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Marx characterised the factory as the ‘hidden abode’ of capitalist society, but it is only very recently that sociologists have begun to penetrate the ‘hidden abode’ of the household, despite the fact that the household is the domestic unit within which individuals make decisions which directly affect not only their personal destinies but also the development of the economy and society as a whole. In the countries of the former soviet block the project of a ‘transition to a market economy’ depends on tacit assumptions about the responses of individuals to economic incentives which will be conditioned by the decision-making environment of the household. Our research on the Russian household has developed out of our work on the restructuring of employment and the formation of a labour market in Russia. In this paper we will look at the patterns of decision-making roles in Russian households, to provide a basis for subsequent analysis of household decision-making regarding employment and the allocation of the labour-time of household members.

Households and their members have to make decisions in a range of different spheres of their individual and collective life. Decision-making within households appears to be structured in quite complex ways. It is not a purely instrumental process of bargaining to maximise individual or household utility, but is structured by the different social roles of different members of the household. These roles can be conceived as defining the rights and responsibilities of particular individuals in particular spheres of the collective life of the household. It is well-established in the western literature that, whatever other factors enter into their definition, these social roles are strongly gendered. Given the high degree of occupational segregation in Russia,
 and the strong gender stereotyping ([Bowers, 1996 #660]), we would expect this to be very much the case in the Russian household. 

The development of western capitalism was associated with the formation of a household centred on a division of labour between a wage-earning breadwinner and a partner responsible for managing the domestic economy. This household model was strongly gendered, with the complementary roles expressing and reinforcing the gender-stereotyping of the wider society, so that the gendered model persists today even in dual-earner households ([Potuchek, 1997 #635]) or in households in which the woman is the sole-earner ([Morris, 1995 #655]), although some have suggested that this gendering of roles is likely to respond over time to changes in the labour market ([Carling, 1992 #657]). 

In the Soviet Union, although the family was preserved as the basic domestic unit, the individual’s primary commitment was supposed to be to wider collectivities – the labour collective, the local community, the state – and state policy was to encourage the full participation of women in social labour, so that the dual-earner household was the norm. In the 1970s, amid concerns that women in the Slavic republics were not reproducing at the required rate, a ‘demographic crisis’ was proclaimed. This led, in the 1980s, to the introduction of a series of measures designed to help women to combine work and motherhood, including more generous entitlements for maternity and child care leave. These measures, however, did not promote any significant reduction in women’s labour force participation, nor the desired increase in the birth rate. By the late soviet period, apart from short periods of maternity and child-care leave (not much longer than men’s withdrawal for military service), women were as active in the labour market as were men. While women’s high level of economic activity did not earn them any more equality with men in income and employment than was enjoyed by their western sisters, it is unlikely that it would not have had an impact on the social structure of the Russian household.
 In this paper we want to investigate the legacy of that impact by analysing some findings of a household survey conducted in four Russian cities in April and May 1998. The focus of the survey was ‘new forms of employment and household survival strategies’ and in the course of the survey we asked a series of questions about domestic roles and household responsibilities.
 Before looking at the data we need to ask how much the labour market situation of Russian women has changed since the collapse of the soviet system. 

It is fifteen years since Gorbachev appealed to Russian women to return to their ‘purely womanly mission’ ([Gorbachev, 1987 #670], p. 177). Nowadays many women reply to surveys that a woman’s place is in the home, but most women seem to think that this applies to other women, not to themselves.
 There is a marked divergence between what women say and what they do, between the general propositions they acknowledge and the principles which they apply to their own lives. Despite repeated calls for women to return to the home, there is no evidence that they want to do so or have done so in significant numbers ([Ashwin, 1996 #222]). According to the Labour Force Survey data, women’s labour force participation has fallen by no more than that of men and two-thirds of the reduction is accounted for by women under 20 and over 50 ([Clarke, 1999 #525]). It is still very rare for women to choose not to work, and when they do so it is almost always under external constraint. There is no doubt that some men prefer that their wives should not work, as an expression of the man’s status, a view prominent among the small elite of ‘new Russians’. In other cases a woman may choose not to work because of problems with the health of her children or the difficulty of getting them into a kindergarten (nowadays the woman’s wages are often insufficient to pay the costs of child care). A typical example from an interview:

I worked as a seamstress... Basically I would still be working there, but the children began to be ill a lot, I had to take time off to be with them and I left to look after the children. Then, a bit later, I got a job here again, in the combine, but this time making the cardboard boxes. But I only worked here for two years. My child went to school, in the first class, and again I had to look after the children (woman making cardboard boxes in an engineering factory).

Some women choose not to work because the wages they can earn are so low:

Sergei V now works at the TTU. The work is dirty, but he gets about two million. And his wife Sveta sits at home, rather than work for 200 thousand (turner, engineering factory, story about his former colleagues). 

But most women have no choice but to work, however low may be their wages, because their husband is not earning or is not earning enough:

I now have to feed the whole family on my own, both my husband and my two children (Packer, Chocolate Factory).

But with children I can’t sit around now – there is not enough money in the family (Boxmaker, Chocolate Factory).

A work-history survey that we conducted in April 1997 found that 60% of women and three-quarters of men would prefer to work, even if the material situation of their family allowed them to remain at home.
 The fact that almost 40% of women would be willing to stop work cannot be interpreted unequivocally as a desire to sit at home either. Lying behind their answer there is often simply their attitude to their particular work, which may be heavy and unpleasant:

To stand by a pillar for 12 hours is awful! I think that a woman should not work so much. It is madness. If you have a family you should look after the children, bring them up. You get no strength, no pleasure from such work. It removes and kills everything (storekeeper, printing works).

It is impossible not to work. Maybe at a particular time, when the children are young, it is possible. For self-expression, certainly, it is better to work. The other thing would be to have your own business. Not to be so tied to working hours but just to sit at home would be uninteresting (Accountant, 29 years, chocolate factory).

Whatever people may say in response to surveys, the dual-earner household remains very much the norm in Russia: in our survey both husband and wife worked in 72% of households headed by couples of working age, in 18% the husband worked while the wife did not, in 8% the wife worked but the husband did not, while in the remaining 3% neither partner was in work. To what extent does the perpetuation of the dual-earner model reflect back on the gendering of domestic roles in practice?

The gendering of roles in Russian households

In order to explore this issue a draft of questions to be included in our survey was initially drawn up on the basis of the results of qualitative interviews conducted within previous research on employment restructuring ([ISITO, 1996 #138]) and on ‘the crisis of gender identity and the collapse of the soviet system’ ([Ashwin, 2000 #662]), and a review of comparable British and US research. These questions were then subjected to repeated piloting and feedback. The outcome of this process was a set of questions relating to gender roles and the domestic division of labour: 

· We asked the nominated head of the household to identify the individuals responsible for a range of household tasks (cooking, washing up, cleaning, washing, ironing, shopping, maintenance of furniture and domestic appliances, repairs to the apartment, caring for children and caring for the elderly or infirm) and to nominate the person who was the ‘leader’ in the household.

· Every household member was asked who in the household could be called the breadwinner, and who would have the decisive word in making major spending decisions. We also asked every adult which of a list of domestic tasks they regularly performed and we asked a basic set of time-budget questions.

Responses to the questions regarding the latter roles were remarkably consistent, 86% of breadwinners and 91% of those with the decisive word being nominated unanimously, with ‘don’t knows’ of 5% and 1% respectively, which would seem to suggest that the roles are reasonably well-defined. As we will see, these roles are not strongly determined by the domestic division of labour, suggesting that the terms refer to statuses in the household which embrace broader rights and responsibilities, which is why we refer to them as decision-making roles.

In order to analyse the characteristics of and relationships between the roles which we had defined we ran a series of logistic regressions. We did this first for all households with more than one adult member, with the dependent variable being the probability of a given individual filling each role, and then for households based on married couples, one and only one of whom was identified as filling the respective roles. The results of the former regressions are shown in Table 1, the results of the latter will be reported below where they differ significantly from the former. The former regression was run at the individual level, the latter at the household level with the dependent variable being the probability of the man being nominated to that role. In the first case, the breadwinner of the household, or the person having the decisive word, is identified as any person so nominated by at least half the adult household members. In the case of couples, it was the person with the larger number of nominations (the household was dropped in the rare event of a tie). In the first case, relative age, income, education and occupational status were defined in relation to the highest ranking household member, in the case of couples they were defined in relation to the partner (and normalised so that equal status was scored as zero). The regressions were not testing explanatory hypotheses, but exploring statistical relationships which we regard in the first instance as indicators of semantic relationships between categories. Thus, for example, the fact that the person said to be responsible for repairing domestic appliances is much more likely to be nominated as the breadwinner does not mean that repairing the fridge qualifies someone as a breadwinner, but only that the role of breadwinner tends to be associated with having responsibility for domestic repairs. 

With the exception of the role of ‘leader’, in this survey we were primarily concerned to identify which household member holds the particular roles in question, rather than investigating normative beliefs about which member should occupy the role. 

Table 1: Logistic Regression. Dependent variable: probability of occupying various household statuses. All adults in households with more than one adult member.

Variable Mean
Leader

Household head

Decisive word

Breadwinner




B
S.E.
B
S.E.
B
S.E.
B
S.E.

Male#
0.46
-0.71
0.42
-1.11*
0.45
-0.17
0.36
-0.46
0.35

(Male# without interactions

-0.90***
0.13
-1.36***
0.13
-0.83***
0.14
-0.18
0.13)

Age
45.05
0.01*
0.00
0.00
0.00
-0.01**
0.00
-0.02
0.00***

Age relative to oldest
0.86
1.73***
0.29
2.94***
0.29
0.82**
0.30
1.88
0.34***

Relative Age*Male
0.39
0.36
0.44
-0.03
0.47
-0.43
0.42
0.55
0.41

Woman with children#
0.05
-0.05
0.15
0.35*
0.16
0.03
0.16
-0.02
0.20

Total work experience (years)
16.17
0.01**
0.00
0.01***
0.00
0.02***
0.00
0.02
0.00***

Highest income in household#
0.45
0.26**
0.09
0.38***
0.10
0.40***
0.10
1.56
0.10***

Income relative to highest
-0.44
0.07
0.06
0.11
0.07
0.16*
0.08
1.07
0.14***

Relative income*male
-0.10
0.19
0.16
-0.04
0.15
0.09
0.17
0.22
0.21

No income#
0.07
-0.24
0.18
-0.54**
0.20
-0.49*
0.22
-1.47
0.28***

Education relative to highest
-1.06
0.06**
0.02
0.09***
0.03
0.03
0.03
-0.09
0.03**

Relative education*male
-0.47
0.02
0.04
0.01
0.04
0.00
0.05
0.11
0.05*

Relative occupational status
-0.67
0.02
0.03
-0.05
0.04
0.09*
0.04
0.23
0.05***

Relative occupation*male 
-0.45
0.00
0.04
0.10*
0.05
0.02
0.05
-0.17
0.05**

In paid employment#
0.63
0.11
0.12
-0.09
0.13
0.28*
0.13
1.15
0.15***

Non-working pensioner#
0.21
-0.05
0.16
-0.04
0.18
-0.37*
0.19
-0.41
0.20*

Secondary employment#
0.17
0.09
0.09
0.06
0.09
0.20*
0.09
0.02
0.10

Responsible for childcare#
0.12
-0.04
0.11
0.22
0.12
0.02
0.12
-0.53
0.15***

Childcare*male
0.01
0.37
0.33
0.41
0.32
-0.01
0.42
0.38
0.39

Responsible for care of infirm#
0.05
0.68***
0.16
1.14***
0.22
0.34*
0.17
0.54
0.20**

Oldcare*male
0.01
-0.05
0.34
-0.56
0.38
-0.60
0.43
-1.03
0.40*

Responsible for cooking#
0.41
0.85
0.11
1.53***
0.11
0.16
0.13
-0.24
0.14

Cook*male
0.03
-0.38
0.22
-0.27
0.21
-0.13
0.27
0.25
0.26

Responsible for home repairs#
0.34
0.92
0.11
0.91***
0.15
0.56***
0.11
0.74
0.13***

Repair*male
0.25
-0.45
0.16
-0.31
0.19
-0.21
0.17
-0.45
0.17**

Responsible for maintenance#
0.38
0.39
0.19
-0.21
0.23
0.34
0.18
0.26
0.22

Maintenance*male
0.35
-0.21
0.25
0.20
0.28
-0.12
0.26
0.56
0.26*

Responsible for shopping#
0.39
0.91
0.09
0.99***
0.09
0.74***
0.11
0.69
0.12***

Shopping*male
0.08
-0.19
0.15
-0.17
0.15
-0.23
0.17
-0.44
0.18*

Constant

-3.88
0.29
-3.88***
0.29
-2.58***
0.29
-3.61
0.32***

Initial -2LL

8091

9025

6436

8752


Model Chi Square

1449***

3169***

758***

3597***


Nagelkerke pseudo R Squared

0.28

0.51

0.17

0.57


N

6615

6615

6615

6615


Significance of coefficients: ***p<0.001 ;**p<0.01; * p<0.05

Notes: relative age is ratio to oldest household member, relative education is difference in years of education from highest in the household; relative occupation is difference in one-digit ISCO-88 code; relative income is log of income relative to the highest in the household (missing cases for work experience, occupation and income are coded 0; note that this means that the estimates are biased ([Greene, 2000 #667], p. 262), but running separate regressions for those in and out of work does not produce radically different results); # 0-1 dummy variables; * indicates interaction. In the full regression part of the impact of male is distributed across the interaction terms. The bracketed coefficient is that in a regression with no interaction terms.
Head of household

The head of household was identified by the interviewer, who was instructed to ask (preferably of a woman) which household member was mainly responsible for the household budget and the management of the domestic economy, with this person being the preferred respondent of the household questionnaire.
 This term is not one which had cropped up regularly in our qualitative interviews, but it was well understood by respondents as defining a functional role, if not a status position, in the household.
 As we would expect, the regression shows that the person identified as being responsible for cooking, shopping, the care of others and even for the repair of the apartment (but not for the repair of furniture and domestic appliances) is much more likely to be identified as the head of the household,
 but the status of head of household is not only defined functionally: over one-third of household heads are not responsible for cooking or shopping. Thus socio-economic status is also significant: an older household member, the member with the highest income and better-educated household members are more likely to be head of household, while somebody with no income is significantly less likely to be defined as the head of household. Even controlling for all these factors, however, a woman is far more likely than a man to fill this role: almost 80% of household heads are women. More or less the same applies in the relation between married couples, the woman being much more likely than the man to be identified as the head of household, other things being equal. In couples, a man who is responsible for cooking, caring or repairs to the apartment and a woman who is responsible for shopping or caring are much more likely to be nominated as household head. In this case income and employment appear not to be significant factors, except that a man is much less likely to be the head of household if his wife has an income (whether from employment, pension or other benefits), although the better educated and older partner is more likely to be nominated as head of household, and where both partners, or only the woman, are non-working pensioners, then the man is relatively more likely to be nominated as household head. All of this confirms the idea that the household head is the person responsible for running the household, although not necessarily for carrying out the actual tasks him or, much more often, herself.

Breadwinner

As in many societies, the ability to support his family is an important aspect of the gender identity of the Russian man. However, in the Soviet period male wages were generally not sufficiently high to support a family and most women worked outside the home for a substantial proportion of their lives. Moreover, the state provided many of the things that the husband could not, including many things that money could not buy. The dominant model was therefore that of the two-earner family, with women combining waged work with their domestic tasks and taking a break from work only for the period of statutory maternity and child-care leave. With the state assuming a large part of the male gender role, the responsibility of a man for his family and his ability to provide for it were quite restricted. The ideology of the male breadwinner was nevertheless preserved in Soviet society in the form of the expectation that a man should earn more than his wife and put most of his income into the household budget ([Kiblitskaya, 2000 #664]), although a Soviet woman was expected to be, in the words of one of Kiblitskaya’s male respondents, ‘a sort of second-order breadwinner’ (p. 91).

With the ‘transition to a market economy’, the responsibility for supporting the family has suddenly been thrown back onto its individual members, at the same time as employment reductions, rising unemployment and falling real wages have made it increasingly difficult to make ends meet. Although wage inequality has increased dramatically, many men and women are trapped in low-paid jobs with few opportunities to earn higher wages. In order to discover to what extent men were living up to the expectations of their manhood and taking responsibility for providing for their families, we asked every individual member of the household, ‘who would you call the breadwinner (kormilets) in your family?’. 

The breadwinner would prima facie be expected to be the person with the highest income in the household, and in 85% of our households this was the case, but this still leaves one in seven households in which the person nominated as the breadwinner was not the highest earner. In a monetary economy, an income is a prerequisite for performing this role, but this is not a sufficient condition. It is also important to consider what happens to this income: to what extent does the individual dispose of it to meet the needs of the household, and what are the mechanisms by which it is allocated within the household and disposed of to meet household needs? The role of breadwinner thus involves activity on the side of both income and expenditure. Finally, various socio-cultural norms regarding the division and, particularly, the relative evaluation of tasks within the household also come in to play.
 The breadwinner is not simply the person who feeds the household, but more fundamentally, the person who assumes or is assigned the obligation to ensure that the household is fed. Thus, for example, we might expect the role of breadwinner to be culturally assigned to older male members of the household, who are expected to get a job and provide for their families, so they may be nominated as breadwinner even if they do not bring in the largest income. On the other hand, women tend to take on themselves the responsibility for feeding their family and for preparing food, so that in this respect they also have a claim to the breadwinner role (the Russian word ‘kormilets’ literally means the person who feeds). Men and women may have correlatively different conceptions of the role of breadwinner. From our qualitative work-history interviews we formed the impression that for men a high money income was the key indicator of their status, while for women the important indicator was the provision of the basic means of subsistence.
 It was noticeable in our work-history interviews that it was more often the women than the men who stressed the obligation of the man to provide for his family. 

My husband is still earning normally. If there is not enough money, it is up to him to think about money (Nadezhda, deputy shop chief, engineering factory).
The following respondent’s husband appears not to be as clear as his wife about his obligations, since she expects to have to ‘prepare him morally’:

A man should take a second job, but not a woman... And if it got absolutely awful here with wages or whatever, my husband would leave, I would prepare him morally for this. It is more difficult for a woman to get a job, it is easier for a man (senior department forewoman, engineering factory). 

Some men were clearly quite willing to allow their wives to serve as the main providers for the family, apparently seeing it as a perfectly normal situation in the conditions of general disorder. We quite often met judgements such as these:

Now it is also possible to earn additionally here, doing repairs, for example, but there is hardly any point, since there isn’t any money. My wife, on the whole, gets her salary on time (fettler, engineering factory).

– How do you earn additionally?

I don’t, there is no time. And my husband does not want to. Another man with such hands would earn additionally, but mine does not want to. And we live (Female bus conductor. Her husband is unemployed. Her salary is the sole material support for her family).

In some cases, particularly in families with fairly equal relations between the husband and wife, the decision as to which partner will be the main breadwinner is the result of a conscious family strategy in which the man adapts his work routines to the needs of his wife, particularly if she has a well-paid job:

I worked, then married, then my son was born. At first my wife stayed at home with him (until he was three, as one is supposed to do), and then we decided not to send him back to the kindergarten – he was frequently ill. My wife had to leave work and I began to look for a job myself which involved shift work with a schedule which would let me take my turn looking after our child. I immediately remembered Plastic, I knew that they worked shifts and the pay was not bad (at that time it wasn’t).

— And you are not going to leave?

Yes and no. The work schedule suits me, they have put me on permanent nights. The pay is certainly no good, but at the moment I cannot simply leave for a better-paid job, though I have had some offers, but I would have to work only during the day. My wife has a good job. She works as an ITR in Kuzbassenergo. Though I shall certainly leave if I can find shift work with worthwhile pay. But the first condition is obligatory (Operative, plastics factory).

Such examples tend to be the exception rather than the rule. 

The impression from our qualitative interviews was that, although women in particular feel that it should be the obligation of the man to provide for his family, in reality women were at least as likely to assume this responsibility and many men were quite content to allow their wives to do to. This impression is confirmed by analysis of our survey data, in which it appears that sex is not a directly significant factor in determining which household member is identified as the breadwinner. Overwhelmingly the most important factor is the income of the individual relative to other household members, the highest earner being substantially the most likely to be identified as the breadwinner, while those not in paid employment and those with no income are substantially less likely to be identified as the breadwinner. Over 60% of breadwinners are men because men tend to earn substantially more than women although in 36% of the households with more than one adult member in our sample a woman is the highest earner. Relative educational level and occupational status do not affect the likelihood of men being nominated as breadwinner, but better educated women and women of relatively lower occupational status are less likely to be nominated as breadwinners. Relative age is also a significant determinant of breadwinner status. Women, but not men, who are responsible for shopping, childcare and for repairs to the apartment are more and those responsible for care of the old and infirm are less likely to be nominated as the breadwinner, while men, but not women, responsible for repairs to furniture and domestic appliances were more likely to be nominated as the breadwinner. Those with a second job were no more likely to be identified as the breadwinner.
 

In the relation between couples, relative income is overwhelmingly the most important factor, followed by age and occupational status, but other things being equal the husband is no more likely to be identified as the breadwinner of the household than is his wife. A husband, but not his wife, is significantly less likely to be nominated as the breadwinner if he has a second job. The man is more likely to be the breadwinner if his partner is responsible for childcare and if he is responsible for repairs in the apartment, and less likely to be so if his partner is responsible for the shopping.
 There is no connection between responsibility for cooking and the breadwinner role. The social evaluation of the contribution of different kinds of work to the reproduction of the household is clearly shown by the fact that those who worked long hours in paid employment were more likely to be nominated as breadwinner, while those who spent more time doing housework were less likely to be nominated. 

The hours worked in various activities reflect the differentiation of household roles, but the differences are not substantial. If we look at the data on working hours in Table 2 we find, as we might expect, that the breadwinner works significantly, though not substantially, longer hours in his or her main job than the average household member, the disparity being greater among women, who also do significantly and equivalently less housework than average. The hours in paid work of household heads are not significantly less than average. Male household heads do significantly more housework and a little more work on the dacha than average, but female household heads do only marginally more housework than average, with no significant difference between couples. Overall, the differences in working hours explained by different household roles are dwarfed by the gender differences. Women on average devote about ten per cent (five hours) less time per week than men to paid work, do the same amount of work on the dacha, and do more than two and a half times as much housework as men. Even a woman breadwinner does almost twice as much housework as a male household head. 

Table 3, which reports the allocation of individual incomes, also shows much larger behavioural differences between men and women than between those holding particular household roles. Thus, male breadwinners in general spend a bit less than other male household members on themselves and put correspondingly more into the household budget (though in couples there is no difference between male breadwinners and non-breadwinners), while female breadwinners put less into the household budget and spend proportionately more on household needs themselves. In general, women put substantially less into the household budget than do men, and take more responsibility for household spending themselves (96% of households have a common household budget, either managed by one person or held in common). This all suggests, as in the case of the head of household, that the term ‘breadwinner’ denotes a status position which does not have substantial behavioural implications within the household.

Table 2: Hours worked by gender by household role. 

All adults

housework
paid work
work on dacha



male
female
male
female
male
female

breadwinner
Mean
9.4
21.0
52.5
48.2
9.0
9.8


SE Mean
0.3
0.4
0.5
0.5
0.4
0.4


N
1219
820
1159
730
626
384

household head
Mean
12.3
25.4
52.0
45.6
10.4
9.5


SE Mean
0.6
0.4
0.8
0.3
0.7
0.3


N
417
1740
356
1270
193
849

All
Mean
9.6
24.5
51.4
46.0
8.7
9.0


SE Mean
0.2
0.3
0.4
0.3
0.3
0.2


N
2091
2595
1706
1859
1069
1215

Couples only

housework
paid work
work on dacha



male
female
male
female
male
female

breadwinner
Mean
9.3
22.0
52.4
48.1
8.7
9.7


SE Mean
0.3
0.6
0.5
0.7
0.4
0.5


N
1052
450
1005
405
543
235

household head
Mean
12.0
26.2
52.2
45.2
10.1
9.5


SE Mean
0.6
0.4
0.9
0.4
0.7
0.3


N
388
1423
332
1038
180
730

All
Mean
10.0
26.5
51.6
45.5
9.4
9.4


SE Mean
0.2
0.4
0.4
0.3
0.3
0.3


N
1614
1809
1384
1302
856
912

Note: Missing values: 15% could not estimate how much time they worked on the dacha; 6% could not estimate how much time they spent on housework. The remaining missing values are mostly non-respondents or not applicable. Paid work is primary and secondary employment and travel to work.
Table 3: Allocation of individual money income
All adults

budget
spend 
self



male
female
male
female
male
female

Breadwinner
Mean
89
58
6
31
6
12


Std. Error of Mean
1
2
1
2
0
1


N
1347
839
1347
839
1347
839

Household head
Mean
85
63
9
28
6
8


Std. Error of Mean
1
1
1
1
1
1


N
457
1726
457
1726
457
1726

All
Mean
85
64
6
25
9
11


Std. Error of Mean
1
1
0
1
0
1


N
2211
2548
2211
2548
2211
2548

Couples only

budget
spend 
self



male
female
male
female
male
female

Breadwinner
Mean
92
62
5
30
4
8


Std. Error of Mean
1
2
1
2
0
1


N
1158
460
1158
460
1158
460

Household head
Mean
88
67
8
26
4
7


Std. Error of Mean
1
1
1
1
1
1


N
427
1414
427
1414
427
1414

All
Mean
91
69
5
24
4
7


Std. Error of Mean
1
1
0
1
0
1


N
1739
1786
1739
1786
1739
1786

To what extent is the role of breadwinner in Russia a gendered role? We have seen that in our regressions, other things being equal, there is no tendency for men rather than women to be nominated as the breadwinner. The breadwinner is predominantly the highest earner in the household, regardless of that person’s sex, with the responsibility for feeding the family being more likely to fall on older household members. However, there is some association between the definition of the breadwinner role and the strongly gendered household division of labour, with breadwinning being negatively associated with responsibility for childcare and positively associated with responsibility for household repairs and shopping.
 Men are more likely to be the breadwinners primarily because they are more likely to have the higher income, but also because they are more likely to assume the responsibilities that are associated with the breadwinner role. However, it is important to emphasise that our questioning related to the factual issue of who actually is the breadwinner, not the normative question of who should be the breadwinner. The fact that men are not especially likely to be identified as the breadwinner is by no means inconsistent with a belief that a man should be the breadwinner, it may just mean that men do not live up to expectations.

As noted above, in our qualitative work history interviews we found that it was more often women than men who stressed the obligation of a man to provide for his family.
 We found many men who were torn between their obligation to provide for their family and their desire to maintain their masculine self-respect by earning good money in a good job. Many men who are not able to make a worthwhile contribution to the family budget suffer this as a demoralising and degrading experience, but nevertheless they typically do not regard it as sufficiently degrading to impose on themselves the even greater humiliation of taking on work beneath their dignity and status. This leads to a marked difference in the labour market behaviour of male and female breadwinners ([Kiblitskaya, 2000 #664]). A woman who has to earn money to support her family is ready, as a rule, to do any work, while a man tries to preserve either his qualification, or at least his status. Let us review some examples:

I sat at home for a year and a half. Of course, I didn’t just sit there, I worked. I tried to register as unemployed, but at the Employment Service they humiliated me by telling me that I was an old man. That’s at forty-odd. I began to work for myself. I set myself the goal of not losing my qualifications and to work in my specialism. It cost me a lot that saving of my face (male design engineer, electrical factory).

I worked there until the summer of 1996, but I was forced to look for work again because here they stopped paying completely and the family had to be fed, our parents needed help, I was bringing absolutely nothing home and they began to pay my wife at school really badly. In my soul two principles struggled: I absolutely did not want to leave my specialism, but I could not find a job in my specialism (male bus conductor).

While for men the preservation of their ‘identity’ or their ‘status’ – work in their specialism – is very important, women are more often willing to take any work, out of a feeling of responsibility for their families:

It was all the same to me what I worked at, I just wanted to work. Life has forced me to take any job (woman janitor, printing works).

It took a long time to decide to leave school. There were a lot of reasons. Well, the main one, of course, was material, I have two children. And my husband is in the same profession.

— Were you ready to do any work?

Basically yes, any work (woman storekeeper, formerly a Russian teacher, chocolate factory).

We do meet examples of such selflessness in the interests of the family among men, but much less often. The interviews show that if a man agrees in the end to take ‘anything’, it is a real life tragedy for him. Here, for example, is the story of a worker who had high qualifications but in search of stable earnings has become a loader:

I worked conscientiously and my qualifications were appropriate, and for three months the pay was reasonable, but then the stoppages began. I hung on for all of two years, but was already constantly looking for work. It reached the point at which it did not matter whether or not it corresponded to my specialism, as long as it was not fetching and carrying, not servile work, as long as they paid money. I am a man, I have two babies at home, they must be clothed and fed. Although I know my job very well and I love it, I was ready to make a sacrifice. And I wanted to eat too, and not only black bread. Now I feel myself a total beast of burden, an ox, a beast who is of no use to anybody. My dignity suffers, and though personally nobody troubles me, I feel as though all around are shouting: ‘Nobody needs you!’ Such a time has come when we work in order to eat, that is to say that we live in order to eat (loader, milk factory).

Even though this respondent feels that he has reached the depths, he still defines a limit which he will not cross: he will not fetch and carry or do a servile job. This level of distinction is connected with the fact that professional identification is still the core of masculinity and a threat to it provokes a reaction close to destruction of the personality ([O'Neil, 1987 #665], p. 205).

Women in this situation display considerable flexibility and simultaneously a readiness to reconcile themselves to circumstances. So, a school teacher is ready to take work  as a street seller:

There is nobody to help me, and I have to bring up my son. At school I was paid very irregularly and little, so I had to overcome my unwillingness and decided last summer to come here and trade as a hired worker (seller, retail market).

In general, single mothers are the most severely constrained by circumstances: for them the stability of earnings is critically important, as even a short break in income leads to a real fatal threat to the family, they work ‘without insurance’ ([Kiblitskaya, 1999 #671]). These women’s priority is to find stable earnings, even if the pay is low:

My child is small. There is nobody to help. I fetch him from the kindergarten and take him home... At the enterprise I worked at first as a storekeeper, then the redundancies began, the need for storekeepers fell sharply so in order not to find myself completely out of a job I asked for any work. Now I am in security. The pay, of course, is less, and the work is uninteresting. But it is a regular job. I try to work without getting any reprimands. If there are redundancies or a production stoppage I shall have to look for work. I support the family on my own and I can not allow myself any respite (woman security worker, dairy factory).

From our qualitative interviews, therefore, it appears that there is a gulf between normative expectations and reality. While the expectation is that the man will provide for his family, his social standing depends more on his employment status than on his breadwinning capacities, so that women feel obliged to step into the breach as an extension of their responsibilities as head of the household (81% of female breadwinners as opposed to 25% of male breadwinners combined the role with that of household head). This relation between the ‘is’ and the ‘ought’ was one that we explored in our survey in asking respondents about leadership.

Leader

The term ‘leader’ (lider) was one which had cropped up quite frequently in Sarah Ashwin’s qualitative interviews with women workers, many of whom had complained that they had had to take on the leadership role as a result of their husbands’ failures to live up to their obligations. This, for example, was the lament of a female worker in her 40s who was earning more than double the wage of her husband:

If I’m honest … I can’t say that my husband and I are close. I suppose I liked him when I married him, I wasn’t strongly in love with him, but I liked him…. But then I started to reproach him all the time, put him down. I criticised him for not providing for the family. My daughter says I criticised him too much, that I was too hard on him, that he’s sensitive and takes such things to heart. So as a protest he sits quietly and never says anything.  Perhaps I did criticise him too much, but all the same I think he’s got a weak character. As a woman I want a leader for a husband. I wanted firm shoulders. I wanted him to lead. Now he periodically gets drunk. Heavily drunk. And he doesn’t talk either. My daughter says to him, ‘I don’t want a husband like you who never says anything’…

[About once a month] he phones me from work in a drunken voice and says ‘I’ll be late tonight’ and then I already know he’ll come home drunk. I worry about him like he’s a little child, that he might fall down somewhere, that something might happen to him. He doesn’t realise that he’s a man. A man should answer for everything. (worker, chocolate factory, 45 years old, emphasis added).

This respondent clearly feels that a leader should provide for the family, but he should also provide ‘firm shoulders’: that is, he should take ultimate responsibility for the household (which is not the same thing as doing the dishes). In this case, the respondent sees the role of leader as a male role: a man should answer for everything. But in practice the role of leader is very often assumed by women. As another worker, also in her 40s, put it:

Everything is on women’s shoulders. The woman is the leader. With money, in financial questions. Women decide everything. Men don’t want to do it because it’s difficult. Only a woman can work out how to divide it up, where to spend it, what it’s possible to do without.... Everywhere the wife is the leader (Cook, Samara café).

The complaint that ‘everything is on women’s shoulders’ is a frequent one, as is the longing for a bit of respite in the form of strong male shoulders. 

In our survey, we asked the head of household who was the leader in the household, but we also asked each individual respondent whether the leader should be a man or a woman, or whether leadership should be divided or shared. In response to the latter question, about 40% of husbands and wives responded that there should be partnerly relations in the family, with husband and wife playing an equal role in decision-making in all spheres of social life. Around one-third believed that leadership was a situational concept: that the man should lead in some questions, the woman in others. Only five per cent of both men and women believed that the leader should be a woman, while 17% of women and 28% of their husbands believed that the leader should be a man. However, there was a fairly low level of agreement on this question: in almost two-thirds of couples the husband and wife gave different answers. In 20% of households husband and wife agreed that there should be partnerly relations, in 10% that there should be a division of labour, in 7% that the man should be the head of household and in fewer than one per cent was there agreement that the head of household should be a woman. Agreement that relations should be partnerly was not correlated with any demographic characteristics of the family except for the level of education, with the likelihood of such agreement declining consistently with educational level, so that those with higher education were the least likely to believe in partnership between husband and wife. In particular, households were no less likely to believe in partnerly relations if the husband and wife had different levels of income, education or occupational status than if they were similar. At first sight, at least, this would seem to be a feature of the particular relationship, not something which is strongly socially determined. There is a significant, but not very strong, correlation between agreement between husband and wife that relations should be partnerly and agreement that big financial decisions would be made in common (Spearman 0.29), but no correlation at all with the form of the household budget: households which believe in partnerly relations are no more likely to have a common budget, nor to have one person handling the household budget, than those where there is no such belief.

These answers, however, refer to what should be the case, not to what is actually the case in their particular household. The fact that the majority believed that marital relations should be democratic does not mean that they are democratic in practice. Although only just over a quarter of all respondents (and only a fifth of household heads) believed that there should be a leader, two-thirds of household heads nominated one member of the household as the leader– 60% of those who said that there should be no leader nominated themselves or their partner as leader in their own households (although they were given the option of replying that there was no leader). Moreover, they were much more likely to nominate a woman than a man as leader. Although only five per cent of respondents said the leader should be a woman, the nominated leader was actually a woman in 46% of households. Over half of the female household heads who said that the leader should be a man also said that in their household they were the leader. 

In respect of the concept of ‘leadership’, there is a massive discrepancy between what people think ought to be the case and what they tell us actually is the case. While the preference ordering is for partnerly relations, followed by a division of roles, with the leader ideally being a man in more authoritarian families, and a very few people opting for a woman to be the leader, the latter is said to be the actual situation in almost half of all households.
 

Table 4: Who is the leader in your household?

 
Male Head of Household
Female Head of Household
Total
 
The  woman is the leader
20.6%
52.4%
45.2%
 
The man is the leader
43.9%
15.7%
22.1%
 
Someone else is the leader
.4%
.8%
.7%
 
There is no leader
35.1%
31.1%
32.0%
 
 
100.0%
100.0%
100.0%
 
So what is a leader? The role of leader implies taking responsibility for providing for the family, but also for the well-being of the household. The notion of a leader is close to that of a breadwinner in the responsibility that it entails and its implied orientation to the world beyond the household, but is closer to the head of the household in the implication of authority. These relationships are reflected in the regression results, the determinants of leadership being similar to those of the other roles considered, and particularly to the head of household, although socio-economic factors as a whole seem to bear much less weight – no doubt if we had indicators of personality they would strengthen the regression considerably. The leader is likely to be a relatively older household member, with a relatively higher income and higher educational level, but employment status is not a consideration and there is no significant relationship with household responsibilities, apart from care for the infirm. But even allowing for all these factors, the leader is also substantially more likely to be a woman than a man. If we confine our attention to couples we find that relative age and income are no longer significant considerations, unless one of the partners has no income at all, the only significant variables being the relative educational level and responsibility for household repairs, with the predominance of women not being sufficient to be statistically significant.

Spending decisions

Fifty-five per cent of respondents said that in the event of a decision to spend a large amount of money they would decide together, with nobody having the decisive word. Where one person had the decisive word, as noted above, in almost 90% of cases the nomination of that person was unanimous. When we look at our regression results we see that, like the leader, this person to some extent straddles the roles of breadwinner and household head, an impression confirmed by the fact that two-thirds of those identified as having the decisive word were heads of households and two-thirds were breadwinners, so having the decisive word may be a privilege of either role, reflecting its position at the intersection of spending and earning. In general, other things being equal, women are significantly more likely than men to have the decisive word, but between couples the difference is not statistically significant. Having the decisive say in spending decisions appears not so much to be a specific role within the structure of the household as a reflection of the status of that individual within the domestic economy as a whole. 

Table 5: Correlations between household statuses - Spearman's rho. 

COUPLES ONLY 
 
HH HEAD
BREADWINNER
DECIDER
 
BREADWINNER
Correlation Coefficient
-.166


 
 
Sig. (2-tailed)
.000


 
 
N
3574


 
DECIDER
Correlation Coefficient
.291
.300

 
 
Sig. (2-tailed)
.000
.000

 
 
N
1776
1624

 
LEADER
Correlation Coefficient
.569
.055
.566
 
 
Sig. (2-tailed)
.000
.006
.000
 
 
N
3034
2464
1374
 
Gender definition of household roles

The factors determining who is the head of household, who is the breadwinner, who has the decisive word in spending decisions and who is the leader are all quite similar, but they have a different weight in each case so that the outcomes are not necessarily the same, as can be seen from the correlation coefficients in Table 5. These indicate a significant tendency for there to be a division of responsibilities between head of household and breadwinner, with leadership being most closely associated with the former role and decision-making straddling the two. However, this division of responsibilities is not strongly marked. Thus, in 40% of cases the household head was also nominated as the breadwinner and in 56% of cases as the leader. In couple-based households the household head was the breadwinner in 42% and the leader in 78% of households. As noted above, the combination of roles is more likely among women than among men.

Although the different household roles appear to be reasonably well-defined, they do not appear to define a strongly gendered division of roles. If anything the tendency is for all responsibilities to fall on the woman’s shoulders, a tendency that is reflected in the very unequal gender division of labour within the household which persists largely regardless of whether a man or a woman fills the roles being examined here. A woman is much more likely to be the household head, responsible for the domestic economy, and the leader of the household but, other things being equal, a man is no more likely than a woman to be the breadwinner. The fact that a large majority believe that the breadwinner and the leader should both be a man would suggest that there is a gulf between what is and what ought to be. In practice, as we found in our qualitative interviews in the case of the breadwinner, it seems that the responsibility falls on the woman because the man fails to fulfil his allotted duties. This sets up a tension between normative expectations and everyday reality which has important implications for the development of gender relations in society and for the consideration of social and employment policies. Public debate has been dominated by a concern to ensure that men have the employment opportunities that they need to enable them to preserve their status and perform the breadwinner role, while the reality has been that many women have been condemned to slaving for long hours in low-paid jobs with minimal effective legal protection or trade union representation in unhealthy and unsafe working conditions in order to provide for their families. However, the interaction between household roles and gender in employment decisions is a topic for further research.

� This paper is based on research conducted within the framework of projects funded by INTAS, the Economic and Social Research Council and the Department for International Development, none of which bodies is responsible for any of the views expressed here. The analysis was first prepared when we spent August 1998 as Visiting Fellows of the Centre for Russian and East European Studies at Stanford University, to whom we are very grateful for the provision of research facilities. A different version of part of the analysis has been published as [Kozina, 2000 #663]. We are also very grateful to Valerii Yakubovich, Richard Lampard and all our Russian colleagues for comments and suggestions.


� The occupational segregation index for four-digit ISCO-88 occupations is a very high 0.59 (authors’ calculation from consolidated 1992-8 data of the All-Russian polling organisation, VTsIOM, 57,978 cases in 851 occupations). Other data gives even larger figures.


� The significance of the household has been emphasised by many commentators on former state-socialist societies who have seen the household as the last bastion of ‘civil society’, shielding the individual from the totalitarian regime, and as the basis for the re-emergence of civil society in the wake of the collapse of such totalitarianism (Watson). Some have seen the household as a refuge from women's gender subordination in the wider society and even as the sphere of women’s power ([Temkina, 1997 #661], pp. 178–80; [Lissyutkina, 1993 #669]).


� The survey was conducted in April and early May 1998 and was financed by the Department for International Development, within the framework of a larger project funded by the Economic and Social Research Council. A sample of 4,000 households across four cities (Samara, Kemerovo, Syktyvkar and Lyubertsy, a satellite of Moscow) was drawn randomly from a computerised database, originally derived from registration records, in each city. A household was defined as a group of people, whether related or unrelated, who shared a common ‘domestic economy’. The head of the household was identified as the person who had the most responsibility for the household budget and domestic economy. Interviewers were instructed as far as possible to ask a woman to identify this person, and 80% of household heads so-defined were women. Three basic questionnaires were used in each household: a household questionnaire, preferably administered to the head of the household, a worker’s questionnaire was administered to all those over the age of 14 currently working or on leave from their jobs, and a non-worker’s questionnaire was administered to all those of working age who were currently not working and all retirees who had worked within the last three years. In addition a reduced form of questionnaire was used to get information on those temporarily absent, retirees and household members who refused to answer the full questionnaire. The process of interviewing took about three hours per household. In cramped Russian apartments it was not feasible to insist that individuals were interviewed out of earshot of others. It is important to bear this in mind in evaluating the results presented here. The survey data is available from the authors for those wishing to replicate the results.


� The main Russian polling organisation, VTsIOM, regularly asks people about what work means to them. There is no significant difference between the proportion of men and women (one in eight of each) who say that work is interesting and important to them, regardless of the pay. Slightly more women than men say that they don’t like work at all, or that there are other things that are more important to them than work (23% against 18%), and rather more men than women say that they work for the money (66% against 59%) (authors’ calculations from VTsIOM weighted data, 7952 respondents across six surveys between April 1994 and November 1997. The latter two differences cease to be statistically significant at the 95% level once we control for age, education and occupational status). In July 1996 VTsIOM asked additional questions on this issue in their regular survey. 46% of women (and the same proportion of men) agreed that most women would prefer not to work but to stay at home and look after their children. Only 19% of women and 13% of men disagreed. Only 12% of women thought that a woman should go on working after giving birth, 32% of women thought that a mother should stop working until her children are three years old, 28% that she should leave work until the children reach school age, 16% that a women should stop work and devote herself to her family once she had children. A third of both men and women believed that the family is more important than work for Russian women, while only one in eight of both men and women believed that work is more important for women, almost half the women considering work and family to be equally important. Two-thirds of women believed that a woman should be free to work if she wanted to, but 16% of women (and almost a quarter of men) agreed that it was high time women returned to the home. On the other hand, two-thirds of women agreed that the best way for a woman to be independent was to have a job, with only 10% disagreeing. It is interesting that the answers to all these questions given by women who were not working were not significantly different from those given by women in work (authors’ calculations from VTsIOM data, c.f. Ekonomicheskie i sotsial'nye peremeny: monitoring obshchestvennogo mneniya, 6 (26), November-December, VTsIOM, Moscow, 1996).


� The difference between men and women increased fairly steadily with age. Two-thirds of working women between 25 and 45, but only one-third of those over 55, would prefer to work. The work-history survey was of a somewhat haphazard sample of 800 workers from 16 state and former state industrial enterprises. Extended qualitative interviews were conducted with a sub-sample of 80 of these respondents.


� In case of doubt the interviewers were instructed to define a household in terms of shared catering (which may be too restrictive in the case of cohabiting young single people ([Marsh, 1992 #658], p. 6)). In VTsIOM surveys about two-thirds of female respondents but only one-fifth of male respondents identify themselves as the person responsible for managing the domestic economy. In response to questions about the household budget, 82% of household heads said that some or all of the income of household members was put into a common pot and in 14% of households one person controlled the budget, with no common budget in 4% of households.


� The idea of the ‘head of the household’ (glava domokhozyaistva) as the person responsible for the domestic economy does not have the patriarchal connotations that derive from its association with property ownership in capitalist societies ([Marsh, 1992 #658], pp.7–8). It is very different from the notion of the ‘head of the family’ (glava sem’i), which has very strong patriarchal overtones in Russia and which is generally understood as the person who has most power, the presumption being that this is a male role. However, on the basis of our qualitative research and piloting we decided that it would be more productive to explore the notion of the ‘leader’ than that of the ‘head of the family’.


� In over 90% of cases it was the designated head of household who responded to the household questionnaire in which the allocation of these responsibilities was defined. There is a significant negative correlation between the person responsible for cooking and shopping, on the one hand, and the person responsible for repairs, on the other. Over 90% of those responsible for cooking are women, as are 80% of those responsible for shopping, but over 90% of those responsible for domestic repairs and three-quarters of those responsible for repairs to the apartment are men. Almost all of those nominated as responsible for the tasks reported individually that they performed the relevant task regularly, but it is responsibility rather than performance that is most significant in the regressions.


� See [Potuchek, 1997 #635] for a recent analysis of the notion of the breadwinner in dual-earning US families, based on the idea that the notion of the breadwinner is a key boundary in the social construction of gender as a dynamic process of negotiation, related both to outside experience and to complementary boundaries such as ‘mother’ and ‘responsible for housework’. 


� In our survey data, men are twice as likely as women to nominate themselves as the breadwinner. In surveys by the Russian polling organisation VTsIOM almost three-quarters of male respondents and almost half of female respondents characterise themselves as the person ‘bringing the main income into the household’. In September 1994 respondents were asked the sex of the breadwinner and 62% identified a man, 38% a woman, exactly the same proportions as in our survey. If we compare the responses of married men and women in two-earner families in the VTsIOM data, we find that over one-third of women without children and over a quarter of those with children say that it is they who provide the main income, although 80% of men declare that they are the main earner, whether or not there are children. In our data the presence of children in the household is not a significant factor in determining the likelihood of the man being identified as the breadwinner.


� Culturally, there is a fairly well-established understanding in Russia that secondary earnings are at the disposal of the individual, a phenomenon which is common in other countries ([Pahl, 1980 #637], p. 320). This practice would appear to be confirmed by the fact that in households with declared secondary earnings, but not in those without secondary employment, the sum of the declared individual incomes of household members is significantly higher (by almost 20%) than the household income reported by the head of household. This would imply that on average only about a third of individual secondary earnings (of both men and women) are at the disposal of the household.


� It is noteworthy that the presence of children in the household does not in itself have any significant impact on the probability of a man filling any of the roles that we are considering. This would suggest that a woman is more likely to be responsible for childcare if there is another breadwinner in the household, rather than childcare responsibilities preventing a woman from being the breadwinner.


� In separate regressions, including household roles as independent variables, sex is much the most important determinant of responsibility for cooking, childcare and repairs in and to the apartment, but the identity of the household head is as important a factor as sex in determining who is responsible for shopping and for the care of the elderly and infirm.


� In a current project on gender and employment directed by Sarah Ashwin, funded by INTAS, 76% of respondents thought that a man should be responsible for providing for the family, 21% thought the man and the woman should both be responsible.


� Half those who answered this question, over 80% of whom were women, nominated themselves. This is not surprising, since over 90% of those who completed the household questionnaire were the designated heads of household. In fact, of those in couples, 20% of men and 17% of women nominated their partners as leader and respondents who were not the head of household were much less likely to nominate themselves as leader. 


� Sergei Kukhterin suggests that modern Russian men see the role of leader in a different light to women. While for women the role implies responsibility, for men it entails power obtained through superior earning power ([Kukhterin, 2000 #666], p. 87–8). However, our regressions do not indicate any significant difference in the weight attached by men and women to relative income in nominating an individual as the leader. Indeed, between couples, relative income, when both partners have an income, is not a significant variable.





