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ABSTRACT

This thesis adopts the kind of persective which investigates
inequality in the 'personal' sphere of marriage by reference to
links between the interpersonal and structural or patterned
inequalities. It is based on a study of 18 couples aged between
50 and 70 who are in the process of negotiating various
transitions in their fives. These have a disruptive potential
for the ways in which inequality has been observed to be
constructed in younger marriages, and form the focus for a
discussion about negotiations and renegotiations of gender
inequalities. Gendered responsibility is identified as the
crucial structuring component of gendere inequality. It involves
women's servicing of, caring for, and maintenance of the
wellbeing of their husbands and families, and men's provision and
protection for their families. Negotiations in the lives of the
couples, although producing meaningful changes in gender
divisions, did not challenge the relations of gendered
responsibilities and hence did not overcome inequality. In fact,
those responsibilities gained a new significance and priority in
the light of the life course positions of the couples in the
study. The couples were found to be making sense of the social
material which formed the context of their 'private' lives
through various commonsense ideologies. These ideologies helped
to create an aura of inevitability and immutability about
gendered responsibilities and helped to preclude their
renegotiation. Essentially, these helped to sustain a taken—-for-
granted fabric of married life, encompassing a particular kind of

gender division whose consequence was gender inequality.
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PART ONE — INTRODUCTION AND THE GENERAL FRAMEWORK

Introduction and Structure of the Thesis

On the face of it, marriage represents a supremely private and
autonomous domain of experience for those who are party to it.
It is supposed to express the loving union of two heterosexual
individuals, and the privileged opportunity for them to 'build a
life together' based on their own exclusivity, away from the rest

of the world.

However, marriage has long been recognised in the women's
movement and in feminist scholarship as a principle site of
women's oppression. "The personal is the political" was a slogan
designed to highlight the centrality of the relationship between
women's subordinate position within marriage (or cohabitation
with men), and structural or patterned gender inequality
apparently 'outside' of this so called 'personal' sphere. The
idea was to show that however privately women and men might
experience marriage, its underlying components and the power
relationship which it mediated were part and parcel of men's
privilege and women's disadvantage at the structural level. Part
of the reason why gender inequalities were sustained was because

—they were individualised through marriage: power struggles over
who did the housework or changed the nappies were seen as

personal rather than political issues.

This thesis is about aspects of the links between gender

inequalities within marriage 'in private', and patterned gender



inequality 'in public'. Broadly, my concern is with inequalities
of long term marriage. More specifically, I aim to examine some
of the links between gender inequalities at the level of
structure, and the everyday or commonsense meanings, ideologies
and practices through which long-married spouses organise and
make sense of their domestic and social worlds. Meaningful

practices in some senses are the links I seek to examine, and

this means that it is more accurate to say that the conceptual
focus of my study is on the construction of gender inequality

through rather than within marriage.

Some contemporary researchers in sociology and social policy have
had similar concerns, but their main focus has been upon 'young'
marriage. They have demonstrated the importance for relations
between spouses of structural inequality in, for example, the
labour market, provision of social services, and the
institutionalisation of a gendered division of childcare.
However, there is little known about what happens to marital
relations when children grow up and leave home, or do not leave
home, when spouses retire from paid employment, and so on. I
have chosen to study people in the age range 50 to 70 because of
the occurrence during those years of various 'disruptions' to
this existing structure/meaning dialectic upon which marital
inequality in younger years rests, for example changes in
employment and work, family composition, and aging. These kinds
of disruption indicate that couples between those ages might
potentially be negotiating and renegotiating, for example about
new forms of domestic and social organisation, or about new

rationales for established forms in the face of structural



changes which apparently negate legitimations used in the past.
Put another way, something rather fundamental is likely to be
happening to the links between inequalities and divisions of
gender at the structural level and hence also at the 'personal’
level. What is more this may lead us to question or redefine

what is understood by gender inequality per se.

This means that my study was designed to shed light on the
negotiation through everyday meanings and practice of structural
change, rather than to distil and describe a picture of, for
example, 'post—-parental"” marriage, or marriages "in retirement”.
Nevertheless, insofar as the links between structural and
‘'personal' gender inequalities are likely to be temporally and
historically specific, then they — and the negotiations
surrounding them — will be grounded in particular sets of
lifetime experiences and practices. Therefore the study is also
essentially about couples aged 50 to 70, and does involve
description of their experiences insofar as that is necessary for

the understanding of negotiations.

The thesis is divided into four parts. The first, Introduction

and the General Framework, outlines the purpose, approach,

perspective and methodology of the study, and gives a critical
appraisal of previous and existing forms of analysis. I will
argue in this section that most compelling sociological analyses
have been of the components of 'young' marriage, particularly
couples with young children, and there has been a tendency for
these to be universalised as though they were general canons of

marriage per se. This means that there is a need for research



into the situations of older couples, both to provide exploratory
data, and also to provide material for the critical assessment of
apparently general processes and principles derived from the

study of younger couples.

The second part, The Negotiation of Gender Divisions in Daily

Married Life, is based mainly on empirical data gained from

interviews with the 18 married couples aged between 50 and 70 who
took part in the research. This section contains three chapters,
5, 6 and 7, and uses the research data to provide an analytical
description of themes in the links between structural and
personal gender inequality. Most importantly it introduces and
develops the concepts of gendered responsibility, negotiation,
and renegotiation, as well as questioning the established

definitions of inequality.

The third part, Making Sense of Gendered Responsibilities in

Daily Married Life, comprises chapters 8 and 9. It draws heavily

on Part Two, but represents a different level of abstraction and
analysis. By looking at everyday meanings and practices in
relation to structural inequality, this section discusses
processes of construction and maintenance of inequality through

marriage.

The final part also contains a short conclusion, where themes
from the body of the thesis are drawn together in a discussion of

some of the general sociological implications and possibilities.



Chapter One : Marriage and the Construction of Gender Inequality

Introduction

In this introductory chapter I will begin by tracing some of the
origins of what has become known as the public-private debate in
sociology. I will argue that through this debate sociologists,
and particularly feminist sociologists, have come to develop
useful ways of looking at the construction of gender inequality,
albeit there are some ambiguities concerning the precise
conceptualisation of public and private. Most importantly for my
purposes, they have established that the sociological
investigation of marriage and gender inequalities 'within' it,
must necessarily involve much more than a consideration of the
psycho-dynamics of couples. One of the clearest reasons for this
is that parties to a marriage are gendered actors, who occupy
relative positions in a social hierarchy. and marriage itself is

not neutral in the constitution of these positions.

Various pieces of empirical research have provided practical
evidence of the nature of the relationship between structural or
patterned inequality, and inequality 'within' marriage for women,
and to a lesser extent for men. I will outline some of these,
focusing on discussions about the centrality of employment,
domestic and caring work, and leisure,to the construction and

expression of gender inequality through marriage.

Although this work provides a valuable insight into the

patterning and dialectical processes of gender divisions and



inequalities for 'young' women and men, it says little or nothing
about what happens over the age of 40 or 50. Indeed, employment
and childcare are central components of the pattern and, as we
shall see in chapter 2, also of the ways in which married women
and men make sense of inequality in their lives. Yet these two
components are, in our society, age specific. Thus although a
perspective which seeks to document the links between structural
or patterned and personal inequality is analytically compelling,
and has produced important data, it needs to be extended to the

empirical investigation of other groups.

1. Some QOrigins of the Public—-private Debate

Elizabeth Bott's pioneering study of the social and domestic
relationships of 20 couples was of major importance to the
sociological analysis of family and informal social relations for
two main reasons which form a starting point for my own analysis.
Firstly, Bott recognised and investigated differences in the
nature of '"conjugal roles'" between men and women. Her analysis
was in many ways a catalyst for a number of studies produced in
the 1960's and early 1970's looking at conjugal roles or the
differential experiences of men and women within marriage (Bott,
1971; also eg Bernard, 1973; Blood and Wolfe, 1960:; Pahl and
Pahl, 1971; Rapoport and Rapoport, 1971). These kinds of studies
shared a concern to investigate rather than assume the nature of
the relative domestic roles and power of men and women by

focusing in on the everyday marriage relationship.

Secondly, Bott's work was important in contributing to a movement



stressing the need to look outside the marriage relationship for
an understanding both of that relationship, and the ways in which
it might pattern gender divisions in a wider sense. Bott's
specific contribution in this regard was to emphasise the
relevance of couples' "immediate social environment" by
documenting links she found in her sample between conjugal role
"segregation” and the degree of '"connectedness'" of the social
networks of wives and husbands. This meant that apparently
private domestic organisation had some relationship with the
outside or public world. There was much subsequent criticism of
Bott's particular analysis and conceptualisation (see Harris,
1977: 169-175 for a summary) which is of less relevance here than

the point which Harris makes that:

"Perhaps the really lasting significance of Bott's study is that
she has made impossible the proliferation of studies of the
internal structure of the family which take no account of its
social environment®”.

(Harris, 1977: 175)

These two points are central for the general kind of perspective
I wish to suggest is necessary for investigating the relationship
of marriage to gender inequality, or gender division: that is,
firstly that it is necessary to give close scrutiny to the ways
in which husbands and wives live their marriages at an everyday
level; and secondly that this must be seen within a wider context
since that is the backcloth against which marriage is experienced

and constructed. Proponents of the former have not always given

priority to the latter.



Of course Bott's work was only one beginning in the development
of such a perspective. Oakley's subsequent sociological
'discovery' of housework and women's domestic responsibility as a
factor in the construction of gender relations in our society was
a vital step forward in ways which are significant here. OQakley
too saw the relevance of the social environment to relations
within marriage, but she sited her analysis of the role of
housewives in the context of the more general social position of
women. Her theme was inequality between men and women at both
personal and structural levels; within marriage women were
subordinate to men, and were constrained to perform alienating
and tedious labour in service of their husbands and children.
Outside marriage women were disadvantaged, particularly in the
labour market, largely because they did not compete on equal
terms with men who had wives to service their needs, and because
employers discriminated against them on that basis. Women, she
argued, were victims of a kind of commonsense popular view of
biology which said that they were primarily childbearers, and
until men could have babies gender inequalities were inevitable.
Of course such a view was socially and 1deologically
constructed; it conflated biological and social motherhood, and
sex and gender, but was nevertheless a strong tenet of popular

wisdom.

But as well as labour market discrimination, Oakley argued that
women's domestic responsibilities were a source of inequality in
employment. She pointed out that women who achieved highly in
professional employment careers were between three and four times

more likely than professional men to be unmarried. Marriage



enhanced male careers but was an obstacle to female careers
precisely because wives were responsible for providing domestic
servicing for their husbands. Hence men were doubly advantaged
on the one hand by being 'serviced', and on the other hand by not
having to ‘'service' anyone else themselves (Oakley, 1974: 1976,
79-80; 1981). In the broadest terms, Oakley was showing that
domestic responsibility and employment opportunity were crucially

linked for women, and by implication for men as well.

Oakley emphasised (although she did not directly analyse)
structural and ideological constraints on women to become and
remain responsible for housework and domestic servicing. An
historical tradition of employment disadvantage vis a vis men,
together with public ideologies and moralities emphasising that
mothers should care for their children, helped to limit the

choices available to women.

But she went further than this by producing a qualitative
analysis of what happened at an everyday level in certain aspects
of the household. She gained detailed reports from the women she
interviewed about housework, its routines, its pleasures, and its
division. By asking the women to talk about it in this way she
got rather further than, for example, Young and Willmott in their
now rather inglorious study of the "symmetrical family" because
unlike them she did not assume it possible to measure the
division of domestic labour 'objectively' in simple linear
fashion (Young and Willmott, 1973). Where Young and Willmott
concluded that marriage was becoming more "symmetrical" largely

on the basis of evidence showing that 85 per cent of the



professional and managerial husbands in their study helped their
wives around the home, Oakley was concerned to look at more
subtle aspects of dividing labour such as the ways in which
husbands' domestic contributions were always spoken of as ‘help’
for their wives, reaffirming that it was women who were
ultimately responsible for domestic labour. Indeed, the
misleading nature of so called 'objective' measures of the
division of domestic labour presented without consideration of
qualitative dimensions is highlighted by Allan's comment on Young

and Willmott's own rather value—laden observations:

"..their estimate of the proportion of husbands helping their
wives with domestic chores was arrived at by asking respondents a
single question: 'Do you/does your husband help at least once a
week with any household jobs like washing up, making beds,
(helping with the children), ironing, cooking or cleaning?'’
(Young and Willmott, 1973: 331). Given that this was the only
question asked on the topic, that childcare and housework tasks

are lumped together, and that the criterion of helpfulness is
doing one activity only once a week, it is not surprising that a
high proportion of husbands were found to 'help' their wives.
Indeed it seems far more remarkable, given Young and Willmott's
thesis, that a full 15% of the husbands give their wife no help
and that a further 13% only help by washing up (1973: 95)"

(Allan, 1985: 87)

This does seem to say more about Young and Willmott's
expectations and the ideological nature of their concept of

symmetry than about any objective standard for measuring marital

equality.

Blood and Wolfe's study of marital power suffered from similar
problems. In their attempt to study the power of husbands and
wives, they isolated a list of household decisions and asked the

women they interviewed whether they were made by them or their
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husbands. Again, the implication is that it is possible to
investigate and understand the extent of inequality between
husbands and wives by dividing off and objectifying an aspect of
domestic organisation. Blood and Wolfe have been criticised for
their simplistic scaling of decisions in relation to each other
as measures of power — this forming an expression, like Young and
Willmott, of their own value judgements - and for supposing it is
easily possible to determine who exactly made a decision when
decisions are the outcomes of complex processes (Saffilios-
Rothschild, 1969, 1970; Gillespie, 1972). Even more
significantly, they overlooked the possibility that inequalities
in power for men and women grounded in structural relations
outside the marriage might mean that certain issues were kept
away from the decision making agenda altogether. 1In this case,
the more powerful spouse would be the one who controlled the
agenda, or in whose interests that agenda operated (Allan, 1985;

Lukes, 1974).

By comparison, Oakley was able to examine the process of the
division of domestic labour and childcare conceptually and in
relation to patterned or structural inequalities. So she

established that women were responsible for housework, childcare,

and for servicing their husbands, and this responsibility was
related to women's disadvantage vis a vis men in paid employment.
In addition to saying that women were responsible for housework,
servicing and childcare, she argued that women actually did do
most of the work associated with these responsibilities. Men,
she was able to claim, were not similarly constrained into

domesticity and childcare, and could choose whether or not to

11



help their wives (which she claimed they did rarely) and what

type of help to give.

Oakley has been criticised, for example, for paying too little
heed to men's breadwinning/economic responsibilities, and indeed
for not interviewing men (see Edgell, 1980) but it is not denied
that she made a vital contribution by identifying the relevance
of choice, constraint, and responsibility, and not least by
documenting the sheer tedium and grind of housework itself as a
form of labour rather than as a biological extension of

motherhood and of being a woman.

Her work provided the grounding for subsequent studies of
housework and childcare and the conceptualisation of the division
of domestic labour as an essential aspect of the analysis of
marriage. These more contemporary studies have continued to find
that the women studied remain responsible for housework and
childcare, that men's contributions are seen as voluntary help,
and tend to be performed on a sporadic rather than routine basis.
Men, as Davidoff has put it, maintain a freedom from "“perceiving
the boundaries" of domestic labour, that is, they are not obliged
to notice when housework 'needs', to be done. In this sense, men
are 'allowed' to have lower housework standards than women
(Davidoff, 1976). Men's household work tends to be goal
orientated, and/or infrequent, for example structural repairs to
the home, home improvements, car maintenance. Whilst the precise
division of tasks might vary amongst couples — although not much
— the division of responsibility by gender remains the same.

These findings hold true for both working class and middle class

12



couples, and couples where both partners are in full-time
emp loyment (Backett, 1982; Boulton, 1983; Collins, 1985; Edgell,
1980; Finch, 1983; Hunt, 1980; Leonard, 1980; Leonard and

Speakman, 1986; Luxton, 1986; Mansfield, 1985a, 1985b; Rapoport
and Rapoport, 1971, 1976; Yeandle, 1984).

The implication from all of this is that domestic responsgibility

is equivalent to something more than the sum of domestic tasks,

since men can be observed to help with the housework without

taking on board full responsibility, and this is a theme to which

I will return. In most cases, however, this research involves
'vyoung' married couples with dependent children, so that we do
not know whether there are differences between them and older

couples.

Oakley's recognition that housework was labour performed in

service of husbands in paid employment and dependent children

undoubtedly provided impetus for what has become known as the

"domestic labour debate". Marxist feminists in particular were

concerned to establish that women's oppression did fit into a
Marxist explanation — with women contributing to economic
production through their domestic labour - and that they were
doubly exploited by the capitalist system: firstly as unpaid
domestic servicers and reproducers of the labour force on a day
to day and generational basis through husbands and children, and

secondly as a "“reserve army of labour" as paid workers in their

own right (Gardiner, 1976; Mackintosh, 1979, 1981; Rushton, 1979;

Seccombe, 1974; Smith, 1973). The ensuing debate and criticism

has centred around the validity of the analytical description

13



involved in this type of theorising, and on the issue that even

if the organisation of women's domestic and paid labour looks
like this empirically (which is itself disputed), Marxist theory
has no way of showing why it is women who are subordinated, or

why this particular system should serve the interests of capital

better than another (Barrett, 1980; Hartmann, 1979; Molyneux,

1979; Mackintosh, 1981).

Despite the now rather hackneyed theoretical wrangles associated

with the domestic labour debate, a marxist perspective did help

to establish that women's domestic labour had an economic value

and was not unrelated to men's labour power because it was

involved in creating it. The debate has been followed by work

which has highlighted the importance of establishing the
mechanisms through which sexual divisions might benefit capital

rather than simply assuming both that they do, or indeed that

they were created for this purpose (Eisenstein, 1979: Mackintosh,

1981;: Barrett, 1980; Barrett and McIntosh, 1982; Hamilton and

Barrett, 1986).

However, what is significant here is that the debate was held at

all, because it is indicative of the fact that it has become

indisputable that there are important links between the sphere of

paild employment, and the domestic sphere which are central inter

alia to the position of men and women within marriage. As

Pauline Hunt has pointed out:

"In modern capitalist society the world of industrial production
is distinct from the world of domestic production. This

distinction is the site of the separation between public and
private domains. Each domain is not absolutely public or

14



private, for each is the condition of existence of the other".

(Hunt, 1980: 32)

Discussion about the public and the private has progressed apace
in recent years, and it is not always clear just exactly what
either 'public' or 'private' is intended to portray. It has
however been fruitfully used as a perspective to highlight what
Finch has called '"overlapping sets of dualities", most commonly:
paid work-unpaid work, productive work—-domestic work, workplace-
household, men—-women (Finch, 1984a: 14; see also Elshtain, 1981;
Gamarnikow et al 1983; Imray and Middleton, 1983; Siltanen and
Stanworth, 1984; Stacey and Price, 1981). For the time being, I
wish only to advocate the kind of perspective which has come out
of the debate; namely one which takes the boundaries and links
between these kinds of overlapping sets of dualities to be
socially constructed, and in themselves a focus of investigation.
This means that it is more useful to adopt a public-private

perspective as a research tool, and use it to ask questions about

the complexity of overlap and construction of the kinds of
dualities outlined above, than to use public and private as ways
of defining and categorising supposedly distinct and separate
domains, as though they were static, mutually exclusive and

unproblematic.

Clearly, much of the research outlined so far does attempt to do
the first task, since it problematises links and boundaries
between (albeit differing) conceptions of public and private.
Yet there is a danger that it also does the second, insofar as

men tend to be associated with the public, productive sphere, and

15



conversely women with the private, domestic sphere. Ironically,
there is a risk that this can simply reproduce the kind of

separate spheres model it seeks to overcome.

2. Domestic Respongibility and the Structuring of Employment

Stacey argued at the beginning of the current decade that the
consequences of sociologists analytically dividing off a public
sphere associated with men and their employment, from a private

domestic sphere associated with women:

"have not only been to hide women from sociology, but to leave
sociologists of the 1980s with inadequate conceptual, theoretical
and methodological tools to analyse or explain the shifts in
activities between the domestic and public arenas".

(Stacey, 1981: 173)

One form of response to the type of challenge set by Stacey has
been a welcome increase in empirical investigation into specific
aspects of the links between gender relations in marriage, and in
employment. These types of project have taken three main forms,
each expanding on a different set of issues about links between
public and private. I will briefly consider each of these in

turn.

a. Patterns of entry to and exit from paid employment

A number of recent studies have set about examining the patterns
and nature of women's labour market activity over the life course
in relation to their domestic and childcare responsibilities

(Hakim, 1979: Robinson and Wallace, 1984; Dex, 1984, 1985; Joshi,

1984, 1987; Martin and Roberts, 1984; Siltanen, 1986;: Beechey,

16



1986: Gerson, 1985). Probably the most important of these has

been the Women and Employment Survey by Martin and Roberts,

involving interviews with a national sample of 5,588 women aged

between 16-59.

Martin and Robert's data show that the majority of women
construct their employment histories around the demands of
domestic work, childcare and in the case of older women sometimes
the care of elderly or sick relatives or friends. This is
illustrated by the influence of marital status but, more
precisely, by the presence or absence of children, and the age of
children, on women's participation in paid employment and hours
of work. Table 1.1 below illustrates these points. It shows
that women with young children, particularly those under five,
are the most likely to be either absent from paid employment, or
in part-time employment. Martin and Roberts interviewed a
smaller sample of husbands and found that their employment
histories were not similarly constructed around this kind of
domestic responsibility. Patterns of employment participation
varied in their sample by, amongst other things, age cohort,
because of social changes in women's employment patterns this
century. Dex, in a further analysis of the data, has produced

work cycle profiles for women in different age groups showing the

work patterns over their lifetimes. Table 1.2 below shows the
patterns for women aged 50-59 since theirs' are the nearest

approximations to full lifetime data available from the study.

Joshi's work (Joshi, 1984, 1987), also analysing the Women and

Employment Survey data, shows that family formation and

17



TABLE 1.1: Current Economic Activity by life-cycle stage (all women except full-time students)

Economic activity

Life cycle stage

Childless women aged:

Women with youngest child aged:

Women with all children aged 16

and over, aged:

All women except
fulltime students

Under 30 30 or over 0-4 5-10 11-15 Under 50 50 or over

% % % % % % % %

Working full time 82 67 7 16 31 40 27 35

Working part time 3 12 20 48 45 37 32 28
Total working — 85 — 79 - 27 - 64 - 76 - 77 - 59 - 63

'Unemployed’ 11 6 4 4 5 5 5 6
Total economically active 96 85 31 68 81 82 64 69

Economically inactive 4 15 69 32 19 18 36 31
100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100

Base 887 414 1038 868 710 468 910 5295

(Source: Martin and Roberts, 1984:

table 2.11, p-15).




Table 1.2: Frequencies of women aged between 50 and 59 in

various work-cycle branches.
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motherhood has profound implications for women's earning capacity

in employment:

"the effect of family formation is felt not only through the
career break...but in terms of women's reduced participation
subsequently when they work part—-time and...are often
occupationally downwardly mobile as a result. Thus family
formation has a lasting effect for...it depresses women's
lifetime earnings on average by between 25-50 per cent".

(Martin and Roberts, 1984: 99)

Women are concentrated in different types of jobs from men. In
1979, Hakim noted the incidence of vertical and horizontal
occupational segregation: that is where women were concentrated
both in specific occupational orders and sectors, and also at the
lower hierarchical levels of those occupations both as a result
of discrimination at work, the operation of labour markets, and
domestic responsibility at home (Hakim, 1979). This is still in
evidence in the 1984 Women and Employment Survey. The three
occupational orders with the highest proportions of women account
for 69 per cent of all women's jobs: health, education and
welfare; clerical; and catering, cleaning and hairdressing - all
caring and servicing industries providing jobs in some senses not
incompatible with notions of care and service bound up with
domestic responsibility (Wainright, 1978). For men, the three
orders with the highest proportions account for 43 per cent of
men's jobs: metal processing, making, repairing; managerial;
transport. Within occupational categories, women tend to be
concentrated at the lower levels doing the less responsible and

more poorly paid jobs (Martin and Roberts, 1984).
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These types of findings show that women's employment is crucially
related to their domestic responsibilities inter alia over the
lifetime, although not necessarily in any straightforward way.

By implication they also show that men's employment is related to
their lack of domestic responsibility. However, very little
attention has been directed to the ways in which men's employment
articulates with any domestic responsibilities that they might
have or domestic circumstances they may be in. The implicit and
sometimes explicit assumption has been that men have no domestic

responsibilities whatsoever.

Siltanen's work is a notable exception to this. ©She argues that
the domestic circumstances of men, and particularly their
domestic financial maintenance responsibilities, are related to
their employment. ©She found in her research that men in
"component wage jobs ... atypical for their sex" (p. 111) were
also in distinctive domestic circumstances. When recruited to
their jobs, they tended to be aged in their late teens and early
twenties, single, and without household financial maintenance
responsibility (Siltanen, 1986; see also Rimmer and Popay, 1982).
Furthermore, Pahl and Wallace's work on the Isle of Sheppey has
shown the importance of relating individual employment patterns
of both men and women to household circumstances (Pahl, 1984).
However, there is undoubtedly more work to be done on the nature
and impact of male domestic responsibility. Otherwise there is a
danger that sociological research and theory will reinforce

rather than deconstruct the public/man-private/woman polarity.

Nevertheless, all of the work outlined in this section has in
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common an attempt to ascertain the ways in which labour inside
and outside the home affect each other, and how gendered
responsibilities in both spheres are constructed and maintained.
The implication is that there is no universal answer and that
further detailed empirical investigation of specific shifts and
links between labour inside and outside the home is warranted to

understand the complexity of the patterns.

b. Home in relation to employment

The second type of project concerned with the gendered links
between home and employment includes studies which have focused
on everday domestic life, generally within marriage, in order to
examine the types of negotiation and strategy in which women
engage in pursuance of both domestic and childcare
responsibility, as well as paid employment. Again, it is largely
by implication, or by the absence of domestic responsibility,
that men's relation to domesticity has been considered in this

typre of research.

Research which has supported and elaborated on Oakley's theme of
domestic responsibility, that is that women are responsible for
doing good quality, regular, domestic servicing for their
husbands and children, has shown that this inhibits women's
ability to participate in paid employment and also their feeling
that it is legitimate to do so (Martin and Roberts, 1984; Hunt,
1980, Edgell, 1980, Green and Parry, 1981; Evans, 1984; Collins,
1985). Yeandle's work has shown how women engage in strategies
over their lifetimes to combine paid employment and household

responsibility, and that negotiations take place within families
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about how female labour will be divided between these areas; the
same has not been shown to follow for men's labour (Yeandle, 1984,

1986; also Gerson, 1985). As Land has pointed out:

“There is a conflict between a woman's responsibilities towards
other members of her family and her activities in the labour
market, whereas for men there is not. Women and men do not,
therefore, compete on equal terms in the labour market...Women's
domestic responsbilities, whether they be caring for children,
sick or elderly relatives or healthy husbands, determine when
women leave or re—-enter the labour market. The number of hours
and the times during the day when they are available to take paid
employment, are also restricted®.

(Land, 1981: 1-95)

Conversely, women's domestic and childcare responsibility
actually enables the labour market participation of husbands and
indeed may include taking on aspects of husbands' work in an
unpaid or unrecognised capacity. Finch, for example, has shown
that women often become incorporated into their husbands' work:
from actually helping out and having a role, to organising

domesticity to suit the nature and timetable of the husband's job

(Finch, 1983).

Furthermore, given that low paid and poorly protected types of
employment such as home-working and part-time working have
emerged which exploit this situation, women may find themselves
balancing and offsetting the competing demands of domesticity.
childcare and paid employment at home (Allen, 1983; Perkins,
1983; Cragg and Dawson, 1981; Beechey and Perkins, 1985; Evans

and Ungerson; Green and Parry, 1981; Beechey, 1986).

Of course, once married women are employed in low paid and
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unprotected work, and especially after they have taken a break
for childrearing, the material reality is likely to be that their
husbands, and certainly husbands as a group in general, will be
in better jobs and certainly are unlikely to be engaged in the
same type of employment (Joshi, 1984). Behind all of this is a
kind of circular logic and as Land has argued, the reality of
women's overall disadvantage in the labour market vis a vis men
can be and is used as a powerful legitimation for their taking
prime responsibility at home (see also Hunt, 1980). This kind of
process appears to be self-reinforcing, and will be discussed

more fully in chapter 2.

Yet domestic responsibility does not mean that employment is
either financially unnecessary or unimportant to women. Studies
of the experience of unemployment for women consti£ute a form of
antidote to this notion. Studies by Coyvyle, and Cragg and Dawson,
show for example both that women take jobs mainly through
financial necessity and also that unemployment is a problem for
women which is rarely alleviated by any potential of domesticity
to soak up the surplus time and energy (Covle, 1984: Cragg and

Dawson, 1984; Wacjman, 1983).

c. Workplace in relation to home

Finally, there are a number of ethnographies of women in the
workplace (where that is out of home) (eg, Cavendish, 1982;
Pollert, 1981; Wacjman, 1983; Porter, 1982, 1983; Westwood, 1984;
West, 1982; Cockburn, 1983). These have focused on the shopfloor
culture and working-class consciousness of women in manual

occupations, as well aspects of male control of women in the
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workplace, and women's counter strategies and potential for

power. The main relevance of these ethnhographies here is their
tendency to emphasise or to imply that women retain a primary

allegiance to the home and to domestic responsibility, and that
their working consciousness or culture reinforces this, albeit

the form it takes varies inter alia by age and race.

This is rather a crude simplification of illuminating and
detailed ethnographic material but it serves to illustrate an

important point. The nature of Stacey‘s '‘challenge’ regarding

the analysis of the public and the private, concerned the

relevance it had for sociology as a whole. Yet, as Beechey has

pointed out, there is a danger that overconcentration on women's

shopfloor culture, or class consciousness, and its
conceptualisation as both separate from men's and rooted in

domesticity, will reinforce the very boundary it seeks to

transcend. She argues:

"We need to allow for the possibility that both women's and
men's consciousness of themselves as workers is affected by both
their workplace and their familial experiences. This is not to
say that women's and men' consciousness is the same. Far from
it. But it is to say that we need to use similar concepts to
analyse both women's and men's consciousness and not to use

'familial' concepts to analyse women, and 'workplace' concepts to
analyse men".

(Beechey, 1983: 39)
For, as Siltanen and Stanworth have pointed out:

"the public man-private woman division obscures the extent to
which the private sphere is constituent of men's relation to work
and to political life. All too often, family commitments and
home-based concerns are acknowledged to be significant for men
except where comparisons with women are made or implied. The
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evidence of Porter (1983), of Beynon (1973), of Goldthorpe,
Lockwood, Bechofer and Platt (1968), of Nichols and Armstrong
(1979) ., or Rubin (1976), all testify to the extent to which home
and family provide for men the motivation to seek particular
jobs, to remain at one place of work, to endure degrading
conditions. It was a male assembly line worker at Ford's who
said: 'I just close my eves and stick it out. I think about the
kids.' The demands of home and family enter into men's decisions
about shift work and overtime, outweigh the calls of trade union
activism and underpin instrumental attitudes to workplace
militancy ... We are by no means suggesting that men share
equally with women the burdens of domestic responsibility or the
rewards of employment. We are simply insisting that we will
never produce an accurate account of the relations between women
and men in the public world, until we recognize that in part men
are already defined and define themselves in relation to their
‘private' commitments".

(Siltanen and Stanworth, 1984: 200-201)

Yet, they argue that researchers have persistently associated
domestic and family concerns only with women. The links between
gender divisions in 'public' and 'private’ therefore remain only
partially conceptualised. Nevertheless, that there are links has
been irrefutably established and it is against this context that
some exciting work has been done in two other areas significant
to the study of marriage and gender divisions: leisure, and

caring for health.

3. Leisure and Gender: boundaries between work and play

Feminist research into women's leisure in recent years has
successfully highlighted ambiguities in the nature and definition
of leisure, and in its relationship to 'work', which are
incumbent in part upon the relationship of women's childcare and
domestic labour to other forms of work. For example, Green,

Hebron and Woodward point out that:
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"'Whilst men are generally seen to 'earn’' leisure time through
paid work, the amorphous nature of women's unpaid domestic work
makes it hard to identify time which is unambiguocusly 'free' for
leisure".

(Green, Hebron and Woodward, 1987: 77)

Feminist scholars have therefore argued that the re-
conceptualisation of leisure is essential to the task of
understanding links between public and private, because it must
involve a re-examination of the ambiguity surrounding the
division between 'work and play' for both men and women (Deem,

1982a, 1986; Green, Hebron and Woodward, 1987).

As a starting point, a consideration of childcare and domestic
responsibility is wvital for an appreciation of the complexity
between work and play at home. For example, Janet Finch explains
the consequences of women's responsibility for fitting

domesticity in around their husband's work as follows:

"..the effects of a husband's working and a wife's working are
not symmetrical. In so far as the couple maintain a sexual
division of labour, even in a modified form, a wife normally is
assigned to 'covering' domestic tasks, especially childcare.
This leaves her free to pursue other activities, at best, only
when he 1is not at work, unless she is able to make alternative
arrangements for discharging these responsibilities"

(Finch, 1983: 24)

And of course, when he is not at work there are meals to be
prepared and his needs to be serviced. Therefore, not only must
domestic work conform to the man's working timetable, but there
are significant implications for women's leisure, since it
becomes difficult for them to mark off a space — both physical

and temporal — for free time. Pauline Hunt's study of marriage
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emphasises this point too, and Hunt draws extensively on a more
polemical piece of work by Lee Comer to make sense of her data

(Hunt, 1980). For example Comer observes an evening spent by

husband and wife as follows:

"While she is talking with her husband or watching TV she is
minutely aware of her responsibilities — the ashtrays which must
be emptied, the cups and glasses which must be washed, the
husband's and children's clothes which must be sorted for the
morning and she must break off a conversation to put a note out
for the milkman and all the time she must remember what she has
to do the next day — the child to the dentist, clothes which need
mending, sugar which has run out, ad nauseam. She goes to bed
and the evening which her husband enjoyed, or merely relaxed in
has, for her, receded behind the weight of things she has done
and things which she still has to do"

(Comer, 1974: 85-86)

This was the type of experience that the women in Hunt's study
talked about. It means that time spent at home is not
necessarily time off for women, since it is likely to involve not
only the usual domestic work - often evenings and weekends are
used by women in employment to ‘catch up' on housework — but also
facilitating the leisure or time off of their husbands and other
family-household members (Hunt, 1980; Deem, 1986). The suggestion
put forward by Deem that married women's leisure is at best
qualitatively different from men's and, at worst, non-existent
seems in the light of this well founded (Deem, 1982b: 1986).
Certainly, domestic and childcare responsibilities mean that
leisure for married women cannot be equated with 'time off work'
in any straightforward fashion. Given that traditional
definitions of leisure have cast it in relation to paid
employment, Oakley teases out an apparent contradiction

expressing well the conceptual confusion about women's leisure.
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For she notes that popular assumptions that housewives who are at
home full-time have 'nothing but leisure’' are based on a view
that women are their own bosses in the home. However, as she

explains:

"..the autonomy conferred by the housewife role has a tendency to
be fictional rather than real. Being one's own boss implies the
necessity to supervise one's own work: to see that the housework
gets done in other words..The housewife is 'free from' rather
than 'free to'; the absence of external supervision is not
balanced by the liberty to use time for one’'s own ends. The
taking of leisure is self defeating. Housewives are sharply aware
of the fact that, however much or little husbands may share
domestic tasks with them, the responsibility for getting the work
done remains theirs"

(Oakley, 1976: 92)

Green, Hebron and Woodward in their study of women's leisure in
Sheffield also identify the ability of husbands to regulate their

wives' out of home leisure in more explicit ways:

"strategies typically employed by male partners during the
negotiation processes surrounding access to leisure can be viewed
as points along a continuum ranging from petty forms of behaviour
such as sulking or 'having a face on', through to the explicit
exercise of male authority, actually forbidding the woman to go
out*

(Green, Hebron and Woodward, 1987: 85)

Of course domestic and childcare responsibility is not the only
constraint on women's leisure. Many researchers have pointed to
the social constraints on women's activity outside the home in
the 'public’ leisure domain: for example the male orientation and
culture of public leisure provision which is enforced both
formally and informally (Whitehead. 1976: Talbot, 1984; Stanley,

1980;: Deem, 1982a, 1986; Imray and Middleton, 1983:; Allan,
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1986.) Allan sums up the typres of informal mechanisms men use to

control women's leisure in pubs as follows:

"Aside from the implicitly male character of the pastimes, like
darts and pool, that are catered for, male control of pub life is
most evident in the way unaccompanied females are often
treated...the glances and stares, the private joking, the
innuendo and bantering developing into teasing and horseplay, all
serve to make women feel uneasy and out of place. Such forms of
control are the more effective because they are wrapped up in
what purports to be joking and good—-natured humour. If women
aren't prepared to enter into the spirit of such things, the
argument goes, they shouldn't come in - which of course they
don't, thereby legitimating the whole process. The result is
that most women prefer not to take the chance of these situations
arising so that public drinking remains something of a male or,
at best, 'couple' preserve, offering women only limited
opportunities for social integration in their own right"

(Allan, 1985: 66)

But, as Green et al point out, these types of control mechanisms
are particularly effective precisely because underlying them is
the threat of physical violence of which women are only too

acutely aware.

Married women's domestic servicing responsibilities and the
social control of their activities therefore add up to an
important theme of inequality between husbands and wives as well
as a way of conceptualising aspects of the links between gender
divisions in public and in private. But another dimension of
women's responsibility has been identified which warrants
consideration in its own right rather than conflation under the

generic term 'domestic labour'.

4., Caring for Health
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In this section I want to introduce a variety of literature which

has in common the observation that wives are responsible for what

can be defined broadly as family health, as part of a broad remit

for caring for the needs of their families.

Some of the most important and extensive contributions to this
area have come from Hilary Graham in her work on women and family

health (Graham, 1979, 1983a, 1984a, 1985). Graham's research on

young women has demonstrated they are "providers, negotiators and

mediators" of family health:

"As the providers of health, women are responsible for securing
the domestic conditions necessary for the maintenance of health
and for recovery from sickness. Women's health work involves the
provision of a materially-secure environment; a warm, clean home
where both young and old can be protected against danger and
disease, and a diet sufficient in quantity and quality to meet
their nutritional needs. It involves, too, the provision of a
social environment conducive to normal health and development.
It is a woman's job to orchestrate social relations within the
home, and to minimize the health-damaging insecurities and
anxieties which can arise when these relations go awry"

(Graham, 1985: 26)

Thus Graham is saying that women's domestic labour is not done

gimply for its own sake, but is inextricably tied up with women's

responsibility for ensuring family health. Women have to ensure

that their domestic labour helps to create an environment which
will maintain the health and happiness of family members.

Housework is simply one part of this. Facilitating the leisure

of others is another.

Other work has supported this particular point. Perhaps the best

example to illustrate the variety of activities that this
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involves women in is Murcott's observations on the preparation
and cooking of food as part of the division of domestic labour
and the gendered relations between men and women. She discusses

the concept of a "proper meal'" as follows:

"Effectively a proper meal is a cooked dinner. This is one which
women feel is necessary to their family's health, welfare and,
indeed, happiness. It is a meal to come home to, a meal which
should figure two, three or four times in the week, and
especially on Sundays. A cooked dinner is easily identified -
meat, potatoes, vegetables and gravy. It turns out that
informants displayed considerable unanimity as to what defines
such a dinner, contrasting it to, say a 'snack' or 'fried*'."”

(Murcott, 1983: 80)

Murcott goes on to explain that home is the arena for the proper
meal and that it forms a kind of ritual celebration of homecoming
from school and work for children and husbands. In this way the
proper meal is symbolic in constructing and marking the threshold
between public and private, and in doing so expresses the
relationship of dominance and subservience between men and women
because women cooK dinners for homecoming men. Murcott explains
that men help out to varying degrees — sometimes making a
‘fried', but that women routinely cook the proper meals as part
of their marital obligation. The fact that women tend not to
cook proper meals when they are alone illustrates that this is
part of a servicing and health care obligation from women to men.
Similarly, research by Kerr and Charles shows that the
distribution of meat by women to their family members is
illustrative of status (Kerr and Charles, 1986; Charles and Kerr,
1987) . They identify themes of male privilege and female denial

as dominating patterns of food consumption:
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"Most women were committed to the notion that men needed to eat
more than themselves and in general their role as producers as
well as consumers of family meals led them to put the needs and
desires of other family members before themselves. This was not
only a theoretical commitment; men were almost always reported as
having larger helpings of food than women within families".

(Kerr and Charles, 1986: 155)

But as well as providing a form of "domestic health service'" for
their families, two other aspects of women's responsibilities for
family health were identified by Graham: negotiating and

mediating. As she explains:

"In labouring for their families' health, women are also teaching
it. In setting standards of diet and discipline, women not only
facilitate health in a biological sense; they transmit a culture
in which health and illness can be understood. Women also serve
as mediators of outside services. Their responsibilities within
the domestic health service unavoidably bring them into contact
with professional welfare workers; the doctor and health visitor,
the social worker and the district nurse. Their caring role
places them at the interface between the family and the state, as
the go-betweens linking the informal health—care system with the
formal apparatus of the welfare state"

(Graham, 1985: 26)

The perspective of researchers such as Graham, Murcott, Kerr and
Charles therefore shows us that women are crucially., and morally,
responsible for maintaining a happy and healthy home environment.
Because the emphasis is on quality of environment, and the health
of others, this clearly means more than the perfunctory
performance of housework tasks. Indeed, it gives childcare and
domestic labour a whole new and much more far reaching meaning:
women are pivotal in maintaining a boundary between an apparently
impersonal public world, and a private familiar world which is

comfortable for the family, however illusory in analytical terms
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that boundary might be. In some senses then, Graham's argument

suggests that part of women's responsibility is to keep the

private gsphere private for their families.

Conclusion

The purpose of this chapter has been to establish that

inequalities 'within' marriage are related to those outside it.

By adopting a public-private perspective, various researchers
have investigated and documented aspects of the {(inks between

ostensibly public and private forms of gender inequality. Whilst

this helps to show, for example, that the private sphere is a

social construction and is not therefore as private as it might

seem, the work of writers like Graham, Murcott, Siltanen and

Stanworth, indicates that a public—-private boundary is given

symbolic credence by women and men in their practices and

understandings.

In the next chapter I will examine more closely the ways in which

husbands and wives have been observed to make sense of

hierarchies and inequalities of gender through their everyday

practices and understandings. Before turning to this, however,

it is important to stress a cautionary point. We have seen that

researchers have looked for the links between structural or

patterned, and personal gender inequality via the medium of an

analysis of paid employment, childcare and domestic

responsibilities. Clearly, these factors have been shown to be

crucial aspects of the links and boundaries between public and

private. However, in our society these are also age specific:
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the statutory retirement age is 65 for men and 60 for women.

What is more, between the vears of 1974 and 1984 over 98 per cent
of live births were to women aged under 40, the vast majority
between 20 and 35. During the same period, over 94 per cent of
legitimate live births were to fathers again aged under 40, and
mainly between 20 and 35 (OPCS, 1985: 31 and 36). This means
that the construction of inequality through marriage outlined so
far deals with a specific age group of married couples; the focus
is clearly on 'young' marriage, where employment and the
dependency of children are key components. Of course, this is
not a problem in itself, except insofar as there has been a

tendency for generalisations about marriage per se to be made

from this data.

We will see in the next chapter that employment and childcare
remain vital components of the ways in which these spouses have
been observed to make sense of marriage and inequality.
Nevertheless, some research as been conducted on situations which
are structurally dissimilar from this apparent 'norm', which

suggest this kind of approach to be a fruitful and important one.
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Chapter Two : Making Sense of Marriage and Inequality: structure,

practice and meaning

Introduction

In this chapter I will discuss the process through which the
patterns of inequality 'inside' and 'outside' marriage outlined
in chapter one seem to 'make sense', or are rationalised, through
practices and meanings at an everyday level by husbands and
wives. I will show that those very meanings and practices help
to reinforce the structural inequalities which legitimate them.
Understanding this circular or dialectical process is of major
importance to the study of gender relations and marriage, since
it allows us to begin an investigation of the nature of gender
inequalities per se, and the ways in they are both produced and
legitimated. 1In the final part of the chapter, having
established something of the mechanisms of this process, I will
go on to discuss recent research which has taken as its focus the
incidence of structural change or 'anomaly'. Given the ways in
which sense is made through the relationship of structure to
traditional gender divisions, this presents the opportunity to
study the renegotiation of these divisions through the practices
and understandings of the women and men involved. Furthermore,
it represents an important broadening of focus for the study of

marriage.

1. Gender and Responsibility: meanings and contexts

In the last chapter it was becoming clear that everyday meanings

have a role in the construction of gender divisions. For
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example, Oakley's work was compelling precisely because she
looked further than 'who did what' in her analysis of the
division of domestic labour, to the relations of domination and
subordination within which spouses do what they do. She

discovered that dimensions of responsibility and constraint

effectively made a nonsense of any analysis of the division of
domestic labour based soley on adding up and scoring domestic
tasks. Responsibility for domestic labour meant more to women
than the sum of its tasks, and the documentation of tasks alone
could say nothing about the conditions of choice or constraint
under which they were practised. Similarly, Graham's point about
responsibility for health, Murcott's about gender obligations and
cooked dinners and so on, are observations about meanings as well
as practices — or rather, meaningful practices - and their

relationship to broader patterns of control and inequality.

Theoretical and historical contributions from writers like
Barrett and McIntosh, Stacey and Price, Davidoff, and Hall, have
shown us that an ideology of appropriate 'familism' championing
high standards of domesticity and childcare within a particular
form of nuclear family, has developed within contemporary
capitalist society (Barrett, 1980; Barrett and Mclntosh, 1982;
Stacey and Price, 198 ; Davidoff, 1976; Davidoff, L'Esperance and

Newby, 1976; Hall, 1979). Barrett describes it in the following

way:

'a hegemonic definition of family life: as 'naturally' based
on close kinship, as properly organised through a male
breadwinner with financially dependent wife and children, and
ag a haven of privacy beyond the public realm of commerce and
industry'
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(Barrett, 1980: 204)

Historical accounts are useful because they outline changing
material and economic conditions as well as developing
ideologies. The point which these commentators seek to establish
is that the normative championing of the home as a haven for
weary male workers and as the proper centre for intensive
childcare is part of an historical process with material roots,
which has constructed domestic labour and childcare as privatised
and gendered labour:; it is performed by wives at home in service
of their husbands and children. In a study of contemporary
women's unemployment, Coyle has argued that this means that the
division of labour in general cannot be wholly renegotiable
within the confines of existing gender relations, because it has

become, in essence, expressive of those relations:

"Domestic labour is more than simply looking after the house and
children, it is the servicing of men. How can men participate in
their own servicing? If men genuinely shared in the domestic
work of the household, the very fabric of the relationship
between men and women would be transformed".

(Coyle, 1984: 118-119)

Clearly these writers wish to argue that an ideology of familism
is neither free—-floating with no material referents, nor imposed
upon passive dupes. It develops out of the efforts of women and
men to make sense of their conditions of existence. What is
more, the family-household as Barrett calls it, provides a nexus
for the meshing of the material and the ideological, which are
fused together dialectically in the process of the construction

of social relations and inequality:
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"The family-household constitutes both the ideological ground on
which gender difference and women's oppression are constructed,
and the material relations in which men and women are
differentially engaged in wage labour and the class structure.
Women's dependence on men 1s reproduced ideologically, but also
in material relations, and there is a mutually strengthening
relationship between them.

(Barrett, 1980: 211)

This implies that the empirical study of everyday meaningful
practices engaged in by family-household members, is likely to
shed light both on the ways in which the material and ideological
intersect, and also on the relationship of apparently private
realms of experience to social structure. Morgan has suggested

that:

"It may be argued that the family is not only an interesting or
special case in the attempts to relate the interpersonal and the
structural, but that it is the institution in society which is
centrally concerned with these interconnections".

(Morgan, 1985: 275)

2. Making Sense with the "Social Material"

I wish to argue that what is being discussed is less an ideology
— albeit popular tenets of understanding which are ideological
may be recognisable in different historical times — than a
'making-sense' process, which involves the construction and
perretuation of ideologies which tend to legitimate and reinforce
material structures. In this sense, people actively carve out
practices and understandings using what Morgan has termed the

"'social material" available to them (Morgan, 1981,1985).
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This is obviously a loose formulation of a central sociological
problem of (in an abridged version of Marx's language) how people
make history in circumstances which are not of their own
choosing. However, it is an adequate formulation for present
purposes, because what is required is a perspective rather than a
tight theorisation. Indeed, to aim to provide the latter in such
a short space would be to ride roughshod over a great deal of

detailed and complex theoretical work.

It is important for researchers to interpret the understandings
of married men and women from a perspective of this kind, because
to fail to recognise the significance of the social material, and
structural or patterned inequalities on the construction of the
marriage relationship, produces a misleadingly partial view. An
example of this is Berger and Kellner's now well known study of

the social construction of reality within marriage. Their

argument is primarily that:

“the plausibility and stability of the world, as socially
defined, is dependent upon the strength and continuity of
gsignificant relationships in which conversation about this world
can be continually carried on. Or, to put it a little
differently: the reality of the world is sustained through
conversation with significant others”.

(Berger and Kellner, 1971: 24)

Marriage, they go on, is one of the most crucial “validating
relationships for adults in our society" (p. 24) and thus they
argue that people make sense of the world through and within
marriage. Initially, this looks compelling because it is

concerned with the everyday, relational, making sense, type of
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process which others like Young and Willmott in their discussion
of household work, and Blood and Wolfe in their discussion of
marital power, overlook (Young and Willmott, 1973; Blood and
Wolfe, 1960). However, rather more in common with these
researchers, the limitation of Berger and Kellner's argument lies
precisely in their definition of marriage as a supremely private
sphere within which the individual can "take a slice of reality
and fashion it into his (sic) world" (p. 25). Of course, in
doing this, Berger and Kellner are effectively forgetting that
men and women may approach marriage on structurally unequal terms
and hence that gender might make a difference to a spouse's
ability to "fashion reality"”, but also that marriage itself may
contribute to the development of those unequal terms. The
following extract discusses the interrelationship -of the

individual and the private sphere in their schema and highlights

well this omission of gender:

"It is here that the individual will seek power, intelligibility
and, quite literally, a name — the apparent power to fashion a
world, however Lilliputian, that will reflect his (sic) own
being: a world that, seemingly having been shaped by himself and
thus unlike those other worlds that insist on shaping him, is
translucently intelligible to him (or so he thinks ); a world in
which, conseguently he is somebody — perhaps even, within its
charmed circle, a lord and master. What is more, to a
considerable extent these expectations are not unrealistic. The
public institutions have no need to control the individual's
adventures in the private sphere, as long as they really stay
within the latter's circumscribed limits. The private sphere is
perceived, not without justification, as an area of individual

choice and autonomy‘.

(Berger and Kellner, 1971: 25)

This seems to be an example par excellence of the danger of

sociologists perpetuating the ideological division between public
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and private by taking it for granted. It is a danger open

equally to symbolic interactionists and ethnomethodologists,

whose perspective can lead them to overlook structural content in

favour of interactional style. Morgan (1981, 1985) suggests that

this is indicative of an emphasis on the 'how' rather than the

'why' which:

"'seeks to demonstrate the processes by which members create their
own sense of reality and by which they render their activities
accountable and reasonable, rather than to ask gquestions about
the social material with which persong construct their marriages,
children, sexuality or whatever".

(Morgan, 1985: 202).

Clearly, what is required is an emphasis on both the how and the

why, because as Morgan points out, Berger and Kellner:

"in seeking to highlight, ideal typically, some of the taken-for-
granted features of contemporary marriage, fail to present one of

the most taken-for—-granted features of all, namely the inequality
between men and women'.

(Morgan, 1985: 88-89)

More recently some researchers have studied marriage from within

the kind of framework advocated by Berger and Kellner, but have

added-on considerations of gender. Some of the insights from

this type of work have been valuable, and will be referred to
again below, but there remains the limitation that the observed
processes of making sense or constructing meaning are not linked
analytically to structural or patterned gender advantage and
disadvantage. This means that the centrality of everyday meanings
to the construction of a hierarchically gendered society (and

vice versa) tend to be overlooked, and the apparent privacy of
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the marital domain is maintained at the level of analysis
(Backett, 1982; Askham, 1984). To "add women and stir" (Adam,

1986) potentially yields fascinating description but is not

analytically compelling.

On the other hand, one of the most valuable contributions of
empirical research like that of Hunt, Graham, Edgell, Murcott,
Kerr and Charles, Luxton, Collins, and the others already
mentioned in chapter one, is that they have charted aspects of
the workings of the process through which structural and personal
gender inequalities are linked through marriage in the practices
and understandings of everyday life. For example, insights from
the research have shown the ways in which a particular sexual
division of labour - in employment, housework, caring, and money
management, seems to be if nothing else the obvious way in which
the relative structural positions of husbands and wives make
sense. Put another way, constraints and social inequalities help
to make traditionally gendered practices seem obvious. Each
spouse is familiar with the rationale for this, and in that sense
is an 'expert’' or what Gramsci termed a ‘“philosopher of
commonsense' (Gramsci, 1971). As Voysey has commented,

commonsense "is ‘accurate' if it serves to make sense of action

in a particular situation" (Voysey, 1975: 195).

For example, a major theme in the literature has been that of
labour market disadvantage: the argument goes that wives are
likely to be in lower paid, lower skilled, under unionised, more
poorly protected and regulated forms of employment than their

husbands, and they will probably — for at least some of their
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lives — be working shorter hours in paid employment. Thus each
married couple may make an explicit or implicit choice that the
husband's job will take precedence and the wife will put family
responsibilities before her own job. Clearly this is a choice
constrained by structure as evidenced in part by the 'curious
coincidence' that so many couples choose the same kind of system,
and in most marriages it is likely to be less of an explicit
choice than a post facto rationalisation. But it effectively
makes the division of responsibility and privilege look sensible
and fair, not least because there is a 'grain of truth' in it.
Pauline Hunt among others has argued that ideolocgies 'work'
precisely because at one level they are 'right'. That is, they
incorporate aspects of reality, and a grain of truth.
Simultaneously, of course, they help to conceal the fact that the
'grain of truth' is itself socially constructed, and is the
result of inequality. What makes these kinds of meanings
ideological then is not that they are false, but rather that they
are partial and give the impression that certain aspects of the
'equation' are more determinate than they are (1). But once

established and rationalised in this way:

"The reality of prevailing social practice reinforces the
ideology of which it is the product”.

(Hunt, 1980:26)

Emergent individual and generalised definitions of men as chief

wage earners are central in this marital nexus:

'The ideological impact of the wage system has a decisive impact.
The contribution of domestic work in the creation of labour power
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a3 a saleable commodity is hidden. The wage seems to be earned
by the industrial worker alone. This has the effect ... of
providing legitimation for the wage earner's avoidance of
domestic toil. According to this ideology not only has the wage
earner put in a full day's work elsewhere, but that work is more
like real work than housework could ever be. The latter appears
to be merely a personal service of benefit to family members

only, whereas the former commands a wage and is socially
necessary'.

(Hunt, 1980: 82)

Edgell too has noted that the employment of the middle class
husbands in his study took precedence over that of the wives and
that this entitled the men legitimately to avoid domestic labour
(see also Pahl and Pahl, 1971), and Luxton has noted a similar
process combining what she calls ‘'valid reasons and invalid

excuses' (Luxton, 1986: 47; see also Collins, 1985).

Of course the idea that husbands are in reality at all times the
family breadwinners and women the dependants is entirely
misleading (Land, 1976, 1980, 1986). Some research has focused
on couples where women are in senior or equivalent labour market
positions to their husbands. Nevertheless, the findings are that
couples tend to maintain a largely traditional division of
responsibility and this is justified by, for example, women's
greater domestic competence and skill, or the importance for
career women to preserve some aspect of a feminine identity via

domestic servicing (McRae, 1986; Spencer and Podmore, 1982)

Furthermore, studies in the management of household income have
indicated that the ways in which money is organised help both to
reflect and preserve the ideal of male economic independence and

female economic dependence as a kind of reality, whilst
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simultaneously concealing the extent to which husbands too are
economically dependent on their wives (Pahl, 1980, 1983, 1984;
Gray, 1979; Hunt, 1978, 1980, Morris, 1983a; McKee and Bell,
1985, 1986; Avers and Lambertz, 1986; Whitehead, 1981). What this
means is that in the process of domestic budgeting as well as in
household labour, men and women help to establish partial
understandings and parallel practices which themselves have
further ramifications for the division of labour because they
appear to endorse the apparent reality of the male breadwinner

notion, itself the rationalisation for this kind of practice.

Jan Pahl's work has made an important contribution in this area
by helping to establish first of all that money is not
necessarily distributed equally amongst household members, and
that analysis should distinguish between the management and
control of money (Pahl, 1980, 1983, 1984). She points out that
women managing the household budget on a daily basis may not
necessarily be indicative of power, which is more directly

related to the control of money:

'Being able to off-load certain decisions and certain money-
handling chores onto the other spouse can itself be a sign of
power ... It seems that a high degree of separation between
control and management is associated with a rigid separation
of spheres in terms of the sexual division of labour'.

(Pahl, 1983: 256-257)

Pahl produces a classification of money management systems

incorporating different divisions of control and management, yet

as Graham has argued:
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"While rooted in an awareness of gender divisions and male power,
such a classification is strangely gender-blind and, as a result,
it can obscure the very dimensions that it is designed to

‘illuminate'".

(Graham, 1987: 62)

Graham goes on to point out that the two parent families in her
survey of mothers, when reporting disagreements about money,
centred on criticisms by women of men for controlling money, and
by men of women for mismanaging money, whatever system was in
operation. The implication is that within marriage money is
controlled by men and managed by women, and this gains support
from an earlier study by Hunt, who argues that behind the various
different styles of managing money is a general principle:
namely, wives do not feel they have the same rights of access to
household income as do husbands, especially, but not solely,
where they are not in paid employment themselves. She goes on to

add that:

'The breadwinner's control of family funds does not seem to be
greatly affected by the form in which the houseworker has
access to money ... One couple had a joint bank account,
another kept their spare cash in a tin, in a third case the
houseworker was paid money to buy food and the wage earner
took care of the bills, and in a fourth case the houseworker
took care of all bills while the wage earner retained pocket
money. In each case the wage earner had the final say as to
how money would be spent, or more often in these inflationary
times how money would not be spent.'

(Hunt, 1978: 558)

Therefore, this evidence suggests that as well as being excused
from domestic labour, men as chief breadwinners - ideologically
if not materially - retain control of household income. The

practice of budgeting reinforces the 'logic*' of this even where
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both wives and husbands are earning:

'In most households the husband's earnings are reserved to pay
for the necessities that had to be met before the wife
returned to the labour market; that is rent or mortgage
payments, food, basic clothing, heating and lighting bills.
The woman's earnings tend to be used to purchase additional
items which make life easier, more secure and more
enjoyable... the effect of this practice is to reinforce the
ideology that woman's place is in the home'.

(Hunt, 1980: 19)

Stamp, in a pilot study of women who earn more than their
husbands, i1dentifies a tendency to the adoption of more equitable
money management systems precisely because wives in ‘superior’

emp loyment do not exercise similar control over money as men in

superior employment (Stamp, 1985). Hunt's data show that women

who are at home full-time with children while their husbands are
out at work find it particulaly difficult conceptually to
separate their work identity of housewife and mother from any
identity they might have as people in their own right, and thus

they are unable to spend money on themselves without guilt (Hunt,

1980: 47).

These observations suggest that for women who are out of paid
employment and looking after children, or in part-time
employment, economic dependence on husbands and responsibility
for domestic labour and childcare effectively make sense of each
other. They become bolstered by practice in so far as women
through experience generally develop greater skill and alacrity
in housework than their husbands, and it therefore seems more
reasonable for them to do what might take their husbands a lot

more time and effort (Hunt, 1980, also Luxton, 1986; Collins,
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1985; Davidoff, 1976). But for women who are in full-time
employment, other practices such as household budgeting can
become viable legitimations - by injecting the 'grain of truth' -
for a traditional division of labour. What is more, Bell and
Newby have shown that various tension management strategies
employed by husbands — not necessarily in a conscious exercise of
power ~ effectively smooth over hierarchical discrepancies
between them and their wives. For example, the giving of gifts
such as flowers, or more symbolically providing 'a living', and
status reversals on for example mothers' day, are part of a
"deferential dialectic": giving gifts is an expression of power,
generating gratitude and through it obligation and subservience

(Bell and Newby, 1976).

A major theme in this kind of research is the extent to which
women's labour market disadvantage vis a vis men is tied up with
their economic dependence on husbands. But this is also
bolstered by the state and by employment legislation. For
example, Hilary Land has shown very effectively that tax, social
security and pension provisions both assume and enforce the
economic dependence of many married women on their husbands
(Land, 1976, 1978, 1979, 1981; 1984; 1986: also McIntosh, 1979;
Morgan, 1985). Men's economic dependence on women continues to
be concealed in this discourse largely because women's caring and
domestic work is unpaid. She also points out that the lack of
other kinds of provision, for example paternity leave from
employment as a realistic alternative to maternity leave, have

both material and ideological implications:
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'Seeing the need to adjust only the employment pattern of women
in order to take account of the demands of childcare reduces
women's opportunities in the labour market and reinforces the
existing division of labour within the home... Much lipservice 1is
paid to the glories of motherhood but in reality as far as the
labour market is concerned, women who have been full-time mothers
are regarded as having acquired no new skills and are often
treated as if they had lost those they had before they became
mothers'.

(Land, 1981: 20 and 26)

We have seen that Joshi'‘s work on the 'wages of motherhood' shows
that women are penalised for full-time motherhood in terms of

loss of earnings (Joshi, 1984; 1987).

In this kind of context it is not difficult for both husbands and
wives to suggest that a traditional division of labour, both
inside and outside the home, makes sense. Indeed, the one makes
sense of the other and reinforces the ideological location of

women to the private sphere, and men to the public sphere.

3. Making Sense with Changing Social Material

But there are situations where this really does not seem to make
sense; where it is difficult on the face of it to see how a
grain of truth can be traced in the process for legitimating a
traditional division of labour between husbands and wives.
Various studies have been undertaken recently with the remit of
examining either the situations and practice of couples in
clearly different circumstances to the idealised 'norm’', or what
happens in domestic practice when aspects of the basic structure
of inequality 'outside' marriage begin to change. It is these

latter which are significant here.
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The most important research of this type for present purposes is
that done on the domestic impact of unemployment, redundancy and
of economic recession. This type of research aims to examine
what happens to domestic relations and organisation when married
men become unemployed and therefore is based on the assumption
that structural change - in the full-time and permanent nature of
male employment — is likely to have implications for gender
relations. Clearly, we might expect this to affect the making
sense process in some way. For example, domestic practice might
change and bring along with it the construction of new meanings.
Alternatively practice might be maintained suggesting that people
may begin to work harder for new ways of making sense of the link
between structure and their own practice at the level of meaning.
Either way, whether there is change or continuity of practice,

important processes will be opened up for investigation.

In fact in this country there is now a body of evidence that
married women whose husbands become unemployed are likely to
leave employment if they are in it, and if they are not employed
they are very unlikely to take up employment at that time. Sixty-
four per cent of the wives of unemployed men are
economically inactive, and the figure is as high as 88 per cent
for the wives of economically inactive men (that is, including
retired as well as other categories) (OPCS, 1982: 26). Women,
therefore, do not on the whole become the main breadwinners in
these circumstances and this is chiefly because social security
regulations actually provide a disincentive to do so (Pahl,

1984) ., However, an important study by McKee and Bell of the
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domestic consequences of male unemployment in Kidderminster

{(McKee and Bell, 1984, 1985, 1986) indicates that there are also

ideological or normative constraints preventing female

breadwinning activity:

"In many cases the traditional attitudes towards men's and
women's roles seemed to harden and be reinforced in relation to
breadwinning. The loss of the male economic provider role struck
deep chords amongst both wives and husbands and a passionate
defence of men's right to provide was invariably raised...
Fundamental emotions concerning self-esteem, self-image, pride,
views of masculinity, respectability and authority resounded

in the expressions of both men and women. The caustraining

effects of these postures and beliefs in the face of structural
change should not be underestimated."

(McKee and Bell, 1986: 140-141)

And of course we might add that financial disincentives enforced

by the state could be a powerful legitimation of the validity of

these sentiments.

McKee and Bell have also attempted to untangle what negotiations
take place around the division of domestic labour and childcare,
a3 has Morris in her study of redundant steelworkers and their

families in Port Talbot (Morris, 1983a, 1983b, 1984, 1985a,

1985b; Harris et al 1985). 1In fact, in terms of both ‘'who does

what' and whose responsibility it is, it seems that male

unemp loyment or redundancy occasions little change in the former,
and no change in the latter (Morris, 1983a,1983b; 1985; McKee and
Bell, 1984, 1985, 1986). Of course if it is the case that the
domestic work which women do is inextricably bound up with
servicing men, as argued earlier by Coyle for example, then we

might expect that there would be no immediate reversal or
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renegotiation of this relationship. But what is interesting
about the research evidence is how an apparently outmoded-by-
structure practice is legitimated by the men and women who
maintain it, bearing in mind the salience of male employment to
the way couples make sense of their division of domestic labour

and responsibility.

Morris, for example, documents significant normative constraints
on male participation in domestic labour. Although a minority of
the men in her study, initially bored and with spare time on
their hands, gave an increased amount of help to their wives with
housework, this was on the whole irregular, and not comprehensive
enough to jeopardise the traditional division of domestic labour.
However, Morris notes differences in the flexibility and rigidity
of divisions connected to a notion of social network similar to
that developed by Bott (1971) and modified by Harris (1983). ©She

concludes that:

"flexibility in the division of domestic labour will be
negatively related to the extent to which the behaviours of
individual members of a couple is subject to group pressure'.

(Morris, 1985Db: 337)

A greater degree of connectedness in social network enhances the
likelihood of peer group pressure to conform to traditional
divisions and to avoid negotiations for change. By virtue of
their membership of a predominantly male social network, men were
able to gain peer reinforcement of cultural definitions of
appropriate male and female spheres of activity or, perhaps more

importantly, were subject to sanctioning for deviance from these
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definitions.

The implication of this is that the men gained a foothold in the

public sphere despite their redundancy, and indeed Morris argues

that male social networks provided both the opportunity and

cultural legitimation for the men to develop "surrogate

occupations', for example forms of work such as "odd jobbing", or

"hobbling"”. These might be paid or unpaid, but Morris's point is

that they took the place of paid employment in the making sense

process: thus men were, or potentially might be, busy in

surrogate occupations outside the home and hence it would be

inappropriate to renegotiate domestic responsibility.

The ability of men to retain this kind of public space, and the

form it takes is, however, likely to vary regionally but as vet

we know little about the detailed and subtle domestic
negotiations of husbands and wives in other locations. However,
research by Pahl and Wallace on all forms of work on the Isle of
Sheppey warns us in general to be careful in assuming that the
unemployed have the means with which to engage in profuse odd-
jobbing; households with wage earners are much more likely than
households without wage earners to be able to deploy the land,

labour and capital necessary for active participation in many

forms of informal paid work (Pahl and Wallace, 1985; Pahl, 1984;

Wallace and Pahl, 1986). However, whilst acknowledging the need

for further research evidence from other localities on domestic
negotiations, it is still possible to take Morris's point

seriously without assuming frenzied informal economic activity by

unemployed men if we focus more directly on the argument that the
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idea of participating in informal economic activity gives men a

public role.

This kind of point gains support from McKee and Bell's study as

well. They identify "male based rationales" for an unchanging

division of domestic labour and responsibility, which are
actually mechanisms for relocating unemployed men in a public

arena outside the home and domesticity:

"Examples were cited of the man’'s high engagement in the search
for work and absences from home due to job interviews or informal
labour market activity were identified as real constraints.
Opportunity and legitimacy of the men's preoccupations outside
the domestic sphere were reported as opposed to motivation and
disposition. In other words many couples felt that despite a
severance from the labour market, unemployed men still had a

public profile and purpose".

(McKee and Bell, 1984: 22)

These kinds of examples seem to illustrate that the men and women

were searching for new ways of making sense of established

practices, rather than changing those practices. One very good

reason for this, identified particularly strongly by Morris, was

that the women did not want the men to take over domestic labour.

Morris reports a kind of ambivalence, where women did not want

their husbands to invade their domain (the home), found their
presence a nuisance and their housework contributions at best not

very helpful. Covyle has made similar points about the extent to

which male unemployment is an intrusion on the female sphere.
whereas female unemployment can enhance men's domestic lives
(Coyle, 1984: 114). This is related to what McKee and Bell call
"female based rationales" for continuity. Quite simply, these

state that women do housework more efficiently than men; an
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apparently logical justification for specialisation by sex

despite structural change (McKee and Bell, 1984: 22, 1985: 144).

The tendency towards the maintenance of a traditional division of
labour and responsibility in the face of this particular type of
structural change extends also to the management of money. I
have already pointed out that the evidence suggests that women
rarely take over a 'male-breadwinning' role in these
circumstances. Basing her analysis on styles of money management
within marriage developed by Jan Pahl, Morris finds the

following: although no single pattern of management necessarily

follows male redundancy, the onset of low income tends to
encourage unitary management (although she misleadingly calls it
control) through some kind of "whole wage system”, especially in
larger families. This appears to happen because it is expedient:
with little money to manage "“families cannot afford the luxury of
more than one manager". Given the traditional sexual division of
labour, Morris maintains that women tend to become the unitary
managers (Morris, 1983a). I have already noted that Pahl argues
that the ability to delegate money management chores is a sign of
power and, bearing this in mind, the following observation by

Morris is particularly pertinent:

"the responsibility for deciding on priorities for spending
whilst also trying to maintain a degree of marital harmony,
weighs heavily on women...Control (sic) over household resources
under these conditions is a source of stress rather than of
power".

(Morris, 1983a: 14)

McKee and Bell also indicate that "making the money stretch" was
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an increasingly difficult money management problem for the wives

of unemployed men. They observe that:

“‘management of the money did not bring control for many women,
with husbands insisting on their own personal spending money but
without any equivalent allocation of personal money to wives'.

{McKee and Bell, 1984: 20)

Changes, then, were being constructed within the framework of a
relationship of domination and subordination between men and
women, and practices and meanings were ensuring the maintenance

of inequality. But both women and men were actively promoting

this.

Another important theme, again established in both of these
studies, and having a bearing on the maintenance of tradition,
was the normative transience of unemployment and redundancy. It
is mainly in this sense that this research cannot in any sense be
generalised to older couples negotiating male retirement.
Transience meant that people were able to rationalise continuity
of practice because there would apparently be nothing to be
gained from a wholesale renegotiation of responsibility following
a temporary change of structure. It was also likely to be
important in the ability of men to retain a public role during
temporary anomaly. Coyle, in her study of redundant women,
points out that unemployment continues to carry this normative
transience despite evidence that for some groups of men it is

clearly not a temporary state:

"Unemployment i3 structured as a temporary phenomenon and not one
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that can and ought to be adjusted to. Restructuring cannot take
place because men are actively job seeking. In many instances
unemp loyment for men does assume a sort of permanence, as more
and more men are becoming long term unemployed. Yet it is a
permanent state of suspension. It cannot be the basis for long
term change or new initiatives".

(Covle, 1984: 114-1195)

Male based rationales and the ability to maintain a public
foothold are perhaps rather less likely after

retirement, for example, which is likely be be imbued with a
normative permanence. In that case, and on this basis, we might

expect a more wholesale attempt at renegotiation.

In general, however, this kind of research suggests that
identifying apparently relevant components of structural change
and investigating everyday domestic practice is a potentially
fruitful line of enquiry: not only does it provide data on groups
other than the established 'norm', but it allows the sociologist
to investigate processes of negotiation and renegotiation in

material and ideological contexts.

Conclusion

In the previous chapter we saw that women's responsibility for
domestic labour and childcare., and men's concomitant full-time
and continuous commitment to employment, were important aspects
in the construction of structural or patterned, and personal
gender inequality. 1In this chapter we have seen something of the
processes through which this is constructed and maintained in the
Practices and meanings of married couples. The economic

dependence of women on men figures as both the producer and
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outcome of wives' responsibility for domestic servicing within
marriage and families, and consequently gender inequality becomes
the product of an apparently self perpetuating process. Men's

dependence on wives is obscured in a cash nexus situation.

However, the last section of this chapter outlined research aimed
at examining the ways in which practices and meanings are
negotiated in times of structural change, and whether or not
change provides the opportunity for renegotiation of gendered
responsibilities. In empirical terms we saw thatl in Che cases

reported it did not, for a variety of reasons.

However, in theoretical terms structural change does provide
potential opportunity for renegotiation. I do not mean to
suggest by this that structural change of any kind either
‘allows' or determines complete reversal or renegotiation of
practices. Clearly, the ability of individuals to make new kinds
of sense with the social material available to them will continue
to be constrained in certain ways. However, what is important is
that structural changes in, for example, men and women's
employment, or indeed changing family composition and childcare
responsibilities, are likely to be of direct significance to the
construction of gender divisions and inequalities. In
theoretical terms this must at least open up the possibility for
renegotiation of relationships of gender, therefore allowing us
to investigate their extent and nature, and the consequent

practices and understandings.

I have already suggested that what is largely, yvYet surprisingly,
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rather hidden away in most of the studies outlined so far is that
they rely on data derived from the marriages of people who are
almost always aged under 50. 1In some ways this is obvious,
because many of them highlight the significance of the care of
young children and indeed the researchers do not keep the ages of
the people in their samples a secret. However, given that
structure and hence structural change is clearly important we
might expect some major differences between, for example, the
kinds of gender inequality manifest in marriages where the woman
is looking after young children and her husband in full-time
employment, and in those where children have grown up and left
home and both spouses have retired. The danger is that the
former has become the norm within sociological analysis — that is
by investigating vyoung marriage and calling it ‘marriage' per se
the components of gender inequalities in ‘'old marriage' for

example are assumed to be the same.

In the chapter to follow I will set out in some detail the case

for investigating the marriages of older couples, and critically

assess some of the existing research evidence.
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Chapter Three : Life Course Disruptions and Gender Divisions

amongst the 50 to 70s

Introduction

In this chapter I will outline the incidence of a set of
disruptions which are structural and biographical in character.
They are based largely on employment and demographic trends, and
I will argue that they mark out married people currently aged
between 50 and 70 as a focus for study. This is because people in
that age range are likely to experience structural change of the
kind which might have implications for gender relations as
discussed in the foregoing chapters, but which has been largely

unresearched in these terms.

As 1 suggested earlier, this means that the choice of an age
range is a theoretical one, and is less to do with investigating
the marriages of older people per se, than with issues of
negotiation, renegotiation, and the construction of gendered
practices and meanings by people operating from within certain
changing constraints. Put another way, it presents an
opportunity to examine changing and uncharted links between
structural or patterned and personal gender divisions. [ will
demonstrate that using such an approach is effectively to adopt
aspects of the kind of framework developed by social historians
concentrating on the concept of life course, rather than life
cycle, although my study is not intended to represent a detailed
social biography of the cohort concerned. However. an awareness

of the intersections of three dimensions of time: family time,
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individual time and historical time, underlies the logic of using

disruptions as markers for a study group as well as providing
elements of a perspective for analysis. The latter will be

discussed more fully in the methodology chapter to follow.

Once the theoretical reasoning behind the choice of the age range
50-70 has been documented, I will then go on to outline some

existing research evidence about gender relations amongst this

group.

1. A "Modern Life Cycle"?

In the last chapter, I discussed two important studies of the
domestic impact of male unemployment. These suggested that
identifying structural change relevant to the dialectic of
inequality within marriage should make it possible to observe
people in the process of reconstructing practices and meanings.
This should be the case whether or not people are renegotiating,
or retrenching, the status quo. It therefore presents an
opportunity to analyse the ways in which people make sense of

social change 'on the ground', or in everyday life.

Anderson has been a central contributor to demographic knowledge

about the dimensions of social change, particularly with regard

to work and family 'life cycles'. Using secondary analysis of

large scale data sets like the census, his method is to observe
and document demographic and economic change, and to draw
insights about the implications for changing everyday social

practice. Anderson has argued that a "modern life cycle"” emerged
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in Britain in the 1960's and 1970's with "a number of clearly
demarcated stages through which most of the population passed
within a relatively narrow band of ages." (Anderson, 1983, 1985:
69). This life cycle was normative too, to the extent that most
people planned their lives on the assumption that they would
follow it fairly closely. He outlines some of the modern life

cycle dimensions as follows:

"Work, for the mass of the population, began at age 16...At
the other end of the life cycle, retirement from work came
equally suddenly; 73 per cent of men were still working at age
60 and 52 per cent at age 64, but at age 65 only 27 per cent
were still in employment. Even for women, the pension age of
60 was a turning point; 52 per cent were in employment at

age 59, 29 per cent at age 60... Most people of both sexes
married during relatively few vears of their very late teens
or early twenties... and most left home and set up their own
household at about the time they married. In 1979 at age 16
well over 935 per cent of children lived in their parents'’
homes, by age 27 over 80 per cent did not... The years of
childbearing were few, on average, couples had their last
child within seven yvears of marriage, and that child was
married by their early 50s, and their last grandchild was born
well before they were 60; most couples knew most of their
grandchildren and, for women, at least, great—-grandparenthood
had become by the 1970s a statistically normal phenomenon'.

(Anderson, 1985: 69).

Anderson shows that men could expect to live 14 years after the
birth of their last grandchild and women to live 23 years -
probably long enough to see all the grandchildren marry
(Anderson, 1983: 8). Table 3.1 below, based on the charting of
women's life courses, shows the stark reality of some of this in

respect of family events.

Table 3.1 shows, inter alia, that Anderson's modern life cycle

meant that women approximately between the ages of 50 and 70

would be likely to see the marriages of all of their children,
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Table 3.1: Life Courses of Women by birth cohorts (medians)
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the birth of their grandchildren and, towards the age of 70 the
imminent death of their husbands. When added to the observations
about retirement from employment for both men and women, this
indicates that, working on Anderson's assumptions, married people
between the ages of 50 and 70 would be likely to be experiencing
certain events in their lives for the first time; that is, these
events would be biographically unprecedented in their lives.

What is more, given the arguments in the preceding chapters, they
are events likely to have some import for the construction of
gender divisions and for inequality within marriage, since they
are grounded in the central factors of childcare and paid

emp loyment.

But if this means that people aged between 50 and 70 will be
dealing with biographically new experiences, Anderson is also
able to show that the modern life cycle is itself historically
specific. It represents a kind of squashing together of some
events at earlier stages in people's lives, particularly family
formation, but also the possibility of the common experience of

certain events for the first historical time:

"The change also opened up enormous new slots in the life
cycle to be enjovyed, exploited or endured — great-
grandparenthood and also a long period before old age without
childcare for women, growing periods when men who were still
quite fit for work became compulsorily 'retired'".

(Anderson, 1985: 86)

This certainly indicates a new period of life, beginning
somewhere around the age of 50, whereé married couples might be

spending time together, without children, and without paid
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employment. At least it might be anticipated that children will
leave home (or will have left home), and/or employment will
cease, when wives and husbands are aged approximately between 50
and 70. Anderson's work is vitally important, therefore, in
showing the historical and individually biographical newness of
events occurring between the years of 50 to 70 for both men and

women (see also Eversley, 1982).

However, it is also important to remember that aggregate data
based on median ages produces a pattern of event sequencing which
can conceal diversity. It is for this kind of reason that
demographers like Murphy have argued that the construction of a

life cycle in this way has limited usefulness as a heuristic

model. He points out that current British experience shows that
at least 30 per cent of women fail to pass through sequential
stages of marriage — childbearing — still-married after children

leave home (Murphy, 1983: 55).

However, the problem is less with the analysis than with what we
draw from it. Anderson's work clearly shows the experience of
most people at particular ages and historical times, and he also
points out that the normative aspect of this means that people
are generally penalised for adopting 'deviant’ timetables. All of
this is very useful indeed as an indicator of the ages between
which structural and biographical disruptions are likely to occur
materially or normatively in most people’s lives. For social
researchers who wish to analyse the everyday negotiation of
social change, it suggests a population frame from which to

sample. Anderson does not advocate the building of a static or
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eternally cyclical model because he never suggests that he has
discovered a universal and omnipresent family cycle. Indeed, his
association of the life cycle with historical change furnishes a

good critique of just such endeavours.

Anderson's evidence that any modern life cycle is historically
specific, and Murphy's that it is not universal or
straightforward, brings us to a series of issues concerning the
dimensions of time, age and biography. We need to ask the
following questions: when we identify and evaluate demographic
patterns for 'young', 'middle aged' or ‘'elderly' people, are we
intending to say that what we find is attributable to numerical
age alone? If so, then it would follow that studies of the
family relationships of each of these three groups would tell us
about a universal family life cycle which both Anderson and
Murphy in different ways show is misleading. Interestingly
enough, these are questions which come up most frequently in
studies of 'elderly' people, as though age and life cycle
considerations were only significant for them. However, whilst
older people will in a sense have more age and life cycle behind
them, this is no good reason to fail to ask similar questions in
studies of younger people. Indeed, as indicated earlier, by
studying only younger married couples, but failing to say that

this is what we are doing, we are in danger of perpetuating the

notion that they represent a universal experience of marriage.
This is the sort of process by which vyounger people become

'people’ and older people become 'the elderly’.

All too often in social investigation where 'age’ is recognised
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it is used misleadingly as an ascriptive or descriptive variable,
as though it has its own explanatory power (Finch, 1986; Harris,

1986) . It is true that clear patterns can often be discerned for

example in age cross tabulations of survey material which can woo
a researcher into acceptance of this idea. But as Harris has

cogently put it:

"In itself (age) has no intrinsic significance and its meaning and
importance derives from its being an indication of something
else. It is an indirect associative measure’.

(Harris, 1986: 3)

The arguments for this are perhaps better rehearsed for gender,
where it is now fairly widely accepted in sociology that patterns
within data by gender are not simply the result of physiological
and a-social sex differences but are to do with the ways in which
gender is socially constructed and experienced in people's lives.
Similarly, when we make observations about differences between
age groups, we are not simply talking about numerical age, but
about historical and biographical experience: individuals live
their lives through particular sequences of historical time, and
have different experiences of that historical time depending upon
their social and geographical position. Of course this is not to
say that physiological aging does not take place, but to caution
that it does not do so in a social vacuum. We only need remember
the evidence of demographers and social historians like Anderson
regarding historical change in mortality, longevity, age at
childbirth etc, and evidence that health, illness and mortality
are strongly related to social class as well as age and gender

(Graham, 1984; Blaxter and Paterson, 1982), to realise that
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these processes are not a-social or a-historical.

This is, of course, the underlying logic of cohort analysis, the
assumption being that there may be meaningful differences between
the experiences of groups of people born in different time
periods (Synge, 1981; Ryder, 1977). Thus we cannot once and for
all document the experience of 50 to 70 yvyear olds and claim it to
be universal, because those who reached those ages in 1985 will
have lived through a different set of social and historical
experiences than those who will reach that age in 2000. Fairly
obviously, this approach is one which wishes to take account of
social change, or changing social structure, as indeed should all
sociologists (Thompson, 1981; Bertaux, 1981, 1982; Plummer,
1983). But it is also an approach which wishes to take into
account the action of individuals in history. This means that
individuals are not perceived merely as located in history, but

contribute to the making of history. Giddens, for example,

argues that action:

"does not refer to a series of discrete acts combined together,
but to a continuous flow of conduct. We may define action ... as
involving a stream of actual or contemplated causal interventions

of corporeal beings in the ongoing process of events-in-the-
world".

(Giddens, 1979: 55).

Harris argues that the recent interest in oral history as well as
the theoretical relevance of time shown by sociologists and
social historians such as Plummer (1983), Bertaux (1981, 1982)
and Thompson (1981):
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",.is bound up with rejection of both sociology’'s natural
gcientific pretensions and tendencies still persisting in
contemporary sociology to conceptualise individual actions as
mere expressions of structural location and to conceptualise its
field of study as the investigation of the structure of social
objects, rather than the doings of historical subjects"”

(Harris, 1986: 6)

This is important for the perspective I wish to take, and for
this reason I want to reject any and a-historical notion of 'the
life or family cycle' which assumes that certain pre-charted
family stages will be universally and sequentially encountered or
that various aging transitions will always and inevitably present
themselves for negotiation (see Hill, 1964: 192; Levinson et al,
1978, Troll, 1971, 1982; Thompson and Streib 1961, for examples
of the first approach; Neugarten, 1968; Sheehy, 1977; Eichorn et
al, 1981; for the second). I do not wish to argue that my data
has validity for the charting of some kind of "post-parental-

post—employment”" family stage.

Indeed, a much more fruitful perspective than that of the life or
family cycle has been developed recently by a number of social
historians in the study of the "life course” (Hareven, 1978,
1981, 1982: Hareven and Adams, 1982; Elder, 1977, 1981, 1982).
This approach is useful because it is sensitive to issues of age,
cohort and social change, and gives us an idea of how to begin
unpacking these. Like Anderson, these scholars began their work
by charting the pattern and timing of various life course events
derived in this case from American census records — such as age
at marriage, childbirth, starting and finishing employment, and

80 on — for various birth cohorts in their social and historical
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context. As Foner has argued:

“,.because each cohort cuts off a unique segment of historical
time as its members age, the life course patterns of successive
cohorts differ"”

(Foner, 1980: 776)

This led Hareven to draw an analytical distinction between three
interacting dimensions of time: individual time, family time, and
historical time. She explains how these typify the life course

approach as follows:

"It focuses on the interaction among individual and collective
timing of family transitions as they are shared by different
historical conditions. It examines the synchronization of
individual behaviour with the collective behaviour of the family
unit as they change over time and in their relation to external
historical conditions..It attempts to follow the movement of
individuals through different family configurations and roles and
is concerned with the determinants of timing patterns that affect
these transitions”

(Hareven, 1982: 5)

Thus there is no preconceived notion of a set of family cycle
stages, but rather an appreciation that individuals undergo life
transitions which are incumbent upon the intersection of events

between the three time dimensions.

Morgan has suggested that a life course approach:

"may show us the interplay between home and work and between the
public and the private spheres, thus providing some useful
linkages with some feminist concerns".

(Morgan, 1985: 179)
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It is entirely in this sense that I wish to adopt aspects of a
life course perspective. Yet there are issues of focus and
manageability of data which need to be resolved at this point.
Although I wish to argue that a biographical approach is
important because people are actors in time, and that the
separation of three kinds of time by a life course perspective
provides a rationale for studying the 50 to 703 in the 1980s, I
also want to focus most explicitly on negotiations and
transitions in the here and now. This means that my study is not
an oral history, and the use of biography is chiefly to show how
people’'s pasts (conflating individual, family and historical
time) affect their presents (1). The relevance of the presents

being investigated derives from current intersections of time.

This task was begun at the beginning of this chapter. In the

next section I shall go on to look at elements of current

demography, structure and patterned inequality for the 50 to 70s.

2. Social Characteristics and Disruptions: the 50-70s

Therefore although the focus of my research was not the married
lives of people aged 50 to 70 in 1985, but rather aspects of the
links between public and private gender divisions, the study is
nevertheless entirely specific to people in that group, because
the currently changing links are incumbent upon intersections
between the three dimensions of time in their lives. Anderson’'s
data gave a general outline, but what more do we know about the
variety of disruption, and the general social characteristics, of

people currently between those ages? I will examine data
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TABLE 3.2 Marital Status by Age and Sex

Great Britain

Males Females q
Single zwhﬂwoap Widowed Divorced Single zmﬁhwoap Widowed Divorced

AGE(percentages)
16-24 88.9 10.8 - 0.3 77.3 21.9 - 0.8
25-34 30.0 64.8 0.1 5.1 18.0 74.5 0.3 7.1
35-44 11.1 81.3 0.4 7.3 6.0 83.8 1.3 9.0
45-59 8.9 83.5 1.9 5.7 6.1 79.8 7.6 6.5
60-64 8.4 82.7 5.5 3.3 7.6 67.6 20.6 4.3
65-74 7.6 78.3 11.6 2.5 9.5 49.3 38.1 3.0
75 or over 7.5 60.9 30.2 1.4 13.4 21.0 64.3 1.4
All aged 16 or

over 28.8 63.4 3.7 4.1 21.9 58.8 14.4 4.9

pHancaMs@ separated people.

(Source: CSO, 1986 Social Trends: table 1.5, p.21)




concerning the two broadly relevant areas of family and

household; and employment.

a. Family and Household

Table 3.2 shows marital status by sex and age. As can be
seen, the proportion of people currently divorced is the smallest
in the older age groups (2). However the proportion of people
married decreases with age and this decrease begins earlier for
women than for men. It is almost completely accounted for by
widowhood. It is only a small proportion who are never married
in the older age groups. Taken as a whole, around 60 per cent of
men and women aged between 50 and 70 are actually still on first,

long term, marriages (OPCS, 1981: 5-6).

Table 3.3 below tells us something about changes in divorce rates

over the years.

Table 3.3: Marriages Broken by Marriage Cohort (England and

Wales)

36 By death, 1826 cohort

By death and divorce,
1980 cohort

/ By death, 1896 cohort
//‘ By divorce, 1980 cohort

By death and divorce,
1921 cohort

Percentage broken
—-—h
@

By death and divorce,

1946 cohort
6.
0‘ - T T L T ¥ -3
0 4 8 12 18 20 24
Duration of marriage (years)

Source: Anderson, 1985
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Indeed, table 3.3 shows that for the 1921 cohort,

only around 17

per cent of marriages had been broken by death or divorce after

20 vyears. They were both less likely to end marriages by death

than previous cohorts,

and by divorce than more recent cohorts.

Therefore they are unusual in their proportion of long—-marrieds.

Table 3.4 below shows family size by marriage cohort.

Table3.4: Family Size by Marriage Cohort (Great Britain)

Number of women married in period
children
live-born mainly 1900-09 1920-24 1935-39 1956-60 1961-65
in first marriage around (part
1860 estimated)
0 9 10 16 15 10 8
1 5 14 24 26 17 21
2 6 18 24 29 39 41
3 8 16 14 15 22 23
4 9 12 8 7 )
5 or more €3 30 14 8 ) 12 7
100 100 100 100 100 100
average number
of children 5.7 3.5 2.4 2.1 (2.2) (2.0)

(Source: Nissel, 1987: table 5, p.226)
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Table 3.4 shows that the average number of children was between
2.1 and 3.5 for three relevant cohorts. Only 10 per cent, 16 per

cent and 15 per cent respectively had no children.

Table 3.5 below shows household type by age. As can be seen, by
stark contrast to younger age groups, the majority of those aged
over 60 live in 2 adult households. The older age groups show
a higher proportion living alone, accounted for mainly by
widowhood. Table 3.6 shows that the over 453 are also
distinctive in terms of housing tenure. They show a higher
proportion of outright owner occupiers, and significantly fewer
mortgagors than younger age groups. Also, unsurprisingly, very
few live in homes provided with employment by comparison with
younger groups. The overall picture is one of polarisation in

the over 453 — between outright ownership on the one hand and

renting on the other.

As far as these people's 'parents generation' is concerned,
Anderson has pointed out that 'typical' people born in 1921 (aged
64 in 1985 when my research was conducted) would have been 41 by

the time their father died and 47 when their mother died. He
adds that:
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TABLE 3.5: Household Type by Age

Household members: household type by age

All persons

Great Britain: 1984

Household type

Age

16-24 25-29 30-44 45-59 60-64 €5-69 70-74 75 and All

over

% % % % % % % % %
Youngest person aged 0-4 15 42 26 3 1 1 1 0 21
Youngest person aged 5~15 24 10 46 19 2 2 1 2 30
2 adults aged 16-59 15 26 12 26 - - - -~ 10
3 or more adults 42 13 9 35 19 11 8 8 16
2 adults, 1 or both aged 60 or over 1 1 2 9 60 61 59 43 13
1 3 8 5 8 18 24 32 47 9

adult only

(Source: OPCS, 1984, General Household Survey: table 3.19, p. 19)




Table 3.6:

Housing Tenure by Age

Heads of Household Great Britain: 1984
Tenure
Owner occupiers Renters Total
Outright | Mort- With job/ | Local Housing Private
owners gagors | business authority/ | Association/
New Town co—-operative
% % % % % % %
Age
Under 25 0] 4 14 5 10 24 5
25-29 1 13 15 6 13 15 8
30-44 8 51 33 19 20 15 27
45-64 39 32 30 32 20 17 32
65-74 30 1 4 21 20 15 16
75 and over 22 0 3 16 18 14 12
Base = 100%




"It is a strange irony that the first generation of whom the
majority can, as a result of the spread of owner occupancy (of
housing), expect to receive a major inheritance, will have to
wait to receive that inheritance not merely long after they have
had to establish their own households and bring up their
children, but actually after most of their children are
themselves married. This is a modern pattern which has, in
historical terms, arisen very recently indeed".

(Anderson, 1985: 76).

Although inheritance of this kind will be more significant for
people younger than my chosen 50-70 age range, they are likely to
have experienced the recent death of their parents and the

possibility of a major inheritance.

Indeed, the chronic illness of aging parents — most probably
elderly mothers - is another possibility. Research commissioned
by the DHSS into carers of 255 elderly mentally infirm people
showed that 72 per cent were aged over 50 (Charlesworth, Wilkin
and Durie, 1984: 12). It is well documented that it is
generally women who become liable for both performing and

receiving this kind of care (Phillipson, 1981; Finch and Groves,

1980, 1982, 1983).

b. Employment

Unfortunately, the most thorough and detailed biographical
analysis of women's employment - the Women and Employment Survey

- did not investigate patterns around the final departure from
the labour market, since the sample did not include women aged
over 59. This is disappointing because employment in general,
and women's employment in particular, is notoriously difficult to

establish through ‘official statistics' since it is well known
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that the definition of what is and what is not to be counted as
employment is by no means universally agreed upon. Nevertheless,
economic activity rates do give a picture of at least some kinds
of employment disruption, albeit the full and accurate picture is
likely to be obscured. Tables 3.7 and 3.8 below show economic

activity rates for women and men in 1971 and 1981.

For men, economic activity is proportionately lower in the older
age groups. In 1981, this begins in the band 60-64 and is
consolidated at 65-69, reflecting the statutory retirement age
for men. In 1971 the proportions economically active were
slightly higher in the older age groups, reflecting the
increasing tendency towards early retirement in more recent
vYears. In 1981 the vast majority of those aged over 65 are in
fact retired. For women the picture is rather different. The
earliest age at which proportionately fewer women are
economically active is 55-59, although this is consolidated
rather more dramatically at 60-64, reflecting women's statutory
retirement age. However, by comparison with men, women are much
less likely to be retired, the majority being categorised as
‘other' including, for example, looking after the home. There is
a similar, although not as striking, pattern of difference

between the 1971 and 1981 figures for women.

Even at this crudest level of economic activity rates we can see
that the final ending of employment is not always entirely

straightforward however, with categories like 'permanently' sick
assuming some importance in age groups immediately preceding the

statutory retirement age. 1Indeed, Parker’'s work on men's work
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TABLE 3.7:

Economic Activity by Age (Males)

Great Britain 1981

AGE
40-44 45-49 50-54 55-59 60-64 65-69 70-74
% % % % % % %
Economically
Active 98 97 95 91 75 17 10
(1971) (98) (98) (97) (95) (87) (31). (11)
Full-time 88 88 86 81 60 7 3
Part-time <1 <1 <1 1 3 10 7
Out of
employment 9 8 8 9 12 <1 <1
Econ mically
Inactive 2 3 5 9 25 82 90
19 1 (2) (2) (3) (5) (13) (69) (89)
Retired <1 <1 <1 2 14 79 87
Student <1 <1 <1 nil nil nil nil
Permanently
sick 2 2 4 6 11 3 2
Other <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 1
ALL 1 0% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
& - less than
Source: PCS 19 1) Census, Economic Activity Report Part I.
Table 3.8: Economic Activity By Age Females)
Great Britain 1981
AGE
40-44 45-49 50-54 55-59 60-64 65-69 70-74
% % % % % % %
Economically 69 69 64 52 22 8 3
Active
1971 (60) (62) (59) (51) (28) (13) (3)
Full-time 33 35 33 26 8 2 <1
Part-time 33 31 28 25 14 6 2
Out of
employment 3 3 3 3 K1 <1 <1
Economically 31 31 36 48 78 92 97
Inactive
(1971) (40) (38) (41) (49) (72) (87 (97}
Retired <1 <1 < 1 2 20 27 28
Student <1 <1 <1 nil nil nil nil
Permanently
sick 1 2 2 4 3 2 2
Other 30 29 34 42 55 63 67
ALL 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
£ = less than

Source:0PCS (1981)

Census, Economic Activity Report Part I.




and retirement shows that the end of employment often comes
sooner than expected, increasingly with early retirement or with
either unemployment or redundancy which for older men tends to be
final, or most often with 'permanent sickness' which turns into
retirement (Parker, 1980; 1982; Jackson, 1984; Townsend, 1979).
There is however some continuing full-time and part-time economic
activity after the statutory retirement ages for both men and
women and Parker's work shows that some of this at least is 'post
main life's employment'. The precise definition of retirement

is therefore rather slippery.

Less is known about the situation for women. Of course the
statutory retirement age for them is 5 years earlier than for men
at age 60. As Martin and Roberts point out in the Women and

Employment survey, for men, employment until recent years has

been fairly constant over the life course, that is, as Anderson
noted, men started work at a young age after leaving school and
remained in continuous full-time employment until retirement.
For women the situation has been very different and has changed
markedly this century. 1In 1921 only around 10 per cent of women
aged 45-54 were economically active, compared to nearly 70 per
cent in 1981 (Beechey, 1986: 81). Martin and Roberts show that
women currently aged 55-59 have spent just over a quarter of
their lifetimes since leaving school in paid work. What this
means is that women in the broad range 50-70 are likely to be
among the first married women this century to be experiencing the
move from formal paid work to retirement in later life on any

significant scale.
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One of the most fundamental employment associated disruptions in

later life is the sudden and marked decrease in income (A. Hunt,

1978) . Although it has been shown that the disposable income for

people over pension age has tripled since the 1950s, their income

per head is only 70 per cent of non—-pensioners (Fiegehen, 1986).

Table 3.9 below shows differences in gross weekly pay between

manual and non-manual women and men, showing a definite hierarchy

of privilege. Non—manual men are the highest in this hierarchy

in the older age groups, followed by manual men, then full-time

non-manual women, full-time manual women, part-time non-manual

women and finally part-time manual women. There is also a clear

tendency for men and women aged over 50 to earn less than those

aged 40-49.

What is more, the concentration of women and men in particular

employment sectors through occupational segregation remains

salient for older workers. However, Parker has noted that:

"As compared with main life jobs, proportionately more post-main
life jobs were as junior non-manual and unskilled manual workers,
and proportionately fewer as skilled and semi-skilled manual
workers. Particular occupations which were more likely to be
post main-life work than main life work included clerks/cashiers
and charwomen/cleaners (sic), and the industries involved were
likely to be services and distributive trades"”.

(Parker, 1980: 36)

This indicates a very slight movement of men into services and

distribution.

Despite the 'snapshot’ nature of much of these kind of data,

76



Table 3.9: Gross Weekly Earnings of Women and Men, 1986

Females Males

Full-time Part-time (Full-time only)

Manual Non-Manual Manual Non-Manual Manual Non-Manual
Age
21-24 104.4 122.8 44.9 - 151.4 156.7
25-29 114.7 152.0 42.8 57.8 169.1 205.7
30-39 111.5 164.6 42.7 60.6 188.3 258.6
40-49 111.9 159.7 46.1 65.7 188.4 283.4
50-59 107.7 155.7 46.5 62.3 174.9 268.1
60-64 101.8 138.1 40.9 55.5 161.1 229.6
ALL 105.8 134.7 44.5 60.4 170.7 241.8

(Adapted from Department of "Employment 1986 New Earnings Survey, Parts A and F)




taken as a whole they do tell us something about the current
social patterns and contours of life for the 50 to 708. For
example, most married couples in this age range are likely to be
long-married. Most of them will probably witness the marriage
and departure of their children, and the birth of grandchildren
when they are approximately between 50 and 70 yvears old. For
most of them this will mean they are left alone in their
households which they will either now own outright or rent
through the local authority. They may receive an inheritance,
and will almost certainly suffer a decrease in income associated
with the departure of one or both of them from the labour market.
Of course, as Murphy has warned, we must not expect that these
typres of transitions will happen to everyone, and in the same
sequence. We certainly cannot read that off from these kinds of
data. They are major life events and changes which may occur at
different times, in differing numbers and constellations to
different people. What this kind of analysis does tell us,
though, is that a sample drawn from married people in this
particular age range is likely to yield people who have

experience of some of these disruptions.

I want to argue that these events have the status of disruptions

precisely because of their disruptive potential for the

dialectical process identified earlier. Even though, as noted,
this has been worked out in the context of the marriages of those
currently aged under 50, it gives an appreciation of the sorts of
structural and social conditions which help to produce inequality
through those marriages, and is in that sense a research tool.

We saw that employment and childcare were important themes of the
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dialectic and we can see now that simply at the level of what is
happening in those areas there are disruptions: people are
leaving the labour market or changing their position within it in
a fairly fundamental way; children have grown up and are leaving
the parental home. The unemployment studies sought to examine
what happened to the dialectic in the light of the structural
change of male unemployment. I wish to argue that the current
constellation of these disruptions within the age range of 50 to
70 provides the opportunity to analyse how the people undergoing
or anticipating disruption make sense of it all through their
domestic practice and meanings. Whether the ‘'outcome’ is change

or continuity, the processes merit investigation.

3. Gender Divisions and the 50-70s: some key dimensions

Given the arguments about the three dimensions of time, it is
important to establish how much is known about gender divisions
in the lives of people currently aged 50 to 70, so that we can
get an idea of the current nature at least of structural

inequalities between those men and women. Clearly this is a

necessary prelude to charting the links between public and

private gender divisions.

a. Divigions and Inequalities in Marriage

In fact there is very little known about the gender relations of
married couples who are currently in later life, and especially
about inequality between husbands and wives and this would
perhaps be reason enough to study marriage and the 50 to 70's.

Townsend's important study of the family lives of old people is
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now 30 years old. What is more, he focused on rather older
people, and did not address gender inequalities in any systematic
way (Townsend, 1957). Quite simply, the charting of the
dialectic has not been extended to couples who are aged over 50,
except perhaps implicitly by commentators who assume or suggest
that inequality might decrease because women no longer have the
burden of childcare nor men the "legitimate excuse" of
breadwinning, within the dynamics of their domestic relationship

(Collins, 1985). For example, Gillespie has asserted that:

"As a woman's children grow up, she gradually regains some power
within the family"

(Gillespie, 1972: 1495)

Of course this might well be the case, but it cannot be assessed
using the mechanisms for understanding inequalities of power in
younger married couples, and by observing that some of the
central components are no longer present in the lives of older
married couples. Indeed, in Gillespie's account there is no
evidence for this other than assumptions made about the absence
of childcare in older women's lives. This helps to illustrate
the danger of generalising so forcefully from the components of
the young marrieds' dialectic: the unspoken assumption is that
once apparently crucial components of the process (for example
male employment, female childcare) disappear then so too will the

inequality.

Some, mainly American, studies have focused on ‘couple

satisfaction’ and morale in later life, or indeed on the division
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of household tasks. The 'satisfaction studies' variously find
that the quality of marriage declines, or increases, or stays the
same, in later life (see Anderson, et al, 1983; Orthner, 1975;
Roberts and Roberts, 1980; Blood and Wolfe, 1960; Hicks and
Platt, 1970; Deutscher, 1959, 1964; Gleen, 1975, Brubaker, 1985;
Keating-Groen, 1977; Keating and Cole, 1980; Keith, 1982;
Kerckhoff, 1964, Riddick, 1982; Richard, Livson and Peterson,
1968; Pfeiffer and Davis, 1983). Variations are probably due to
the highly dubious methods and measures used to ascertain quality
of life and relationship in large samples. These tend to rely on
a-structural and supposedely objective 'measures' of couple
satisfaction and morale, elicited through quantitative research
where the meanings of such terms are taken as singular and
unproblematic, and where inequality between spouses is either not

considered as a possibility or not investigated with any

thoroughness.

As far as the research evidence on the division of household
tasks is concerned, there are again inadequacies because the
assumption is generally that the counting of tasks alone is a
meaningful measure of equality. Generally, the studies reveal
little change in traditional divisions of household tasks
(Szinovacz, 1980: Brubaker and Hennon, 1982; Dobson, 1983;

Brubaker, 1985; Keating and Cole, 1980;: Keating-Groen, 1977;

Plonk_and Pulley, 1977).

The main criticism of this type of work is that it fails to take
account of the kinds of articulations between public and private

inequalities of gender discussed in the preceeding chapters, or
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to suggest what kinds of substitutions or changes occur in this

area in later life.

Some of the étudies already mentioned in earlier chapters have
cast a cursory glance to 'life cycle considerations', but these
invariably refer to stages in the employment 'cycle' which
precede retirement and old age, and in the domestic ‘cycle' which
preceed the departure of offspring from the parental home.
Harris has noted that one problem with the concept of 'the life
cycle' is that it implies that the increasing number of years
courles spend alone together after their children have left home
form some kind of amorphous and undifferentiated block of time
(Harris,1986) . There is certainly a danger that sociological
analysis itself might perpetuate this notion; it is difficult to
find published social statistics which give a thorough breakdown
of people aged between 50 and 70 for example, because the over
65s for men, and 60s for women, tend to be classed in one lump
called 'the elderly'. Despite Anderson's observations documented
above that a new age group or slot in the 'life cycle' is
appearing — that is those who are older than 'middle age’ but
younger than 'elderly', and who are caught in the middle of kin
grouprs by having elderly parents and adult children (see
Eversley, 1982; Rapoport and Rapoport, 1977; Fogarty, 1975),
many recent sociological analyses have failed to distinguish
them. For example the important and systematic studies mentioned
in chapter one of women's work over the 'lifetime' at home and
outside stop at age 50 or 60 (Martin and Roberts, 1984; Dex,
1984; Yeandle, 1984). If little else is said it certainly could

appear that sociologists believe nothing much happens after that
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age despite the old commonsense adage that 'women never retire’',

Some quantitative studies of family and household have included
married people aged over 50 in their respondents. However, aside
for 'controlling for age' on various responses they have
generally failed to analyse the dynamics of gender between older
married men and women or indeed to discuss any differences in
marriage between older and younger couples. An important
exception to this is the recent study by Pahl and Wallace of
households and work on the Isle of Sheppey. They included
respondents aged over 50 in their large structured questionnaire
survey, asking questions about whom within or outside the
household performed various of 41 household and domestic tasks.
From the responses received Pahl is able to show that older men
are more likely to perform more domestic tasks than younger ones
(Pahl, 1984) . However, we cannot know the relational context of
this, that is, the meaning and significance of this practice in
relation to other marital practices past and present, and to the
dynamics of power and control operating between the husbands and
wives. Also, of course, it provides a cumulation of snapshots
rather than longitudinal data, and hence does not tell us about
the negotiation of biographical change. Hence although this
should alert us to the likelihood of differences between the
current marriage relations of younger and older people, we cannot
hold it up as unambiguous evidence of a move to greater equality

within marriages in later life.

b. Retirement and ‘workending’

Of course we might assume that inequalities between older men and
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women will be picked up by the retirement studies, but
unfortunately most of the work done on retirement has been on
men, with little systematic concern for the relational aspects of
retirement between men and women (see eg Parker, 1980, 1982;
Lazco, 1986; Guillemard, 1982, 1985). The very concept of
retirement has been constructed in relation to men's experience
of employment and its cessation, often without considering the
possibility that this may not translate easily into women's
experience. What is more there has been a tendency for the
results of studies of men's retirement to be used to make
generalisations about retirement per se, qualified sometimes only
by a footnote about the different retirement ages of men and
women. This means that women's experience has become either
invisible within discussions of the retirement of people who are
in reality men, or considered to be unrelated to the issue of

retirement (Szinovacz, 1982; Beeson, 1976).

Some recent and continuing research has attempted to redress this
by focusing on the process of "workending" of men and women
(Schuller, 1986; Birchall, 1986). This is more useful, not least
because it attempts to get round the restrictive definition of
the end of work as formal, pensionable retirement. However, the
problem remains that there is still a dearth of material which
recognises that workending is likely to mean entirely different
things for men and women, because work itself has been shown to
mean entirely different things for them given their different
responsibilities and the relationship of domination and
subordination in which those responsibilities are constructed.

We cannot simply assume that we can include women in surveys
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whose questions are structured by male experience, or "add women
and stir" (Adam, 1986). Rather we must consider whether the same
structured questions and frames of reference are really
appropriate to the experiences of, and dynamics between, men and
women. Indeed, what little material on women's retirement there
is suggests that the assumptions of the male-retirement studies,
that retiring women become happily reimmersed in domesticity and
in nurturing retired husbands, hence suffering none of the
"disengagement” problems of men whose social contacts tend to
cease with their employment (Atchley, 1976, 1982; Parker, 1980,
1982) are patently inaccurate. There is evidence that women do
not uniformly look forward with eager anticipation to retirement.
Their reluctance has in part been attributed to their limited
eligibility for occupational pensions (Dex and Phillipson, 1986;

Jacobson, 1974; Scinovacz, 1982; Beeson, 1976).

This is supported by the growing evidence that women's
responsibility for domestic servicing is a central component of
gender inequality, and that employment for younger women, as well
as performing a vital economic function, is an escape (albeit a
temporary one) from the oppression and social isolation of
domesticity (Hobson, 1978; Oakley, 1974:; Coyle, 1984). As Coyvle

argues in her study of the experience of unemployed women:

"Out-of -work women experience many of the problems that men
experience. Women do still have household labour, but they are
used to combining it with paid employment..Unemployment for women
is often experienced as a crisis of autonomy, as a 10ss of
independence, and here women's domestic role is no compensation.
On the contrary, work for women has been their route out of
domestic and financial dependence."”

(Coyle, 1984: 118-121)
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But in a relationship of inequality, the "disengagement" of a
husband as described below by Parker, as well as expressing a
loss of public role for men, might have more profound
implications for the responsibilities of his wife than merely
providing her with a new opportunity to nurture him as, for

example, Keating and Cole (1980) suggest:

"Comparing the life of the retiree with that of the older worker,
we are aware of how little extra seems to be put in the place of
work. Though retired men are free to go out and about in the
daytime, housebound activities claim twice as much of their
interests as outside ones. However, men in the pre—-retirement
group, though going out daily to work, take a higher proportion
of their pleasures outside the home"

(Parker, 1982: 144)

Indeed, one study found that older women are more likely to be
encouraged to continue in employment by economic incentive,
whereas men put more value on leisure in later life (Zabalza et
al, 1980). This may well be related to the gendered construction
of home based leisure, and women's responsibility to facilitate

men's leisure.

I think we can infer two main points from this male-oriented
work, neither of which tell us directly about marriage relations,
and inequalities constructed through them. The first is that
retirement continues to be seen publicly as an issue and a
problem for men, and for male status. The reverse is not true:
it is not an issue of public concern for women. The second is
that the nature of the problem is seen to be chiefly one of

managing one's time and remaining active on a reduced income
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(Phillipson, 1987). There is an absence of analytically
compelling investigation, for example of the shifting boundaries

between public and private spheres, between power and control in

the home and outside it, and so on.

c. Pensions and the dependence of ’'the elderly’

Writers like Phillipson, Townsend, and Walker in Britain, and
Guillemard in France, have done important work in showing how
poverty and dependency in old age are socially constructed
through pensions and retirement legislation and ideologies
(Walker, 1980; 1986; Townsend, 1957, 1979, 1986:; Guillemard,
1983, 1986; Fennell, Phillipson and Wenger, 1983; Phillipson,
1982; 1986) . Phillipson's work, for example, has charted the
coincidence of peaks and troughs in economy and retirement
policies. Thus in periods of recession like the present, private
capital and state initiatives combine to attempt to remove
elderly people from the labour force, whereas in periods of
growth such as the 1950's the reverse is the case (Phillipson,
1982) . Walker has argued that since 1980 in Britain a series of
measures designed to reduce the proportion of money going to the
elderly have been introduced, such as the substitution of the
prices index for the earnings index in uprating entitlements, and
the government plans to abolish SERPS (state earnings related
pensions scheme) which were abandoned in the face of a public
outcry led by the CBI and the major private pension funds. He
claims that this action is ideological as well as economic:
notions of dependency and austerity are being socially
constructed within our public policy (Walker, 1986). Largely

because of measures such as these, elderly people experience a
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fundamental change in their societal position in their later
lifetimes, expressed mainly through a loss of social power vis a

vis younger people (Elias, 1985).

These findings are important because if elderly men lose social
power and if aging people become an ungendered mass of 'elderly’
as far as inequality is concerned, dependent on public money,

then surely gender divisions become less obvious and significant
too. However, there is a body of research which indicates that
gender is an important line of stratification amongst elderly

people. Finch and Groves, for example, argue that to treat the

‘elderly' as a genderless group:

"Obscures not only the fact that the majority of the elderly
(especially the very elderly) are women, but also that the
prospects for one's lifestyle in old age are very different for
men and for women, and different between women according to
marital status"

(Finch and Groves, 1985: 96)

There are clear divisions written into legislation, such as the
vyounger state retirement age of 60 for women and 65 for men. It
has been argued that this means that married women's economic
dependence on their husbands is likely to be accentuated at the
same time as the notion that their employment lives are less
fundamental than men's, hence allowed to terminate earlier, 1is
publicly legitimated (EOC, 1978). Only recently has this begun to
be challenged in the European Court. The underlying assumption
continues to be that women's real jobs are at home. Ironically,
this has become tangled up with an increasingly popular view that

the retirement age for men should be lowered to 60 also (Jackson,
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1984), and any argument that earlier retirement for women
perpetuates their economic dependence easily becomes lost in
moralistic debates about how long it is fair to expect men to

work over their lifetimes.

Indeed, we are beginning to Know the extent of women's economic

disadvantage vis a vis men in old age. As Peace explains:

"In the hierarchy of financial security elderly couples fare
better than lone men, who fare better than lone women, and
amongst older women it is the older widow who fares worst of all”.

(Peace, 1986: 75)

We know that women who have been disadvantaged all their lives in
employment rarely, at the age of 50 or 60, have the opportunity
to reverse that situation. 1In fact it is precisely at that time,
with accumulated disadvantages, that women would find economic
independence most difficult to achieve. Women who have taken
time away from employment to be full time mothers tend to be
downwardly mobile on their return to the labour market (Martin
and Roberts, 198 ; Evans, 1984; Joshi, 1984). So we might expect
a similar picture as far as pensions are concerned. Indeed,
recent research has documented how until very recently state
retirement pensions have been based on the notion of a lifetime's
employment, and have written in married women who stay at home to
look after children as their husband’'s dependents (Groves, 1983;
Masson, 1985; O'Rand and Henretta, 1982). For similar reasons,
women have been disadvantaged in or excluded from occupational
pensions schemes. Groves argues that ironically the roles of

breadwinner and dependent housewife have become even more
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entrenched through “the absence of general provision for widowers
in state, public occupational and many private occupational
pension schemes" (Groves, 1983: 59). She goes on to chart the

'league table' of women's pension rights:

"There is no doubt that the front runners in the Femaie
Retirement Pension Stakes are that very small minority of women
who manage to combine a substantial retirement pension based on
their own earnings with continuing marriage to a husband whose
own substantial benefits include maximum widow's benefit.
Indeed, the ultimate winners must surely be those women who
precede the above scenario by serial marriage to husbands who
conveniently predecease them, leaving each time an excellent
widow's pension not subject to remarriage or cohabitation rules.
Straggling across the post come those unmarried women with little
or no contributory record of their own and no entitlement to
survivors' benefits. The consolation prizes in this case are
means—-tested ‘'supplementary pensions', subject to the
cohabitation rule"

(Groves, 1983: 60)

So for women, social inequalities accumulated over the lifetime
are particularly difficult to eschew at the age of 50, 60 or 70,
and they are related both to previous employment history and to
former marital status (Finch and Groves, 1985). Townsend, in his
major study of poverty, found that four fifths of his sample of
over 65s were living at or near supplementary benefit level, and

that most of these were women. He explained that:

"Through the institution of marriage, women are both deprived of
male privileges to certain individual rights to income, and-
entitled to a share of the financial prerogatives of men. After
reaching pensionable age, some married women are cushioned from
falling into poverty. Those whose husbands have already died or
become separated from them, or whose husbands subsequently do so,
are exposed to greater risks of both social isolation and
financial loss".

(Townsend, 1979: 811)
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Thus for women who have been married and economically dependent,

at least to some extent, on their husbands, the safest bet and

probably only viable option in financial terms is to remain

married and indeed economically dependent in later life, but then

probably become poor when their husbands die. However,

observations based on household income tell us nothing of

inequalities in the control and distribution of resources within

households, so that we do not know that such women are not poor

even while their husbands are alive (Brannen and Wilson, 1987;
Glendinning and Millar, 1987).

d. Leisure and Sociability

Much of the literature on leisure and sociability in later life

again focuses on 'the elderly' as an ungendered amorphous mass

aged over 65, and is full of prescriptions about the merits of

remaining active outside the home, and descriptions of how the

majority of elderly people do not do so (Pfeiffer and Davis,

1971; also see Long and Wimbush, 1979 for a review, and Long,

1979). There is little recognition that leisure and time might

have different meanings and entail different responsibilities for

men and women, and that meanings and practice might be couched in

an unequal gendered relationship.

There is however a small but developing literature which does

confront these issues. Deem for example devotes a few pages in

her recent book to the leisure of women in their sixties and

seventies. She points out that there is a remarkable variation

within this age range in terms of leisure:
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"..whilst some women, particularly those still in their sixties,
are very active, in a variety of clubs and organisations, bingo,
evening and day classes and in-home interests, others are very
gsocially isolated, have little money, are in poor health and have
few interests of any kind, and ironically have far too much
'leisure time', which they are totally unable to £fill. Once
women are sixty they are eligible for OAP activities. Although
some women hate the image that these often have..others are
appreciative of what they offer"”.

(Deem, 1986: 130)

But what is most interesting about Deem's account is her
observation that past aspects of gender inequality play a role in

the current leisure practice of older women:

"It is often at this point in their lives that women begin to
reap the consequences of a lifetime of playing subordinate roles.
Low-paid employment, part-time jobs with no pension entitlement,
motherhood of declining significance except vicariously through
grandchildren, men dying earlier than women, lack of experience
in being independent and fending for themselves, poor health; all
contribute to a situation in which many women of over sixty have
few resources (both financial and otherwise) with which to enjoy
themselves...The ways in which male control over public places
operates is such that it continues to be a major constraint for
most women all their lives; also older women are often frail and
feel more vulnerable than younger fitter women".

(Deem, 1986: 130)

Deem's account indicates that some older women have a tremendous
and rather unexpected capacity for very active leisure pursuits,
while others seem hopelessly constrained at home with time on

their hands.

Material from other studies (eg Dixey and Talbot, 1982) supports
this rather patchy picture of the leisure of older women,
indicating as Deem suggests that what married women are able to
do within the constraints outlined is likely to depend both on

their class and their relationship with their husbands.
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Importantly, though, it is recognised that the kinds of formal
and informal constraints documented in regard to younger women's
leisure do also apply to older women. Furthermore, men over 50
are three times as likely as women of that age to have driving
licences (Allan, 1985), thus constraining one avenue of out-of-
home activity for older women. What is lacking, unfortunately,
is an account of the meaning of time and leisure at home for
older women, and how all of this is negotiated within marriage,
and related to the leisure of husbands. We can say that in some
ways older women are constrained in terms of out-of-home
activities vis a vis men, but the dynamics of how this is
negotiated, and differences between women are produced, have not

been clearly established.

e. Aging and Respongibility for Health

There are, however, other observations we can make about social
and structural inequality between older men and women which we
might infer, from what we know of the dialectical mechanisms of
inequality within the marriages of younger couples, will help to
condition the boundaries within which they construct their
marriages. For example, there is evidence that women suffer
social inequality compared to men in terms of the aging process
itself. Increasing numbers of feminist scholars have argued that
as a consequence of the sexual objectification of young women and
the premium placed on youth in our society, older women become
regarded almost as obsolete — having lost everything that women
should have — and have to contend with ageism as well as
continuing sexism (Macdonald with Rich, 1984; P. Long, 1979:;

Moss, 1970; Phillipson, 1981). A "double standard" of aging has
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been documented: when men age they become ‘'distinguished', or
‘rugged', and the term 'old man’ is an amicable one. Conversely
when women age they are given 'beauty tips’' for preserving a
youthful appearance, they are considered sexually ineligible at a
younger age than men, they are not supposed to be rugged, are
likely to be termed 'old biddy' ‘old hag' 'old maid', and the
term 'old woman' is a derogatory one when used to describe
‘fussy' men. In sum, men are 'allowed to' age where women are
supposed to hold on to youth; older men are more often 'allowed
to' marry young women but in the relatively rare situation where
this is reversed it is at best considered to be peculiar. At
worst the morality of the older woman is called into question, or
the assumption is that the young man is 'after her money’

(Sontag, 1978; Keyworth, 1982; Hemmings, 1985). The kinds of
normative timetables alluded to by Anderson earlier are thus

clearly gendered.

What this inequality of aging might mean for the construction of
inequality through marriage is not entirely clear. However, we

might judge that it will increase the social dependence of older
women on men or, more particularly for married women, on one man:

their husband.

A further important area of research concerning aging is that
directed to the assessment of recent government community care
initiatives, pointing out that these tend to assume that ‘'family
care’' of sick and elderly relatives is the best and cheapest way
of looking after certain categories of frail, sick or dependent

persons. But underlying all of this is the assumption that women
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will be available, or will make themselves available, to do the
caring as part of their family health responsibilities. Ungerson
has pointed out that we cannot know with any certainty the
precise ways in which people react to policies intended to
produce a particular effect, but there is a substantial body of
evidence which shows that women do perform the bulk of this
caring work for whatever reason (Finch and Groves, 1980, 1982,
1983; Finch, 1984b, Ungerson, 1982, 1983a, 1983b, 1985; Graham,

1983a; Allan, 1983; Walker, 1983; Oliver, 1983).

AS we saw earlier, particularly ‘'at risk' are women in their
fifties - more so because of increasing longevity - and these
women are increasingly likely to be the daughters, daughters in
law, wives and mothers of those needing care. As well as
appearing to be an extension of women's responsibility for
servicing and caring for the family, this work involves domestic
and nursing tasks and skills which are seen as particularly
suited to women. Thus if there is caring work to be done we can
perhaps understand a little of why - in the context of current
economic and social conditions — women and men might both tend to
feel that women should do it. The studies reported often give
poignant accounts of the conflicting emotions involved in a
caring relationship: for example Oliver and Briggs have used
carers' own accounts to illustrate the hatred, love, guilt, pity,
exhaustion, that carers feel in relation to those they are caring

for (Oliver, 1983; Briggs and Oliver, 1985).

Clare Ungerson has attempted to tease out the ideological and

material components of the process which creates women as carers
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(Ungerson, 1982, 1983a, 1983b, 1985). She concludes that women
feel responsible for caring for close relatives if they know
those relatives need care, and would certainly feel guilty about
a relative being taken into institutional care. Exactly where
the boundaries lie between which relatives a woman will feel
responsible for, and how they are constructed, is not entirely
clear, although there is work currently being done in this area
(3). Ungerson claims that women's domestic and 'nursing’ skills
are a component in this process, as are taboos against men
dealing with dirt and pollution, for example human excreta, and
getting involved in intimate bodily touching. Thus, if men are
involved in a division of caring labour, they are much more
likely to perform tasks like lifting which do not involve
intimate touching or nudity. But ideologies such as these are
grounded in material conditions, argues Ungerson. "Opportunity
costs" mean that, given women's disadvantage in the labour market
vis a vis men, it is generally cheaper for them to give up their
job than for their husband's to do the same. Of course, if women
are at home anyway during the day, it seems all the more obvious

that they should do the caring (Ungerson, 1985).

In her most recent study, Ungerson (1987) has shown that women in
their middle fifties may well find themselves in a position to

be able to  take on caring, for example as their children leave
home. What is more, she points out that caring can initially
seem like a preferable alternative to paid work, or a legitimate
excuse to leave employment particularly for women who anticipate
or who are undergoing health problems. Given that women do work

in mainly part-time employment which is not fully protected, and
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therefore are likely to be ineligible for sick pay or appeals
against unfair dismissal should they take long periods of time

off work on health grounds, Ungerson explains that:

"women in their middle fifties who become ill are particularly
vulnerable to 'persuasion' or even enforcement to leave their jobs
altogether, just at the point in their life course when they are
likely to have elderly kin becoming increasingly frail. Assuming
that their husbands continue to work until the men's retirement
age of 65, these women will have approximately fifteen years in
which they have nothing to do but keep a largely empty house.

The opportunity to care for an elderly relative may indeed appear
as something of a godsend since it both legitimizes their
apparent ‘'idleness', provides an occupation for their time, and
may also, at least initially, offer some companionship in what
would otherwise be a rather isolated and potentially boring
life".

(Ungerson, 1987: 201)

What is more, women of this age may find themselves caring for
sick and aging husbands (Oliver, 1983). Hilary Graham has
suggested that we should view this caring work as a specific kind
of labour which expresses women's position in a society where the
twin forces of patriarchy and capitalism are at work. We can
certainly see that this ties in with her notion of women being
responsible for the "domestic health service" as outlined in
chapter one (Graham, 1985) and also with Ungerson's points about
perceptions of opportunity costs. Graham reminds us forcefully
of what is a strong theme in all the studies of women carers:
that we must not just write this caring work off as though it
simply meant °‘caring about' people, because the ‘'caring for'’
which women do involves hard labour: it is a labour intensive
extension of women's responsibility for the health and happiness

of family members (Graham, 1983a; Waerness, 1984).
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Conclusion

What all of this material taken together tells us is that social
inequalities between hubands and wives are not absent in the
lives of people aged 50 to 70, but they are different from those
currently affecting younger spouses. This is clearly going to be
the case, given the extent and nature of the disruptions outlined
in the earlier parts of this chapter, and is not surprising,

given what a life course approach tells us. As Hareven comments:

"Underlvying a life course approach is the assumption that the
family status and position that people experience in later vears
of life is moulded by their cumulative life history and by the

specific historical conditions affecting their lives at earlier
times".

(Hareven, 1982: 1)

The biographical and structural disruptions identified open up at
least the theoretical possibility of the renegotiation of the
gendered relations of marriage, because they concern factors
which have a clear salience for inequalities in the marriages of
younger people. The social and biographical inequalities
outlined will obviously circumscribe such a process of
renegotiation, but to what extent and in what ways is largely

unkown and cannot be extrapolated from social trends alone.

This means that a study of the everyday marital practices of

courles aged between 50 and 70 is important for three main

reasons.

(i) For pure investigation. We know very little about them.
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(ii) To understand intersections of structure, practice and

meaning in negotiations of structural change.

(iii) To shed light on apparently general principles of the

construction of inequality through marriage.

The next chapter contains a discussion of the methodology used to

conduct my investigation.
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Chapter Four : Methodology and Research Design

Introduction

The preceeding chapters have been designed to establish the

following four main conceptual points:

(1) The validity of a public-private perspective, that is one
which investigates links and boundaries — for the study of the

construction of gender inequality through marriage.

(ii) The demonstrated usefulness of this kind of approach in

existing research, mainly on people aged under 40 or 50.

(iii) The centrality of key structural (and historical)
components in the process of construction of gender inequality in

'young' marriage, and the salience of meaningful practices as

ways in which men and women make sense with the social material.

(iv) The possibility presented by disruption in key structural
components for the study of the meshing of structure, everyday

practice and meaning in the negotiation of change. 1In

theoretical terms, disruption makes possible the renegotiation of

gender divisions, but close empirical research is needed to

ascertain whether, in what form and under what conditions this

occurs.

In this chapter I will outline what kind of research methodology

is suggested by these conceptual issues. I will then go on to

discuss the research design and process emplovyed in my study.
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1. A Qualitative Methodology

Much of the discussion of chapter 3 depended upon secondary
analysis of material from large data sets, such as the Census and
the General Household Survey. Anderson's work is a shining
example of the kinds of sensitive and creative products which
such secondary data analysis can yield, and of course these can
generally be held up as originating from representative samples.
However, a large scale survey involving (necessarily for a
postgraduate researcher with very limited resources) tightly
structured, possibly precoded questions, cannot adequately
address in full the kinds of conceptual issues outlined above.
Indeed, these were raised largely, although not entirely, by
qualitative research. Considerations of everyday process,
negotiation, practice and understanding involving nuance,
subtlety, ambiguity and even contradiction cannot be traced
without sensitive, flexible and indeed reflexive research tools.
They are multi-dimensional issues which must be understood and
conceptualised, rather than simply boxed and measured in linear

fashion.

I suggested earlier, following Morgan, that research on marriage
and gender relations should be concerned with both the 'how' and
the 'why': that is, how people construct gendered meanings and
practices as aspects of social reality, and why they construct
these particular meanings and practices. We can begin to
discover the latter by assessing the kinds of constraints,

limitations. and opportunities with which different people
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operate on an everyday basis, or rather, what social material is
available to them. To discover the former we must observe or,
where that is not possible, listen closely to accounts of

everyday and often ‘'private’ experiences.

This suggests a number of tasks, each with a pedigree, combining
in the most general terms in a qualitative approach. Firstly,
following certain tenets of ethnomethodology, we need to be able
to elicit the taken—-for-granted assumptions and practices of
everyday life, and to question and deconstruct them in our
analysis (Hammersley and Atkinson, 1983; Moore, 1972). This
means problematising the everyday, and questioning the obvious

{Douglas, 1971).

Secondly, and related to this, we need to be able to bring out
into the open previously unknown or invisible experiences and
understandings, and this is one of the central contributions and
concerns of feminist methodology (Bowles and Klein, 1983).
Oakley's sociological discovery of housework and the ensuing
debate about the invisgibility of women’s labour, is testament to
this, as is the focus of oral historians on lifetime experiences
of ‘ordinary’' people (Thompson, 1981). Where a study is
exploratory such as my own, this is clearly highly salient. It
means, inter alia, listening to people’'s own stories and often
biographies, rather than simply gauging their responses to our
predefined questions (Graham, 1984b; Faraday and Plummer, 1979;

Plummer, 1983).
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Thirdly, and again related to this, we need to be able to listen
to the language and discourse through which people construct
meanings and accounts, and this has become a central theme of
phenomenology as well as ethnomethodology and feminist
methodology (Cicourel, 1973). If we are to investigate and
understand everyday meanings, then listening to interviewees' own

interpretations and explanations becomes essgsential.

For these kinds of reasons I combined my earlier, limited,
analysis of quantitative material with a small scale qualitative
study of wives and husbands. I talked with, listened to, and to
a limited extent observed, 36 people through the medium of semi-
structured tape recorded interviewing. This technique allows the
combination of a degree of interview structure and direction,

with a genuine facility for openness and flexibility.

Because a project such as mine is, in part at least,
theoretically guided, it is not appropriate to have no interview
structure whatsoever. A degree of structure is required for the
sociologist to be able to follow through issues which her/his
theoretical perspective suggests are likely to be important (and
which interviewees might not spontaneously cover}) whilst also
allowing for and encouraging the emergence of data suggesting a
different theory. This is the essence of what Glaser and Strauss
have called "the discovery of grounded theory"” (Glaser and
Strauss, 1968). Of course it also provides a legitimate facility
for the research to ask questions, most significantly about the
obvious, which complete interviewee storytelling does not so

readily allow.
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2. Research Design _and the Research Process

I will divide my description of the research process into
sections for convenience and clarity, but wish to emphasise that
the divisions do not conform exactly to a chronological chart of
sequential stages in the research process. Therefore, although
the pilot study came first, and it was in analysing the data it
vielded that I was able to formulate ideas about sampling, data
collection and analysis, it continued to help inform my decisions
throughout. Similarly, data collection in the main study began
before the sampling was finished, and analysis took take place in

different forms throughout the entire research process.

a. The Pilot Study

In this section I am simply going to outline the mechanics of the
pilot study, because evaluative comments will appear under the
relevant sections to follow. However, I will follow the
description of the procedures involved with an account of the

centrality of the pilot study to my methodology.

The pilot study was done in the spring of 1984 and involved one
tape-recorded interview with each of seven couples, and one with
a woman whose husband did not wish to participate. The couples
were interviewed together, and all the interviews took place in
the interviewees' own homes, either during the daytime or in the
evening. Interviews lasted from between three quarters of an hour
to two hours. Interviewees were selected through two methods,

neither of which were 'random', since there was no need or

®
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possibility of gaining a ‘'random' sample of any kind. In the

event, half were contacted as a result of colleagues of mine

asking their friends and associates if they knew anyone in the

appropriate age range who might be willing to participate. With

one exception the four couples achieved in this way were not
actually known to me, or to my colleagues. I felt it sensible to

keep such a distance for confidentiality purposes. The other
four were achieved through the electoral register from four

Canterbury Wards in a method which I will discuss more fully in

the next section. All the interviewees lived in the Canterbury

area, were married, and aged between 55 and 65. I tried to

achieve couples in a diversity of class positions, rather than

imposing any rigid control in my selection.

I took a rough schedule listing topics I wanted to address and
some specific questions I wanted to ask to the first interview.
Topics included very brief biographical details and personal

characteristics, the division of household and other 1labour,

leisure, sociability, and relationships with kin. My reading of

studies of younger marriage had indicated that these topics might

be fruitful. The schedule was revised for the second, and third,

and all the subsequent interviews and was not in any case rigidly
followed. I told all the couples that it would be helpful to me
if they could talk generally about the topics and about marriage
as this was an early stage in my research, and of course they

knew much more about the experience of married life in their age

‘group’ than I did.

I made fieldnotes about method, technique, nonverbal behaviour,
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and notes towards preliminary analysis throughout. Subgequently
I transcribed all of the interview tapes in full, developed
analytical categories and crude (later to be revised) methods of

cross referencing, and wrote a report on the division of domestic

labour of the couples (Mason, 19895).

A pilot study was a necessary part of my methodology for a number
of reasons. Firstly, it was important to develop the skills of
interviewing and analysis, and also of selection procedures, in
which I had virtually no experience. Reflexive or '"creative
interviewing", as Douglas has termed it (Douglas, 1985), demands
that the researcher is not only able to ask questions, but also
to listen, to analyse in a preliminary fashion on the spot, to
ask subsequent relevant guestions, to put the interviewee at
their ease and create a non-threatening situation and so on. I
felt it was important to gain some practice in these skills.
Similarly, the analysis and writing up of qualitative data is a
formidable and challenging task, and I wanted to ensure that I

gained some experience of this by the time I began to write up

the main study fieldwork.

But aside from the development of research skills I wanted to use
the pilot study to test out some of my informed preconceptions
about inequality within marriage, that is to see what types of
question would make sense to interviewees, what types of topics
would be important to discuss, whether interviewees felt I had
asked the '‘right' or 'wrong' questions, whether it was feasible
and productive to interview couples jointly or separately,

and so

on. As Schwartz and Jacobs have pointed out:
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"Your preconceptions give you things to do and ask immediately.
On the other hand, they are not firm research orientations. They
are used in order to be abandoned and are invoked only to help
find aspects of others' lives that confirm, deny, or transcend
vyour initial preconceptions'.

(Schwartz and Jacobs, 1979: 28)

However, 1 felt it was important not simply to regard the pilot
study as a 'practice run' which would then be formally separable
from the 'main event'. It was a separate activity, and it was
executed, analysed and written up in a report before the main
study took place, but aspects other than experience were carried
over. For example, some of the themes and categories developed
in the analysis of the pilot study data proved useful in the main
study, particularly those surrounding the issue of ‘fairness'’
which is developed in chapter 8. Furthermore, five of the
couples who took part in the pilot study also took part in the
main study a year later (1). This means that data from their
‘Pilot' interviews is formally used in the analysis presented
here, and I had the additional advantage of observing change and
continuity in between the pilot interview and the others, so I
gained a rather more detailed and fluid picture than I otherwise

might have done.

My unwillingness to separate off one 'stage' of the research
process such as the pilot study, from other 'stages' was a
reflection of a more overarching strategy which forms part of
Glaser and Strauss' style of discovering grounded theory.
Although I had theoretical preconceptions, I wanted my theories

to be driven by data as well, rather than merely being tested on
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data. This means writing reflexiveness into the research
process, that is, plenty of facility for modification,
reflection, reassessment and so on, in the light of the emerging
data. Put another way, it prioritises the making of informed (by
both data and theory) decisions throughout the entire process,
and the possibility of changing strategy in the light of them.
This allows a cumulative sharpening of conceptual focus and the
"double-fitting"” of data and theory (Baldamus, 1972) in what is

essentially a continuously creative exercise.

It is important to stress these issues because they mean that
questions of research design are not necessarily best decided all
at once before data collection begins. This kind of point can
perhaps most fruitfully be illustrated by a discussion of my

sampling practice in the main study.

b. Sampling

(i) Theoretical Sampling and Analytic Induction

I learned very quickly from the pilot study that the methods I
was proposing to use had an inherent facility for generating huge
quantities of data, and given that I felt that depth was an
essential component of the method, I realised I would have to
keep my sample size small. There would, I felt, be an optimimum
number which one researcher working alone could handle and beyond
which depth of analysis would risk becoming sacrificed for
breadth of sample. 1 decided it would be inappropriate to
sacrifice depth for breadth in this way, because it would
jeopardise the validity of the analysis of what were likely to be

complex processes.
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I had decided that the underlying logic of my method must be
analytic rather than enumerative induction. Znaniecki explained

what this distinction meant many years ago:

"Enumerative induction abstracts by generalisation, whereas
analytic induction generalises by abstracting. The former looks
in many cases for characters that are similar and abstracts them
conceptually because of their generality, presuming that they
must be essential to each particular case; the latter abstracts
from the given concrete case characteristics that are essential
to it and generalises them, presuming that insofar as they are
essential, they must be similar in many cases".

(Znaniecki, 1934: 250-251)

The issue here is really one of the merits of representativeness
versus validity. Thus I knew that in order to gain valid data I
could not undertake research with a sample statistically
representative of the general population because the small
numbers would make any such claims a nonsense. The sample,
therefore, could only be representative of itself and indeed
would be better called a study group. What instead I had to try
to achieve from my analysis of that study group was the
identification of themes or processes which might themselves be
more generalisable because their mechanisms and components would
be systematically documented. This is the essence of validity of

process.

One way of doing this is to ensure a diversity within the study
group of characteristics which the theoretical perspective
(including continually data-driven theory) indicates might have

some bearing on the process being investigated. Of course, this
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kind of theoretical sampling had been at the basis of my decision
to select from the 50 to 70 age range in itself. Instead of
following the logic, for example, of identifying at the outset
two groups of 50 to 70 year olds with specific characteristics
and making comparisons between them, I decided to include in my
study group people with a diversity of characteristics. By
looking at the differences and similarities within the group 1
hoped then to be able to say something about the variable
dimensions of processes common to all of them. The logic is thus
that variation helps to throw into relief the differential
mechanisms of common processes. Glaser and Strauss, in their

discussion of theoretical sampling, make a similar point:

"Maximising differences among comparison groups increases the
probability that the researcher will collect different and varied
data bearing on a category while vet finding strategic
similarities among the group”.

{Glaser and Strauss, 1968: 55)

They go on to argue for a strategy of ‘ongoing inclusion' whereby
a wide range of groups, or types, can be included as the sampling
continues with the purpose of developing the "properties of
categories" (p. 51). Of course this is not the same as saving

that diversity produces a representative range of characteristics

Oor experiences.

What this meant in practice for me was that I began sampling in
the knowledge that 1 wanted to ensure diversity on
characteristics like social class, occupation, current economic
status, family size and geographical location, household size,

residence — ie tenure and location, marital status - ie married,
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or remarried, length of marriage and so on. But precise

decisions about relevant issues, and which to include, were made

as I went along, in the knowledge of what I already had and what

else might produce variation.

Also, of course, there are practical limits on the numbers of

characteristics a researcher can manageably include, and

decisions which may of course be regretted later have to be made

in the research process (2). Practical limits are in part

determined by sampling strategy; that is, it is not always (or

rarely is it) possible to know in advance the characteristics of

members of a sampling frame. 1 debated the idea of doing a

fairly large number of short interviews designed to elicit

information of people's social characteristics, so that I could

use this at a later stage as a sampling frame. In the event I

decided that this would be too costly in terms of interviewees'’

and my own time, although it was a strategy which I did not

reject until I was over half way through the sampling; that is, 1

could have used it at a later stage to fill gaps. I decided to

use the same two methods of selection used in the pilot study.

Selecting via personal contact, and indeed selection from the

pilot study interviewees, would at least mean that I might know
in advance some of the characteristics of potential interviewees,
even though — with a limited number of willing personal contacts

— it would be more difficult to target particular

characteristics. I selected six of the 18 couples in this way,

and I did attempt to do so in the light of omissions I felt were

created by the electoral register sampling method (3).

Pragmatically, then, this was a rather more rough and ready
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operationalisation of theoretical sampling than the text book
ideal, but it was conceptually guided in a way that, for example,
the random sampling of 18 couples could not have been. (Appendix
A provides a fuller discussion of the sampling methods and

procedure) .

The eventual determination of a study group size was also part of
this process. Bertaux in his study of French artisanal bakery
has argued that we need only 'sample’ as many lives as are
necessary to illustrate the processes we seek to understand, and

that we cannot know in advance how many that will be:

"The first life story taught us a great deal; so did the second
and third. By the fifteenth we had begun to understand the
pattern of sociostructural relations which makes up the life of a
bakery worker. By the twenty-fifth, adding the knowledge we had
from life stories of bakers, we knew we had it: a clear picture
of this structural pattern and of its recent transformations. New
life stories only confirmed what we had understood, adding slight
individual variations. We stopped at thirty: there was no point
going further. We knew already what we wanted to know"

(Bertaux, 1981: 37)

Bertaux calls this process the "saturation of knowledge" (p. 37).
I will not claim to have discovered everything I ‘'wanted to know’
by the time I finished sampling, but I did consider that I had
evidence of certain processes and negotiations. I think we need
also to add to the idea of the saturation of knowledge the logic
of analytic induction to explain my arguments about including
diversity in the study group. One of the primary rules of
analytic induction is that we should proceed to the point where
we feel we have some idea about the mechanisms of the processes

we seek to examine, and then we should look for negative
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instances. Hughes explains that analytic induction is:

"a strategy which calls for the investigator to search
deliberately for instances that negate his (sic) hypothesis and,
using these, to refine the hypothesis further...In practice, the
process of analytic induction proceeds by formulating a rather
vague generalisation and then revising it in the light of
contrary evidence, so that there is a continual process of
redefinition, hypothesis testing, and a search for negative cases
until a point is reached where a universal relationship can with
some confidence be established”

(Hughes, 1976: 128)

A study group size of 18 couples combined pragmatism — that is a

manageable sample size — with these kinds of considerations.

The procedure described here starts with sampling but clearly
continues throughout the research process into the final stages
of analysis, and I will return to this discussion again in the

‘analysis' section below.

(ii) A Note on Response and Non-response

The response rate in the main fieldwork study was 50 per cent,
and none of the personal contacts refused or did not participate.
In order to obtain eighteen couples, in other words, I had to
approach 35. Out of the 17 non-responses, 14 were refusals. Two
of these were by letter in response to my introductory letter
(see appendix B) which in fact did not require a response but
said I would be calling shortly to explain more about the study
and to fix an appointment if the couple were willing to
partipate. The letters, then, were to tell me not to call. The
remainder were doorstep refusals, most people politely saying "no

thank you very much'", or that they were too busy, and some making
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comments like "I don't know much about family life". Nine of the
refusals were articulated by men, and 5 by women. Of this latter
figure, three women explained that they would have been willing
to help, but their husbands had refused. In two cases wives had
arranged appointments with me to visit them and their husbands,
but when I arrived in both cases the wife stepped out onto the
doorstep (out of her husband's hearing) and told me in lowered
tones that he had refused to take part. 1In the words of one of
them: "I'm sorry to drag you back, but my husband won't approve

of it. He says no. I'm sorry’".

There is not much that can be said about refusals, because by
definition we do not have access to data about those people who
refuse. We can observe that more men than women appeared to have
been involved in the decision to refuse but this is clearly not a
generalisable trend because the study group was not constructed
in this way. However, we might link this with observations made
by McKee and O'Brien, and Cunningham—-Burley, that to talk about
family matters is less legitimate for men and to show too much of
an interest — for example by participating in an interview about
family life — might actually be at odds with their masculine
status (McKee and O'Brien, 1983; Cunningham-Burley, 1984). It is
almost too obvious to say that those who feel it is not
legitimate to talk about their own family lives to an unknown
researcher/stranger are unlikely to be included in a study such
as mine, and similarly that those who are 'not coping', or
perhaps in the process of marital breakdown might be likely to
refuse. A lot of my observations to follow are about the public

faces and glosses which men and women put on their private
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married lives and therefore it must be acknowledged that this is
a significant and problematic exclusion. My experience both with
the woman in the pilot study whose husband refused to
participate, and with the two women on the doorstep, convinced me
that researchers can discover something about marriages involving
reticent partners by interviewing only one of them (or indeed by
interviewing other relatives). However, for my purposes the
intellectual arguments in favour of interviewing both, which I
will discuss in the next section (and more fully in Appendix C),

were the most compelling.

The other side of this is that people are likely to have their
own motives for participating. For example, the personal contact
interviewees might have been more motivated by altruism — that is
to help me out - than the others. Certainly they more readily
articulated this. However, some people may be motivated by a
feeling of pride in their family life, and a desire to publicise
in small degree how well they are coping. Of course, others may
feel insufficiently assertive to say no, although I tried to
ensure that they had every opportunity to do so because I was
conscious that I was asking for a lot of time and disclosure from
them, and I did not want them later to regret their decision to
take part. Others may simply not really mind, and feel that if
it will do some good, then they will participate. I did not ask
my interviewees about their motivations to participate and given
that I myself was a central figure in the experience for them I
believe I would have been unlikely always to have received full

and meaningful answers.
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c. Data Collection

Data collection for the main study began the moment I made
contact with potential interviewees. At that point I began
making fieldnotes because I regarded any contact with
interviewees and non-respondents as potential data.
Nevertheless, discussion of the data collection process can be

divided up into sections, and it is to this that I now turn.

(i) Interview Design

Formally, data was collected via a series of semi-

structured tape recorded interviews with 36 husbands and wives
living in the Canterbury area in 1985. As with the pilot study,
interviews took place in the interviewees' own homes. They

lasted from between 45 minutes and three hours.

I noted earlier that the pilot study was an integral part of the
process through which I began to define what questions I wanted
to ask and in what context. I had tried to include too many
questions in the pilot study interviews and therefore although I
asked about many areas of married life I felt I only really had
data beginning to approach a meaningful level of depth on the
division of domestic labour. This meant that for the main study,
one interview with each couple would not be enough, unless I was
prepared to shorten the list of topic areas, or to lose some
depth from each. Neither of these strategies was acceptable
because my theoretical rationale was both that bits of marriage
such as the division of domestic labour, cannot adequately be
analysed in isolation from other aspects. nor from the public

lives of spouses, and that depth was essential to understanding
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pProcess.

I had therefore to start making decisions about how to divide my

labour, that is how to organise the interviews and what broadly

to include in each although of course this was to be subject to

variation and flexiblity.

The first question I decided to address was whether to interview

couples in joint or individual interviews. 1 was committed to an

approach of interviewing both parties to a marriage because

interviews with only one spouse can vield only one version of the

relationship. Indeed, many of the studies of younger marriage

have involved only interviews with women and have suffered

criticism for this. I had learned from the pilot study that

joint interviews, especially where tape recorded, can produce
marvellously detailed data on marital discourse and negotiations
and hence capture something of the dynamic between spouses. Using

such a technique, then, was clearly central to my aims.

However, 1 was also approaching my study with the knowledge that

marriage is a structurally unegual relationship because men and
women have different positions in our society. Whilst joint
interviews might provide fascinating data on dynamics, those very

dynamics might mean that one spouse’s version would be suppressed

and, perhaps even more importantly, individual versions — which

might well differ from joint versions - would be inaccessible.

I am using the word ‘'version’ here advisedly because I do not

wish to suggest that my purpose was to reach some ultimate
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‘truth' through what Denzin has called the "triangulation" of
methods (Denzin, 1970a and b). The perspective I was taking led
me to believe that men and women would be likely both to express
different versions of their marital meaning and practice from
each other, but also that different versions would be expressed
depending upon whether the other spouse was present or absent.
This would not be a research error, but a finding, because these
differences in part would be expressive of the relational
dynamics of the process [ was seeking to uncover. This meant it
was necessary to adopt a strategy of using both joint and
individual interviews (Appendix C documents advantages and

disadvantages of joint and individual interviewing of spouses).

I decided that a reasonable request to make of my interviewees
would be that I interview them once together, and once each
separately, and that this would vield data of some depth from
which to generate my analysis. Given the possible problems both
of non-response and status inequality which might be associated
with including an interviewee's spouse at a later stage in the
research (that is making the first interviewed look like the
‘principal' interviewee (Morris, 1983c)), I decided to conduct

the joint interviews first.

I next had to decide how to divide the discussion topics between
the joint and individual interviews. Given that I was
anticipating the possibility of receiving different versions, 1
wanted to cover most of the topics in both sets of interviews,
but going into greater depth and probably asking different sets

of relevant questions in the individual interviews. But I also
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did not want to arouse suspicion by appearing simply to be
checking out the same topics with spouses jointly and then
individually in order to 'catch them out'. Furthermore, I wanted
to include a facility for generating limited details of each
spouse's life history so that I could examine in what ways and
contexts husband's and wives' life stories intersected. It
seemed to me that this latter task was suited to the individual
interview because life stories would be best reported
individually, and the points of intersection between the
husbands' and wives' stories could be charted later. Not only
this but the focus on each spouse's own biography could provide
an acceptable and non-threatening explanation of why I needed to

speak to spouses separately.

The interviews therefore took the following form. The first
interview began with a 'structured' section, comprising questions
about personal characteristics and very general points about
marital biography which I wanted to know about all the couples.
The second part of the interview was semi-structured. 1 had an
aide memoirewith topic areas and issues, to which I added during
the course of the interviews. Both sections of this ‘schedule’
are reproduced in Appendix D. The format of the subsequent
individual interviews was completely semi—structured, although
there were a few more standardised types of questions, versions
of which I attempted to ask everybody. What was standardised
about the individual interview ’'schedules’ was that they began
with questions about the biography of the interviewee, coming on
later to questions about the topics from the joint interview and

a more general set of questions at the end. Again I had an aide
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memoire — this time in the form of index cards - which was itself
modified during the course of the interviews, but I also took
along to these interviews specific prompts, follow ups and
questions tailored from a preliminary analysis of the tape
recording and fieldnotes from the joint interview with that

particular couple. The aide memoire for the individual interviews

is reproduced in Appendix E.

I was of course ready and willing to let these interviews go in
different directions from that of the 'schedules' where
appropriate and in line with my methodology, as long as most of
the issues were covered at some point. Indeed, this 1is precisely

what happrened in the majority of interviews.

(1) Interview Practice

There are a number of issues surrounding the interview practice
and interaction which it is important to discuss. Indeed, this
discussion will not be confined to the methodology chapter, but
will be brought up again in the chapters which present the data.
This is because, in common with some of the central tenets of
symbolic interactionism, I see my interaction with the couples as
data in itself which needs to be addressed in context (Rock,
1979).1 mentioned before that fieldnotes were started at first
contact with interviewees. These were indeed continued
throughout the research process and, more importantly, were not
restricted to observations about the interviewees alone, but also
addressed issues of interaction between me and the interviewees
in a rather 'autobiographical' style. It is mainly from these

notes that the following has been taken.
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The pilot study helped me to become more comfortable than I might
otherwise have been in social interactions with older people. 1
was aged 27 at the time of conducting the fieldwork, and I was
unused to chatting to people aged between 50 and 70 on a regular
or daily basis. I have already commented that age is in essence
and indicator of other things, and there is no need to get into a
detailed discussion here of age, cohort and the construction of
social skills. OSuffice to say that the pilot study had been
valuable in enabling me to become more familiar with appropriate
forms of what Douglas calls 'chit chat'" to open the interaction

and set the scene for the interview (Douglas, 1985) (4).

Douglas argues at some length that chit chat must be viewed as an
integral part of the interview interaction, rather than something
tacked onto the beginning and the end of an interview and to be
dealt with as quickly as possible. Chit chat, claims Douglas,
provides the time and opportunity for interviewees to develop a
view of their interviewer before they are expected to begin
disclosure. It thus allows them to make preliminary decisions
about the types of disclosures they are willing to make.
Therefore, not only should researchers ensure that this right of
assessment 1is granted to their interviewees on grounds of ethic
and equity, but they should also realise that it is an essential
part of the development of the kind of 'friendly rapport'’ on
which qualitative methods rely for their rather special data. It
is particularly important to allow a space for this process in
interviews, because decisions about rapport and disclosure have

to be made quickly unlike, for example, in participant

120



observation which is likely to involve longer and more frequent
interactions (Hockey, 1986). Of course this is not to say that
the development of rapport is over and done with before the
interview begins; clearly it is only carefully maintained
throughout the interaction, and can be broken in a number of
ways. Rather, through being committed and accustomed to a bit of
social chit chat an interviewer can both encourage interviewees
to take stock, make assessments and enjoy the occasion, as well
as to improve the data elicting qualities of the interaction.
This is a commonsense aspect of everyday life which we are wise

to take into the research process.

Following from this is a related set of more autobiographical
issues. Social anthropologists, symbolic interactionists and
ethnomethodologists have encouraged us to reflect on our own
status in the research interaction, suggesting that we should
self consciously examine what sort of impression our interviewees
might gain of us. We know, as researchers and as social beings,
that we are able to present different versions of ourselves and
select from co—-existing sets of 'truths', when talking to
different interviewees. So we must realise that our interviewees

will also do that with us.

Finch's study of clergy wives shows that they were often anxious
to "place" her in terms of marital status and in relation to
their own position as wives of clergymen. They were more
comfortable once they knew that she too had been a clergy wife
(Finch, 1984c). My interviewees also were keen to place me,

particularly in regard to my age. They often spoke of their
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children and me in the same breath as the "younger generation'.
I was fairly obviously a younger university educated woman, less
obviously investigating inequality within marriage through a
feminist perspective. [ cannot know which aspects of this were
perceived by my interviewees; they knew I was from university,
but I made no mention of feminism or inequality. However, they
showed an awareness, on the whole, that some form of 'equal
rights for women' was an issue associated with the younger

generation. I will raise this issue again in chapter 8.

My gender was also significant in the interviews. Again, this is
a theme to which I will return, but there is a point to make here
to do with interactions between men and women. For example,

Finch has argued that:

"However effective a male interviewer might be at getting women
interviewees to talk, there is still necessarily an additional
dimension when the interviewer is also a woman, because both
parties share a subordinate structural position by virtue of
their gender. This creates the possibility that a particular
kind of identification will develop"

(Finch, 1984c: 76)

I made a similar discovery and one which became both an issue in
the management of interaction in joint and individual
interviewing and a source of data in itself. The nub of the
problem was that I found myself wanting to interact differently
with the men and the women. I started to develop fieldnotes on
two styles of interaction which were almost the antitheses of
each other, but which I felt were both demanded for successful

interactions with women on the one hand and men on the other. 1
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gave the first style of interaction the working definition of
‘collaboration’'. This was meant to convey my experience of the
relationship beginning to develop between me and some of the
women by virtue of our being women. At the basis of this was the
unspoken assumption that we shared certain understandings, and
particularly that ‘we knew' about men's domestic inadequacies.
This style was therefore exclusionary towards men. It is however
perhaps at the heart of those approaches to feminist methodology
which suggest that women are in a privileged position to research

women (Bowles and Klein, 1983).

I labelled the second style of interaction ‘surrogate
masculinity'. This was meant to describe the tendency for some
of the men to accept me almost as a surrogate man by suggesting
that I had a wordliness which women, or more particularly their
wives, did not - for example in assumptions they made about my
knowledge of current affairs, the economy, trade unions, politics
and so on. In doing this the men were dividing me off from their
wives, and this style was thus exclusionary towards women. To the
extent that both of these styles seemed to me to be demanded in
many of the joint interviews, I felt I was being pulled between

being 'one of the lads' and 'one of the girls’'.

This sort of interaction difficulty cannot be solved by textbook
recommendations about interviewer neutrality. 1 could not fully
take on board one style without jeopardising my relationship with
the other spouse, because the two styles were in antithesis. My
way of ‘resolving’ the problem was simply to try to bring the

other spouse in, whilst at the same time moving the conversation
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on, in the hope of keeping the impression of myself sufficiently
neutral to be reconstructed in line with the appropriate style in
the individual interviews. In some cases, however, my initial
neutrality compromised the credibility of my subsequent attempt

at collaboration or surrogate maleness.

It is important to note that the ‘decision' to adopt a strategy
of trying to avoid any appeals to my collaborator or surrogate
male status was not a directly conscious or explicit one. Rather
I was handling this as I would any other social interaction where
two people seemed to be appealing to different aspects of my
'self', and where I did not want to compromise the relationship
with either. What this meant for my behaviour was the
underplaying of versions which I could then try to develop more
fully in subsequent encounters with each of those individuals
separately. What I am arguing is that my strategy for dealing
with this was part of a general equipment of social skills which
I was constantly developing throughout the research and other
aspects of my social and working life. I am able to make this
strategy more explicit now, and to throw it open to criticism and
analysis, but it is wvital to realise that one has to act quickly
in interviews to such difficulties, responding, initiating, and
analysing in a preliminary way on the spot. This is indeed what
makes creative, qualitative interviewing difficult to conduct,
but potentially special in its product. The ‘interaction
difficulty' I was encountering was itself expressive of some of

the complexity of the processes which were my focus.

I found the most important skill to develop to facilitate this
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kind of responsiveness was that of listening as well as hearing.
It would have been all too easy to have simply done the latter -

and from time to time of course I probably did - especially as I

tape recorded all the interviews. There is a danger with tape

recording that the researcher becomes complacent and forgets

really to listen to what is said, and is therefore unable to

respond and follow up issues in the essential manner of creative

interviewing. However, a tape recorder does also allow a

researcher to listen, unhindered by having to take detailed

notes. Furthermore, given that the type of semi-structured

interview I wished to achieve was to take the form of a loosely

directed conversation, a tape recorder allows this to develop

much more easily.

Nevertheless, I had to spend some time ‘training' my interviewees

as well as myself for this type of interaction: their

expectations of 'an interview' on the whole were that they should

give short, punctuated answers to questions, and had I been

writing these answers down the interaction would have become wvery

stilted. I needed to be able to maintain evye contact at times,

to respond quickly to what they had said while they were still

alive with the topic, to ask more about it and to give gentle

prompts so that they would know I wanted them to keep talking and

expanding. I firmly believe that much of the conversation which

we did achieve would not have been elicited without a tape

recorder. It certainly could not have been recorded in such

detail, nor could it have been listened to and transcriptions
read months after the interview had taken place with a new

perspective in mind, hence allowing the 'new reading’' of the data
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in the search for better explanatory devices, negative instances

and so on.

None of my interviewees made any objection to being tape
recorded, although some were surprised that I should want to make
a recording of them because they felt they had nothing out of the
ordinary to say. I did notice that at some points in the
interactions, especially where interviewees became conscious of a
contradiction in their lives, some of them became aware of the
tape recorder and made an issue of it. One couple (the Dawsons)
for example were finding it difficult to agree on which one of
them did the most housework, and Bill Dawson said jokingly "do
you want to switch that off while we sort this one out"”. Again,
this is data because it indicates that they are aware they are
making a public account and that this is a contentious issue. It
is of interest to note at which points in the discourse the tape
recorder became an issue, and some brief observations on this

have been included in subsequent chapters.

d. Analysis

I have already emphasised that analysis is continuous in the
research process, and starts long before one begins to read.
index, cut and paste the typed transcripts. However, there was a
procedure which I undertook when transcribing the interview tapes
and afterwards, which was systematic and is describable. 1In this
final section of the chapter therefore I shall give an outline of
this and end with a brief preliminary discussion on data
presentation, evidence and the demonstration of argument. These

latter issues are themes which I will take up again in Part I1I1I.
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(i) The Transcription Process

I finished the interviews with a total of 54 tape recorded
interviews, which I then fully transcribed. I made three copies
of each transcript so that I would be able to organise them in
diffgrent ways. [ made notes as I progressed, also in
triplicate, so that they could be added to the files I was
planning to create. These notes actually formed starting points
for the inductive themes 1 was subsequently to develop and
substantiate. As I made more progress with the transcribing I
began to create various cross—cutting files. The first set were
what I called topic files, and there was one for each substantive
area such as employment, leisure, kin, friends, domestic and
household labour, health, and so on. I used these to file one
copy of my notes, other comments, references of other relevant
work etc. At the same time I began to develop theme files,
although this was a much slower process because the themes
related to everyday understandings and meanings and were not
easily identifiable in advance as the topics had been. I began
with a lot of theme files, and gradually refined and modified
them, changing some of them completely, finishing up with four
main themes which form the basis of chapters 8 and 9: old age
consciousness, fairness, love and guilt. Also, there were other
themes of a different order which appear in chapter 7.
Ultimately I intended to file one copy of each set of notes
relating to themes in those files, but I did not do so until I

had finished transcribing.

I also began to chart out the interviewees' biographies,
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developing in chart form a crude analysis of the synchronizations
between historical, individual and family time. These were filed
in interviewee files, along with complete sets of fieldnotes for
each couple, detailing issues like which questions they found
difficult to answer, at which points they changed the topic of
conversation, which topics came up most, contradictions and
inconsistencies between joint and individual interviews,
impressions gained of both verbal and non-verbal behaviour in the

interviews and so on.

Therefore during the process of transcription I was beginning to
develop ways of categorising my data, and making it retrievable.
I was also becoming extremely familiar with the interview tapes,
and this of course is itself an important step in the analysis of

qualitative data.

(ii1) Post-Transcription Analysis

Once the transcribing was finished I began to make explicit to
myself an interest which I had been developing throughout the
fieldwork process: that in discourse and forms of talk. I was of
course interested in how people construct meanings and practices
in the light of structural constraint, and thus help to create
what we call structure. But I had not fully realised until I had
begun talking and listening to my interviewees the extent to
which this process is observable in language and dialogue:; that
is, the way things are said can be as important as what is said

and of course what is not said must be part of this too.

So I began to try to organise all this around ideas developing in
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my mind and in my files of what topics and themes were about. As
such, these were not self evident in the transcripts because, in
the nature of grounded theory and analytic induction, 1 was

organising the data around themes which were my construction.

These were developing partly from my general reading and
perspective but also, and most significantly, from my familiarity

with the data together with my systematic organising of it into

files.

I had purchased a personal stereo and would listen to the tapes
while cooking my dinner, doing my shopping, travelling, and doing
my housework. I had almost been living, eating and sleeping the
data. I made theme files, recategorised them, made other files,
modified them, in a constant refining, sharpening and "double
fitting” process, back and forth between data and theory. What I
was attempting to do was to look at the elements of situations
where 1 had observed specific practices or meanings to see how
they might be linked. I wanted to tease out the range of
understandings of, for example, fairness, and the range of

situations in which it had an importance in my study group.

This kind of enterprise helped me to develop new ideas and
theories and with them to pose new questions of my data. During
this process I filed, unfiled, refiled, all the notes I had made
on themes and concepts, and found the physical act of putting a
note in a file to be a good discipline in testing the validity of
the file; if I could not decide where to file the note, then I
rethought the file category and, usually, changed it. I indexed

the transcripts for all the topics and themes. Only then could I
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systematically check the data for negative instances of themes in
the process of analytic induction, in order finally to refine
them. I could then begin the investigation of appearance and non
appearance of themes to examine exactly what this meant for the

process I was studying.

I was thus able to begin to code different elements of each topic
or theme so that I could develop a breakdown of these

and their incidence in the study group, beginning to relate this
to other characteristics and pattens within the group. 1 began
to draw working-charts and tables where possible, so that trends
and patterns could be distilled in my own mind to inform the
analysis and to make comparisons. Some, but not all, of these

are reproduced in the body of the thesis.

Conclusion: Presentation of Data and Demonstration of Argument: a

preliminary word

I do not wish to say a great deal about this here, because it
raises issues which are central tenets of the thesis, and to
which I will return. However, it is important to mention some of

the points at this stage.

There are practical problems in making qualitative data visible,
which I discovered when I tried various forms of aggregation of
my data. This kind of data cannot be made entirely visible
through, for example, the presentation and interpretation of a
series of tables, because it represents processes, stories over

time and so on, which make little sense when chopped up and
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boxed. The very fluidity and contextuality which qualitative
analysis seeks to capture is generally edited out in this form of
aggregation, vet comparison is vital if we are to generate

meaningful sociological understandings of our data.

Specifically, there are at least three conceptual levels in my

data which I felt it important to retain.

(i) Roundedness: that is, the various related aspects of
experience which contribute to the construction of gender
inequality in marriage, for example work, leisure, sociability
and so on, in public and in private. Essentially, themes are
contextualised in stories and make little sociological sense once

abstracted from them.

(ii) Stories over time: that is, the ways in which meaningful
practices are grounded in sequences of experience and what

Giddens termed a "continuous flow of conduct®’.

(ii1) Sequences of interaction: that is, sequences of dialogue
between husbands and wives in the interviews themselves, and the
unfolding of a story of interview interaction across my three

encounters with members of each couple.

All three of these can be easily lost in straightforward
aggregation, since that process tends to involve adding and
comparing decontextualised slices, rather than sequences of
reality and time. I do not claim fully to have resolved these

issues: indeed that is a challenge for all qualitative
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researchers and depends on the continued and cumulative sharing

of research knowledge and experience.

However, the way in which I have sought to overcome the major
problems is through a strong reliance on the case study as a way

of seeing, and as a form of analysis of evidence and

demonstration of argument. I am using the term case study in a

broad sense, which entails different strands of the kind of
conceptualisation which Gluckman intended in his term “extended

case study" (Gluckman, 1961). Mitchell explains that this:

"deals with a sequence of events sometimes over quite a long
period., where the same actors are involved in a series of
situations in which their structural positions must continually
be re—-specified and the flow of actors through different social
positions specified..the extended case study 