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How Men Valued Women's Work: Labour In and Outside the Home in postwar Bitain

Abstract

This article examinesen’s valuing of women's workin the post-1945 periodt considers
men's perspectivesn female labourn and outside the hom& the contextof women's
wartime work, the increasa married women working, and the greater involvenwnnhen

in family life. | argue that men saw theirives’ andpartners’ work asof lesser value than
their own, in various ways, everlif the moneywomen’s paid work broughtin could
significantly improve living standards, and evarthe most caring, loving relationships. The
article employs &road definitionof value, considering the social and cultural vadtigork,
alongside its economic outcomds.places subjective accounts from interviews within a
wider cultural and political context, and contributeseav perspectivéo post-war British
historiography by focusingn both paid labour and domestic work, and the negotiaifon

value between men and women.
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Introduction

The post-war period saanincreasen numbersof womenin the workforce. But whilst the
post-war years have been sesmevolutionaryin women’s roles,women’s work was often
framedin limited terms- as‘the wife’s little job’. The historiographpynwomen’s work is
vast and developed. But one key dimension has been drnitte this discussion, aritlis a

dimension that framed and influenced the understarafingmen’s labour and roles every



single day- the attitude®f husbands and partners. Without understanding how maedval
women’s Work, or failedto seeit asimportant,we cannot fully interrogate how and why
gender roles were and were not changmtis period Re-engaging with decades old
debates about the famifsa potential sourcef oppression for women, ardciety’s
continued under-valuingf women’s paid and unpaid labodithis article makes a new
contributionto feminist and historical scholarship through a reconsiaeraf the nuclear
family asboth a networlof emotional and practical support, adinhibitor of gender
equality.It considers the multiple natuoé wonen’s work, including‘kinship work” and
emotional labouof family life.? The article examines men and wonasindividual actors,
thereby engaging witHartmann’s argument against seeing the fanaga unit® However,
by focusingon how emotional relationships and different perceptafitbe valueof
women’s paid and unpaid labour interacted, alongside how atytenid expertise were
understood by men and woménmoves beyond thinking about the famalya locusof
struggleto understand deep histasiccontinuitiesin gendered inequalitieés such, | draw
on a growing scholarshipn the historyof emotions, and use this perspectivexamine
older historical debates abowmdmen’s paid and unpaid labour, and its place within the
family, society, economy and politids: doing so, and bringintgp the foremen’s attitudes,
the article argues that strong conservative and paiabforces werat work to reinforce a
hierarchyof work between men and women, positioningmen’s paid laboursof lesser
value thanmen’s, andwomen’s unpaid workasmore important than their paid work but still
less meaningful thahen’s. Whilst many men truly appreciated theiives’ andpartners’
skills and contribution, this hierarclof value persisted.

The lensof valueis useful hereto unpick the notably different ways which men
and women framedomen’s work, within a hierarchical frameworBy re-examining older

debates about family, women and work from the perspestiaeenasfathers and husbands,



whilst using a multi-faceted understandwigmarital relationshipasdefined by power and
conflict but also negotiated responsibility, expertise, t@nand respectye canbetter
understand why critiques and challengethe family and gendered roles with regards work
have had a limited impact. Whilst women aneh’s work are understood within family life
asholding particular social, cultural and economic vaiiain a gender hierarchy, the extent
of changen women’s lives was limited and the ided a breadwinner modeff family life
continued, and continues today.

The post-Second World War perigdBritain was a crucial onm understandingef
the valueof women’s work, a time when there was a huge increaagbhe numberef married
women working* Large numbes of women had worked during the war; the government had
for the first time formally conscripted women into wdrem 1941 and this experience had a
major impacton women’s lives® Yet as Braybon and Summerfield outline, there was
resistancdo such a developmeat all levels, from employer® husbandsin part becausef
fears about the impadt would haveon marital life® Indeed, women often deferred
husbands’ wishesin regardto their war work. Furthermoregs Higonnet andHigonnet’s
‘double helix” modelof gender relations captures, thougbmen’s paid wartime work did
challenge accepted gender hierarchies, this beighderstoodn the contexbf the elevation
of men’s status, through military servi¢eThe impactof war work on women’s lives and
their wishes for post-war life have been much debated $tpriEing Understanding®f
women’s unpaid labouiin the home were also changing; motherhood became aepgdil
category after the waas a meando re-establish gendered hierarchi@s,which women’s
primary role wasat home? yet working-classvomen’s skills of household management and
budgeting were also being undermined by growing incomes andéwvdhilability of cheap
consumer good¥.As Langhamer notes, the changing meaniigsomen’s paid and unpaid

work following the warled some womeno feel cheateaf the value that had been placad



their work’ previously*!

In 1945, family allowances were finally introduced Britain, after yearsof
campaigning for theendowment of motherhood’ by feminists, notably Eleanor Rathbone.
This followed their introductiomn France, Germany, Italy and Spa&mthe 1930s, often part
of states’ effortsto encourage wometo have more childret? The British campaign had
centredon the ideaof separate payments mothers and children, aridwas this challenge
the male breadwinner model that had besnunpalatableto policymakers previously.
Despite challengedo it, the idea of the male provider remained centr&d both
understanding®f the family and adult masculinity throughout the centdryet by the
1940s, numerous politicians and newspapers supported nothenlgttoductionof family
allowances, but also their paymdatwomen, which they argued would recognise women's
unpaid labour, particularlin child-rearing. Churchill himself was nsb sure, retortingn a
Cabinet meetingwages will be paidto the mothemext!’* Yet newspapers like The Times
suggested that theation’s housewives‘are in need of some clear recognition by the
communityof their services andf encouragemeni their workof home-making and family-
rearing’.'® The valueof women’s paid and unpaid labour was up for renegotiafiorhis
period.

As Judith Butler argued over twenty-five years agamman’ is hotanunproblematic
or singular categor}f This article examines largely white, mostly heterosexoaptes, from
various income backgrounds and political persuasions, amdahéhey understoodomen’s
labour between the 1940s and 1980sises this opportunity think through how men and
women understood their liveasconforming to, oin a few cases opposition to, a
hegemonic gender order which placed great empbagiswuclear, breadwinner family
model.In doing sojt cannot represent or analyse differences along racethnic lines, or

consider the experience$those outside a heteronormative ideal. Yet the arct@ndful



of how such ideals affedtdividuals’ livesin uneven ways, through various axépower
and privilegejn intersectional ways. Such researsheeded for much wider rangé
women, and beyond Britain.

This article, then, turns our attentitmthis familiar debaté three new ways: firstly,
by exploringmen’s framingof women’s work; secondly, by focusingn what this looked
like within the very everyday fabrf family life rather tharat a societabr political level;
and thirdly, by using the lerd valueto understand the nuano&howwomen’s roles were
being negotiatedh this periodIn doing sojt argues that the seemingly substantial changes
occurringin women’s uptakeof work and the cultural valuingf womenasworkersaswell
ashousewives and mothers were much more graatuhé family and individual levef.
Change was occurring, and couples worked tardake their lives different from previous
generations, and more equal and shared. Yet, the undag/afuwomen’s labourin relation
to men’s slowed the pacef change within everyday life, and the gendered hierardfies
valuein understanding gendered labour roles put a cedimigow rapid and substantial that

change could be.

Methodology

This article uses 126 archived interviews and 20 originallosebry interviews conducted by
the author. The archived interviews were conduatethe mid-1980s for theé 100 Families’
study, led by Paul Thompson and Harold Newbyhe original interviews were paof a
study about men and family life, involving interviews with 56mm 2013-14. These were
very different periods and this affected the way intamaes respondedt, is highlighted
below where this was particularly relevant. These w@rs were semi-structured, inspired
by Summerfield’s model, and were typically orte two hours lond?® To enable informed

consent the aimsf the research were explainedpotential respondents before the interview,



and interviewees were alile specify restrictions they wigldto makeon their contributions.

A unique identifying pseudonyim used foreachinterviewee. The sample was self-selecting:
all men volunteeredo be interviewed. Together, these collections involve 159 ped3e:
men (20 original/65 archived interviews) and 75 wor@eoriginal/71 archived interviews),
in which 72 men and 62 women were interviewed alone, and 13esowere interviewed
together. The vast majority had been maroedad a long-term partner and had children,
though not all, and the focusf both studies was largelgn heterosexual participants.
Collectively, the studies involve participants from a widge of occupations, from
unskilled manuato professional work, and from regions across Englamt \&ales, with a
small number from Scotland, though this part of Britsirunder-represented here. There
were a minorityof BME participants, but this group were under-represented, tdetya
growing levelsof migration throughout this perid.The interviewees were born between

1899 and 1954:

Year of birth Number of interviewees
Before 1910 11
19101919 21
1920-1929 20
1930-1939 36
1940-1949 51
1950-1954 15

Dueto the later datef my own study, the original interviews used involve participairn
from 1924-1952. Both setsf interviews were framed around family life, affecting thay
that interviewees responded; a study about work explicithitigvegiven different results.

Throughout this article, |1 considenen’s attitudesto the valueof women’s work



across twdo three generations (in some cases within the saméyjandifferent occupational
groups and social backgrounds, exploring the difference betthese interviewedn the
mid-1980s (the endf the period considered here) and more retrospectively the mid-
2010s. This article asks how men, principally husbands, pectand valuesvomen’s work
and with what consequences, asalthe focusis on women and menn relationships.
Interviews areas such a valuable methodological tool, as,the wordsof Portelli, ‘oral
sources tell us not just what people did, but what they wWaatdo, what they believed they
were doing, and what they nawink theydid’.?! These interviews are importaint not only
their discussiomf women’s work and its value, but how this placed and negotiated within
changing patternsf female employment and cultural understandiosomen’s roles over
the periodof study (mid-1940¢0 mid-1980s) and between the two periafsinterviewing
(mid-1980s and mid-2010s)As Gallwey notes, applying a historical methodolomy
secondary analysisf qualitative research data provides&ans of establishing trends over
time’.22 The naturef the interview,in which participantsnix discussiorof past and present,
and their owrmas well asprevious and subsequeginerations’ behaviour, means the ueé
two collectionsof interviews conductedt different timesis particularly valuable. Overall,
this article argues that though the acceptability and coralipf women’s work changed
from the Second World Wap the 1980s, the way male partners valued that work did not
shift substantially. Everin highly companionate, loving relationshigs, which husbands
held their wivesn high regard, men continued place their own paid work and theitves’

unpaid labouassuperiorto women’s paid employment.

Practices and languages okomen’s work
Most women worked outside the horae some point; almost all female intervieweass

female partner®f male interviewees weri paid work before having children, and often



returned after a breaknincreasingly common patteai bimodal paid work. This matched a
national picturdan which the numbeof married women working increased from 10 per cent
in 1931to 51.3 per cenin 1971, and the numbef part-time workers quadrupled the
1950s/1960%> Whether women worked outside the home remained dependeaiass,
location and ethnicity? What changedh this period was the increasing tendetmyive up
paid work during pregnancy, rather than marrying, reflecting changing regulations
married women’s employment, new part-time options for wark non-conventional hours,
suchas ‘twilight’ factory shifts, and the changing acceptabitifyformal employment after
marriage?® Historically, many men valued their wives not working, anthetimes daughters
too2® Whilst previously keeping a wife@at home was an important signifiesf adult
masculinity, for most men (and womein)this samplechildren’s needs rather than thosé
husbands were the principal reason why men valued women nkingv@autside the home
from pregnancy until their children were attemgischool or older. The most usual pattefn
work for womenin this sample was a full-time paid job before having childige breakof
c.3-5 years (sometimes longer) and a rettarpaid employment, oftem a more casual,
poorly paid and unstable sector than previoual/Dex andBukodi’s longitudinal analysis
demonstrates, the part-time work that grew increasingiymon from the 19505quickly
became synonymous with low paid jobs, increasingly in tevice sector, occupied
primarily by women with chdren’. Part-time work usually meant downward occupational
mobility.?’

Whilst many women and men described this sinifemployment, there was little
explicit recognitionor complaintof the changed statusdf women’s work post-motherhood.
Kathleen Murray, born 1948, was unusually outspoken about hegethatatusasa worker,
and thatof other women, likely because she had been invoilwedomen’s groups through

her trade union, the National Uniosf Public Employees. She described her changing



understandin@f hermother’s work: ‘Before, | thoughine mum wasan office cleaner oubf
ignorance and not being abte,capablepf doing any other sodf work, but now I'm a mum
myself | know it's because you'restricted.” She reflected;Women get stuck lower grade
jobs because their skills are not recognisedmey’.?® Returningto formal work became
more possible for such women, compatedheir grandmothers and even mothastamily
size decreased.In the ‘100 Families’ study, interviewers asked whether women gave up
paid workon marrying. Interviewees often corrected this assumptiom Ba#es, born 1940,
was a factory worker before marrying 1958. When asked whether she ceased paid
employmenton marriage, she replied was expecting [my firstidld]’.%° This decision was
as much about social normas employers’ expectations by the post-war period; Margaret
Beckwith, born 1942, described why she left her office job:

Subject: ‘cos | was pregnant. | was married then.

Interviewer: You hado leave when you were pregnant?

Subject: Oh no, you didn't have to. Butd me mother said women didn't work.

You looked after your family*

Women’s work constituted both paid employment and domestiougbincluding
housework, childcare, and caring for other relatives, hacemotional labouof family life.
Indeed, women could throughout this period see their iaggrrand motherhoods a
‘career’.®2 As McCarthy notes;progressive’ narratives around the valeé women’s rolesin
the home offered a self-consciously modern sefiggrtnership between husband and wife
in both labour and the emotional relationship itd&But, significantly when considering
how women’s work has been valuedwork’ was often equatedo paid employment,
reflecting a male-centric modef understanding labour and its worth.the ‘100 families’

study, interviewers sometimes carefully resisted this,pgeticipants tendetb revertto a



definition of ‘work’ as paid employment. Whilsan interviewer and Elizabeth Arnold, born
1935, agreed that domestic labour was real workjrbltizabeth’s words ‘not as far asthe
men areconcerned’,®* many interviewees discounted female labaurthis way. George
Hindley, a factory worker borm 1940, notedof his grandmotherAll she ever was a
housewife. She neverorked.” Within the contextof his grandmother’s life in the early
twentieth century, his own relationship with her the 1940s and 1950s and the
contemporary perioaf the interviewin the mid-1980s, for George housewifery was not
‘work’ asit was not paid® Michael Cudmore, furthermoran engineer borrin 1949, was
asked about hisunt’s occupation:

Subject: Occupation | don't think she- she never workedsfar asl...

Interviewer: Housewife?

Subject: Housewife yeah3®

The valuingof women’s unpaid labouias equivalentto paid employment was more
common amongst those interviewed2013-14; Ben, born 1943, said that his motherver
had a propejob’ but qualified this, addingmy mother’s job was basicallyo look after the
family’.3” Henry, born 1942, went further, categorising his veifea worker’ through her
domestic laboum the 1960s and 1970s, using terminology often more assoeidtednale
work, describing howshe’s been the, the, the providershe’s been he worker, providing
this, she’s been the persoat home doing the work the homemaker’.*® Women’s work in
the home was often recognisasdifficult, and this was particularlgoin the later interviews;
yet the slippagen language between categorising female domestic labour sidengaid
employment, a jolor occupationpr something differentin the same sentence, illustrates its
liminal status and lackf concrete value within family life. Eveifi they greatly appreciated

women’s Work, men often simply struggled articulate theisvives’ labour and roles.
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The rhetoricof bringing in ‘extras’ also debased the economic vahfewomen’s
work; men often used terms suabwomen havinga little job’, which was &bit of ahelp’,
reflecting both its perceived economic value, and whesok place, suchsin the evening?
Indeed, historically, the economic valeé women’s work has been burieth the family
economy’® Though women’s income could significantly increase living standards,nme
consistently under-valued the economic and other \adgeciated witkvomen’s work. For
some men, the valugf women’s work couldbe acknowledgedslong asit did not interfere
with their breadwinner statd$.Phyllis Lane described héusband’s attitude: ‘He didn't
mind what | did.He didn't depencon me becausehe — you know, he was quite well-off
really’.*? This wasastrue for the men who spoke about contemporary familyritbe 1980s
as for those discussingn earlier period. lan Crewe described higfe’s recent returrto
work, noting thatany money she earng entirely her owranyway’ and returned repeatedly
to what his wage paid for, addin@he kids clothes [sic] and all that saot thing | look after
anyway’, and ‘the big bills [...] I'll pay for anyway’.**> Colin Osbourne noted they had
‘struggled’ previouslyon his sole wage, yet described hisfe’s wagesin the 1970sas ‘I
suppose actual pin money, thaffg.** Other men, suchsMartin Curd and Terence Walter,
described theiwives’ work as“a little part-timejob’, for their wives’ social benefit®> Even
in the contextof the interviewin the late 1980®r 2010s, men positioned their woals of

greater significance than theiirtners’.

Men’s attitudes to women working

In Klein’s 1965 study, 32 per cenf husbands disapproved and 23 per cent unconditionally
approvedof wives working outside the home. She found a distincsschdifferencein
husbands’ attitudes, with those from éhigher’ social class more likelyo ‘approve’.*®

Though there was a significant likelihomd menin professional occupations discussing
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positively theirwives’ paid employment, reactions were mixed, diverse, highlyopatsand
affected by family circumstances. Indeeas Roper foundjn certain professions, normative
masculinity reliedon a strong sensef superiorityto women and differencen skills and
contribution?’ Those who actively identified with left-wingr feminist thought were more
likely to critically appraise their valuingf women’s paid work, and valu@& more highly.
Yet, the interview with Harry Tillett and his wife exelfies a widespread continuing
resistanceof mento their wives working, the value placesh motherhood, and the effect
men’s attitudes haen women’s actions. Harry, a carpenter, was barrl929 and his wife,
who contributedo the interview significantly but remained unnamed, worked factory
until having childrenin 1953, returning when the ekltevas 16. The interviewer askédshe
wantedto work outside the home before then:

Wife: Yes.He said no, when | had Stephen. | stadhim whenhe goesto

school, I'm goingo work andhe says you're bloody not!
Interviewer: Why did you say that?
Subject: 'Cos she wantéalbe at home when the kids come home from school.

Wife: He wantedmeat home, you see.

The interviewer probed further:

Interviewer: So, why did you think wasso important for heto be at home when
the children came home from school?

Subiject: Because | think that's wiitashould be. The mother shoudd there,or
somebody shoulde — the parent shoultébe at home when the kids
come home from school.

Interviewer: And you wouldn't have been able to?

Subject: No, | was working. My job was importantkeep the family.

12



Not only did Harry value hisvife’s presencan the home, and the conversation suggested
thatit was his decision about whether she should take up paicymmght(‘he saysyou’re
bloody not!”) but interestingly,he ascribed this wislio his wife rather than himse(fshe
wantedto be at home’). Evenin the context of the 1980s interview, the idefaHarry
significantly sharing childcare responsibilities was immedyadiscounted®

Numerous men (interviewees and partr@rinterviewees) disapproved, resisted
even prevented their partners workimgformal employmentt specific timesin their life
cycle. Some men, particularly those barrthe mid-1920sor earlier, disagreed with married
women workingon principle?® For many women and men, the ultimate sayhether a
married woman worked was still hénsband’s. Though her children were adults, when
asked whether she might like a job by a potential empldyies, Roy, born 1911, replied
‘ooh, | don't thinkmy husband would] letme go to work’.>° Mrs Fell, born 1930, saidi
usedto work, but I mean | haven't worked now for a while, ‘hegust likesme here wherhe
come home.’®* Harry, born 1924, who married his wife Roie 1944, described being
demobilised withno job, and though Rose had a job withgoodsalary’, she resigneas
‘we’d decidedit wasn’t, moneydidn’t matter— it wasto be a wife andmother’. Harry and
Rose were both pleased they had taken this decisiop. $aas being a housewife and nerth
‘was all | wanted” and Harry deeply valued her contributiorthis sensé?

The reasoning for women not working outside the haehitted. Whilst those who
reached adulthood before the 1950s wassékely to mentionmen’s comfort andwomen’s
rolesas wives specifically, from around the 1950s/1960s there was a grampiasison
children’s wellbeing. Indeed, children were resituatgédhe hearof family life in the post-
war period, and their needs were prioritisesimale breadwinners’ had been previoushy.

Margaret Corner, born 1926, described differing attitudeser first husband, who she

13



marriedin 1945, and her second, who she marimetl956. The firstdidn’t like it atall’ that
she worked outside the homas he ‘often said | married you,ll keepyou’. Her second
husband reasoned differently. She quoted dsBaying, You canget a job, longsyou're
here for the boyo go to school and you're here whae comes home fronschool’.>* These
changing attitudes were reflecteddifferent generationsf the same family. Henry and Elsie
Curd marriedn 1938, and Elsie described how she continued her offick after marriage,
until she got lostn a fog returning homegt which point‘He saidno more” and she stopped
working until 1972° In contrast, their son, Martin, describgdhen] we decided we'd start a
family, | didn't want heto work. | feel that when you've got a family they shouldableome,
'specially when they're vesynall’.>® Most men born after ¢.1935 and reaching adulthood and
marrying from the late 1950s who preferred their witestay at home focusedn their
children’s needs rather than their owhAlf and Mary, bornin 1933/34 respectively, both
agreed that Mary shoulze at home when the children were growing up, even though she got
‘bored’. Alf added,‘what I’'m really sayings that they had the bene&f having a motheat
home’.%® There wasan important shiftin the thinking and reasoning aroumdmen’s work,
then, although this should be seen more through theolecsntinuity than change. Though
the waywomen’s priorities were articulated by men had changed, thesfoo children
ensured a continuing predominarmddamily and home withirwomen’s roles.

Many working-class women haw choice about working, though asurvival was
a less prominent reason for married women enteriagviirkforce by 1976° Some women,
separated froror even abused by their partners, relied saelyheir earning$® Even where
women’s wages were centrab the family’s survival, menoften wished the situation were
different. Ella Carey, marrieth 1937, recalled working outside the home when her husband
was ill, and then continuintp work by takingin dressmakingas ‘| wantedto educate both

the children’. Yet, her husband dislikethis: ‘I don't think he really approveaf me goingto

14



work, but— he liked to think thathe was earning sufficiento keepme’.®! As above, the
terminologyof extras could allow meto position their earningas more important, eveii
their wives” wages were very significant. Michael, born 1949, saidtibawould preferto be
in a position where she didn't hate@ work or if she did work, then the money woule
purely to spendon pleasureor what you wantedo spendit on, but unfortunatelyt never
seemgo work thatway’.52

The natureof women’s work could matter more husbands than women themselves;
Christine Boyle, born 1942, was asked whether her seconaruislisliked her workingn
principle or her john a school kitchen. She replietde doesn't likeme doing the job I'm
doing. It's a bit degrading, he thinks, | mean, | disagréleproughly enjoyit’.%® Other men
disliked the hours their wives work&Men’s resistanceo and under-valuingf women’s
paid employment therefore took various formesyphold the principlef male breadwinning
and maintenancef dependents, and increasingly the basis that mothers should look after
small children, but also onlff women’s wages were forextras’ and if that work was
‘appropriate’. This could be a difficult barrier because women oft@okton lower status
work after having childremo fit with childcare. The valuingf women’s labouras mothers
(evenif it was rarely acknowledgeas ‘real’ labour) affected the decisions women took about
paid employment, and accordingly, that paid employmentoftas of lower economic and

status value than their previous jobs.

The value of women working

Numerous interviewees gave the impression that husbandsidéadtitnate sayn whether
their wives workedin paid employment, particularly those interviewed the 1980s.
Interestingly,in the 100 Families study, interviewers almost always askedtbmmeike

‘How did your husband feel about yowrking?’ or ‘How did you feel about your wife

15



working?’ Yet, they did not ask what male interviewees/husbandsgtitcaboutwomen’s
work if the womarnn question did not work. There waaassumption that men mighhind’

and could stop women working outside the home. Thisdcoldarly affect the interview
dynamic; the productiorof these interviewsn a particular contexbof the 1980s when
traditional industry was declineis important, and could frame how interviewees responded.
Margaret Beckwith, born 1942, worke@dan office and advertising. She said her husband, a
miner, ‘didn’t mind’, but when asked what she would have donehsaainded, she replied

‘l would've just stayedt home. | mean | liked working fair enough, liuhe'd wanted us
stayat home Iwould’.®® Indeed, when asked a relatively open question about whabthey
their husband felt about their work, interviewees rofigerpreted thigs checking whether
men disapproved; this was throughout the period. Allean Cleveland, born 1907, was asked
‘What did your husband think aboit?’ and replied,'He didn’t mind’.%® Mrs Schlarmann,
born 1946, was askeé#iow did your husband feel about you working? Starting veggn?’

and replied*Well, he approvedit’.%” Derek Benjamin, born 1947, was askébw did you

feel about her working after younarriage?’ and replied,’Well, | didn't mind— really’.58
Both interviewers and interviewees frequently assumed rttgat might mind their wives
working, and furthermore, that they could have a subatastégreeof control overwives’
decisions.

Female interviewees were more likétysuggest their husbands valued their income,
than male interviewees wete directly discuss the financial benefi$ their wives’ work.
Office manager Norah Austin, born 1927, thought lasband valued her earning$iis
attitude was welif you're working, you're bringing isowe bucklein andwe do everything,
we share all thevork’.*®* Women cited the social benefit§ work, and many enjoyed their
jobs. Yet, unlike male interviewees, they were much mniikedy to highlight financial

benefits even when discussing thaisband’s attitudeto their work’® Indeed, the rhetoriof
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‘extras’ returned repeatedly; Kate Porter, born 1911, describehubleand’s responseo her
paid employment:he didn't mind, he saidf that's what you warib do, it will make a little
extra’.” Here agairwe canfind the interviewees using the languafethe interviewer of
whether husbands mighhind’ their working outside the home.

Smith-Wilson describes the post-war renegotiabibwomen’s roles,in which ‘many
women triedto establish a new imagef motherhood by citing the benefits employment
provided for theirfamilies’, including the provisiorof extra goods and encouragement
self-reliance through tlreabsencé? Yet, many malanterviewees’ accounts used here dne
direct tension with such a positionilog women’s work; whilst women focusedn benefits
for their families, men focuseah the direct benefitef work for the women themselves. Here
we can see that for all the more public discussion normalisimiyal role for women, and
the latter parof the period, the questioningf normative gender roles from thW€omen’s
Liberation Movementmen’s ways of framing theirpartners’ work reiterated the idea that
paid work wasmen’s role within the family.In Klein’s study, men were most likely (56 per
cent)to cite financial reasons for beirg favour of married women working® This was not
the casein this sampleof interviewees, perhaps because they were discussingotai
personal circumstances rather than married womeageneral,as in Klein’s study. Whilst
attitudesto marriedwomen’s work were changingon an individual level the resistancaf
men was arguably highein accordance with their prioritisatioof their wives’ mothering
roles. Ascribingin generalto particular societal attitudes did not necessarily ted@snto
different behaviourat anindividual and family level.

Whatever men felt, many husbands cited the sociabiltlystimulationof working as
the primary advantageto help avoid them turning inta cabbage’. As McCarthy notes;the
idea that working women made better, more interestirvgs’ was commorin contemporary

social surveys andomen’s magazine$? Mathew Meret, born 1931, was asked Huoselt
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about his wife working, and replietcan't say grateful. It's just something that she wattted
do and it's far better than becomingegetable’.”® John Buck, born 1935, remembered they
discussedCould she cope, run a henchildren,meand do a job for fouor five hours a day.
She said- yes. Because she felt she was getting likabage’.”® John Burrell, marriedn
the early 1970s, wished his wages could meefdindy’s needsHe did not mind his wife
working, butrather she'didn't needo work. If she choséo work, then yes, that woulde her
choice.” He generalised:
I'm not tryingto be a male chauvinist pigr anything— but, | think it's lovely that
women should work and be mentally occupied and havetkomgehat stretches their
minds. Because | suppoarawful lot of women end upn the gin bottle and you get

the most fearful bloody family messes, don't ydu?

Men whose wives did not work had similar viewdr;, Chrissafis had young childreat the
time of interview, and saidl keep telling her that she does not hawé she does not want
to’, but reflectedin the contextof her potentially seeking paid employment tfHBiic good
thing about heis she does find thing® occupy herselfvith’.”® CeridwenBrook’s husband
went so far as ‘nagging’ herto find a job when her children had started schoadhe mid-
1970s:‘he nagged me. | nagged hiso much, | said;‘I amso fed upof having nothingo
do™.” Positioning partnetspaid work as for women themselvesto avoid becoming
vegetable-liketo use the most common parlance, allowed n@position themselvess
attentiveto their partners’ needs whilst containing the valoé that workto merely a social

one, for only thevoman involved rather than her family.

Negotiating domestic labour

Despitemen’s diverse views about their wives working outside the hatme most common
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understandingf women’s paid work was that was secondarto their labouraswives and,
increasingly, mothers. Partly becausfethis, and despite the rise marriedwomen’s paid
employment, the gendered divisioh domestic labour shifted littlen this period. Though
men’s rolesasfathers became increasingly culturally visible and merewéen involvedn
family life, their contributionto the physical taskef childcare and domestic work remained
limited 2% Whilst womenin full-time work were more likelyto share labour with their
husbands, part-time workers did most housewafrlall women, often because they had
young childrerf! That men were often entitle restin the evenings whilst their wives
continuedto work amply illustrates the persisting gendered divigibfabour; women faced
a ‘double burden’ of work®2 Evenif a rhetoric ofchildren’s welfare emerge@sa priority,
men’s comfort was still crucial. Kathleen Murray spoke aboundgeed inequalities,
describing:
| was working all day antle was working all day, and | didn't see why | should come
home, cook the meal, wash updado everything else. And after about a fortnight |
found myself sitting therén the evening, after I'd washed up from cooking the tea and
doing everything else, and he'd say turn the tele aver|'dbe getting up turning the

tele over. Andt took a while for the pennyp drop®3

Similarly, DavidRoy’s second wife, whdne had married ten years pritr the interview, was

present and contributed intermittently. When discustiegsharingdof work and family life,

she reminded him:
The thing is, though, when a manfinishedat work, he finishesat five o'clock, he
comes home and that him finished, but a woman, no, from when they getrnughe
morning, till when they gto bedat night, more or less, when you've got house and a

job, yeah, there'always somethingo do, or somethingp think of
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His wife switched between suggesting this was unfair anekeagy thatt was ‘my job to do
it’.84 Even where women recognised double standards and theflémknessof how work
was shared, perhaps the light of the Women’s Liberation Movement, the idea that
housework waswomen’s work’ was hardo shake.
A small minorityof interviewees found way® share domestic and paid labour more
flexibly. Norah Austin described:
that was on®f the bargains, that ag oneof the thingswe did say when | said | was
getting a job, well I'm not coming homd'm not being onef these that comes home
and has everythingp do when they come home after doingda’s work, andhe

agreed and he's kepptand we've always dorietogethe®

Kate Morrissey,Norah’s daughter, born 1951, similarly discussed hesband’s positive
attitudeto her working, and this was linked the facthe ‘helped in the housg...] the chores
areshared’, demonstrating how parental attitudes Idanfluencechildren’s practicesn later
life.®® Sharing work was, proportionately, reporgeimore commorin interviews conducted
in 2013/14. This could reflect a growing valuingf domestic work alongside paid
employmentjn which interviewees claimed they did uphold values sesamportant within
the contemporary periodf the interview; narratives abouten’s help in the home had
changed significantly by the 2010s. This could ddeattributedto a relatively high number
of interviewees who identéd themselvess politically left-wing and/or feminist within the
interview sample. Alex, born 1950, did not have a jobwiheir first child was borin 1979,
so his wife worked part-time, and stayedat home and looked after the kidswas without
any shadowof a doubt the hardest thiigve everdone’. Alex and his wife'swapped’ roles,

and demonstrated that a flexible sharafgunpaid and paid work could lead a different
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way of valuing what was traditionallywomen’s work’. Indeed, the couple continued a
shared approacto paid and domestic work throughout their family fifeMalcolm and his
partner livedin a commune when raising their childrienthe 1970s and 1980s, and worked
hardto create a non-traditional versiah family life, switching between part- and full-time
work, and childcar& For a small minority, shifting ideas about gendered rivlebe wake
of second-wave feminism meant they could embrace a fl@dble approachin which
domestic and paid work were equally valued. i¥@asonly a minority who even alluded
Women’s Liberationin the 1970s and 1980st feminismasa movement more broadly; this
was a strikingly absent thenrethe majorityof interviews.

For the most part, even where there was evidaicgreater companionshim
marriage and some shariongchildcare and breadwinning duties, this was still couchex
belief that ultimately women were responsible for homg @mwildren. Many men were very
involvedin family life, and there was plentf evidenceof the emotional caring and sharing
Szreter and Fisher identifieas prominent and even expected by this peffoRoy Barrow
had a great dealf respect for his wif@s‘a grafter’. He reflected, recognising a shift his
own attitude subsequently:

| just left herto buy the fooddo the cleaning. ‘cos this was have were brought up.

| don't seet that way now. But she stayad home and looked after the kid while |

wentto work. To me | think it were the wrong sorta attitude, butvere the one I'd

been brought up with. And perhaps she had the same Hartaes®

Indeed, there could be a semdeequality between wife and husband evenheir different
roles. Brian Huston, born 1931, was unudnathat he explicitly recognised the labour his
wife did asequatingto his paid work. His father gave his mothes& amount’ each week,

and the interviewer asked wimg did things differentlyHe replied, ‘Well, | thoughtit were
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only right. Even though she's nattwork, she's entitletb a wage the sanmaswhat | am'cos
she's workingn the home’.®* When women restarted paid employment when children were
older, many men did taken childcare. Mike contrasted higrents’ work with his and his
wife’s careers; his wife became a successful business gralysid not work when they had
young childrenas‘we decided between us consciously that she was goigiye up workto
bring the kidsup’. She did evening bar work when the children were yotund, we usedto
literally crosseachotheron thepath’, signifying a changé responsibility between paid and
domestic work?

As partof a ‘double burden’, however, housework remainetmen’s responsibility
to be delegatedif they had dgood’ husband who mighthelp’ (Davis, 2012). Sheila Barlow,
born 1942, praed her husband:There's many a time I've come home and he's hoovered all
the way through fome’.®2 This kindof familial, domestic and emotional labour continded
be not only acceptedswomen’s ultimate responsibility- as men remained responsible for
the family income- but often valued less highly too. Domestic work was not onjpaid, but
often under-estimatenh its difficulty and the timat took, even amongst couples who had a
high degreeof emotional sharing, respect and companionship. Couptesbeth tookon
paid and unpaid domestic labour were more likelgmphasise the valud unpaid domestic

work and childcare.

Conclusions

In social and cultural terms, men frequently valswednen’s contributionto the home more
highly than paid work. Despite the changing leslfemale participatioin the workforcen
this period,women’s paid work remained secondary, inferior and under-valuignnwvider
cultural frameworkf men andwomen’s roles. This was particularlyo at the levelof the

family and individual. This helps explain the laekchangean termsof men’s contributionto
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domestic labour, and the continuatiointhe double burden for women. Those interviewed
the 2010s were more likelyp aspireto and/or report a sharingf unpaidand paid labour
between men and women; yet for the most pastnen’s rolesin the home remained valued
more highly than their paid work. Men continuedsalue theirwives’ work asmothers, even
aswomen were undertaking paid warkgreater numbers, arttis tension between the way
women’s work was valued and what women were doingtéed consistent undermininof
female labour. Analysing the impact Bowlbyist thoughtin this period, Thomson argues
that few believed thatomen’s place was onlyn the hone®* As McCarthy highlights, paid
employment could enhanceomen’s positionin family life, and hold great meaning and
significance for then®® Yet, using the perspectivef value, it is clear thatwomen’s other
roles were subsumed under the continued prioritisatidheir domestic laboun the eyeof
their male relatives. The languagkework reinforced this, with female paid labour defirsed
‘extras’ and men’s domestic labouas ‘help’. Furthermorejt is clear that whilstwomen’s
work and roles were being renegotiatgch societal level, from their laboim the Second
World War and the awardingf family allowancedo the deep questioningf gender roles
through theWomen’s Liberation Movement, this did not play oaita family level except for

a minority who actively engaged with feminist thought. TWas not often, then, a casé
men intentionallyor unintentionally undermining theipartners’ work, but increasingly
valuing their contributionss mothers more highly than anything else. Many men clearly
loved and valued their wives, and appreciated theiritomion to home life. Duringmy own
interview with Harry and Rose, for example, the lara respect between the couple was
extremely clear, with Harry valuing highlose’s commitment and labouas a wife and
mother: ‘Mum’s been mumpf course’, he simply summarisef. Like Alf, quoted above,
many men, particularly those interviewéd 2010s, strongly highlighted and valued the

‘benefit’ to childrenof a motherat home. Even thouglvomen’s domestic work was often
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regardedas less important than male paid labour, men could hawp despect and
appreciation for theipartners’ contributionsto the home, often a positive dynamictheir
relationships.

This article suggests, firstly, thaien’s attitudeso and valuingof women’s work had
a substantial impacbn women’s lives and perceptionsf their labour. Secondlymen’s
permission and wishes remained crucial, though there wigres of a more consensual
approachn the latter parbf this period. Thirdly, though the acceptability and commonality
of women working outside the home changed substantiallyathe of that work remained
low in privateaswell aspublic life. Fourthly, whilst women positioned their paid wadfor
their families, men focusedn the social benefits for women themselveas ensuring they
did not become'a cabbage’. Finally, whilst there was a diversityf male opinion and
women’s reactionto it, across class and region, the undervalwhgvomen’s labour was
widespread, anil was only a minoritypf men/couples who really challenged this norm.

Overall, this period was onaf significant change, from the rise married women
working to the debates abouwtomen’s rolesas part of the women’s liberation movement.
Examining what wenbn within family life demonstrates change was happening there too,
from the couples who actively sougbtremodel family lifeto the subtle shifts towards more
emotionally intimate relationships that could contrioitte much broader changes.
Furthermorewomen’s paid work couldbe a positive dynamidn family life, and husbands
did frequently deeply value, respect, love and appreciatie Wives. But a frameworlof
gendered relative valugf work effectively placed &glass ceiling’” on how highlywomen’s
work could be valued. Becausevomen’s paid work was almost always viewexs of
secondary importand® both theirpartners’ paid work and their own unpaid family labour,
and that domestic labour was unpaid and therefore asehinferior valueto (male) paid

work, the changeef this period were offset by deep continuities. Thedgased sharing and
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caring and emphasisn companionship within marriage the post-war period therefore
contributedto the persistencef gendered inequalities within family lif@s women were
valued for their gendered labour, and astequals’® Here, recent worlon the historyof
emotions, and love particularly can help us rethirkeateryday emotional dynamio$ how
families work, and how gendered eslwere negotiate®’ For, whilst therds no doubtof the
deep love and companionship many couples shared acrogetiod, men’s love for their
wives was often framed around their contributtonfamily life and childcare. Whewe
consider a hierarchy of valusf men andwomen’s work, andwomen’s paid and unpaid
labour,it is clear thisis a periodof deep continuity. Indeed, paying greater attentmthe
emotionsat play in men andwomen’s relationships, and by using valas a framework,
scholarsof work and gender roles can better interrogate thewelahange and continuitp
the relationship between howomen’s work was perceivedt a societal level and a familial
level. Men’s attitudes mattered, and remained constant both beoéimsegg-rooted economic
and cultural forces which prioritised male paid labound decausef more recent social
changes which prioritising a loving relationship betweeraa and avoman, but one based

ondifferent roles ascribei the sexes.
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