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Abstract
The aim with this article is to discuss how changes in technology at workplaces engender both change and restoration of gender
constructions within the context of undergroundmining. The discussions are formed around a constructed case based on material
from gender and organizational studies of large-scale industrial mines in different countries, most of them from Sweden. New
technologies such as digitalization and automation together with new organizational forms engender changes in mining work,
e.g., new types of work tasks, new competence demands, and amove from underground to high-tech control rooms aboveground.
One main observation is that the changes challenge the old and recalcitrant blue-collar mining masculinity. On the one hand, the
organizational resistance and “lagging” seemed to result in re-gendering and restoration of the male dominance. On the other
hand, there were tendencies to adaptation in the workplace cultures, including new ways of forming mining masculinities,
perhaps even undoing of gender. The main conclusion is that the most probable development lies somewhere in-between and
by analyzing such complex processes of gender, technology, and change future research can get more knowledge of changes of
gender constructions in working life.
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Introduction

The purpose of this article is to reflect on how the implemen-
tation of new technology, such as digitalization and automa-
tion, at mining workplaces, engender changes in work and
organization, and how this, in turn, may challenge existing
gendered norms and roles. In fact, a tendency of change in
relation to gender has occurred at the mining workplaces over
the past few years in Sweden. This can be seen in an increas-
ing number of women working at mining sites and perhaps
also indications of changes in the meanings of masculinities
and femininities in mining work. These small yet observable
changes can be attributed to general discourses and processes
towards increased gender equality in the Swedish working
life. However, when stepping into the mining workplaces, into

the everyday work, it becomes apparent that these changes are
intertwined with other changes at the mining workplaces over
recent time that are related to, for example, more automation,
remote control technology and digitalization, improvement of
the work environment, and safety. Step-by-step the mining
industry moves towards a vision of automated and digitalized
mines, and recently we can see an accelerated pace of change,
which involves changes in the local mining work and new
conditions for what constitutes work in a mine. This observa-
tion is one point of departure for the analyses in this article
since such a transition is seldom easy and not without restor-
ing responses and resistance in the workplace cultures. We are
interested here in discussing how constructions of gender, and
especially the mine worker form of masculinity, is involved in
these complex processes of both resistance and change.

Large-scale industrial mining has long been a numeric
male-dominated work context, in Sweden as well as globally,
where the gender marking as masculine is seemingly stable,
both when it comes to work identities and workplace cultures.
Entering the mining environment is, or at least has been, like
stepping into the very heart of a classic and dominant mascu-
linity construction, the blue-collar masculinity. Although
some may argue that the extreme form of this masculinity is
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practically outdated and no longer exists, it remains common-
place and continues to play an important role in gender con-
structions and gender segregation in work-life generally. It is a
form of masculinity that serves as a relatively stable reference
point depicting what a real man is, or should be: even for
people, professions and masculinities that have quite
different expressions, experiences, and norms. As Ely and
Meyerson (2010) argue, a better understanding of how men
“do” and “undo” gender in male-dominated organizations in
relation to developments in the workplaces can facilitate a
better understanding of the steadfastness that exists in the
general gender pattern of working life—but also of its chang-
es. Similar questions are raised by many practitioners as well,
even though the questions are complex and there is no easy
answer.

This article is predisposed so that we start with a descrip-
tion of the old but in someways remainingminingmasculinity
and workplace culture, then presenting the current and coming
technological and organizational changes in the mining con-
text and the resistances that these changes meet. We conclude
with a discussion on indications of changes in how mining
masculinities are done or rather will or can be done. Empirical
examples from our studies are used as illustrations that are
integrated with discussions based on literature.

Method

This article is based on experiences from many years of study
of large-scale industrial mines in different countries, most of
them from Sweden but also Finland, Austria, Poland,
Germany, Slovenia, and Australia. Based on these experi-
ences, we have constructed a case that we call Mountain
Ltd. The frame of this case is a real underground iron ore mine
in northern Sweden, with around 2500 employees in total,
1700 of them are miners. Our studies of this mine site began
in 1986, with a critical analysis of the technical and organiza-
tional development (Johansson 1986). That was followed by
two smaller but similar socio-technical analyses conducted in
2005 and in 2013–2014. It is the two last ones that are the
main source for the empirical examples that are presented in
this article, but to broaden and verify our analyses, we have
supplemented and illustrated with parallel experiences from
other mines.

Most methods we have used to collect data, in our studies,
were qualitative: interviews, observations, field visits, interac-
tive focus groups, and discourse analysis of historical and
current Mountain Ltd. documents, such as annual reports,
gender equality plans, health and safety statistics, as well as
vision and strategy documents and research agendas. We have
observed underground workplaces as well as work in produc-
tion centers above ground. We have done four structural and
longer site observations and numerous short field visits. We

have interviewed both men and women, but mainly men, in-
cluding miners, representatives of the mine labor union, mine
engineers, middle managers (in production as well as in the
technology departments), as well as senior managers. In total
25 semi-structural interviews, and in addition to that, we have
had over 100 informal dialogues. We have also used interac-
tive focus groups and workshops where we gathered mining
workers and engineers, both women and men, during some
work meetings to discuss gender equality in mining. Another
activity is seminars with senior management and middle man-
agers to discuss the same issues. These seminars acted as a
complement to our general understanding of the mining con-
text and were mostly done in an international mining context
in three major EU projects on digitalization and intelligent
mining systems during 2008–2020, where we studied the safe-
ty, ergonomic, and social aspects in connection with the de-
velopment of new technology.

Since we have conducted several studies of mining com-
panies over 30 years, we know the industry quite well. On the
one hand, this has given us possibilities to avoid jumping on
conclusions based on ignorance of the context or being
bedazzled by the unique milieu in the mines. On the other
hand, there is perhaps a risk that we know the context too
well, and thereby risk losing in critical vigilance, but being
based in a critical tradition, we have tried to keep our integrity
and independence in relation to the companies as well as the
context.

In our analyses, we have used the miners’ resistance to new
technology and organizational changes as a method to get
hold of underlying norms, rules and practices, and their gen-
dered aspects. For example, we do not study safety or resis-
tance to safety per se, but only resistance to safety as an ac-
tivity where masculinity can be done in relation to implemen-
tation of new technology and other changes in the organiza-
tion. An inspiration for this method comes from Lysgaard’s
(1961) study of the “workers collective system,” a system he
argues to a high degree is formed on a culture of resistance, as
well as Lindgren (1985) who applied a gendered lens to that
theory arguing that the workers collective system is not gen-
der-neutral, nor are work organizations. From this perspective,
gender is seen as a complex system of social relations and
practices in organizations that is interlinked with technology,
work, etc. in constantly ongoing repeated social constructions
and processes. Here, we are also drawing for example on
Acker’s (1992) notions on how organizations are inherently
gendered as a result of for long having been created by and for
men, and on Ely and Meyerson’s (2000) discussions on social
and organizational phenomena where gender inequality and
conformity to conventional gender scripts can be produced,
e.g., formal and informal organization of work, symbolic ex-
pressions, and everyday social interaction. However, similar
to Ely and Meyerson’s (2010) ideas of how male-dominated
organizational cultures not only equip men to do gender but
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also to undo gender, we are interested in if and how the tech-
nical and organizational transitions of the workplaces can
open up for new norms and forms of masculinities in the
mining industry (see also Kelan 2018; Abrahamsson 2014;
Deutsch 2007; Lorber 2000).

A mine worker masculinity with roots
in the old mining work

As described above, our case company, Mountain Ltd., is a
constructed case based on material from several studies of
mining workplaces in several countries, but the main source
is a mining company in the northern part of Sweden. Before
we continue the discussion, we, therefore, want to say a few
more words about the Swedish mining industry as a context.
Employing some 8000 people in direct mining operations and
around 8000 in subcontracting companies, the Swedish min-
ing industry is a large capital-intensive export industry. It is
comprised of a handful of large long-established companies
and a few more recently establish smaller companies. Even if
the mining industry is facing challenges today, due to global
competition and demands for high sustainability (SIP-Strim
2019; Swedish Government Offices of Sweden 2013;
Abrahamsson et al. 2009), mining is considered an important
engine for both industrial and regional development.

This importance is also symbolic. Like other male-
dominated base-industries in rural regions, mining has no
trouble attaining visibility and status in the surrounding soci-
eties as important, and large, something that affect the distri-
bution of resources and opportunities to continue the benefit
of men. Compared with other industrial jobs in Sweden, the
level of pay cannot be described as anything other than high,
and employment conditions are stable and good. Miner is not
a high status profession, but in relation to other blue-collar
professions in the mining regions, especially professions with
an over-representation of women, such as elderly care and
childcare, the miner has a stable high status. This can be seen
as a basic aspect of the construction of the mine worker mas-
culinity; yet, it is also part of gender construction in work life
more generally, as well as regional identities, cultures, narra-
t ives , and discourses forming gender inequal i ty
(Abrahamsson et al. 2016; Ely and Meyerson 2000).

Male-dominated mining work—with a few women

At Mountain Ltd., just like in most other mining companies,
the mining workplaces are male in a numeric, concrete, and
obvious way: miners are almost all men. For many years, from
around 1980 until 2005, the proportion of men in the Swedish
mining industry remained reasonably stable: at 90% or more
according to Statistics Sweden as well as Mountain Ltd.’s
annual reports and gender equality plans. When it comes to

actual miners, people that work underground, the proportion
of men was even higher: around 95% or more. The proportion
ofminers that are women has increased slowly, in waves, from
around 3% in 1980 to around 5% in 2005. However, over the
past 10 years, the proportion of women has risen quite rapidly
and reached more than 15% today. This coincided with a
period of growth in the mining industry and the greater re-
cruitment needs this engendered. Still, 15% is quite low com-
pared to Swedish industry as a whole (that has 25–30% wom-
en) and in a wider perspective, the number of women within
large-scale industrial mining in other countries, such as India
(Lahiri-Dutt 2007, 2012) and Australia (Eveline and Booth
2002; Bryant and Jaworski 2011) are equally low, although
it varies somewhat between countries, regions, and companies
and from site-to-site. In her literature review, Macdonald
(2017) presents figures of women’s participation in extracting
industries in developed countries and concludes that the ceil-
ing for women in mining seems to hover around 20% and that
women tend to remain at the lower level of the company
hierarchy.

Despite the recently growing number of women, the
Swedish mining industry is a rather stable male world. Yet
viewed over a longer time perspective, it is quite clear that
the gender numbers in the mining industry have not been
stable. During the pre-industrial period, for example, many
women, in a much larger proportion than today, worked in
the Swedish mines. In some mines, women accounted for as
much as half of the labor force. Blomberg (2006) describes
how the Swedish mining industry underwent a process of
masculinization during the industrialization period in the late
1800s and early 1900s. The proportion of women working in
Swedish mines decreased from 15 to 20% in the year 1850 to
1% in the year 1900. During this period of industrialization
discussions about “true femininity” (i.e., the good caring
mother and wife) were a general part of the public debate.
The appearance of women, and their morality and sexuality,
was criticized if they took part in heavy manual labor. The
emerging opinion that mining work, especially underground
work, rendered women incompetent as wives and mothers
was becoming widespread. Additionally, in 1900, a new law
introduced in Sweden prohibited women fromworking under-
ground,1 although by the time this law was introduced, almost
all women had already left the mines.

In 1900, whenMountain Ltd. began harvesting the iron ore
in the north of Sweden, mining work had the purely male
character that it has today. Nonetheless, there have always
been women hard at work in the mine, with hand picking
and sorting ore for example. However, as the work has

1 The Swedish law from 1900 was not removed until 1978. However, mining
companies could ask for exemptions and many did so. In the 1960s, Mountain
Ltd. recruited several women to work both above- and underground. The first
time a woman was allowed to work as an underground truck driver was in
1963.
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become mechanized, the number of women employed at the
mine has decreased: just as it has in other industries and other
countries (Lahiri-Dutt 2007, 2012). As Blomberg (2006) and
Lahiri-Dutt and Macintyre (2006) note, the old mining narra-
tives of both trade unions and the mining industry has made
women invisible, positioned as different and their mining
work devalued. This functioned as part of the constructions
of the mine worker identity and masculinity and probably still
does (Mayes and Pini 2014; Norberg and Fältholm 2018).

Eveline and Booth (2002) give a modern example of the
disappearance of women from mining work; in an Australian
mine, the proportion of women decreased from 28% in the
year 1984 to merely 4% in the year 2000. Eveline and Booth
note that women had to deal with subtle sexism as well as
open hostility and sexual harassment; there was open opposi-
tion to practical arrangements, such as women’s toilets in
work areas and the provision of small-sized safety gloves, as
well as ideological opposition to the recruitment and advance-
ment of women. Some practical jokes generated physical dan-
gers for women. One example of this is that some of the men
dumped ore in unsafe places, placing the women who were
operating loaders and other machinery at risk. More common
was the failure of men to inform women workmates about
risks and other events in the production process. Similar de-
pressing stories of opposition and sex discrimination against
women miners are well documented in research; see for ex-
ample, Eveline (1989 and 2001), Yount (1991), Lahiri-Dutt
(2007, 2011, 2012 and 2013), and Tallichet (2006). The situ-
ation today is generally better. Despite this, some of the wom-
en in our Mountain Ltd material (from both 2005 and 2013–
2014) spoke about the wide use of harsh heterosexual jargon
and how they had been subjected to comments about them, as
women, being in the wrong place, and that women do not
belong in the mine, that the work is too dangerous, too un-
healthy, too demanding, or too technical for women. Some of
the women explained that this talk was most coarse when it
took place over the internal communication radio. Although
the comments and the sexist jargon were directed in part to the
few women in the workplace, it is our opinion that it was,
probably, also directed at the majority; as messages to the
men how to behave, and it, therefore, became a part in the
constructions of the mine worker identity and the associated
masculinity.

Related to this is the global historical myth that the pres-
ence of women in mines leads to accidents and deaths, and
therefore women should not perform mining work (Mercier
and Gier 2006; Tallichet 2000).When visitingminemuseums,
these stories, perhaps told with playful seriousness, keep this
myth alive. At the Mountain Ltd., there is an old tale about the
rock being a whimsical woman who does not accept the com-
petition of other women, and this jealousy causes falls and
accidents in the mine (Andersson 2012). Today, people that
work at the mine view this tale as a joke, explaining that this

does not really matter anymore. Yet, a few of the women that
work in the mine argue that the tale is still is used to scare
women away from working underground.

It was also quite easy at Mountain Ltd. to recognize the
minority effects coined by Kanter (1977) and the individual
strategies that women use to be able to cope with these effects.
Several of the women miners, for example, explained to us
that they mostly just used to try to fit in as one of the boys,
being excellent miners, tough and able to answer in the same
hash style, or just to put a blind eye to the men’s sexist behav-
ior. Mayes and Pini (2010) argue that this way of claiming
gender neutrality departs very little from the hegemonic ver-
sions of the masculine norms in mining while leaving this
norm intact and unmarked. However, we would like to add
that in our more recent workshops, we observed that many of
the women miners quite often also openly used feminist argu-
ments for gender equality in their struggle against both their
male workmates as well as managers. As we later on will
discuss, we chose to see this as indications of the last decade’s
quite gender equality friendly discourse in Swedish industry.

Masculinity and a homosocial workplace culture

The numerical male dominance as well as the problems, hin-
ders, and obstacles women in the mining sector have been and
are still facing are not without significance for the construc-
tions of the mine worker masculinities. Mining and masculin-
ity have been described and analyzed by many gender
researchers—some of which forms the base of the analyses
in this article (cf. Abrahamsson and Somerville 2007;
Andersson 2012; Blomberg 2006; Eveline 2001; Eveline
and Booth 2002; Lahiri-Dutt 2007, 2012; Laplonge 2014a,
2017; Mayes and Pini 2010, 2014; Somerville and
Abrahamsson 2003). In those studies, consistent descriptions
of, for example, how mining work has been long determined
as requiring qualities and qualifications that are viewed tradi-
tionally as being male, such as being a physically strong,
tough, loyal, brave risk-taker, and problem-solver, are docu-
mented. Even when technology has contributed to improving
the work environment, the aura of very dangerous, heavy, and
dirty work has continued to surround mining. This is also the
case at the Mountain Ltd. mine, and we would like to include
the old type of hard “manual” underground work close to the
ore face and practice-based knowledge of the rock, and its
extraction, to this picture. The current local hegemonic mine
worker masculinity is still to a great extent constructed around
the mystery of the rock and old tales about mining: as one of
the interviewed men stated: “As a miner, you must learn how
to cope with and appreciate the secrets of the mine. The envi-
ronment in the mine is unique and the mine itself is mysteri-
ous, it’s important to keep it that way!”

The interwoven constructions of mine work and masculin-
ity make it especially difficult for the men to be associated
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with competences, attitudes, or behaviors that have a female
gender code, as is also the case in other male-dominated work-
places (Eveline 2001; Gherardi and Nicolini 2000; Ely and
Meyerson 2008, 2010; Kelan 2018). But as Connell (1995)
argues, the constitution of masculinity is not only a negative
mirror of femininity, it also acts to provide barriers against
other men, lower-ranked masculinities and, especially, un-
manliness. In our Mountain Ltd material, the fear of being
seen as less masculine is visible in the sexist jargon and the
tendency to chastise men that are not strong enough or are
unwilling to take risks. An example of this is the mine worker
that wanted to stop a job for safety reasons but was sneered at
by workmates; “Are you chicken or what?” Related to this is,
as we will be describing later, the positioning of the remote
control work from aboveground in the lower part of the mas-
culinity scale compared to the real and more masculine under-
ground mine work.

From this perspective, we argue that it is no wonder that
overexplicit expressions of a mixture of traditional blue-collar
masculinity (cf. Collinson 1992; Whitehead 2002; Willis
1977) and rural masculinity (Stenbacka 2011) exists at
Mountain Ltd. and forms a special type of mine worker mas-
culini ty, a “macho-masculinity” (Somervil le and
Abrahamsson 2003; Abrahamsson and Somerville 2007;
Laplonge 2014a). Although this type of masculinity is pic-
tured by some people, at least formally, as reactionary and in
many ways problematic, it enjoys certain support in the local
community close to the mine. The men appear to experience it
as an enjoyable and undemanding base for social interaction
and belonging, a source of pride and a focus of loyalty to
workmates, the working class, and the mine. This may be a
way of dealing with feelings of stereotyping, subordination,
and inferiority (cf. Willis 1977; Collinson 1992).

Another explanation for the long survival of this kind of
almost obsolete masculinity expression is that in mining, as in
other male-dominated industrial organizations, workplace cul-
tures are often based on brotherhood, male bonding, male-
socialization and identification, as well as the exclusion of
others: mainly women; office staff; management; and people
from other parts of Sweden, other countries, and
subcontracting companies. This controls and reinforces the
similarities between workers. This can be understood also
without a gender perspective and has been described by
Lysgaard (1961) as a “workers collective system,” a norma-
tive system based on class consciousness and a culture of
resistance by people in order to gain informal control over
the work situation, a system that functions as a buffer or pro-
tector against the demands of production and hard work. Such
processes can also be discussed in terms of organizational
disobedience and misbehavior (Collinson 1988; Ackroyd
and Crowdy 1990; Collinson and Ackroyd 2005; Karlsson
2011; Linstead et al. 2014). In our Mountain Ltd. material,
there is some evidence of sabotage of materials and machinery

(especially the automated machines) and not following safety
rules. But mostly, the disobedience was about keeping down
the pace of work, cheating with working hours, having secret
routines and hiding places, or taking the power to decide who
is and who is not going to be recruited to the team. Some of
this is perceived as half-sanctioned by the management.
Although the workers’ collective system protects the em-
ployees from the demands of production and can also form a
base for positive workplace learning and identity processes,
the workers’ collective system itself is inexorable (Fältholm
1998). As the strength of the workers’ collective system is
manifested by conformity to informal rules and norms of like-
ness, deviations from those norms are punished accordingly.

When women enter a male-dominated workplace, as
Lindgren (1985) argues, the abovementioned norms of like-
ness, as well as the common worker identity and the whole
workers collective system, are being challenged. This insti-
gates the activation of a gender-order system founded on
and sustained by the separation of, and differences between,
the genders. In the case of mining, the workers’ collective
system is sustained by the reproduction of hegemonic ma-
cho-masculinity, keeping the number of women as low as
possible and, if the number of women increases, forming clear
boundaries between men’s work and women’s work.

However, behind the overexplicit discourse of macho-mas-
culinity, there is a wide spectrum of individual expressions.
The term hegemonic masculinity (Connell 1995) is commonly
used to illuminate the fact that there are many parallel and
interacting versions of masculinity and that one form of
masculinity will generally have dominance over other
expressions of masculinity. In the Mountain Ltd. mine, we
identified similar patterns, albeit of a smaller scale.
Andersson (2012) observed three main types of male mine
workers. The first group was a small group of outspoken al-
most aggressive men who oppose anything new, especially
increasing the number of women mine workers and gender
equality. This group can be seen as personifying the many
mining hero stories about some macho men, around which
the local hegemonic masculinity was in all probability con-
structed. The second and also the largest group was comprised
of more silent men, who took no position on these issues.
They did not live or act fully following the ideals and norms
associated with macho-masculinity. They were at least taking
a distanced position towards the idea of the need and presence
of macho miners today. Several of them were asserting that
“We are no longer macho-men in the mine!” But at the same
time, many of these men often defended, even glorified and
promoted the local hegemonic macho-masculinity. They
loved telling stories about mining life and work in the past,
romanticizing the hard life back in the good old days. It was in
this way that the old story of mine work was restored and
conserved. All miners, at least the men, shared the same image
of what a real miner was, or is; a man, working underground
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with manual, dangerous, and mysterious work tasks. By this,
they chose to be in the neighborhood, as a follower or liker, of
macho-masculinity. Connell (1995) refers to them as complic-
it masculinities and means that by taking this position people
get some of the respect, authority, power, material, and eco-
nomic benefits that are associated with the dominant form of
masculinity, in this case, the local form of mining macho-
masculinity, but not with the sometimes difficult exposure of
being in the frontline. The third group, Andersson (2012),
identified was a small group of men that saw both the new
technology and gender equality as important for the survival
of Mountain Ltd. and the mining industry as a whole. They
emphasized the similarities between women and men and had
nothing against to share the mine with women. This group of
men can be seen as representing new forms of masculinities
that are allowed in the mine (Fältholm and Abrahamsson
2015) as well as examples of men undoing gender at work
(Kelan 2018; Ely and Meyerson 2010).

Masculine mining work in a changing context

The descriptions above depict a mine worker identity that is
deeply rooted in the mine work of the past, the male homoso-
cial workplace culture and the mine worker macho-masculin-
ity. It is also rooted in a stable, high status, and capital-
intensive work context. However, as mentioned in the intro-
duction, the mining industry is also an industry in transition.
Mountain Ltd. has continuously invested in the development
of new technology intending to increase capacity, quality, and
safety of its mining operations. While there has always been a
machine between the miner and the rock face, that machine
has become larger over time and is today, with the introduc-
tion of new technology, also becoming more abstract where
the interaction with the machine takes place indirectly through
various control systems (Johansson 1986; Abrahamsson and
Johansson 2006).

The physical work environment is improved

Until the 1980s, the reality atMountain Ltd., more or less, was
that mining was hard, physical, and dangerous manual work
performed under difficult conditions (Johansson 1986).
During the 1980s, work conditions in the mine gradually
changed; the first driverless trains were introduced, and many
work tasks were now being performed in underground control
rooms or driver cabs. During the 1990s, the level of automa-
tion increased, and an increasing number of work tasks be-
came remote-controlled, even if still from underground con-
trol rooms. A part of this development was the clear improve-
ment of the physical work environment down inside the mine.
Problems with heavy lifting, noise, and gases have been, al-
most, eradicated, and high-tech developments have reduced

the risk of accidents, injuries, and occupational diseases. In
addition, systematic methods for the improvements in the
work environment, work organization, and safety culture have
had positive effects.

Mining becomes an office work

During the past few decades, Mountain Ltd. has undergone a
gradual transformation frommechanical underground work to
remote-controlled work (Abrahamsson and Johansson 2006).
One important step occurred in 2004 when part of the mine
work moved into a pleasant modern remote operation center
above ground, to the seventh floor of the office building with a
panoramic view over the town and the surrounding mountain
area. This move to a kind of office environment involved
major changes in the working context for some miners, from
a blue-collar context underground into a kind of white-collar
environment aboveground. For some of those miners, real
contact with the actual rock became rather rare. In 2013,
Mountain Ltd. once again modernized the operation center
and moved it to a new building of its own. Today, large com-
puter screens dominate the workplace.

The digitalized technology is becoming more
and more dominant

The recent emergence of powerful digitalized and autono-
mous technologies has accelerated the pace of change, for
example, mobile robots, drones, and intelligent systems that
sense and learn about their environment. The integrated and
connectedmine through technologies as 5G and the internet of
things (sometimes called Industry 4.0, intelligent digitalized
systems where computers, machines, sensors, and humans are
connected and communicate with each other) is a vision being
discussed ever more frequently by both researchers and min-
ing companies, so also at Mountain Ltd. In their plans for the
future, they call it “Mountain 4.0.”

This techno-optimistic vision of the future mine workplace
has great hope in the possibility of creating better safety but
also attractive, stimulating, and self-developing work tasks for
the individual through a combination of new technologies and
new forms of collaboration (Kagerman et al. 2013; Lasi et al.
2014). There is also, of course, some awareness of the criti-
cism of this development, in terms of jobs disappearance, job
insecurity because of crowdsourcing, more surveillance of
individuals, and de-qualifications where future miners will
be enclosed in a technical system they cannot control, but this
criticism is not as intense as the approving enthusiasm.

From manual to technical qualifications

A consequence of technological and organizational develop-
ment is that there is an emergent, and in many aspects already
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evident, transformation in what qualifications and knowledge
is applicable in the mining workplace: from the old, obsolete
bodily and tacit knowledge and skills, the pit sense, into some-
thing new (Somerville 2005; Somerville and Lloyd 2006).
Using Kern and Schumann’s (1974) concepts, this can be
described as a transformation from craftsman-like qualifica-
tions in the form of autonomy, manual skills, and sensitivity to
the material (rock-sense) into more technical qualifications
based on abstract knowledge necessary to control the new
advanced machines and equipment. In Mountain Ltd., we
see higher demands for the miner to have a comprehensive
understanding of the whole production flow and be able to
work independently while at the same time being part of a
team with common goals. We can also see that what was
previously the tacit knowledge of the miner is now increas-
ingly becoming formal knowledge, which can be stored in a
computer or smartphone and be automated. This shift involves
contradictory movements of up-qualification, which involves
rapidly changing skill demands, more theoretical, comprehen-
sive, and communicative tasks, as well as “de-qualification,”
which involves the fragmentation of individual craft knowl-
edge and routinization of work tasks. There is also a form of
re-qualification. The new skills and knowledge are in some
respects more abstract and theoretical than was previously the
case, but in other respects, they are still bodily and tacit: only
in a different way with less force and increased precision,
whether a question of up-qualification, de-qualification, or
re-qualification, the transformation of knowledge has had an
effect on the workplace culture and the miner identities of the
past.

A new type of miners

It is clear that in the future Mountain Ltd. and other mining
companies will recruit people and competencies that differ
radically to those of the past. Even if the development of
technology is the dominant narrative at Mountain Ltd., there
is also a growing interest in, and implementation of, organi-
zational concepts inspired by Lean production: in this case, in
Lean Mining (Lööw 2015). There is also an emerging speci-
fied objective to create attractive and sustainable workplaces,
and statements of a need to transform existing organizations
are increasing in intensity (e.g., Johansson et al. 2010;
Abrahamsson et al. 2014; SIP-Strim 2019). This planned
transformation includes not only new skills but also demands
of higher quality and safety, as well as an expressed need for a
change in attitudes towards safety culture, diversity, gender
equality, environmental concern, and social sustainability
(cf. Laplonge 2017). Mountain Ltd. is, for example, right
now mapping their qualification needs, not only in relation
to the new digitalized technology but also to other aspects of
the new types of work that will be needed in the future, such as
creativity, responsibility, respect, and long-term perspectives.

More women underground and higher demands
on gender equality

Another part of the changes withinMountain Ltd. is the grow-
ing number of women that do mine work (an increase from
5% in 2005 to almost 15% in 2015) and women that are
production managers and top managers, as well as changed
policies and informal norms for the organizational culture to-
wards more gender equality. As mentioned in the introduction
this can be unintended side effects from the new technology in
combination with incremental changes due to general social
trends in Sweden, such as gender equality policies,2 increased
number of women on the labor market and a gender equality
friendly societal discourse, as well as some endurance in the
gender equality and diversity interventions from the
company’s side. Even if the gender equality interventions
have not been any major part of the company’s organizational
strategies, Mountain Ltd. has been engaged in promoting gen-
der equality since the 1960s. Examples of this include the
retraining of women and recruitment campaigns targeting
women to get more women as miners, the analysis of the work
environment to identify positions that it is possible for women
to hold, an annual pay review to see if there is a gender gap,
and the removing of pictures showing half-naked women
from locker rooms. Furthermore, women’s networks have
been established, gender-awareness training given: recruit-
ment campaigns for women executives and technology ex-
perts have been run and an educational program focusing on
mining with 50% being young women was introduced at up-
per secondary school level in the local social context. As part
of its marketing strategy, Mountain Ltd. chose to depict wom-
en as being vital for modern mining. We also heard from
managers, engineers, and miners (both men and women) in-
formal claims that women drive the trucks in a safer way than
men do, and that women miners will almost automatic and
naturally alter the macho-culture of mining workplaces. An
example of the more recent gender equality approaches in-
volves officially presenting the company as a modern, respon-
sible, and progressive high-tech company where gender
equality and diversity are important aspects of its work with
social sustainability, as well as a social license to mine.

In addition, during the past 10 years, Mountain Ltd. has
been involved in two research projects, attempted to integrate
theoretical gender perspectives into the company’s work with
the safety culture and in discussions about how the macho-
masculinity and workplace culture might be changed
(Andersson 2012; Ringblom 2019). Similar approaches (cf.
Ely and Meyerson 2010; Meyerson and Kolb 2000) can be
found elsewhere in the world, for example, in Australia

2 For example, long and paid parental leave for both the mother and the father,
a good childcare system, laws regulating employers to do annual pay reviews
and gender equality plans.
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(Abrahamsson and Somerville 2007; Somerville and
Abrahamsson 2003; Laplonge 2011). These researchers argue
that there is a need to address the men, the majority, when
discussing gender equality, workplace culture, organizational
change, and safety in the mining industry; however, at
Mountain Ltd., this has not yet been implemented.

New technology meets a reluctant context

As described above, there have been several changes in the
mining context, while some are already evident, others are on
their way. However, the process of change is never straight-
forward and is often met by initial resistance, restoring re-
sponses and backlashes connected to power, control, work
identities, and discourses. This is also the case at the
Mountain Ltd. mine, where change is met by a reluctant con-
text, a workplace culture that acts to produce restoring re-
sponses and resistance to change. Below, we present some
examples of how the miners struggle against the transforma-
tion of mining work and new forms of managerial control—
and how they in many ways at the same time are doing gender
mostly in a traditional and stereotypic way (cf. Ely and
Meyerson 2000, 2010; Kelan 2018; Abrahamsson 2000,
2014; Ashcraft 2005).

Resistance to new technology

One such example of resistance, from the 1980s, when remote
control was first introduced at Mountain Ltd., was the desire
expressed by employees for large joysticks that resembled the
feeling of driving a loading machine; today, this is not an issue
at all, everyone works with keyboards and finger joysticks
based on visual perception. Another example, from 2005,
when the first front-loaders (all men) moved from an under-
ground location to steer and control the loading machines
remotely from the remote operations center on the seventh
floor of the office building, is that employees continued to
use work-wear and changed clothes in the locker room after
every shift despite the fact that they were just as clean as when
they arrived. This stopped after a year or so and they began to
wear jeans and t-shirts or similar clothing, just as others that
work in an office do. It is reasonable to explain this as a desire
to be “real”miners, to be the same as those that work in a dirty
and more dangerous environment underground. Even if all of
them were men they had probably difficulties to maintain the
image of macho mine work in a control room. This can also be
explained as an effect of remote control: that the work tasks
seem much simpler after they have been moved out of their
context (e.g., the physical place underground where the load-
ing or drilling machines are situated). When the work tasks do
not need to be conducted in a mystic, difficult, and tough work
environment, the aura of job secrets and tacit knowledge or

craftsman-like qualifications disappears. This means that it
can be difficult to retain the feeling that mine work is unique
and the connection to the history of the mine.

The introduction of the remote control at Mountain
Ltd., and especially the move up to the seventh floor of
the office building in 2005, engendered the division of
employees into groups of us and them. Employees work-
ing underground, especially those working with more
manual tasks, perceived themselves as real miners in com-
parison to people working through remote control. They
were perceived as weaker and womanish. The people
working underground called, half-jokingly, the remote op-
erations center “The Seven Heaven,” referring not only to
its position on the seventh floor in the office building but
also to the contrast between this nice, comfortable work-
place, and the traditional mining environment. They also
gave remote-control workers’ nicknames such as “the ve-
lour workers,” meaning that they are of a soft type of
men, almost feminine, and not real macho miners.

Part of the resistance is focused on the new digital technol-
ogy itself. In our study from 2005 miners, mining engineers,
and middle managers (all males) displayed a general hesitant
attitude towards remote control and automation. They did not
really want to identify the mine with the new technology,
favoring older technology connected to traditional under-
ground mine work down at the ore face, technology with a
stable gender marking as male. One miner tried to explain that
what he was doing was real mining, “You get pissed off when
all you see in the media are photos of girls in front of computer
screens. In my workplace underground, we still use the same
heavy tools as in the 1950s, but no one describes our job!”
Furthermore, our follow-up study in 2013–2014 produced
several statements that automation, driverless vehicles, and
zero-entry zones is “an unrealistic vision,” and that this is
not an efficient way for the mine to function. There were
practical problems with the implementation of the new tech-
nology in some areas, one miner explained why, with a dose of
self-irony: “Automated loading is not working because the
loading is an old craft. Here automation is seen as the ruthless
exploitation, it has always been so.”

In 2014, one mining engineer, actually tired of these nega-
tive attitudes, said in a workshop: “It is not true that manual
work is more efficient, automatic machines do work better. It
is a question of will. It is the humans who deliberately “de-
stroy” the automated machines.” The incidents of reported
direct “sabotage” of the automation can be interpreted as an
extreme form of resistance within the workers’ collective sys-
tem of new technology. Today, the major issue discussed in
the technology departments of mining companies is the resis-
tance of employees and labor unions to the wearable sensors
and other IT tools that facilitate the positioning of people. This
resistance is understandable when considering the issue of
personal integrity, but also because it encroaches on the areas
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of power and the informal control that the workers’ collective
system, and through that macho-masculinity, has.

A more direct connection between gender and hesitant
attitudes towards the new technology can be found in the
observations by Olofsson (2010) of how the new automation
technologies and robot machines introduced at the workplace
of a mining subcontractor close to theMountain Ltd. mine site
underwent a process of feminization and became women’s
work. This can appear to be somewhat paradoxical because
technology, especially new technology, such as digitalization,
robotization, computerizing, and other high-tech areas of de-
velopment, are assigned to men and largely associated with
men and general constructions ofmasculinity (see for example
Wajcman 1991; Mellström 2004). It is, however, easier to
understandwhen related to the importance of old mining work
for the construction of mine worker masculinity. A similar
example is the observation of Eveline and Booth (2002) that
the equipment on which women excelled, particularly the
huge computerized trucks and dozers, were marked as female
machines. As a result, some men refused training in the use of
these machines, because they believe that such training would
diminish their sense ofmasculinity, not tomention their fear of
being outperformed by a woman. The refusal of men to do
female or womanish work, the openly negative attitudes to-
wards women in the workplace, and the informal desire for
macho-masculinization within the workplace culture, can be
attributed to people, women as well as men, defending
existing local gender orders, and local masculinity. A pattern
similar to this has been observed, also byAbrahamsson (2000,
2014), in the pulp and paper industry.

The gender marking of the new technology as feminine
was not so clear at Mountain Ltd., but in our observations
from 2013 to 2014, we saw how new technology was repeat-
edly perceived as an enabler for the employment of more
women at the mine in the future, especially if work tasks are
moved above ground and controlled remotely. Related to this,
we saw indications of an emerging gender segregation within
the workplaces at the Mountain Ltd. mine. The physically
strong and tough male body was still informally considered,
among the male miners, a prerequisite for mining work, the
real mining work. Previously, there was a clear “gender
boundary” at the gate of the mine site’s production areas, since
almost all the work there was done by men and had a stable
gender marking as male. This boundary appears to be shifting
from the gate into the production areas; today, it stands be-
tween work that utilizes traditional technology that is marked
as work primarily for men and work that utilizes new technol-
ogy, related to remote control and automation, that is marked
as work that can be performed by men or women (Ringblom
and Abrahamsson 2017). However, this is probably a tempo-
rary condition. The new technology is gradually gaining
ground in all parts of the mine, and it is likely that in the future
mine worker masculinity will change to reflect this.

Resistance to safety

Another example of resistance is the rather nonchalant atti-
tudes towards safety, such as the tendency to chastise men
who attempt to follow safety praxis. Examples of working
without a safety device over an open shaft, and employees
that do not react to the alarm on the gas indicator when it
warns of high levels of CO, have been observed at the
Mountain Ltd. mine. Yet the situation at the mine was not as
bad as it is in Australian coal mines where Abrahamsson and
Somerville (2007) observed an all-male workplace culture so
strongly founded on risk-taking, competitiveness, and “ma-
cho-masculinity” that it acted to suppress the many years of
safety training and education that the company has provided
employees with. It was nonetheless bad enough at Mountain
Ltd. Accidents did happen. Andersson (2012) notes that men
at the mine often took risks not only because of the need to
prove themselves tough and male but also because of
solidarity with other men, a form of moral obligation
between miners. In an underground coal mine in Canada
Wicks (2002) observed similar connections between mascu-
line institutionalized identities and organizational dysfunction,
which created a situation in which a fatal accident occurred.
Laplonge (2014b) describes other examples of how masculin-
ity is very much involved in how risk-taking and safety are
understood at mining workplaces.

The issue of resistance to safety also has more discursive
aspects. At Mountain Ltd., there was a tendency for miners to
exaggerate the old technology, the difficult work environment,
and the dangers and the risks of the work, to greatly emphasize
the mine as a dangerous place. The mining labor union also
drew attention to the hazards of mining, both on a general
level in mass media and internally in negotiations with the
employer, as an argument for more safety, better working
conditions, and higher wages. This strategy is hardly surpris-
ing given that a large part of the miners’ high income is legit-
imized on the grounds of the special conditions of under-
ground work. This is an indication that there is a complex
set of forces that simultaneous strive to maintain these special
conditions. If safety is too good, and mining too much like
ordinary industrial work, it will probably be difficult to legit-
imately argue for a high wage level and the feelings among the
male miners of the risk of being substituted by anybody—
even women—grows.

The discourse of dangerous mine work also functions to
protect the status of the work and retain the old identity of the
“real miner,” including, of course, the possibility of appearing
as heroes and real men. The conservative aspects of the
workers’ collective system can also help explain this: the com-
bination of difficult working conditions and the old manual
work is the basis for the existence of the workers’ collective
system (Lysgaard 1961). This means that the implementation
of new technology and/or new forms of organization are often
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thwarted by the workers, at least initially, not because there
really is something wrong with the new, but as a way to pre-
serve the old type of mine work and, we would argue, by that
also the old mining masculinity.

At the mine studied by Eveline and Booth (2002), superin-
tendents and subordinates, all men, used derogatory nick-
names, such as “The Fairyland,” for the on-site training center,
implying that not only safety but also learning and training
were soft, not manly enough. We can, therefore, expect that
the growing expectation that the individual must take respon-
sibility for safety, continuous improvement, development of
workplace culture, learning new skills, and competences will
be threatening the workers’ collective system as well as local
masculinity also at Mountain Ltd.

Resistance to gender equality

Some resistances were connected to the growing number of
women miners. In our study 2005, one male miner explained:
“There are enough women in the mine now,” even though, at
that time, only 4% of the people that worked underground
were women. As described earlier, there were some concrete
resistances towards womenminers, but this can also be seen as
results of the image of women miners becoming a symbol of
the modernized mining work. The more different kinds of
people that work in the mine, then the harder it becomes to
maintain the mine worker masculinity, the homosocial work-
place culture, the feeling of uniqueness, and the links to the
stories of old mine work.

Most of the gender equality approaches at Mountain Ltd.
have focused on “fixing” the minority, the women, seeing
women as both the problem and the solution (Abrahamsson
et al. 2014; Ringblom 2019) and creating equal opportunities,
similar to the approaches of networks such as Women in
Mining. Even though these approaches have to some degree
been based on gender theories they tend to have been mostly
policy-based and not really questioned or changed existing
gendered practices and cultures within the company (Ely
and Meyerson 2000). But despite this, even the policy change
was met with resistance and negative attitudes, such as “Now
gender equality has gone too far” and “You cannot sit beside a
woman on the bus without being accused of sexual
harassment.”

In our workshop material from 2013 to 2014, we saw that
the focus of the gender equality interventions of Mountain
Ltd. was a “business case” for gender equality (Johansson
and Ringblom 2017; Macdonald 2017; Laplonge 2017).
Mayes and Pini (2010, 2014) note similar development in
the Australian mining industry and argue that a dominant
storyline in media as well as in the mining industry’s own
documents is one of gender change, but their analysis shows
continued positioning of hegemonic masculinity as central but
invisible and unremarked and that this has resulted in a view

of gender equality approaches as unnecessary and unfair
(Johansson et al. 2017). Similarly, as Laplonge (2016) argues,
the common informal claims of women being (naturally) safer
drivers or are better than men in some other special aspects do
not challenge gender stereotypes and the still quite common
essentialist and sociobiological notions of what women and
men should be.

A workplace culture lagging behind

In our observations of resistance to change described above, it
is quite easy to find connections and similarities to many of
the examples, compiled by Kelan (2018), of how men are
doing gender at work, following gender-normative expecta-
tions, and by that producing gender differences and gender
inequality (cf. Ely and Meyerson 2000, 2010; Deutsch
2007). In our Mountain Ltd. material, the expressions of the
old mining masculinity seemed to not only engender informal
problems for the implementation of new technologies, new
work roles and organizational forms, and safety and environ-
mental awareness. It also seemed to erect barriers for a diver-
sity of lifestyles for men, hindering men to enact gender in
nonnormative ways, and it functioned as gatekeeper excluding
women and hindering gender equality interventions.

One explanation of the different forms of resistance ob-
served in the mining context is that the socialization, learning,
and identity reconstruction of mine workers takes place, pri-
marily, within the old workplace culture and its associated
gendered organizational formal policies, informal practices,
narratives, and informal everyday social interactions (Ely
and Meyerson 2000; Acker 1992). As also Laplonge (2017)
discusses, for the male mine worker, it seems vital to support
the existing mining culture and practices. Their status as real
men relies on the status quo ofmining. If they take any form of
more progressive positions, they risk losing their masculine
status. This applies not only to mining and other similar in-
dustrial male-dominated workplaces. Abrahamsson (2000,
2014) shows how discourses and constructions of gender,
femininities, and masculinities; at workplaces are often
conservative and can engender distress and restoration
responses during organiza t ional change and the
implementation of new technology. In a similar way,
Ashcraft (2005) discusses how seemingly privileged profes-
sional men, such as commercial airline pilots, perceive and
respond to gendered identity threats that come from organiza-
tional changes. Through of complex forms of resistance, they
can maintain a manly profession.

It appears as though the workplace culture and mine work-
er identity are, or at least have been, lagging behind, in a
similar way that long-distance travelers can be jet-lagged
and experience being in the wrong time zone. With lagging
behind, we mean that the symbols of mine work, the images
and narratives and the mine worker identity and culture, have
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for a long time stayed in an old-fashioned mode in many
aspects, at least in relation to what the new technology such
as digitalization and automation imply. The symbolic and dis-
cursive connections between mine work and masculinity, of-
ten the specific macho-form of masculinity, probably make
the lagging resilient and extensive.

New mining masculinities or not?

But just like after a period of jet lagging, one eventually
reaches the same time zone. Perhaps this phenomenon is what
we can see in our other main observation that adaptions and
changes are happening. It is not only a question of defending
and restoring the old mining culture, the male mine worker
identity and macho-masculinity. At least new things are im-
portant today, as compared to yesterday. The management of
Mountain Ltd. is expressing a need to move on from the old
blue-collar worker roles and the traditional male workers’ col-
lective system and support the mine workers to take a position
in a high-tech, or even white-collar worker, environment. One
conclusion that can be drawn from this is that new ways of
defining mining work, qualifications, competences, and of
constructing identities are emerging. This also includes gen-
der. The old type of macho-behavior and the male mine
workers’ collective system is progressively becoming obso-
lete and people that work in mines are simply adapting to
changes. There are already indications of new ways of doing
or perhaps even of undoing gender resulting in new expres-
sions of mining masculinities, and femininities, that share
space with the old and, perhaps, vanishing macho-
masculinity (Ely and Meyerson 2010; Somerville and
Abrahamsson 2003; Abrahamsson and Somerville 2007).
There is, as earlier described, a growing number of women
employed at Mountain Ltd., as miners and as managers.
Moreover, there is a changing workplace climate that, accord-
ing to the interviewed workers and managers (both women
and men), includes more positive and inclusive attitudes and
potential nonnormative gender practices and reduction of
gender differences, that according to Kelan (2018) can be part
of undoing gender. Another example is the fact that in 2016,
for the first time in history, a woman became the president of
the local mining labor union. In recent years, the town has
witnessed developments such as a Pride festival and in
2014, as a tribute for the Pride movement: the local men’s
ice-hockey team chose to play in rainbow colors and to pro-
vide training in LGBT (lesbian, gay, bisexual, transgender/
transsexual) issues for the team.

However, the image that emerges is of a multifaceted con-
text where mining work of the future is under negotiation,
resulting in conflicting emotions and behaviors. Andersson
and Abrahamsson (2007) characterize these conflicting emo-
tions and behaviors among the employees, primarily men, at

the Mountain Ltd. mine in three ways. One is to glorify the
mystery and history of mining and be negative towards new
technology, while at the same time being proud of and reliant
on technological progression and modernmine work. Another
way is to encourage nonchalant attitudes towards safety, while
at the same time emphasizing the concept of a safe mine. Yet,
another way is to preserve macho-masculinity by resisting the
specific gender equality approaches at the workplace while
simultaneous pursue gender equality generally in society.
This can, on one hand, be seen as discursive tactics where
the employees resist the changes and restore control and status
of the profession (Ashcraft 2005; Johansson et al. 2017). On
the other hand, despite, or perhaps because of, the dual and
contradictory nature of these emotions and behaviors the min-
ing context can be seen as open to change and forming cracks
in the traditional male workers’ collective system, opening up
for undoing gender and changes where something new can
emerge and grow.

Concluding reflections

In this article, we have used Swedish underground mining
work as an illustration of both the stability of masculinity
and its propensity for change. Here, we confront a reluctant
context were the local hegemonic masculinity, a kind of ma-
cho-masculinity, is rooted in the old type of mining work and
mining identity. At the same time the sector is adapting to
digitalization, which certainly will engender changes in min-
ing work, some already in place. Our main observation is that
the workplace culture, and the narratives on what a real mine
work and a real mine worker is, are gradually changing, in
content and character, to suit the requirements set by the dig-
italized technology, the new qualification demands and new
organizational forms. And also that in these processes, chang-
es of masculinity and the ways how men are doing, and per-
haps undoing, gender are very much involved. We do not yet
know how and in what directions, but we can sketch two
scenarios as suggestions for future research.

The first scenario is probably the most likely and it con-
tains processes of re-gendering that slowly are changing the
mine worker masculinity to suit the new situation. This can
seemingly look like processes where the men are undoing
gender, described by Kelan (2018) and Ely and Meyerson
(2010), but mining work and its technology continues to be
just as manly as before, only digitalized and linked to a
different type of masculinities and different ways of doing
gender, with some reduction of the most negative elements
of traditional mine workers masculinity. Ashcraft (2005)
would perhaps describe this as the effects of tailored resistance
or even resistance through apparent consent. The numerical
and the cultural male dominance in both mining and digitali-
zation can, therefore, be sustained. The increased but still
rather small number of women in mining does not create
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gender-mixed workplaces; instead, the gender segregation is
strengthened in the new types of mining workplaces. In this
scenario, the mining industry will probably continue lagging
behind in some respects, especially when it comes to gender
equality.

The second scenario is that mining work is purged of
masculinity thanks to the demands of new digitalized
technology and a new kind of societal context that is
incompatible with the traditional mine workers’ masculin-
ity. As Ely and Meyerson (2010) argue, the men will
orient themselves towards the new work goals and the
organization loosens the grip of how men enact maleness
at work. The link between mine work and masculinity is
removed or at least reduced. This opens up for a kind of
real degendering or undoing of gender and creating mine
work that can be and also is performed by both men and
women and therefore less gendered. An industry or an
occupation in which gender does not matter is probably
a utopia, but an interesting thought that contributes to
unmasking existing gender patterns of today and identifies
pathways for new forms of gender patterns in working
life. This second scenario, the path to utopia, is very much
techno-optimistic, perhaps too much, but it should not be
routinely rejected just because of lack of knowledge of its
inherent potentials. And as Kelan (2018) points out, we
have quite a good idea of how men at work contribute to
gender inequality but know less about how they contrib-
ute to gender equality.

We conclude that the most probable development lies
somewhere in-between these scenarios. By analyzing process-
es, discourses, and structures of both the scenarios and the
whole scale between them, future research can get a better
understanding of what undoing gender by men at work might
look like. These are questions that many practitioners raise as
well. The questions are complex and there is no easy answer.
More knowledge is needed on how processes of gender, tech-
nology, and change are interlinked in different ways and af-
fect, in positive or negative ways, opportunities for develop-
ment towards a sustainable and gender-equal working life.
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