SECTION ONE
THE TRANSFORMATION OF WORK

1.1 Sociology of work, industry and organization defined

 Sociology of work, industry and organization is the part of Sociology which deals on three main themes.

1. How human beings expend some kind of effort in the process of acting upon and taking from their environment whatever they need for survival. 
We often think of work as a part of the impersonal world of economic markets, and yet in reality work is deeply intertwined with the wider world and the social forces that rule it. Indeed, work plays a central role in our social identities and interactions. Hence, as branch of sociology, it examines work from a social perspective, focusing mainly on the nature and history of work. The fundamental questions raised by sociology of work, industry and organization include: How has the experience of work evolved over time? Have the rules of work changed fundamentally in the last few decades? How does work affect our social relationships? How does work reflect and impact inequalities? How do we define and choose our occupations?

2. How industrialization which is a new social and technological change in human life transform the way people make their livelihood. The application of new technologies in work process and associated changes in work structure. 
Understanding the human relationships associated with organized production and distribution is sociology of work, industry and organization’s distinctive contribution to economic literacy. As such, it examines ownership of economic resources; the relationship between a society’s economic activity and other dimensions of its culture and social structure; labour unions as a historical force to enhance worker’s political and economic power ; and “ globalization ” and industrial relations.
3. How work is getting structured in the form of administrative institutions or what we call formal organization; the various social relations that established within work organization and among its different members. 
It examines the relationship between work processes and formal organization, the functioning and dynamics of work organization, the intellectual development of organization theory and the various shifts in emphasis: from workers to managers, and from organizational processes to outputs

1.2 Work, meaning and culture

All living creatures expend some kinds of effort in the process of acting up on and taking from their environment whatever they need for survival. Human beings are not different from any other animal in this general respect. They are, however, different in three important ways.

1. Humans, as a species, have devised an infinitely greater variety of ways of dealing with their material situation.

2. Humans are unique in the extent to which they have divided up and allocated particular tasks to individuals and groups within the general task of subsisting.

3. Human beings differ from animals in the way they bring value- based conceptions of alternatives to the problem of maintaining life.

The human capacity to make choices on the basis of values means that both the methods of work which human beings adopt as well as the social organization which accompanies them cannot be explained by reference to any clearly definable set of instincts. Human agency, choice, value and interpretations are essential factors to be appreciated in any examination of work forms and experiences.

Work is basic to the ways in which human beings deal with the problems arising from the scarcity of resources available in the environment. The Scarcity of resources in the world influences the pattern of conflict and competition which arise between social groups. It follows from this that; the social organization of work will reflect the basic power relationship of any particular society. But patterns of social relationship don’t relate to power structures alone. They are also closely connected to patterns of meaning. Thus, the ways in which people think and feel about work will closely relate to their political and religious doctrines and to their general cultural orientations.

Work Definition

The Carrying out of tasks which enable people to make a living within the environment in which they find themselves. 
This definition is not as simple or straight forwarded as it at first appears. The notion of ‘making a living’ implies much more than just producing enough material goods to ensure physical survival. People do not simply extract a living from the environment. In many ways work effectively transforms environments and, in the process, creates for many a level of living far in excess of basic substance. Not only this but the work which people do become closely bound up with their conception of self. In ‘making a living’ we are dealing simultaneously with the material and the cultural aspects of our existence.   

Any society or a part of society has its distinctive culture: culture is that complete whole which includes knowledge, belief, art, law, morals, custom and any other capabilities and habits acquired by man as a member of society.  Since the problems of how ‘properly’ to go about working and ‘making a living’ face all human groups, we would expect every society, through its culture, to have its distinctive way of making sense of the question of work and a distinctive set of values and priorities guidance on how its members should proceed with it.

It is important to recognize that the meaning which work has for people in any particular setting and at any particular time is influenced by a wide range of factors. We can nevertheless note some broad patterns of difference which have existed historically:   

1. The ancient Greeks regarded the most desirable and the only ‘good’ life as one of leisure. Work, in the sense of supplying the basic necessaries of life, was a degrading activity which was to be allocated to the lowest groups within the social order and, especially, to slaves. 

2. The Romans tended to follow the Greek view; the Hebrews viewed work as unpleasant labor which could nevertheless play a role of expiating/compensating sin and recovering a degree of spiritual dignity

3. Early Christianity modified the relatively extreme Greek view and recognized that work might make one health and divert one from sinful thoughts and habits.  

4. The Reformation and the emergence of Protestant Christianity saw work coming to be treated positively within western culture. With Luther we see the suggestion that work can itself be a way of servicing God. What we must not here is that Protestant Christianity established the all-important idea that one’s work was a ‘calling’ of equivalent value to that of a religious vocation which had previously involved a turning of one’s back on the mundane and a movement ‘upwards’ towards virtue and other-worldliness. 

5. With the growth of modern industrial capitalism we see the work ethic spreading further and wider. The modern work ethic makes the essential prerequisite of personals and social advancement, of prestige, of virtue and of self-fulfillment. Where not to work and membership of a ‘leisure class’ had once been an indicator of prestige and a ’good life’ it is now associated with failure and even disgrace. In modern industrial capitalism work is considered as a means where by people achieve self-fulfillment or self-actualization. 

1.3 Work Orientations   

Work orientation refers to the meaning attached by individuals to their work which predisposes them both to think and act in particular ways with regard to that work. 

The notion of orientation to work is used to investigate the various ways in which different individuals and groups approach their work. A distinction between work meaning in which work offers intrinsic satisfactions to people and meaning which recognize only extrinsic satisfaction. From this dichotomy we can set up two extreme ideal types of work meaning and suggests a continuum along which people’s actual positions can be located. 
Unfortunately, this essentially binary way of looking at what work means to people has encouraged on ‘either/or’ type of debate. Much discussion of work attitudes and work motivation has centered upon the question of whether people generally go to work ‘just for the money’ or ‘basically for company’ or, on the other hand, they primarily want ‘job satisfaction’ or ‘self-fulfillment’. But this is simplistic and industrial sociologists have developed the concept of work  orientation to go beyond this and to show how people’s approach to their work typically includes mixture of these basic inclinations whilst nevertheless containing specific leanings in one or other of these general directions. And the concept has been employed to help explain the factors, both individual and structural, which influence people’s attitudes and behavior with regard to work. 
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1.4 Work in pre-industrial Societies

The pre-industrial societies typify those societies who were lived prior to the growth of industrialization. In such societies the main kinds of work were all non-industrial. There were great varieties of pre-industrial societies. But for the purpose of this discussion, they are over-simplified into three types of society: hunting and gathering, horticultural and agrarian.

A. Work in Hunting and gathering societies  

The earliest known human societies were based on hunting and gathering and lasted longer than any other types of society, namely from the beginnings of human society, estimated to be at least 40,000 years ago, to around 10,000 years ago. Somewhat surprisingly given the globalization of industrial capitalism, a small number of these ‘stone age’ cultures survived into modern era, for example, Aborigines in Australia and pygmies in Africa.

In these essentially nomadic and small-scale societies, their exceedingly limited technology, involving the wide spread use of stone for tools and weapons, typically did not to produce a regular economic surplus or lead to marked inequalities. Consequently, everyone in such societies participated, to a greater or lesser extent, in productive work; the young and old, men and woman, even political and religious leaders undertook their roles on a part-time basis. 

Biological differences between the sexes and the age groups led to adult males specializing in hunting and fishing and adult women in gathering and food preparation, with everyone often contributing to the building of shelters. Preparation for the sex-based adult work in such a limited division of labor was informal, although formal ceremonies (initiation rites) typically marked the transition of manhood and womanhood, sharing work and the products of work typified this stage of development since the survival of the group at this subsistence level put a premium  on co-operative rather than competitive behavior. 
B. Work in Horticultural Societies 

The emergence of semi-nomadic and later settled horticultural societies based on cultivation of plants and the domestication of  animals about 10,000 year ago, combined with the use of metals instead of stone for tools and weapons, led to the creation of a more reliable economic surplus, an increase in the size of population and the differentiation of economic activities. 

Essentially, horticultural societies are dominated by gardening work using a digging stick and hoe, and are characterized by an increase in socio-economic specialization, for example, workers and warriors, and a corresponding growth of inequality associated with the beginning of stratification system dominated by male warriors. The increase in trade and the conquest of people were not only made possible with technological innovation such as metal working, but were found to be a viable economic alternative to the ‘conquest of nature’.   

The production of a ‘margin worth fighting for, above the subsistence of those engaged in getting living,’ led Veblen to label this stage the first Predatory era. Thus, in addition to the by now established pattern of women doing most of the productive work, in modern horticultural societies, such as the one which prevailed in ancient china and the Maya civilization in Central America, the creation of stable economic surplus by the majority, which often included slaves, allowed a minority to form an hereditary aristocracy of males who specialized in politics, religion and warfare. 

C. Work in Agrarian Society 

The next major stimulus to production occurred sometime around 5,000 years ago, it involved the widespread use of the plough and the harnessing of animal power for agriculture and transport, and heralded the development of agrarian societies. The farming of fields using animal to pulls a plough rather than gardening based on human energy to operate the hoe become the predominant method of cultivation. Following those technological innovations, production expanded markedly, the population grew and social differentiation increased significantly, especially along class lines, with dominant groups specializing in the ownership of land and people, and subordinate groups specializing in range of economic activities, including the production, transportation distribution of everything from food and spice, to tools and weapons.   

The economic growth in agrarian society led to a greater diversity of occupations and the emergence of urban centers in which the use of money become the preferred medium of exchange, which in turn further stimulated trade and therefore production and community specialization.

For the vast majority, home and work is not still separated, with the household being the unit of production as well as consumption for its members, not all of whom would have been related, for example, apprentices and servant. The expansion of those engaged in the increasing variety of occupation encouraged the establishment of craft and other specialist work association, the pre-modern equivalent of trade unions, membership of which was open to both men and women.

It was at this historical juncture that the important distinction between productive class of people who worked for a living and a non-productive, parasitical leisure class reached its fullest development.    

This degree of social differentiation involved the emergence of work and leisure as a separate spheres of activity for the dominant class, whereas formerly such activities were embedded in a range of other institution, notably kinship, religion and politics. In Veblen’s terms, there are upper class and male-dominated leisure class occupation, such as government, warfare and religious observances, that are concerned with predatory, non- industrial activities and are accorded the highest social honour, and there are lower-class and female-dominated productive activities such as forming and craft work, which are considered ignoble according to the standards of the leisure class.  

Summary

· Thus, work in pre-industrial society is basically non-industrial and varied from everyone working cooperatively on a minimally differentiated basis, to a degree of gender and class specialization culminating in some social group’s being exempt from production work whilst others spent virtually their whole lives working. 

· Occupational specialization was minimum in the earliest known societies whereas in horticultural and agrarian societies ‘occupational specialties numbered in the hundreds, and there was a complex division of labor that often involved specialization by communities and even regions.’ 

· But, compared with industrial capitalism rural pre-modern societies were characterized by a relatively rudimentary and essentially as creative division of labor. The increase in the division of labour was accompanied by a move from learning work roles informally via watching adults work. 

· Variation between the different types of pre-modern society also related to beliefs about the meaning of work. Thus, useful work tended not to be highly valued as an economic activity, despite its indispensability for the survival of everyone. Hence, it has been shown that in pre-modern societies as different as ancient Greece and medieval Europe, work was regarded negatively, as a necessary evil or as an expansion of sins committed by others in the past. Workers in these times were detracted from the ability to engage in politics or spiritual contemplation. Consequently, physical labour, however essential or skilled, did not enjoy the wealth, power and therefore the status of non-manual work, such as owning (land and people), governing or praying. 

· Whatever the combination of different forms of work, in pre-industrial societies, the family remained the production unit in the sense that all members contributed to its economic survival and consumption unit in the sense that family is economically self-sufficient.  

1.5 Work in industrial Capitalist Societies 

Consideration of the many models of evolutionary change shows that there is near universal consensus regarding the social significance of the rise of industrial capitalism, namely that it involved a societal transformation which affected the life and work of everyone. 

The term ‘Industrial Revolution’ is invariably used to convey the significance of this transformation, one that centers on the nature of work above all else. Notwithstanding the ongoing and possibly never to be resolved debate about whether it was economic factors which changed ideas about work (Mark’s view) or ideas about work which change economic life (Weber’s view), or a mixture of both (Veblen’s view), what is certain is that work was transformed by the rise of industrial capitalism.

The term industrial capitalist societies simply refer to those societies who are living in the industrial capitalism era.
Industrial capitalism is an economic system whereby large-scale or complex machinery and associated technique is widely applied to the pursuit of economic efficiency on a basis where by the capacity for work of the members of some group is sold to others who control and organize it in such a way that the latter groups maintain relative advantage with regard to those resources which are scarce and generally valued.   

Industrial capitalist society is characterized by the following features:

1. A basic inequality in the distribution of resources with certain social groups controlling the means where by wealth is produced. 

2.  Most other social groups merely possess a capacity to work under the direction of others, this being their only means of earning a living.

3. These groups are subjected to the systematic and calculatively rational pursuit return on capital by those who own or control that capital and buy people’s capacity to work.

Capitalism refers to a profit oriented system based on the private ownership of production, an individual/ family or corporate basis that operates in a competitive market system in which the owners of capital employ free wage labour on a monitory basis.

The spatial separation of home from work, initiated by the creation of specialist work sites following the introduction of inanimate energy sources to power machine technology, represents the first major change from what had been the norm in all pre- industrial societies, the unity of home and work.

In industrial capitalist system in which making a profit is the priority, workers are recruited on the basis of potential productiveness rather than parentage. Hence the move from  working and living at home in a rural community to working away from home in urban area meant being treated as a cost of production and interacting with people to whom one was not related or even knew personally prior to working in the same work place. In other words, the industrial (factory work) and capitalist (labour treated as a commodity) aspects of work reinforce each other, thereby accentuating the impersonality of the new work situation and the contrast between this and family relationships.

This historical move from local family business to global corporate capitalism involves, among other things, the introduction of professional managers which has been interpreted as both a dilution and strengthening of profit maximization.

1.5.1 Industry and Industrialization
Industrialization, defined as the application of inanimate sources of power to the productive process, inevitably leads to an increased emphasis on economic efficiency and increases in the scale of productive enterprise
1.5.2 Main features of work in industrial capitalist society

Work in industrial capitalist society is generally characterized by the following features:
1. Production system

The re- organization of work could be said to have started with the introduction of new source of inanimate energy to drive machinery, replacing water or wind power and human or animal muscle power. The key innovation was arguably the invention of the condensing steam engine to power cotton machinery in 1785.The steam engine not only revolutionized industry, but also transportation and mining, and led to a massive increase in production.

The increased scale of the power sources and the complexity of the machines meant that a large amount of capital was required to finance production and work was moved out of the home and into factories, which in turn had profound implications for work. In contrast to pre- industrial production, in which the ‘workman makes use of a tool; ‘the machine makes use of him … we have a lifeless mechanism independent of the workman, who becomes its mere living appendage’ 
2. Unit of Production

The change from the household as the productive unit in which family and non- family members lived and worked together, pooling resources, and producing food and goods for their own consumption, to the factory and other specialist unit of production, such as office, in which individuals worked for wage, was gradual. Most importantly, from the standpoint of capital, the move from household to factory production removed control over the product and the work process from the worker and enabled capitalist and their managers to supervise and discipline workers more easily, thereby reducing the cost of production.

In due course, the increased social control of employees by employers, facilitated by the introduction of the factory, was reinforced as alternative sources of income disappeared and non- family sources of labour and non- family relationships in general, eventually become more significant.

Consequently, individuals become more independent of their family of origin and more dependent on the labour market and hence an employer.  In other words, family members, male and female, increasingly come to think of their wages as their own, to be disposed of as they individually see fit. By this stage, the process of individualization was virtually complete in the sense that a person’s identity is no longer tied to family and place, as it was in pre- industrial situation but to one’s occupation in the formal economy of the industrial capitalist society. In effect, the loss of its productive function reduced the role of the family to that of consumption and reproduction, mean while, work in the form of employment in the market economy outside the home, increased in importance as it become the sole or major source of income. 
3. Division of Labor

The advent of capitalist industrialization reduced a range of pre- modern types of work, especially those connected to agriculture, such as blacksmiths and basket- makers, a large proportion of whom were self- employed, and created a vast number of new types of industrial work for employees in factories. Machines were designed, built, installed, supplied with energy and raw material, operated, maintained and supervised by different types of worker who, following the separation of conception and execution, were divided by education (e.g., professional and elementary) and skill categories (e.g., skilled, semi- skilled, and unskilled).

New professional specializations were created, notably those based on the application of science and technical knowledge such as mechanical engineering, and a mass of factory workers, consisting of individual  of both sexes and of all ages, were organized with ‘barrack discipline’ and divided hierarchically  ‘into  operatives and over lookers, into private soldiers and sergeants of an industrial army. Weber concurred with Marx that ‘military discipline is the ideal model for the modern capitalist factory’ but unlike Marx, he seemed to admire its rationality and approved of the American system of ‘scientific management’, or Taylorism as it is also known.

The expansion of the factory system and the related increase in production led to an improvement in the means of transportation and communication, and an increase in the number of people employed to construct and work in new industries such as canals, railways, gas, electricity, post and telegraph. The consequent change in the occupational structure can be illustrated with reference to the shift in employment from primary sector work which dominated pre- industrial societies (e.g., farming, fishing, forestry etc) to secondary sector work (e.g. , mining and factories etc) and tertiary sector work (e.g., services such as education and communication) which together dominate industrial capitalist society. These changes in work structure reinforced a new form of division of labour based on professional specializations which is completely different form pre- industrial society’s division of labor.  
4. Time 

Prior to the rise of industrial capitalism, irregularity, especially in terms of work time, characterized the pattern of work. This was because work activities were influenced by the seasons, involved in obtaining sustenance from working on one’s own plot of land, collecting food and fuel, and being hired out to work for others, and perhaps above all, because work tended to be task-oriented, work time tended to vary according to the job at hand. Consequently, the irregularity of work time applied to the working day, week, month, seasons and year, with the longest hours worked during the summer and the shortest in the winter. At the risk of romanticizing the past, before industrial capitalism work involved a semblance of time freedom in that a person could decide when to start and stop, and how hard to work. Work discipline, such as it was, tended to be minimal other than that imposed by the workers’ definition of their needs and the weather.

In contrast to this pre-modern pattern of highly irregular work time, the introduction of the factory with its ubiquitous clock was a truly revolutionary event that came to dominate the lives of wage workers. Industrial factory work involved timed labour with the factory bell demarcating the relatively unstructured non-work time from the highly structured and supervised work time in which the tempo was set by the technology owned by the employers on whom employees were dependent for work: ‘Industry brings the tyranny of the clock’.

Thus, work and life ceased to be task-orientated and characterized by independence, irregularity and variation, but became the epitome of dependence, regularity and routine, measured with increasing precision in hours, minutes and eventually even seconds. The stricter division between life and work and the increased synchronization of labour within the factory raised time-consciousness and created a need for time discipline, to which the growing school system and Methodism played their part by prioritizing punctuality and regularity. 

Unsurprisingly, a key issue during industrialization, and since, was the length of the working day, especially those worked by children and women. The owners of capital initially extended the working day and resisted strenuously attempts to interfere with their freedom to exploit labour and maximize profits. It took nearly half a century of class struggle before the ‘creation of normal working hours’ i.e., 8 hours per day.

What was different about work in industrial capitalism was its focus on time rather than tasks and a clearer distinction between work and non-work. The advantage of time is that it provides management with a standardized unit with which to co-ordinate the human and non human elements of production and to measure the contribution of labour, with or without reference to output. Hence the tendency for pay to be based on the amount of time spent at work and the requirement to ‘clock on and off’ accompanied by a schedule of fines or dismissal for repeated lateness.

5. Education and recruitment

The rise of industrial capitalism increased both the technical or detailed division of labour by task specialization within occupations and the social or general division of labour between occupations in society. This necessitated a marked expansion of compulsory education in general and specialized training in vocational subjects in particular, which in turn led to the growth of examinations and the award of credentials to certify competence for impersonal recruitment to different types of work. Weber referred to this as the “Rationalization” of education and training and noted that the process of bureaucratization ‘enhances the importance of the specialist examination’.   

During the transition to industrialization whole families, including young children, were recruited to work in the new urban factories, but over time the introduction of legal restrictions on the employment of children (and women) in factories, combined with a great emphasis on education for all, undermined the kinship basis of factory labour. Thus, gradually the recruitment of workers as individuals on the basis of their formal education and qualifications, replaced informal family recruitment and training.
6. Economic system

The rise of industrial capitalism involved the development of a market economy in which virtually all economic resources, including capital, labour, and the goods and services produced by business enterprises, are exchanged for money free of traditional social obligations and constraints such as restrictions on who could engage in certain economic activities. In other words, the idea and practice of free trade or laissez-faire characterizes work in industrial capitalist societies. Most importantly, in industrial capitalism economic relations become separated, formally at least, from non-economic relations, and distinguished by the primacy accorded to the freedom to maximize economic gains by employing free wage labour.

From Marx’s perspective, the fundamental capitalist feature is production for sale, and therefore profit, not use, involving the buying and selling of labour power in a market in which money wages are paid on the basis of the time worked and/or the output achieved. Hence, according to Marx, industrial capitalism is distinguished by its class dynamic which is rooted in the inevitable conflict of economic interests between the owners of capital and those they employ, namely exploited and oppressed propertyless free wage labourers. Separated from direct access to the means of subsistence, free wage labour is compelled in a competitive market system to sell their labour power in exchange for wages, which in turn are exchanged for the goods and services essential to maintain life. Thus, social relations under capitalism are reduced to market values expressed in monetary terms and, as a consequence of this commodity status, labourers are ‘exposed to all the vicissitudes of competition, to all fluctuations of the market’.
7. Meaning of work

Weber argued that the rationality of economic action in industrial capitalist society required dispensing with the traditional attitude that work was at best something to be avoided and at worst a necessary evil, and replacing it with a positive evaluation as an activity that was considered virtuous. One of the main sources of this new rational attitude to work, which revolutionized economic and social life, was to be found in Protestantism, or more precisely in the symmetry between certain Calvinist beliefs, notably the calling of working hard to make money and the economic spirit of modern capitalism. Suitably imbued with the ethics of Protestantism, individuals work to please God and to demonstrate their worthiness to themselves and members of their group.

What had started as a peculiarly Protestant attitude to work became secularized in due course largely because this new conception of work was so ‘well suited’ to the emergent capitalist system in terms of encouraging workers to be diligent and employers to be profit-oriented and over time ‘it no longer needs the support of any religious forces’. In other words, the Protestant work ethic became simply the work ethic, promulgated by non-religious institutions such as governments, business corporations and schools, although in the process the ascetic dimension has arguably declined as consumption has increased.

An alternative perspective on the dramatic change in the meaning (and purpose) of work in industrial capitalism is provided by Marx, who argued that when workers are separated from the means of production and constrained to enter into a subordinate relationship to capital, they forfeit (lose) the ability to act creatively through work and instead become alienated since under industrial capitalism the competitive necessity to maximize profit requires that ‘the labourer exists for the process of production, and not the process of production for the labourer\. According to Marx: ‘it follows therefore that in proportion as capital accumulates, the lot of the labourer, be his payment high or low, must grow worse’. Thus, the meaning of work for Marx cannot be understood without reference to the antagonistic class relationships that lie at the centre of the labour process of industrial capitalism. 
8. Purpose of work

In pre-industrial capitalist societies the main purpose of economic activities that we call work was to provide the essential goods and services necessary for the survival of the group or household. For the vast majority, therefore, work was a matter of making a living. This changed markedly with the rise of the capitalistic organization of work, the main purpose of which became ‘the pursuit of profit and forever renewed profit, by means of continuous, rational, capitalistic enterprise’, for to do otherwise was to risk economic failure. In other words, making things became subordinated to making a profit. If there was no profit to be obtained, things would not be made, however much people needed them. In Veblen’s terms, the purpose of work changed from that of maximum production (workmanship) to maximum profit (predation), to the economic detriment of those who do not own capital. 
9. Payment

In pre-industrial societies, economic activities such as farming and handicraft work were organized on a small scale and were concerned primarily with ‘earning a livelihood rather than with a view to profits on investment’. For the vast majority this meant subsistence, involving a mixture of payment in kind and in cash. However, once workers had been separated from the means of production, their only option was to seek work for wages/salaries as an employee in a business enterprise.
10. Embeddedness of work

The cumulative effect of all these radical changes to the nature and organization of work associated with the development of industrial capitalism was that work ceased to be embedded in non-economic social institutions, such as the family and religion, and became a separate, distinct institution in terms of space, time and culture.

To use more technical language, behavior within the two realms of home and work in industrial capitalist society are guided by particularsim and universalism respectively. In other words, participation in the modern world of work was no longer linked directly to family life in the sense that workers are typically trained, recruited, employed and dismissed by rational organizations in which they are not given preferential treatment. Thus, neither gaining qualifications nor obtaining, retaining or progressing at work on the basis of a family connection or close friendship is regarded as fair or appropriate since it would compromise the rationality of the work system and risk the charge of cronyism. In theory at least, the equal treatment of all is the rule in the industrial capitalist economy and is typically backed up by the force of law. However, universalistic norms are so well established (i.e. institutionalized) and accepted (i.e. internalized) that, as economic actors, individuals in modern societies do not expect to be treated in a preferential way in any non-family structure, for instance not to be charged the train fare on the grounds that the ticket seller is related. 

Work in pre-industrial society compared with work in industrial capitalist society

	Key features
	Work in pre-industrial society
	Work in industrial society

	Production system
	Hand tools/water/human/

animal energy
	Machine tools/inanimate energy 

(coal, gas, oil, etc

	Unit of production
	Family/household
	Individual adults/organization

	Division of labour
	Rudimentary/low degree of differentiation
	Complex/high degree of differentiation

	Time
	Irregular/seasonal
	Regular/permanent

	Education and recruitment
	Minimal/generalized 

particularistic/family
	Extensive/specialized 

universalistic/individual adults

	Economic system
	Traditional/non-market
	Rational/market

	Meaning of work
	Necessary evil
	Work as a virtue

	Purpose of work
	Livelihood/subsistence/short-term profit
	Maximum reward/income/long-term profit

	Payment
	In kind/cash
	Wages/salaries/profits

	Embeddedness of work
	Embedded in non-economic institutions
	Separate from other institutions


1.6 Industrialization, patriarchy and the dominant conception of work

In the early development of industrial capitalist societies, a model of work characterized by the male breadwinner and female home maker had emerged. The term ‘dominant concept of work’ has been used to refer to this model. A systematic articulation of this model suggests that once industrial capitalism has become established, the defining features of the dominant conception of work are that it is work that is undertaken outside the home (i.e. industrial), for pay (i.e. capitalist), by adult males on a full-time and uninterrupted basis (i.e. patriarchal), and is allocated individually with reference to impersonal universalistic criteria (i.e. modern). 

With the maturation of industrial capitalism, this conception of work, or variations of it, such as the married woman who worked part-time, was dominant culturally and empirically. It becomes the only kind of work that was considered ‘real’ work. Consequently, any work that did not conform to this dominant conception, such as housework, informal work and voluntary work, was not only excluded from the official statistics of work, but tended to be regarded differently, namely that it was a less important type of work. Since women were the largest social category who deviated from the dominant conception of work yet were over-represented in other kinds of work, notably housework, their economic role was correspondingly under-reported and under-valued. In effect, work became synonymous with employment which with the rise of Fordism became standardized in terms of contract, location and working time.

For those who worked as an employer or employee, the majority of whom were men, a regulatory framework developed covering eventually all aspects of work, namely pay and conditions. If a member of the permanent labour force was out of work, from the late nineteenth century onwards, they were considered to be unemployed and deserving of support, initially by charitable organizations and later the state. However, for those who worked unpaid in the home, the majority of whom were women, there was a complete lack of regulations covering their work; it was, and still is to a large extent, considered a private matter. 
In addition, since eligibility or state benefits for the unemployed was related to one’s degree of involvement in work as a form of employment, women typically found it more difficult than men to claim benefits when unemployed. Thus, the development of industrial capitalism created a marked gender division of labour: a predominantly male group of adults who worked outside the home for pay on a regular basis, and a predominantly female group of adults who worked inside the home for no pay on a regular basis. 

However, this conception of work is not a static phenomenon, but is subject to change. Over the past two decades or so, each of the dimensions of this dominant conception of work has come under threat from a variety of trends:

First, as far as the capitalist dimensions is concerned, the continued importance of certain forms of unpaid work, notably housework and voluntary work, the persistence of worker co-operatives and the growth of non-profit-organizations suggest that not all work has been commoditized and that non-monetized exchange remains significant.

Second, it has been argued that towards the end of the twentieth century, the industrial dimension was being undermined by globalization associated with the increasing emphasis on all forms of flexibility and the destandardization of work.

Third, the patriarchal dimension has been challenged widely and relatively successfully by feminism and the feminization of work over the past half-century.

Fourth, the modern dimension of the dominant conception of work is threatened by the revival of family-based enterprises and the persistent influence of family background on class destination. Moreover, who you know rather than what you have achieved can still influence whether or not the unemployed obtain paid work.
        Dominant conception of work in industrial capitalism and threats to its hegemony

	Dominant conception of work
	Threats to its hegemony

	Capitalist

Profit-orientated organization

Monetized market system

Labour power exchanged for pay
	Non-capitalist

Non-profit organizations

Barter system and gift exchange

Unpaid voluntary work

	Industrial

Outside the home

Contractual regulation

Fixed hours
	Global post-industrialism

Work at/from home

Contractual deregulation

Flexible hours

	Modern

Universalism

Achievement

Specialization
	Traditionalism

Particularism

Ascription

Non-specialization

	Patriarchal

Adult male worker

Full-time

Permanent
	Feminism

Adult female worker

Full-time

Permanent 


SECTION TWO
ASPECTS OF WORK
This chapter will focus on three major aspects of work: namely, unpaid works, unemployment, and underemployment. The following sections will look at them in detail being with the first aspect, unpaid works.

2.1 Unpaid Works
The emergence of a dominant conception of work, with its emphasis on paid employment outside the home in the late 19th century was reflected and affirmed in the work census categories and excluded unpaid works. The discussion of this section will emphasize two of such type of work, unpaid domestic work and unpaid voluntary work. 
2.1.1 Unpaid Domestic Work
By the beginning of the 20th century, largely as the consequence of the physical separation of the home from work and in   due course the relative exclusion of men from unpaid domestic work inside the home and women from paid work outside the home, the tradition of women being primarily responsible for the house work and children referred to here as domestic work was established albeit in the form of an aspiration rather than a reality in working class families. Taking his cue from Veblen’s theory of women’s subordination (1970[1899]), Galbraith has suggested that the conversion of women into a crypto-servant class was an accomplishment of the first importance and that thanks to the development of industrial capitalism, the servant-wife is available democratically to almost the entire present male population (Galbraith 1979;49 cited on Edgell 2006A;154). Thus, instead of the gender-neutral term ‘house worker’ the widely held assumption in modern societies is that wives are primarily responsible for domestic work, hence the term ‘housewife’.

The gender neutral term ‘domestic work’ like that of ‘house workers’ is misleading since it has been so thoroughly feminized and is synonymous with the role of a wife that the idea of the househusband is greeted invariably with sniggers. Yet, the historical association in theory and practice between married women and unpaid domestic work encapsulated by the term ‘housewife’ dates from the mid-to-late 19th century. 

There are crucial and partially unique features of unpaid domestic work. Generally speaking, unpaid domestic work is characterized by the following themes:

1. Unpaid domestic work is generally neglected and under researched by sociologists. Until the mid-20th century no single sociological research had done on unpaid domestic work as a type of work, although general sociology text books tended to discuss it under the heading ‘gender’. The first study of housework as an “occupation” was undertaken by Lopata (1972) in the USA and based on data collected in the 1950’s and 1960’s from a sample of 568 Chicago housewives aged between 19 and 84 of whom 468 were full-time housewives. This was followed in the UK by Oakley (1974) who studied domestic work as ‘work’ and interviewed 40 full-time London housewives of whom were mothers aged between 20 and 30. Surprisingly, unpaid domestic work is still far from deserving a good attention of most sociologists. 

2. Unpaid domestic work is generally regarded as low social status job: According to Lopata (1972) and Oakley (1974), the low social status of the ‘job’ of housewife suggests that this is mainly due to the lack of payment, but also because preparation and recruitment to it are informal, entry is via marriage or cohabitation and that it is ascribed on the basis of gender rather than achieved via formal training and testing. The low status of the housewife is indicated by commonly used words and phrases to refer to this unpaid work role such as “cabbage” or just a “housewife”

3. Unpaid domestic work encompasses a wide range of work roles and skill levels: it encompasses a wide range of work role and skill levels, including: relatively unskilled manual work (e.g., cleaning), relatively skilled manual work (e.g., cooking), emotional work (e.g., child care), service work (e.g., shopping and driving children to school), and a variety of non-manual work activities that put a premium on administrative and social skills (e.g., organizing work tasks and managing people). Clearly, domestic work involves a great variety of labour intensive jobs, characterized by multiple tasks and skills which can be rotated by choice within the constraints generated by the needs and demands of other family members. 

4. Unpaid domestic work is a mixture of both purposeful (loved experience) and dissatisfaction (boring experience): domestic work is also mixed in that some aspect are a major source of purposefulness (happiness or satisfaction)- notably child rearing. Child-rearing as a task gave women a purpose and in pursuing this purpose they experienced their lives as meaningful. On the other hand, many aspects of domestic work are found to be the source of dissatisfaction. The more regular domestic tasks such as washing up, cleaning rooms, cooking etc are regarded as far less rewarding and endlessly repetitive. 

5. Unpaid domestic work leads to social isolation: at the child-rearing stage of the family cycle social isolation has been found to be extensive. Lopata (1972) noted that, among other things, child care involves isolation from interaction and intellectual stimulation. According to Oakley (1974), loneliness is an occupational hazard for the modern housewife who is often cut off not only from community life but often from family life. The main reason for the lack of social interaction is the housebound nature of having a young child whose needs are paramount and the tendency for domestic work to be undertaken alone rather than as a part of a work group. 

6. Self-estrangement or lack of involvement and hence fulfillment at work: as far as Blauner’s four dimensions of alienation are concerned (these are powerlessness, meaninglessness, political inactivity and self-sestrangment), the fourth dimension i.e., self-estrangement or self-expression characterized by a lack of involvement in work is also applicable to domestic work. The housewife who becomes a mother experiences an identity crisis due to the limitation of occupations to display a wide range of personality behaviors in a variety of social contexts which show the uniqueness of self. This review of the degree to which domestic work for mothers is alienating in  Blauner’s sense of the term suggests that there are some features of housework that are quite alienating such as the more arduous (strenuous) and repetitive tasks and that there are others which are far less so, notably child rearing. 

7. Unpaid domestic work is so time taking: studies of the working hours of full-time housewives date back to the 1920’s in the USA show there was little change between the 1920’s and 1960’s, which is longer than the average person in the labour force. Oakley compared the surveys of housework hours in the USA, France and Britain over a similar period and also found that, aside from small fluctuation, between 1929 and 1971 the average weekly hours spent on domestic work was reasonably stable with a slight increase over time. In other words, whilst the average number of hours worked by factory workers each week decreased during this period by around 10 hours to 40 hours, those worked by a full-time housewives was 77 hours which is nearly twice the hours worked in the industry. 

8. Economically, unpaid domestic work is not valued: it is excluded from the list of activities that can bring economic values. The general tendency is to view domestic work as it contributes noting to the nation’s economy. This orientation towards domestic work undermines the economic contribution of women to the nation’s economic development. 

Leaving aside that in the future the division of domestic work may be more equal than it is at the moment, the key issue concerns the relative lack of change regarding the persistence of female dominated participation in unpaid work. Morris (1990) has suggested three interconnected explanations: (1) institutional constraints, (2) normative constraints, and (3) power inequalities within the household.
Institutional constraints: it includes a labour market in which women still tend to be secondary earners and this makes it difficult for them to challenge, let alone alter in a radical way, a traditional division of labour that assigns primary responsibility for domestic work to women. Institutional constraints also refers to welfare regimes that operate to a greater or lesser extent on the assumption that husband are breadwinner and wives are house workers and therefore reinforce rather than undermine a gendered and unequal division of domestic work, although, welfare regimes are in the process of changing.

Normative constraints: although there is evidence that gender norms are changing to the extent that fewer people support the idea that men should be the primary breadwinner and women the primary house-workers, there is also evidence which shows that more women than men express non-traditional attitudes and that women continue to undertake most domestic work. That is, the general orientation of assigning domestic work to women is deep rooted within norms and values of every society.
Power inequality within the household: the third possible explanation for the lack of fundamental change in the division of domestic work concerns the distribution of power within a family. Power can be conceptualized in terms of the three analytically different ways of controlling people-physical, economical and normatively. The power of the husband have declined to some extent but still many housewives are subjected to physical violence (i.e., the physical power is in the hands of men). However, the power of the purse is still apparent from the persistence of income inequalities between men and women outside and inside the home, even in highly egalitarian societies such as Sweden (i.e., inequality in economic power). Similarly, the power of cultural norms regarding gender roles and identities and specifically that women’s place is in the home and men’s is in the work place, also show little sign of disappearing completely.
2.1.2 Unpaid voluntary work
Voluntary work may be defined as any activity which involves spending time, unpaid, doing something which aims to benefit someone (individual or groups) other than or in addition to close relatives or to benefit the environment. 
Voluntary work can be of two types:

A. Formal voluntary work: the essence of formal voluntary work is that it is governed by formal rules and procedures, unpaid and involves a “gift” in the sense that if reflects a sense of community. Since it is taken freely, one can effectively chose what, when and how often to do it, and it is therefore the opposite of virtually every kind of other work, especially the more alienating types of paid work. Non-profit humanitarian actions undertaken by various national and international NGOs are examples of formal voluntary work.
B. Informal voluntary work: is similarly unpaid but it potentially involves reciprocity between friends or neighbors and kinship obligation, although reciprocity may also characterize kin exchange and obligation of friendship and neighborhood relations. Consequently, it is sometimes excluded from studies of voluntary work. The “Dabo” labour organization among many societies of Ethiopia could provide a good example of informal voluntary work.

Many surveys found out that, the higher the social class, the greater the participation in formal voluntary work. Moreover, those in paid employment were more likely to undertake voluntary work than the unemployed (there was no difference between the participation rates of women and men) and that since 1991 fewer young and more older people were participating in unpaid volunteering. 

Finch and Groves (1980) have stated that, the gendered character of unpaid voluntary work is also apparent from the tendency for women to be over-represented in unpaid informal care work, largely as a result of the cultural designation of women as carers for whom it is considered natural and which in practical terms means that wives care for husbands, mother for handicapped children and daughters for their elderly parents or disabled siblings. 
Thus, the contribution of women to informal voluntary work, whilst of enormous though under-valued benefits to the social welfare of people and the social fabric of communities, is largely at the cost of women’s paid work careers yet is often excluded from definitions and hence surveys of voluntary work on the ground that it may not be entirely freely given in the sense that there could be an element of reciprocity and may not be freely chosen since it could be a matter of kinship obligation. The disqualification of female dominated caring work in the community from conventional conceptualizations of voluntary work merely reinforces the perception that it is an extension of women’s traditional domestic work role as wives and mothers. 

Recruitment 

It has been indicated that, recruitment to voluntary work in early and late modern societies varied. While collective volunteerism was functional in early stage, reflexive volunteerism is comes to be common in late stage of the modernization of society. The culture of the collective volunteer is rooted in their class, gender, religious and community identities. However, these cultural links are undermined by the process of individualization and globalization, and a new style of reflexive volunteering develops in the late stage of modernization (late modern societies) in which feelings of belonging are increasingly self-selected on the basis of shared interests. Whereas collective volunteerism also tends to be altruistic, organized hierarchically and involves unconditional long-term commitment, reflexive volunteerism tends to be pragmatic, organized democratically and involves conditional short-term commitment.

2.2 Unemployment: Meaning and Measurement
Prior to the advent of industrial capitalism, self-provisioning of an essentially subsistence kind was of primary importance and regular paid work was of secondary importance for the vast majority. Hence, there was no unemployment because there was no norm of work. The revolutionary change inaugurated by industrial capitalism constituted a complete reversal of these priorities in due course, the dominance of wage labour resulted in work becoming synonymous with employment. 

There are major difficulties in comparing changes in the scale of unemployment over time in any one country and between countries. The main reason for both is that nation states frequently alter the way unemployment is measured, often for essentially political motives. However, most governments increasingly measure unemployment using the International Labour Organization (ILO), a specialist UN Agency, definition of unemployment or one that is similar to it which enhances the constancy of cross-national comparisons over time.
ILO’s definition of unemployment

The ILO classifies people as unemployed if they are:

a. Without job

b. Actively seeking employment

c. Available for work

It is entirely logical and fitting that the first society to industrialize on a capitalistic basis, Britain, was the first in which the twin issue of unemployment and underemployment in a time-related sense were raised politically by radicals as early as the 1820’s, and the first to introduce compulsory state insurance against unemployment in 1911. 
All economic theory that informed government policy considered unemployment to be an unavoidable consequence of the business cycle in industrial capitalist era. There were two mass unemployment occurred in 20th century. The first mass unemployment was occurred in the year between 1929 and 1933 known in history as Great Depression. Almost half out of the total labour force in most industrial nations lost their job. 
The crisis of Fordism in 1970’s created another mass unemployment in 1980’s in which one-third of the total labour force got unemployed. 

At the beginning of 20th century Henry Ford combined the organizational innovations of Taylorism, namely the separation of conception from execution and associated task fragmentation and simplification, with the introduction of special or single-purpose machine tools which made standardized and therefore interchangeable parts and arranged production in a continuous flow in the form of moving assembly line derived from meatpacking, is what termed as Fordism.

From the standpoint of the unemployed, the two eras of mass unemployment in the 20th century coincided with the dominance of the view that unemployment was a necessary consequence of a market economy and that the state should not intervene for fear of exacerbating the problem. Thus, we find that during both depressions welfare benefits for the unemployed were cut. 
Social Consequences of Unemployment

From the perspective of the unemployed, the sociological significance of the recent high rates of unemployment in advanced industrial capitalist societies is that, “the economic and social consequences of job loss are much more severe for the individual than in times of full employment”. Given that, research into the impact of unemployment tends to be undertaken when unemployment rates are at their highest, the findings are more likely to reflect the greater hardship experience during such a period. 

The classic study of unemployment by Jahoda et al (1974) was a comprehensive, in-depth account of the social consequences of unemployment for individuals in industrial capitalist societies. In this classic study, Jahoda et al identified the following consequences of unemployment:
The loss of time structure for one’s daily, weekly, monthly and annual routines: The data on time use revealed that for the men, the absence of paid employment meant that their daily lives, indeed weekly, monthly and annual routines, lost the time structure that was hitherto organized around work. Time no longer had any significance beyond the reference points of the physical needs to eat, sleep and get up.
This is indicative of the differential impact of unemployment on men and women, as the material on the use of time demonstrates clearly; for the men, the division of the day has long since lost all meanings. They tended to idle away the time, doing virtually nothing with the vast majority not wearing a watch. In marked contrast, the women, even if they are unemployed, they are extremely busy running the household. In other words their day is filled with domestic work.
The loss of social contact outside one’s immediate household: the loss of employment also involved a decline in social activities due as much to a feeling of resignation as straightened circumstances for example, despite the growth of free time, the unemployed typically attended the library and various social and political organizations less often than before. Thus, the loss of confidence and sense of shame associated with unemployment seemed to contribute to the tendency to withdraw from social interaction outside the home.
The loss of a sense of collective purpose and achievement: related to the loss of a sense of time is the tendency for the majority of the families, including children and adolescents, to respond to unemployment with a feeling of resignation, characterized by the absence of long term plan/vision and general aimlessness
The loss of self-esteem, status and identity: in addition to a markedly reduced standard of living, effectively a dramatic form of downward social mobility characterized by a loss of self-esteem, social status and identity crisis.
Strong financial crisis followed by a decline in standard life: one of the major impacts of the prolonged unemployment is a strong financial shortage that affects all aspect of family life especially, the living of the family below the standard life. This is often characterized by subsisting on meager money that could be obtained through unemployment benefit or debt from relatives or friends.
Loss of health or poor health status: although the initial reaction tend to be one of shock, even panic about the prospect of debt, it is followed by optimism as reflected in the numerous job applications sent in the first few months of unemployment. However, failure to get a job and the inexorable deterioration in economic circumstances as any savings ran out, clothing and household items wore out and unemployment benefits are ‘superseded by emergency relief’, optimism turns to pessimism. Eventually any lingering resilience tends to fade and apathy becomes the norm, the whole process will leads to loss of health or poor health status
Deteriorated relation with family members specially wife: the problem of marital discord can also be mentioned in the context of the general deterioration of personal relationships with family members particularly wife, as hope of employment faded. At best, minor quarrels increased in frequency and at worst difficulties become more acute. Divorced or disorganized family characterized household of individuals with prolonged unemployment 
This pioneering study by Jahoda et al (1974) on mass unemployment has had a major influence on the sociological perspective of unemployment:
First, it revealed that in addition to the manifest function of providing on income vital for economic survival, work as employment in modern societies performs a range of latent functions and that, as a consequence, unemployment involves a number of other unintended yet important losses.
The thesis is that, the loss of full-time employment involves not just economic hardship, but a range of social and psychological costs that have major implications for a person’s well-being ranging from an increasing sense of purposelessness to social isolation, including a marked deterioration in physical and mental health and family conflict. Contemporary reviews of research on the economic, social and psychological consequences of unemployment have confirmed that, notwithstanding the growth of the welfare state, prolonged unemployment involves a wide range of interrelated negative consequences. In short, the multiplicity of “losses” associated with unemployment suggests that work in the form of employment is still the main way that individuals connect to the wider society. Unemployment therefore, has the potential to threaten not just one’s economic survival but also one’s identity, even one’s life.
Second, studies on the consequence of unemployment showed that there was a clear gender dimension to the social impact of prolonged unemployment with unemployed women being far less affected by the loss of the time structure provided by full-time employment than men. In large part, this particular social consequence is predicated on the relatively traditional division of household tasks, which provided an alternative time structure to the day, namely that domestic chores is considered the wife’s responsibility. Contemporary unemployment research has broadly confirmed this pattern in that traditional gender roles tend to prevail where the husband and wife are both unemployed, although some small changes are apparent when the wife is employed full-time and the husband is unemployed.  
Third, reaction to long-term unemployment typically followed a pattern that short stars with shock, followed by optimism and pessimism and ended in total apathy.
2.3 Underemployment: meaning and measurement
Underemployment may be manifests in three forms namely: 
a. Involuntary, time-related underemployment which is the most visible type of underemployment.

b. Education or skill-related underemployment in which someone is employed below his or her education or skill level

c. Low pay or income-related underemployment involving work which is considered to be at a poverty level. 

Of these forms of underemployment, only the first will be discussed here, on the grounds that this type of underemployment is easier to quantify, and most visible to discuss. In contrast to time-related underemployment, there is no emergent standard definition of education-related or pay-related underemployment, which suggests that they are particularly difficult to measure.
The ILO defines time-related underemployment as people of working age who were ‘willing to work additional hours, meaning that they wanted another job in addition to their current jobs (s), wanted another job with more hours instead of their current job (s) or want to increase the total number of hours worked in their current jobs (s). 
Employment situations that differ from permanent full-time employment such as part-time work, informal work, self-employment and temporary employment are good examples of time-related underemployment in industrial capitalist era. These types of work are referred to as contingent work, non-standard work or flexible work. They often overlap; hence it is difficult to obtain an accurate measure of the extent of non-standard work. Time-related underemployment is therefore just one form of non-standard work in that it refers to a partial lack of paid work, as opposed to a total lack of paid work or unemployment, and it is the opposite of over-employment, that is, those who want to work fewer hours which could also be considered a form of inadequate employment.
Part-time employment, along with other forms of non-standard wok, expanded following the demise of Fordism to the point where by 1998 it constituted between one-fifth and one-third of the employed labour force in many advanced capitalist counties. For example, according to Beck (2000), in the UK it has been estimated that by the 1990s nearly 40 % of the labour force were engaged in non-standard work, most of it in the form of part-time work of which 85% was done by women. At about the same period, non-standard forms of work in the United States amounting to just 30% with part-time work at around 17%. 
The social profile of the underemployed is the opposite of that of the over-employed, that is to say, the young, low-skilled/educated and low-paid were most likely to be underemployed whereas the older workers, highly-skilled/educated and high-paid were most likely to be over-employed. In addition to these age and class characteristics of the underemployed and over-employed, there is also a clear gender dimension in the pattern of time-related underemployment. A higher proportion of women than men tend to engage in part-time work because they cannot find a full time job. Even among women, married women engaged more in non-standard work as compared to non-married women.
According to Crompton and Harris (1998), McRae (2003b) and Hakim (1996) it is measured that time-related underemployment and other form of non-standard works seem to be expanding and therefore affects a far large number of people than unemployment. Women, the young, less educated/skilled and the working class are over-represented among the underemployed although there are national variations particularly in relation to women and part-time work.
Social consequences of underemployment
The social consequences of underemployment may share many social consequences of unemployment. These may include the following:
Economic hardship: one of the main social consequence of part-time work and other forms of underemployment is that it results in economic hardship unless there is recourse to additional income transfers within the family or Welfare State entitlements. This is because part-time work is notoriously low-skilled, low paid, and with limited fringe benefits. It is also concentrated in the service sector where it is female-dominated and provides employers with flexibility.
Low social status: one of the most recent and systematic empirical studies of underemployment has suggested that time-related underemployment is a form of disguised unemployment since it involves employment situations which fall somewhere between full-time employment and zero employment, yet it is found out that underemployment had similar psychosocial costs as unemployment. These psychosocial consequences include low self-esteem, low social status and increased depression. 
Few or zero employee benefits: as Harrison (2000) stated, the devolution of national welfare into workfare is expected to greatly worsen the relative income position of the poorest citizens in many industrial capitalist countries. This shows that whilst the proportion of voluntary part-time workers without heath insurance has declined between 1983 and 1998, during the same period an increasing number of involuntary part-time workers have no health insurance. For Harrison, the decline in the proportion of the nations labour force who are not entitle to employee benefits is truly a dark side of flexible production and seems to be particularly widespread among network firms. In addition to health insurance, underemployed are not entitled to such job fringes as pension, maternal leave, medical allowance, sick leave and sabbatical leave.
Poor health condition: in the same way that unemployment has been linked to negative health consequences such as mental illness, time-related underemployment and other forms of underemployment have comparable health consequences both quantitatively and qualitatively.

Low training and promotion opportunities: few training opportunities and limited promotion prospects shows the major social consequence of female dominated time-related underemployment namely, part-time work is economic deprivation, notwithstanding the growth multiple job holding among part-timers.

Stigmatization: the similarity between the social consequence of unemployment and underemployment is also extends to the stigmatization of part-time work irrespective of whether or not it is voluntary or involuntary.  

High crime rates: similar to social consequences of unemployment, many studies indicate that a high proportion of young and adult (male) employment is characterized by low hours and/or low pay which lead high rates of young and adult property crime.  The findings of these studies are not only consistent with the theory that one of the social consequences of unemployment for those of a certain age and sex is crime, but suggests that other types of economic marginality are also linked to crime namely, time and pay-related underemployment.
It would seem that the available empirical evidence suggests that the social consequences of time-related underemployment are comparable to those of unemployment in terms of economic hardship (low income), reduced social status, low self-esteem, crime related problems and poor health and that consequently the part-time worker is more on a par with the zero employed than the fully employed. 
SECTION THREE

WORK ORGANIZATION
4.1 Introduction

In the preceding chapters we have examined about the meaning of work, the nature of work (both in pre-industrial societies and industrial societies), various form of work, unemployment and underemployment. All these themes of work would seem less important unless it related to where work is getting structured or getting done. The structuring of work in the form of administrative institutions is the dominant and currently prevailing aspect of work pattering in industrial capitalist societies.
4.2 Nature and Definition of Work Organization

The concept of ‘organization’, used in a general sense, is fundamental to sociological analysis. A basic insight of the discipline is that life is socially organized in various ways; it displays certain patterns and exhibits regularities. Indeed the occupational aspect of working life and the social division of labour are as much a part of this general social organization. It therefore, needs to be made clear that in the ensuing discussion the terms ‘organization’ and ‘organizations’ are being used to refer to just one aspect of the wider social organization of society. Reference is to institutions which have been deliberately set up at some historically distinguishable point in time to carry out certain tasks and which, to do this; make use of various administrative or bureaucratic techniques. Organizations thus include banks, firms, hospitals, prisons, universities, schools, courts, ministries and the like.
What ultimately distinguishes formal work organizations, however ramshackle they may become and however diverse and confused many be the interests and concerns of their members, is some initially inspiring purposes. Important in this is the existence, at least in the organization’s early history, of some kind of relatively explicit charter or program of action. Organizations are pieces of human social structure which are much more deliberately or consciously designed than are any of the other forms of human associations. And the increasing commonness in modern history of organizations is to be understood as part of wider trend of increasing rationalization which underlies the development of industrial capitalism: the process identified by Max Weber whereby deliberately calculated means are adopted in the pursuit of consciously selected ends.
Organizations are being portrayed, then, as specifically purposive and characteristically rational constructs. But this is a characterization which can be accepted only if two massive qualifications accompany it:

· The tendency within social life towards human conflict and, related to this,
· The tendency towards structural contradictions and unintended consequences.

Social structures reflect the institutionalizing by dominant social groups of the advantages which they have with regard to scarce and valued resources. The stability of social structures-seem as a ‘pattern of advantage’ in this way-is constantly threatened by social conflict, where less advantaged groups and individuals resist or challenge the current order. This occurs in formal organizations as much as in society as a whole as does the second tendency, that towards structural contradiction. In this, the institutionalized means chosen to achieve certain purposes tends to develop unintended consequences which may undermine the achievement of the ends for which they were designed. This tendency is central to the functioning of work organizations.
The fact that, relatively, organizations are more purposively conceived than other social forms has led to a degree of emphasis on their ‘rationality’ which has seriously exaggerated the extent to which, in practice, they operates as machines or systems efficiently pursuing specific purposes. Such an exaggeration has permeated business and management thinking but has also been present in much organizational sociology. This is revealed by the tendency of many writers on organizations to define formal organizations in terms of organizational goals. A leading textbook on organizational behavior, for example, defines organizations as ‘social arrangements for the controlled performance of collective goals’ (Huczynski and Buchanan, 1990).
The danger in focusing on goals in this way is that attention is drawn away from the sociological fact that organizations, in practice and despite any clarity of purpose of those in charge of them, involve a wide range of people who have a range of different goals or purposes. As well as the co-operation which must occur for an organization to survive, there will be considerable differences and conflicts of interest. What common purpose there is in the typical modern work organization is as likely to be the outcome of the power behavior of those in charge and of compromises reached between differing interest groups as it is of any consensual recognition of ‘neutral’ or collective organizational goal.
A definition of organizations is required which recognizes the existence of a multiplicity of interests and of a power structure in the typical organization whilst nevertheless accepting that organizations are essentially purposive or task-oriented.
                                     Definition of Work Organization

Organization refers to the social and technical arrangements in which a number of people come or are brought together in a relationship where the actions of some are directed by others towards the achievement of certain tasks.

This definition encourages a view of the organization less as a pre-given structure into which people are ‘slotted’ and more as an ongoing and ever-changing coalition of people with quite different and often conflicting interests and purposes who are willing, within rather closely defined limits, to carry out tasks which help to meet the requirements of those in charge. The organization involves both ‘formal’ and ‘informal’ activities and these are represented as the intimately interrelated official control structure and the unofficial aspects of structure. This covers the range of micro-political activities, the fixes and fiddles and the arrangements such as trade union and professional groupings, which emerge against the grain of the official structure. These two elements of organization structure are best seen only as conceptually or analytically distinct aspects of what is really one general organizational structure. The two are dialectically related in that they are influenced by each other and in that activities in one encourage activities in the other. For example, a payment system devised by officials to increase output may invite unofficial strategies among workgroups who choose to resist pressure to speed up their work. At the same time, however, it may also lead to some redesign of the official structure in the form of, say, the following:
· Changes in the supervisory arrangements
· New arrangements to maintain and improve levels of quality

· The introduction of a plant employee relations officer.

4.2 Modern Work Organization: basic designs and principles

Although to understand organizations sociologically we need to see them as involving both formal and informal practices, the heart of any work organization will be the official control apparatus which is designed and continuously redesigned by those ‘managing’ the enterprise. Any modern work organizations in industrial capitalist societies are based on the following basic deigns and principles:
4.2.1 Bureaucratic designs and principles of work organization

The most basic set of principles which underlies the formal aspect of organizational design in the industrial capitalist era are those of Bureaucracy. 

The main design principles of modern formal work organizations-central to which is a hierarchical structure of authority in which specialized office holders fulfill specified responsibilities according to codified rules and procedures, a design know as Bureaucracy. 
As it was discussed in the earlier chapter, the bureaucratization of work has to be seen as part of a wider set of historical processes in western industrial capitalist societies whereby more and more aspects of life were being subjected to more instrumental or calculative styles of thinking. This rationalization process involved the rapid development of scientific and technological thinking and, with regard to work organization, it was increasingly felt that by carefully calculating the most appropriate way of achieving tasks and then basing on this formalized roles, procedures and arrangements within which people would be rewarded only in terms of their contribution to officially-set tasks, the efforts of large numbers of people could be co-coordinated and controlled and large and complex jobs done. 
The appeal of bureaucracy was twofold:

1. Fairness in the distribution of posts and rewards, particularly in the sphere of public administration. By following of procedural neutrality and impartiality, the old evils of favoritism, nepotism and capriciousness would be removed. 

2. Efficiency was an associated appeal, both in state administration and in industrial enterprises. Great promise was seen in terms of output and quality if large organizations could be administered on the basis of clear procedures, expertise and coordination.
To help analyze the process of bureaucratization, which he saw as central to modern societies, Weber in Wirtschaft and Gesellschaft, published after his death in 1921, presents a model of what a bureaucracy would look like if it existed in a pure form. In doing this he used the device of the ideal type. Weber’s ideal type of bureaucracy is often taken to be the conceptual starting point in organization theory and much of the effort expended by sociologists and other social sciences to understand organizations has been an attempt to refine or take issue with what Weber was taken to be implying in its use.

In ideal type form (in an imagined pure case of the phenomenon,) bureaucracy has the following features:
1. A hierarchy of offices whose functions are clearly specified and hold on the basis of qualification 
2. There is the principle of fixed and official jurisdiction areas, which are generally ordered by rules, that is, by laws or administrative regulations
3. Officials appointed on a contractual basis after being selected because of their specific expertise. Recruitment of employee is impartial i.e., no personal consideration or favorism. 
4. Officials’ posts constituting their sole employment or career and officials rewarded by money salary paid according to their position in the hierarchy.

5. Officials promoted up the hierarchy at the discretion (careful judgment) of their hierarchical ‘superiors’
6. Saving of files and employee’s profile on a written basis for long time.
Weber was concerned to contrast characteristically modern forms of administration (which he saw based on a legal-rational form of authority in which orders are obeyed because they are seen to be in accord with generally acceptable rules of laws) with earlier forms (based on traditional or charismatic authority).
4.2.2 Classical Administrative designs and  Principles
Largely drawing on their own experiences and reflections, writers such as Fayol (1916), Mooney and Riley (1931) and Gulick and Urwick (1937) attempted to establish universally applicable principles upon which organizational and management structures should be based. Fayol can be seen as the main inspirer of this approach. 

 Classical administrative principles refers to the universally applicable rules of organizational design widely taught and applied, especially in the first half of the twentieth century. 

The basic arguments of classical administrative designs and principles can be summarized in to the following three major themes:
1. There should always be a ‘unity of common’ whereby no employee should have to take orders from more than one superior

2. There should be a ‘unity of direction’ whereby there should be one head and one plan for a group of activities having the same objectives

3. There should be regular efforts to maintain the harmony and unity of the enterprise through the encouragement of an esprit de corps
The advocates of principles like these for the designers and managers of work enterprises vary in their sophistication and in the extent to which they see their principles as relevant to all conditions. However, there is a pervasive underlying principle of there always being a ‘one best way’. This can be seen in the suggestion that there should always be a differentiating of ‘line’ and ‘staff’ departments (those directly concerned with producing the main output of the organization and those who support this process) and in the various attempts to fix a correct ‘span of control’ (the number of subordinates any superior can effectively supervise). This kind of Universalist prescribing is of importance because it has influenced a great deal of twentieth-century organizational design. Yet, more recent research and practice has shown the limits of such a search for Universal rules which can be applied to all organizational circumstances. 
4.4 Organizations, meaning and culture
An important strand in sociological analysis of work organization is that, instead of looking organizational structures as systems, puts the emphasis on the socially significant actions of individuals and groups and upon the patterns of interaction between people. Especially influential in arguing for this type of approach in the sociology of organizations has been Silverman (1970, 1994) and the basic insight drawn upon is that which conceives of social arrangements-be they societies, organizations or groups-not as pre-given structures into which people are slotted but as the outcome of the interactive patterns of human activity. Organizations are often experienced as if they are ‘things’ which exist outside and prior to human activity but what are really being experienced are institutional processes. And the human actor is always implicated in those processes rather than existing merely as a passive object upon which the process works. 
Organizational Culture

The system of meanings which are shared by members of an organization and which defines what is good and bad, right and wrong and what are the appropriate ways for the members of the organization to think and behave. 

The organization can be seen as being continually negotiated and renegotiated by the inter-subjective relating of its members to each other. According to this ethno-methodological position, the social scientist has to be careful about confusing topic and resource. What have to be studied are the human processes whereby organizational meanings are created rather than organizations as solid entities. Thus, for example, organizational rules or procedures are not simply followed by people because ‘the organization’ requires it. Rather, people more or less comply with a greater or lesser degree of willingness, obey. But they typically do this in a way which, as far as possible, suits their own current purposes or projects. 
Consequently, organizations take the shape they do because people draw from the culture around them value-based notions of how things should be organized. Thus, human culture and value-orientated interpretations are more significant factors in shaping organizations than either contingencies like size or technology or pressure from the organization’s ecological (or resource dependent) context. 
The meanings and expectations which prevail in any given organizational setting are partly imposed upon organizational members by those holding power and are partly negotiated between the variety of parties involved in that situation. Those with power, and especially the organization’s management, attempt to create definitions of situations among the employees which make the prevailing pattern of power, and distribution of scarce and valued resource, acceptable. In Weber’s terms, power is made legitimate and thus, converted to ‘authority’. On the other hand, meanings of organization partly developed as the result of effective negotiations between managers and employees. The most effective or ‘excellent’ organizations are those which have strong culture-patterns of meaning which enable employees to make their own lives significant through working towards the purposes of their employers. 
SECTION FOUR

ORGANIZATIONAL THEORIES
Work and how it is organized and experienced is central to the traditional concerns of sociology-a discipline which developed to provide a critical understanding of the industrial capitalist society. In spite of this, there has never emerged a single integrated organizational theory in sociology of work, industry and organization. This, in part, reflects the fact that the sociological discipline itself contains a variety of different theoretical traditions to explain work organization. But it also reflects the fact that sociologists interested in work have tended to specialize and to concentrate on such separate areas as work organizations, occupations, employment relations or work behavior and attitudes. Thus, it appears that there is no single sociological theory that adequately addresses issues of work organization. In this chapter attempts will be made to discuss various organizational theories systematically. 
4.1 Managerial-psychological strand

As the name implies this strand emphasize the managerial and psychological aspects of work organization. Scientific management and democratic humanism theories fall under this strand. Although the two are diametrically opposed in underlying sentiment and assumptions about human nature, they both represent a style of thinking about work which is highly individualistic and which is concerned to prescribe to managers how they should relate to their employees and should organize worker’s jobs. They both concentrate on questions of ‘human nature’ and as a consequence of this, tend not to recognize the cultural dimension of social life and the range of possibilities of work organization and orientation implied by this. 
4.1.1 Scientific Management 

The leading advocate and systematizer of what he named scientific management (and others frequently call ‘Taylorism’) was F.W.Taylor (1856-1915), a US engineer and consultant. Taylor leader of the movement which has given the world work-study, piece-rate schemes, and time and motion study has to be sent in historical context.

The increasingly rationalized division of tasks and the mechanization of work reached a point at the beginning of the twentieth century where the need to co-ordinate human work efforts not surprisingly invited the attentions of men interested in applying scientific and engineering criteria to the human sphere as they had to the mechanical. Taylorism sees the worker basically as an economic animal, a self-seeking non-social individual who prefers managers to do their job-related thinking for them. Given this, the management simply has to work out the most efficient way of organizing work and then tie the monetary rewards of the work to the level of output achieved by the individual. This would produce results which would benefit employer and employee alike, removing the likelihood of conflict and the need for trade unions.  

Scientific management involves the following approaches:

· The use of scientific analysis by management to work out the most efficient way of organizing work.
·  The design of technical division of labour through advanced task/job fragmentation
· The separation of the planning of work from its execution

· The reduction of skill necessities and job-learning times to a minimum

· The minimizing of material-handling by operators and the separation of indirect or preparatory tasks from direct or productive tasks

· The use of such devices as time-motion and monitoring systems to co-ordinate these fragmented tasks
· The use of incentive payment systems both to stabilize and to intensify worker effort

· The conduct of manager-worker relationship at ‘arm’s-length’-following a ‘minimum interaction model’.
Taylor’s successors within scientific management soon modified his refusal to accept a place for organized labour (the carrying out of tasks together) in the workplace but the approach has always retained its individualistic emphasis. A systematic research carried out by Davis and Hoffman (1950’s), Davis and Taylor (1970’s) and Breverman (1974) all stressed the association between Taylorism and the logic of capitalist work organization. There writers attempted to show the applicability of Taylorism. 
According Taylor’s successors, job design practices in work organization of capitalist  continued to be dominated by a concern to minimize the unit of production time in order to minimize the cost of production. Job design criteria included skill specialization, minimal skill requirements, minimum training times, maximum repetition and the general limiting of both the number of tasks in a job and the variation within those tasks and jobs.
The psychologistic assumptions of scientific management are best illustrated by reference to Taylor’s concept of ‘soldiering’ as described in The Principles of Scientific Management written in 1911. Soldiering in Taylor’s sense is ‘the natural instinct and tendency of men to take it easy’. When this is combined with people’s economic interests and the failure of managers to design, allocate and reward work on a scientific basis, it leads employees to get together and rationally conspire to hold production down. They do this to maximize their reward without tempting the incompetent management to come back and tighten the rate (which only needs tightening because it was originally guessed at and not fixed scientifically). This is explained by Taylor as ‘systematic soldiering’ and is an inefficient evil.

Criticisms

· Scientific management theory’s view about human nature is highly criticized for it reduced human being to the working machine (tools). Critiques argue that human beings are not economic animal for money is not the only factor that motivates employees.

· Scientific management preclude a wider social and cultural considerations of the work organization that may be even so crucial than money to bring about employees motivation
4.1.2 Democratic Humanism

The prescriptions offered to managers by democratic humanist writers and researchers are very much in conflict with those of scientific management. It is suggested that organizational efficiency can be achieved through ‘participative’ approaches, which may take the following forms:

A. Subordinates becoming involved in setting their own objectives

B. The ‘enriching’ of jobs by reducing the extent of their supervision and monitoring

C. The development of more open and authentic colleague relationships

These represent the sort of ideas which have become popular with more ‘enlightened’ mangers since the writings, manuals and training films of a group of American Psychologists and management consultants encouraging such an approach began to have an influence in the 1960s. It is the opposite of scientific management but in some ways it is a mirror image of it. It bases its approach to human work behavior on a theory of human nature and one of the popular early writers of this school made quite clear the equivalence of the two opposing propositions by labeling them as Theory X and Theory Y. 
McGregor (1960) characterized the scientific management approach adopted by unenlightened managers as based on Theory X. This sees human beings as naturally disliking work and therefore avoiding it if they can. People prefer to avoid responsibility and like to be given direction. They have limited ambitions and see security as a priority. The manager therefore controls and coerces people towards the meeting of organizational objectives. The effect of this is to encourage the very behavior which managers wish to avoid; the employee’s passive acceptance of the situation may be encouraged, leading to a lack of initiative and creativity on their parts or their resentment may be fuelled and hence their aggression and lack of co-operation.
On the other hand Theory Y, which McGregor advocated and which social science research was said to support, states that people are not like what are mentioned above but would generally prefer to exercise self-control and self-discipline at work. He believed this would occur if employees were allowed to contribute creatively to organizational problems in a way which enabled them to meet their need for self-actualization.
The notion of a self-actualization need within all human beings is taken from the work of the US humanistic Psychologist Abraham Maslow (1954) whose starting point was the belief that scientific investigation of human behavior should be oriented towards releasing in people the various potential which they possess. The basic scheme which has been taken from Maslow and used by numerous ‘enlightened’ management writers and teachers is the ‘hierarchy of needs’ model. This suggests that there are five sets of genetic or instinctive needs which people possess and that as one satisfies most of the needs at one level moves up to seek satisfaction of the needs at the next level.

· At the first level are physiological needs such as food, drink, and sex

· At the second level are safety needs which motivate people to avoid danger

· At the third level are what Maslow calls love needs. These include needs to be belong and to affiliate with others in both a giving and a receiving sense

· At the fourth level are esteem needs which cover prestige, status and appreciation from external sources as well as internal feelings of confidence, achievement, strength, adequacy and independence

· At the fifth level is the need for self-actualization, which is the desire to realize one’s ultimate potential. Self actualization is to become more and more what one is to become everything that one is capable of becoming
Maslow’s model is frequently used as a stick with which to beat traditional managerial approaches, these being seen as failing to obtain employee co-operation because they do not provide the intrinsically and naturally sought rewards which employees ‘need’ once they have satisfied their basic low-level requirements. An influential example of such thinking is Herzberg’s ‘Motivation-Hygiene’ or two-factor theory of work motivation (1966) which was originally based on a study of engineers and accountants who were asked to describe events in their working lives which made them feel good or made them feel bad. Herzberg suggested that the factors which made them feel good when they were present were different from those which made them feel bad when they were absent. Herzberg went on to differentiate between the following factors:

· Contextual or ‘hygiene’ factors like salary, status, security, working conditions, supervision and company policy which can lead to dissatisfaction if ‘wrong’ but which do not lead to satisfaction if ‘right’

· Content or ‘motivation’ factors such as achievement, advancement, recognition, growth, responsibility and ‘the work itself’. These have to be present, in addition to the contextual or ‘hygiene’ factors, before satisfactions can be produced and people motivated to perform well
These ‘motivators’ clearly relate to Maslow’s ‘higher level needs’ whilst the hygiene factors only satisfy the ‘lower level’ ones. Managers are therefore encouraged to see that getting ‘right’ such matters as wages, supervision and working conditions would produce little by way of positive motivation. Instead, the ‘motivators’ have to be built into the way jobs are designed. Jobs should be enlarged and managerial controls over how they are performed reduced. Workers themselves would set targets, plan the work and, as far as possible, choose the working methods to be used. This represents a complete reversal of the job design principles advocated by scientific management.
Criticism

At first it might appear that those interested in scientifically investigating work behavior have a fairly simple task: to test these two propositions about work and human needs to find the validity of either scientific management’s Theory X or the democratic humanists’ ‘Theory Y’. Such an attempt would involve reductionism and psychologism in its belief that understanding work behavior is a matter of reaching a correct understanding of human nature-a set of principles about people which would apply to all human beings in all circumstances. In so far, as there is such a thing as human nature it is much more complex than this and leads people to act very differently in different circumstances. To a much greater extent than other animals, humans are what make of themselves. Thus, our socially or culturally defined nature is far more important than any universal ‘human’ or species nature; we have socially-mediated wants rather than built-in needs.
4.2 Durkheim-systems strand

In contrast to the psychologism of the first strand of thinking, we see a turning away in the second strand from an emphasis on human individuals and the ‘needs’ which they are said to share. Instead we see an emphasis on the social system of which individuals are a part. The social system may be that of the society as a whole or alternative, it may be that of the work organization or even a sub-unit of the organization. The key, and essentially sociological, idea is concentrating on the patterns of relationships which exist between people rather than on the people as such. This emphasis was at the heart of the work of one of the most important founders of sociology, Emile Durkheim, and it provides the theoretical underpinning of the first recognizable ‘school’ of industrial sociology, that of human relations. More recently it has inspired systems approaches both to industrial relations thinking and to the sociology of organizations. 
Emile Durkheim (1858-1917) is often described as the sociologist par excellence. His position as the first sociologist to hold a university professorship meant that there was considerable pressure on him to establish the distinctiveness of the new discipline.

On a methodological level he was opposed to psychological reductionism, showing that even a highly individual act like suicide has to be understood in terms of the extent of the individual’s integration into a community or group rather than by simple reference to the individual’s mental state. To study social life one had to isolate and examine ‘social currents’ and ‘social facts’. These are to be seen as things and as existing external to individuals, exerting constraint over them. Values, customs, norms, obligations and suchlike are to be considered in this way. 
Perhaps most influential in taking Durkheim towards an over-emphasis on the structural side of the agency-structure relationship was his morally inspired reaction to the disintegrating effects of the egoism and self-interest which he saw developing in the European societies of his time. He saw the organic solidarity so necessary for a health society being threatened by laissez-faire economics and a utilitarian philosophy which encouraged an egoism strongly contrasting with the healthy individualism which could exist in an industrialized society. A ‘healthy’ individualism could exist as long as that society provided regulation, directing principles or norms. Without this we have the pathology of anomie. Anomie is a form of breakdown in which the norms which would otherwise prevail in a given situation cease to operate. Human relations theory and systems thinking of organizational analysis are based on this Durkheim’s underpinning of social structure. 
4.2.1 Human Relations

Durkheim’s analysis of anomie and his concern about social solidarity and integration was a strong influence on the work of Elton Mayo (1880-1949) who has come to be seen as the leading spokesman of the human relations ‘school’ of industrial sociology. Whereas Durkheim’s sympathies were not with the ruling or managerial interest of capitalist society, Mayo’s was. In place of Durkheim’s seeking of social integration through moral communities based on occupations, Mayo put the industrial workgroup and the employing enterprises, with the industrial managers having responsibility for seeing that group affiliations and social sentiments were fostered in a creative way. Like Taylor, Mayo was anxious to develop an effective and scientifically informed managerial elite. If managements could ensure that employees’ social needs were met at work by giving them the satisfaction of working together, by making them feel important in the organization and by showing an interest in their personal problems, then both social breakdown and industrial conflict could be headed off. Managerial skills and good communications were the antidotes to the potential pathologies of an urban industrial civilization.
The context of the contribution of the human relations group was the problem of controlling the increasingly large-scale enterprises of the post-war period and the problem of legitimating this control in a time of growing trade union challenge. The faith of the scientific management experts in a solution which involved the achieving of optimum working conditions, the ‘right’ method and an appropriate incentive scheme proved to be blind. Practical experience and psychological research alike were indicating the need to pay attention to other variables in work behavior. Here we see the importance of the Hawthorne experiments. 
The Hawthorne investigation had been started in Chicago by Engineers of the Western Electric Company’s Hawthorne plant. They had investigated the effects of workshop illumination on output and had found that as their investigations proceeded output improved in the groups investigated, regardless of what was done to the lighting. 
In 1927 the Department of Industrial Research of Harvard University, a group to which Mayo had been recruited, was called in. Their enquiry started in the Relay Assembly Test Room where over a five-years period a wide range of changes were made in the working conditions of a specially segregated group of six women whose job was to assemble telephone relays. Changes involving incentive schemes, rest pauses, hours of work and refreshments were made but it was found that whatever changes were made-including return to original conditions-output rose. The explanation which was later to emerge has been labeled as ‘The Hawthorne Effect’. It was inferred that the close interest shown in the workers by investigators, the effective pattern of communication which developed and the emerging high social cohesion within the group brought together the needs of the group for rewarding interaction and co-operation with the output needs of the management. 
Linking the Hawthorne Effect with the systems thinking, the human relation school theorists made two fundamental arguments:

1. The suggestion that workers’ behavior can be attributed to their ‘sentiments’ rather than to their reason. Apparently rational behavior, like Taylor’s ‘systematic soldiering’, could be better understood as deriving from irrational fears, status anxieties and the instinctive need to the individual to be loyal to his or her immediate social group. The problems did not arise from economic and rationally perceived conflicts of interest and were therefore not open to solution through scientific’ management

2. An emphasis on the notion of system, this conveniently according with the holistic tendencies of Durkheim. Here we have the organic analogy with its stress on integration and the necessary interdependences of the parts and the whole. Only by the integration of the individual into the (management-led) plant community could systemic integration be maintained and the potential pathologies of the industrial society avoided
Criticism

Human relations industrial sociology has been widely criticized for its managerial bias, its failure to recognize the rationality of employee behavior and its denial of underlying economic conflicts of interest within the work organization.

4.2.2 Systems thinking of organizational analysis
Durkheim’s message to sociologists was that they should look beyond the individuals who compose society to the level of the underlying patterns of social activity. The institutions, which are part of this pattern, are to be studied not only to locate their ‘genesis’ but to understand their ‘functioning’-that is, the contribution of the parts of the society to the continuation and survival of the whole.

Systems thinking defined:

Social entities such as societies or organizations can be viewed as if they are self-regulating bodies exchanging energy and matter with their environment in order to survive.
The idea of looking at society itself or at industrial organizations as social systems (and, later, as socio-technical systems) is rooted in the old organic analogy which views society as a living organism constantly seeking stability within its environment and has come down into contemporary sociology through the work of Durkheim, Pareto and various anthropologists working in the Durkheimian tradition. Perhaps the most influential single sociologist of the twentieth century, Talcott Parsons (1902-1979), is much taken up with biological analogies and was a member of Henderson’s Harvard ‘Pareto Circle’ along with Elton Mayo. His influence has been enormous, establishing an intellectual ambience in which a considerable proportion of existing contributions to industrial and organizational sociology have been fashioned.

The greatest impact of systems thinking in the sociology of work, industry and organization had undoubtedly been on the study of work organizations. Between the mid-1950s and about 1970 the view of the formal organization as an open system function within its ‘environment’ virtually became an orthodoxy shared by various different schools of organization theory. 
The systems approach, essentially, amounts to the replacement of the classical managerial metaphor which sees the organization as a rationally conceived machine constructed to meet efficiently the goals of its designers with the metaphor of the organization as a living organism constantly adapting in order to survive in a potentially threatening environment. 

The basic view of systems thinking of organizational analysis can be summarized into the following two basic arguments:

First, organizations are much more than the official structures set up by their initiators. They are, rather, patterns of relationships which constantly have to adapt to enable the organization to continue. An industrial relations system composed of the following:
· Groups of actors (managerial, worker and outside, especially government, agencies)

· A context or ecology

· An ideology (set of ideas and beliefs commonly held by the actors involved) which bind the system together

· A body of rules which govern the behavior of the various actors

Second, they stress the importance of close interrelationships between the different parts, or ‘subsystems’, of the organization. The tendency for change in one part of a system to have implications for other parts of it is strongly emphasized.
Criticism

The greatest weakness of systems thinking of organizational analysis, as seen by later sociologists, is the tendency to overemphasize integration and consensus both within societies and within work organizations at the expense of attention to underlying conflicts and fundamental differences of interest. 

4.3 Marxian Strand
Since its first appearance on the intellectual and political scene, Marxist and Marxian thought has influenced the development of sociology (Marxist to mean after Marxism and Marxian to mean after Marx). Marx and Engels created one of the most influential theories of social life ever made available to those trying to make some systematic sense of the modern industrializing world. Their influence in contemporary sociology can be understood as part of a reaction to an earlier tendency of much academic sociology to be consensus-oriented, to be non-critical at best and justifying the status quo at worst and also to its tendency to restrict its attention to the ‘social’ at the expense of the economic and political. 
Marx was highly critical of capitalism and he did a detail analysis on how the capitalist economy works. It is very difficult to discuss Marx’s analysis of capitalist economy in detail within a limited time allocated for this course. Below Marx’s Capitalist labour process and alienation will be briefly discussed.

4.3.1 Capitalist Labour Process
Underlying the idea of Karl Marx (1818-1883) and Friedrich Engles (1820-1895) is an assumption about the nature of human beings. This is the assumption that human beings achieve the fullness of their humanity through their labour. It is through labour-an essentially social process-that the human world is created. This is the basis of Marx’s ‘materialism’. 
For Marx our species being and our human nature are intimately related to labour. According to Marx, labour is the source of human social development. It is the creator of use value (the objects/products people need) a necessary condition, independent of all forms of society, for the existence of the human race
However, the conditions under which the labour is performed make a crucial difference to the extent to which the human being is fulfilled. Under capitalism the workers are forced into an unequal relationship with the owner of capital, to whom they sell their labour power. The relationship is unequal, since the owner of capital always has sufficient means of subsistence whether production goes ahead or not, whilst wage workers are dependent on work being available to them. Furthermore, the employer requires workers to do more work than the workers themselves would need to do to meet their own needs; that is, the capitalist extracts the surplus value and in this way exploits the workers. Work within a capitalist context does not allow the workers the creative fulfillment which labour could potentially give them. Since the workers do not use tools and materials which are their own and since they neither own nor control the products of their labour any more than they have control over the methods which they apply in their work, they cannot achieved their potential self-realization. 
Marx sets the above ideas in a historical model of the way in which one form of society develops to a point where it is superseded by another (for example, feudalism is transcended by capitalism which, in turn, is transcended by socialism). These ideas are also set in a structural model of capitalist society-or, more accurately, a capitalist mode of production. 

According to Marx it is the nature of the economic base which characterizes a society. The way in which production is organized and the social relations accompanying that organization are the more decisive factors-ideas, culture, law and politics being secondary. This is what Marx refers to as the capitalist mode of production. 

 

     SUPERSTRUCTURE                         Ideology, religious, legal, 
                                                           Political and cultural institutions


BASE or 

SUBSTRUCTURE
                              Interdependent but in conflict (in CONTRADICTION)
                   Marx’s Capitalist Mode of Production (Source: Watson, 1995)
Marx’s explanation about capitalist labour process is based on dialectic philosophy. Dialecticism is a philosophical thought which believe that contradictions exist in reality and that the most appropriate way is to study the development of those contradictions. Dialectic is a way of looking at the universe, which sets out from the axiom that everything is in a constant state of change and flux. But not only that, Dialectics explains that change and motion involve contradiction and can only take place through contradictions. Thus, dialectics is the logic of contradiction.
 Marx maintains the material basis of a reality constantly changing in a dialectical process and the priority of material life over mind (idea). In other word, Marx applied dialectic to explain the productive forces, relations of production, mode of production and the actual class struggle between the proletariat and capitalist or bourgeois. HH He termed this understanding of the material world as dialectical materialism. 
The dialectical element of Marx’s capitalist mode of production can be illustrated by pointing to the tendency of the base to contain within it conflicts and contradictions which represent the seeds of its own destruction (or, rather, supersession). The dialectic operates in history by the growth of one element out of another in such a way that the new comes into conflict with the old, leading to its overthrow. Thus, the bourgeoisie, we might say, created the proletariat but, in so doing, created the condition for its own overthrow. 
Marx sees the capitalist mode of production as inherently unstable and ultimately doomed. This is because the social relations of bourgeoisie and proletariat are relations of fundamental conflicts since their relationship is a one-sided and exploitative one. All of those who sell their labour power are, objectively, members of the proletariat. They are all ‘exploited’. The proletariat is thus a ‘class in itself’, but it will not act as a class-so releasing itself from exploitation-until it overcomes its ‘false consciousness’ and becomes aware of its common interest. Class action is therefore dependent on the growth of class-consciousness. The proletariat will become a ‘class for itself’ and act out its historical destiny through creating socialism. 
To recognize the full force of the notion of contradiction in Marx we have to note that the efforts of the bourgeoisie themselves, to a considerable extent, hasten their own downfall. For example, the bringing together of larger and larger numbers of employees into ever-larger work units will create the very conditions in which workers, through being thrown together, can become aware of shared economic and political interests. Thus, class consciousness increases and the challenge is invited. 

4.3.2 Marxian Theory of Alienation 

Although Marx believed that there is an inherent relation between labour and human nature, he thought that this relation is perverted by capitalism. He calls this perverted relation alienation. 

The concept of alienation refers to the separation of things that naturally belong together, or to put antagonism between things that are properly in harmony. In the concept's most important use, it refers to the social alienation of people from aspects of their "human nature" (usually translated as 'species-essence' or 'species-being'). 
For Marx, alienation is rooted in the structure of industrial capitalism, under which all means for the development of production transform themselves into means of domination over and exploitation of the producers; they mutilate the labourer into a fragment of man, degrade him to the level of an appendage of a machine, destroy every remnant of charm in his work and turn it into hated toil. 

In other words, work in industrial capitalist society is the dehumanized opposite of a satisfying experience which develops the human capacity for creativity. In Marx’s most systematic account of alienation, he argues that there are four distinct yet related manifestations of alienation under Industrial Capitalism:

1. Product Alienation: a worker is alienated from the product of his/her labour, which is owned by the employer: ‘the worker is related to the product of his labour as to an alien object’ (Marx 1970 {1959}: 108). 
2. Activity Alienation: the activity of work itself is alienating because it is involuntary and fails to develop a worker’s creative potential: ‘it is forced labour…that as soon as no physical or other compulsion exists, labour is shunned like the plague’ (Marx 1970 {1959}: 111).
3. Species Alienation: as a result of product and activity alienation, workers become alienated from their essential nature, what makes them human: ‘in tearing away from man the object of his production, therefore, estranged labour tears from him his species life, his real objectivity as a member of the species and transforms his advantage over animals into the disadvantage that his inorganic body, nature, is taken from him’ (Marx 1970 {1959}: 114).

4. Social Alienation: following from the above, workers are also alienated from each other: ‘an immediate consequence of the fact that man is estranged from the product of his labour, from his life activity, from his species being is the estrangement of man from man’ (Marx 1970 {1959}: 114). 

Marx often used the word estrangement as well as alienation to describe the effect of being a wage worker under industrial capitalism. The literal meaning of this word, to become a disaffected stranger, implies that ideally work should be an enjoyable experience. Moreover, Marx wrote quite passionately about alienation, where he analyzed the impact of capitalist manufacturing on workers: ‘it converts the labourer into a crippled monstrosity, by forcing his detail dexterity at the expense of a world of productive capabilities and instincts’ (1970 {1887}: 360). 
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