certain age women are more concerned with their looks and then with getting married and having babies and looking after children. 


Women are fly-by-nights. 


Women's main centre of interest is assumed to be the family and this is seen as a negative attribute in regard to work. For men, marriage and children on the other hand are seen as advantages and signs of increased responsibility and stability.





So women are seen as partial workers, as incomplete, temporary, choosy or flawed workers. 





They may have nimble fingers and dexterity but they are not all rounders.


Even if women are diligent workers they are not able to take responsibility. 





All of these stereotypes are self-validating and self-reproducing, and relate not to the reality of men's and women's experience of work, but to the ideological typification of that experience, linking the definition of the different gender identities of men and women to the characterisation of a particular job in terms of those qualities which supposedly define those gender identities. These typifications are so powerful that they are almost impervious to critical empirical evaluation:





i) The characterisation of a particular job is not based on a detailed examination of precisely what skills are in fact necessary for the performance of the job. A particular job is regarded as being almost self-evidently a man's job or a woman's job. Should a closer examination of the skills used challenge the gender assignment of the job, it is more likely that the definition of the job will be changed, rather than its gender assignment, as new features are discovered to confirm its self-evident gender definition.








ii) Evidence that men can successfully do women's jobs and vice versa does not necessarily challenge the gender stereotyping of the jobs. Women who do men's jobs are seen as exceptional in some way, so that it is still asserted that merely average women could not do the job.





Nevertheless, when women do successfully perform men's jobs, this constitutes some kind of an affront to the manhood of the men who do those same jobs.





Men's sense of prestige and machismo rests on the exclusion of women from the same jobs. 


If women do the same work it is seen as devalued and may come to be defined as 'women's work'. Everything women touch is tarnished.





Thus, when the gender division of labour cannot be sustained by arguments that women cannot do the particular jobs, the argument tends to move towards the assertion that women should not do those jobs. 





2. women should not do it.





Even if women prove that they can do men's jobs, it is still argued that they should not do them. The supposed psychological characteristics and social roles of men and women are transformed into moral qualities attached to gender identity.





	a. Ideas about masculinity and respect are linked to the fact that men are supposed to be able to support women. The man should be the head of the family and breadwinner. Having a wife at home was seen as a privilege and as a status symbol and a man's degree of manliness could be gauged by the size of his wage — the man should earn a family wage. If his wife works, her earnings are seen as peripheral to those of her husband. It is an affront to his manhood if she earns more than he does. 





These moral arguments mutually reinforce the characterisation of women as inherently fickle, unreliable and uncommitted to their work. Thus a woman who violates these supposed psychological features of womanhood by displaying commitment to her work stands morally condemned for betraying her femininity.





	b. The issue of sexual morality. Women are sexual creatures and are exposed to bad moral influences by entering male occupations. They would be coarsened by men's bad language and lose their femininity. Married women in particular are seen to be at risk of forming liaisons with men at work if they work in too close contact with them. Exposure to men's male/male intercourse would damage his woman in a man's eyes. They would be spoiled by men/for men. 





These moral arguments interact with the characterisation of women as emotional and caring by setting strict boundaries to their expression of their emotions. A woman who works in a competitive male environment risks breaking beyond the boundary between emotion and sexuality, and if she is too successful risks condemnation for exploiting her sexuality. These arguments rest on two contradictory images that men hold of women. 





Women are seen either as pure and unsullied beings, who do not swear, are clean and caring, look nice and smell nice. That is, women's sexuality is her husband's alone to define and exploit in the comfort of his own home. 


On the other hand, men also want women's sexuality as free currency and women are routinely besmirched and belittled at work. (E.g. pin ups). 





These contrary positions rest on the ambiguity in the definition of women as an object for men, as wife/mother and as whore, as property and as free currency, which is linked to the separation of home and work. The man knows that if his woman works in a male environment she will be the object of the condescension, sexual fantasies and lust of her male colleagues, because he knows that this is how he relates to his female colleagues. At the same time he knows that the female colleagues that he demeans are, or should be, the property of another man. Thus the woman is branded as guilty of arousing the lust of the man because she does not know her proper place. 





On the other hand, if women do turn up in male workplaces it implies that they are asserting their own estimation of their worth in opposition to men's definition of their sexuality. Women are competing with men and demanding that they be taken seriously, that they are not reduced either to something to protect and cherish, or treated as a sexual pawn. But this implicit demand challenges the gender differentiation that is the basis of men's self-identification.





The underlying principle behind these contradictory positions is that of complementarity. The appeal to essential qualities in men and women celebrate difference, but not randomly. Each is seen as the complement to each other. Thus, if women step out of their position, they challenge the identity of men.





This leads to two further contrary positions. 





On the one hand, women are seen to have an adverse effect on men. 'Men are not men in the company of women'. 


But on the other hand 'men are more like men when they are with women'. Men together behave more like women - narrow minded and spiteful - women bring out the best in men. 





In other words women are seen as a catalyst and a threat to men, whether present or absent. 





The gender stereotyping of jobs is not simply an ideological rationalisation of an historically developed gender division of labour. It is a very powerful means by which men defend their own gender identity by confining women within their own subordination. If women violate this gender stereotyping in or at work, they find themselves morally condemned for straying beyond their proper role. This also means that, to the extent that women themselves continue to accept these stereotypical categories, they are denied any collective means of challenging their subordination, since any attempt to move beyond the role assigned to them is conceived, by women as much as by men, as an exceptional and purely individual action, that may be justified by the particular circumstances or the particular qualities of that individual. Women are thereby allowed through the barriers individually, and each woman has to find her own way forward individually, but the barriers themselves remain intact. 





Gender stereotypes and work in Russia





In the Russian context I will examine whether these types of stereotypes are also prevalent or whether there are differences. Is it only men who present these stereotypes, or do women subscribe to these stereotypes as well? I will finish by looking at the contradiction between practices and meanings and at conflicting interpretations of events and practices.





1. Men's work, Women's work. 





All the interviews quoted here are from two printing enterprises in Syktyvkar. One of the reasons for this is that it provides a clear comparison with Cynthia Cockburn's work on printing in Britain (Brothers: Male Dominance and Technological Change. 1983). Cockburn's book looks specifically at compositors, mainly linotype operators, who were regarded as the most highly skilled workers in print and were exclusively male. In 1977 for example, there were no women employed in any of the main production areas in the national newspaper industry, including printing.





The gender division of labour in the printing industry in Syktyvkar was very different however. At the small enterprise (14 workers) all the workers were women and at the large enterprise (260 people) 90% of the workforce was female and both enterprises were known as 'women's enterprises'. Most of the printers and all of the compositors were women. That is, they were doing jobs which were very clearly demarcated as men's work in the West. However, it immediately became very clear that in Syktyvkar too these jobs were regarded as men's jobs, even though they were being done by women. The gender characterisation of the job was, at least at one level, independent of who was doing that job. For example, as one woman said, 'much heavy work in Russia is done by women but it is still men's work'.





Both men and women that I talked to gave a very clear statement of the differences between what men and women should do, and that they should do different work. The stereotypes that were invoked to characterise work as men's and women's work turned out to be very similar to those in the West, even where women were clearly doing work that was designated as men's work. 





The most common perception was the distinction drawn between heavy work (men's) and light work (women's). In the small enterprise there were no men employed full time (only one fitter from the large printing enterprise who came to service and repair the machinery), yet the stereotype was still invoked. In contrast in the large enterprise men and women are working in different areas, and here the stereotype was not only invoked but also given concrete reference. For example, the gendering of work in terms of heavy and light was also mentioned by one of the women printers in the large print enterprise.





` Women and men should do different work. Women should do light work and men the heavy work. Operating the computers and in photocomposition is women's work of course, but here with the machinery it should be men. really I'm doing a man's job. Women should be shop assistants and hairdressers or doctors, and managers if you have a good mind, or teachers. Because the jobs are easy and light. Fitters and turners should be men's work’





This woman drew the distinction between heavy and light work and insisted that she was doing a man's job even though she had worked as a printer for 20 years and earlier had said that the work was not that heavy or tiring. 





One of the sub-themes running through many of the accounts is that women only work in the dirty and heavy areas because of the low pay. One frequently mentioned view is illustrated by the chief of the trade union committee who said that: 'if they paid enough I'd work in any conditions'. The same point was referred to by the woman director of the small printing enterprise:





`It's heavy work and I don't like to see women working here especially the linotype which is very harmful and cutting the printers should be men, really it just turned out long ago that it was low paid and not very important perhaps. They pay us, but only enough not to let us die.'





The director refers to the idea that heavy work should be done by men, presumably because they have the physical attributes to do such work. She then explains the fact that women do this work by reference to the low pay, invoking another gender stereotype, which identifies women with low paid work. The implication is that if the pay system was different then the employment policy in the enterprise would also change. 





Many of the respondents' comments were presented in terms of what ought to happen rather than what does happen. This is illustrated by the chief of the trade union committee who went on to say: 





`Printing should be men's work and we are trying to get rid of the most harmful work [linotype] because women as future mothers should not work in harmful conditions ... and it has large equipment and only men should work on it.'





Here she is referring to an idealisation of the difference between men's work and women's work explicitly in terms of harmful working conditions and women's place in society as mothers, as well as implicitly in terms of relative strength. 





The danger to women's fertility was frequently cited as one of the reasons why women should not work with harmful chemicals. For example:





'women should not do harmful or heavy work, especially at my age (23) because they can bear children. Women have another role, a more difficult role as a mother _ and there are harmful conditions here and already two women are ill and have stomach problems. '





The difference between men's and women's supposed mental capacities or their temperaments were also often used to justify the differences in their work. As one woman argued:





'working with a machine is not like washing dishes. It is more technical work, and working with machines is male work. From the point of view of the structure of people's minds; women's minds are more inclined to humanitarian sciences and men to technical and men are more able to work on the technical side.' 





Women frequently argued that 'men have a different kind of mind to women. They are more analytical'. or that men were more logical. This was often accompanied by the view that 'women are not like men, they don't leave everything at home, but men do'. This view was expressed by both men and women, though rather more frequently by men. So one man stated that women; 





'shouldn't be pilots or bus drivers. I don't trust women in this position _ a woman driving a car is very dangerous.... because women depend on their mood and if something is wrong at home it's always on their minds and women never leave home behind.... Men are very dependent on women at home but at work men think only of work.... Women always think of their children and what condition their husband will come home from work in .... drunk or sober.''int27








In general the men stated these views even more forcefully than did the women, and while the women tended to concentrate on the physical aspect, i.e. that women couldn't physically do such heavy work, some of the men emphasised women's more decorative purpose in life!:





'men and women should do different work, and heavy work is men's work _ and work which has long hours and night shifts and harmful conditions because women must be beautiful and weak and must not look like horses ..._ for example bus drivers. Bus no 4 has a woman driver, but imagine her in dirty overalls under the bus, covered in oil and then preparing to go to the theatre. She would smell. On the other hand, men must be proud of their position and profession and that he earns the money for them to go to the theatre.'





Or another man;





'printing is men's work and I don't understand why it's women here. Women must be women and you can't be or feel yourself as a woman working here' (valery fitter).





In talking about 'women's work' both men and women tended to bring out other supposed innate attributes, such as women's dexterity or patience. For example one man said that it was women working in the binding shop because:





'men couldn't do this work because you need to be accurate and neat and the men are not so patient'





or another man;





 'women should do sitting work because men can't sit down for long periods. They need to be able to move around. Women are more patient.





'physical work is men's and women's hands are more useful for cloth and foodstuffs. Men are more rough'





Or as one woman put it these jobs are 'women's jobs because men would look very funny just sitting here collating papers.' and 'the work is too boring for men'





Similar arguments were used about the Linotype operators:





'it's like typing and men just wouldn't like to sit and work with their fingers all day long' and 'men can't cope with this work. They are more suited to more crude work because we work with very small pieces.'





As the chief of one shop put it: 'Women are the perfect performers ... it's a sort of discrimination but it's right because of the nature of women.'





However, while it was argued by most people that


 


'women should do all the work that needs to be done carefully, thoroughly, cleanly or neatly ... because of their nature' 





It was also argued in certain cases that women were not attentive enough for other jobs. So for example, women could not work on the larger and most modern printing machines because women were not as attentive as men and;





'Well it's not very heavy but it is more intellectual and you need imagination _ printing needs some very delicate regulation of the equipment and women can't do it by nature...they are brought up in a different way...more like housewives...when they are working they think always about their families and men think more about their machines first of all...'





Another point that often came up was the `10% formula'. That is, the men would describe some small aspect of the job that would definitely prevent women from doing it, even if they could do the rest of the job. So, for example, one of the men working on the large offset machines said that;





'women could not do this work because it is too heavy. You need to insert large format paper. If it wasn't for this they could do it. It is complicated, but they could do it.'





Stereotypes about men's role as providers were not as pronounced as in the West, but nevertheless existed. This was most clearly linked with wages and people often said that men would not do this work because the wages were not high enough and they would not be able to support their families. As one man said:





'maybe it's just a tradition that men must do the heavy work and take the burden of life on their shoulders.'





Women as well as men generally thought that men should earn more. While the principle of equal pay for equal work was more or less taken for granted, in practice, because men and women were working on different machines with supposedly different, and in the women's case lower, skill levels, it was expected that men would earn more.





The one thing that is slightly different from Britain is the attitude to women working at all. While some men expressed the wish that their wives would stay at home, even they acknowledged that it was up to the women themselves and that most of their wives actually wanted to work. (Although the idea that being able to support a wife at home is increasingly gaining ground as a mark of status, especially amongst entrepreneurs and businessmen)





2. Women's attitudes to their work.





Despite the fact that the workforce in these plants was overwhelmingly female, and always had been, printing was still seen as men's work. Jobs within the enterprise that were described as women's work were very similar to those in the West, for example typing, computer operators, and fiddly work like binding. Furthermore both men and women justified describing other operations as men's work in ways that were again similar, and as contradictory, as in the West. 





However, the ways in which these stereotypes related to the actual lives of the women in particular was also contradictory. Despite the identification of heavy work with men and low pay with women, some women did comment that: 





'our husbands don't earn much more than us and in any case we work like men, sometimes even harder and besides we do all the housework.'





Most the distinctions that identified work as men's work made little sense, especially the distinction between heavy/dirty work and light/clean work. Most of the women worked in precisely those areas which were amongst the heaviest. For example, nearly all the printers on the old letterpress technology were women. When new technology had been introduced men were employed on the new planetas. But as one of the women pointed out:





'conditions are often bad. Sometimes they install equipment with no ventilation, but the workers are pressed for time and ignore the conditions... they know about them but they don't have any time to worry about them... I have worked here for 20 years and it's difficult to imagine anything else. I liked the work as a printer but it should be men really.... the older equipment is heavier but you need higher qualifications on the planetas because it is more complicated production'








The women working on the linotype also provide a good example of how different aspects of a job are stressed depending on who is doing it. What is conventionally known as the most skilled and highly paid work in the West is done by women here. 





In the West the work is described as making demands on numeracy, literacy, aesthetic sense, dexterity and physical strength and the men are said to have an interactive and informed relationship with their machines. 





In the enterprise in Syktyvkar however, the work was most often described as being suitable for women because it was like 'typing' and involved accuracy, patience, and a lot of sitting still. The women were also described by most men as having a fairly basic relationship to the machinery;





' a man can't bear it when his machine doesn't work...he must win the fight against the machine...women will just say that it doesn't work and go get a mechanic _ '





Many women on the other hand when talking about their own work displayed as much attachment to 'their' machines as any of the men;





'As a printer I could repair my machine and I loved my machine. Everyday I stayed behind after work to clean it and do small repairs and even when we had Subbotniks [extra work on Saturdays] I still tried to clean my machine even when I wasn't supposed to.'





' women can work with machines _ they do here and do small repairs themselves and clean them etc....there is a special time set aside for it and the mechanics guide them and give them the parts they need _ There is one machine that works only for one woman _ It takes time to learn a machine and if you do it for a long time with one machine then you can hear if its working properly and you know if you need to stop it...They know when something is wrong and what repairs are needed and can feel by the quality of the paper if a machine will work well or needs to be adjusted.'





Some of the women clearly still gained pleasure from the content of the work:





'this work is quite interesting and it's very pleasant when you do something beautiful and it is not too difficult ...it is an art work. There is a sense of producing something tangible/ artistic... and as a woman I think all women feel satisfaction when they do something creative _ 





Others, however, described how the work had changed. In the past they had done colour printing, but this was only done now on the new technology. Most of the women's work now was printing blank forms and one woman said that; 





'We used to print posters and pictures and I liked the work, I liked mixing the colours to match the original, but we don't have this work now. Working with the forms 'cools' you because it is more simple and you don't have to worry about the quality so much and your soul doesn't work.'





However, for most of the women work was an essential element in their lives: 





'if you love your job you can't stay at home and two days on the weekend is enough for a rest... I probably wouldn't give up work even if I could _... it's my character ..._ I can't live without people ..._ I'm a very sociable person _... I was home for 18 months with both the children _... when children are small they need a lot more attention and 18 months is not so long _... it just flew by and I was soon back at work ..._ most women want to work _ although the conditions are not so good ..._ you need something else ..._ and it depends on us to make things change ..._ if there are problems at work its up to us to change them _ and if all women stayed at home who would work ..._ I can't even take a holiday.'





While many women stated that they worked primarily for financial reasons, most followed this by saying that it would be difficult not to work at all because it was boring to stay at home with children all the time, and also because of the social contacts:





'I wouldn't give up work now even if we had enough money _... because I always have fresh news ..._ we publish 9 newspapers _ you can buy them but I have the news today and you only tomorrow ..._ I would die at home of boredom ..._ I would have only the TV set for company _... and I would miss the company here ..._ I have spent so many years here I couldn't live without it _... even when I was at the professional school all our practical lessons were here and I have been here over 20 years'





Another woman said





'I'm used to working here and seeing the people and I couldn't be at home all the time .._ maybe women should work only 4 hours a day ..._ but in Russia we like to spend time with each other in large groups ..._ it’s a national habit ..._ and we need the wages as well because not everyone has a husband or one who earns enough ..._ I think that at least half the women here would continue to work even if they didn't need to _'





And another: 





I'd go mad staring at four walls all day ..._ we work at home as well but without any thanks ..._ not that we're thanked here either but at least here we feel needed but not at home,





It was not only that women did not live up to the stereotypes. Many of them felt that men did not either:





'earlier 'men were like men' … now they are too delicate … they are physically strong but they are afraid of physical work. afraid to overdo it … and they are busy in commerce and trade … men are lazy and don't want to work … they have everything … '





Conclusion





In broad outline, the stereotypes which define the appropriateness of particular jobs for men and women are very similar in Britain and in Russia, despite the fact that the actual jobs done by men and women are different. When work that is considered men’s work in Britain, but women’s work in Russia (for example linotype operators, or, in the coal-mining industry, work in coal preparation plants), it is the description of the key features of the job that differs, not the gender stereotype to which it is related. When women do work that is considered to be stereotypically men’s work, this is justified in relation to a stereotype that is not attached to the job itself, that the work is low-paid, but the work considers to be thought of as men’s work. When new technology makes it possible to raise wages, men take over the new jobs.





When women describe the general characteristics of their work, they do so in terms of the gender stereotypes. However, these stereotypical descriptions are contradicted by their more detailed and concrete descriptions of their work, when it becomes clear that they are perfectly capable of performing intricate, demanding and heavy work as well as the men, that they are as concerned about and committed to their work as the men, and that they carry a heavy domestic burden on top of this, without their domestic cares disrupting their work. 





This disjunction between stereotypes and reality serves to separate women from their experience as they talk about work in a highly gendered and evaluative language which does not bear any relation to what women actually do or what is actually important to them. However long women have been working at their jobs, and however important their jobs may be to them, they still speak of their own work as though they are intruders who have no right to be where they are, and speak about their collective experience in ways which diverge fundamentally from their individual experience. 





This disjunction makes any kind of collective resistance on the part of women extremely difficult, because the language within which they speak of their experience is not theirs. This is perhaps one reason why resistance tends to be very contradictory and often self-defeating, diverted into acquiescence and compliance and a disenchantment. This is perhaps also one reason why women seek highly individualistic solutions to their individual problems, which again leads to compliance, resignation and indifference. Indeed, unless the framework of gender stereotypes itself is challenged, resistance can easily serve to reproduce the conditions it was intended to overcome as it serves to legitimise and reproduce ideological rationalisations of women’s subordination. On the other hand, gender stereotypes can only be challenged effectively by precisely that collective action that they serve to inhibit.
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