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ABSTRACT

Recent decades have seen dramatic changes in the ways in which houscholds in
developed Western economies gain their livelihoods, with marked elements of a
return to old ways of working. There has been a shift from reliance upon one
family wage to the need for tamily employment as well as growing reliance on self-
employment and small business. These changes mean that childcare for working
parents, and the promotion of new small enterprise, are key areas of policy con-
cern. Drawing on original English empirical research around both these themes,
this article shows the ways in which UK households draw on redistribution be-
tween the generations as a—generally decommodified - contribution to liveli-
hoods and “‘getting by.”” We argue that these results confound widely utilized
models of how people behave, and take particular issue with how economists and

policy-makers model the household and its boundaries as the institutional con-
text for individual decisions.

KEYWORDS
Household boundaries/decision-making, policy models, childcare, small business,
gendered work, economic individualism

INTRODUCTION: ECONOMIC VITALITY OR SOCIAL
WELL-BEING?

Recent decades have seen dramatic changes in the ways that households
in_ developed Western economies gain their livelihoods in the labor
market, with elements of a return to nineteenth-century ways of working.
These changes include the shift from reliance upon a single family wage
(the male breadwinner’s) to the need for both mothers and fathers to be
employed, Another change is the distinct shift away from waged
employment and toward a variety of forms of self~employment and small
businesses. In the UK, these shifts have caused childcare for w
parents and the promotion of new small enterprise to become ke
of policy concern. In this article we argue that British policy-make

orking
YV areas
rs have
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the generations as
orth - economic view of the household assumes 3 ¢ .
The orthodox economic view of the d assumes 2 o et

unit with affective relations within the institution and econom,
relations with the outside (effectively criticized by Paula I".nKl;mr(I
1993, for example). In Weberian terminology, relations outside (}e
household boundary are governed by formal rzuionulil.y, based o
cconomic calculations of costs and benefits, while substantive rationaliy,
informs behavior inside the household (see Age Mariussen and jan(’-
Wheelock 1997; Jane Wheelock and Elizabeth Oughton 2001; Sysay,
Himmelweit 2001). The limitations and criticisms of this model will b,
familiar to readers of Feminist Economics." We agree with Maureep
Mackintosh when she argues that the household is best understood as
culturally diverse, but rooted in the joint consumption of certain
elements of domestic labor. The household, then, is constructed by the
social relations of domestic labor in a particular context (Maureen
Mackintosh 2000: 131). Nevertheless, British policy-makers persist in
using the paradigm provided by orthodox economics, lured by its
simplistic vision of economic vitality, and this is true of family policy as
well as economic policy (see Simon Duncan and Rosalind Edwards
1997).

Drawing on the theoretical foundations provided by Karl Polanyi (1946),
we use two empirical studies to explore how the boundaries of the
household are constituted. Yet because this paper is concerned with areas
of economic life that are inherently difficult to quantify, there are no
enumerated populations of micro-businesses or informal childcarers. We
base this paper on studies undertaken in the north of England, a region
that has experienced intense economic and social change over the last
quarter century. Each study focused upon an aspect of household
livelihoods subject to substantial policy interventions in the United
Kingdom. The first study examined childcare for parents employed in
the marketplace, a cornerstone of the New Labour government’s measures
to “make work pay.” The second turned to a more long-standing feature of
economic policy in the UK: the promotion of an ‘“‘enterprise culture”
linked to the creation of new small businesses. The research reported on
here confirms that, in conditions of economic change, the boundaries of
the household are porous and permeable, and should not be defined
smely in terms of co-residence (Oughton, Wheelock, and Agnete Wiborg
1997). In placing our two novel sets of empirical findings within the context
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APOLICY-RELEVANT MODEL OF THE HOUSEHOLD

of the relatonship between the formal economy and the unpaid,
unmeasured  complementany economy  that makes paid work possible
(Wheelock 1992)  we cast light on policy processes. In this article we raise
questons which can be pursued with respect to the culturally specific ways
i which household boundaries may evolve within any given economy. Here
we explore a post-industrial exemplar within Britain.

THE POLICY BACKGROUND

The background 1o policy concern with both childcare for employed
parents and with the promotion of new small enterprise has been the shift
in household livelihoods from reliance upon a family wage to reliance upon
family employment, as the British economy has shifted from a regime of
secunity during the long post war boom to one of insecurity (Wheelock
1999a). from a Kevnesian welfare state to a Schumpeterian workfare state
(Bob Jessop 1994). This shift of economic regime is common across
developed Western industrialized economies. though historical and
insttutional contexts mean that its specific form may differ between
countries. Here the emphasis is on the British experience. Like Gary
Becker's (1981) household models the UK policy-makers’ family-wage
model of the post war vears—inherited from the (male) trade-union
struggles of the nineteenth and twenteth centuries—assumed a single
utility functon for the household (Agarwal 1997; Himmelweit 2001). This
model hid gender imbalances inside the household. The welfare state
remained largelv outside the front door, leaving the individuals within to
manage the financial dependence of wives and the domestic dependence
of husbands in whatever way they saw fit.

Over the following decades, this gendered model came under increasing
strain (Phillip O'Hara 1995; Agarwal 1997; Irene Bruegel, Deborah Figart,
and Ellen Mutari 1998). The growing insecurity of labor markets, the
abandonment of Keynesian employment policies, the shift to means-tested
welfare benefits. a new wave of women'’s liberation, and aspirations for
higher living standards meant a shift to family employment for more and
more households (Wheelock 1999b). Generally, this involved part-time
emplovment for women in Brimin, enabling mothers to retain their
traditional caring roles. The gendering of working time is an example of
the wav in which a regime of insecurity can take different forms, depending
upon historical and institutional factors.” This gave wives only a constrained
financial independence, as households tended to consider any childcare
costs as a deduction from women’s wages, rather than from household
income. Men continued, as before, to be domestically dependent. Feminist
research of the 1980s and 1990s demonstrated that it was women who were
proving flexible in relatdon to changing economic and policy circumstances
(Mutari and Figart 2001). Policy models associated with the shift to family
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cioeconomic change it appears that unpaid activities and work relation.
co-resident nuclear family.

amily employment model was the most commgy,
development, after the long postwar bopm ended, a further, contrasting
model became increasingly common i the UK: the long-term stae
benefits-dependent household.” Two different ten(.lencies gave rise (o
this. First, increased rates of divorce and separation caused a rising
breakdowns. Second, changes in the labor market an(
in benefits meant that many men Were unable to earn a family wage,
while at the same time it did not make sense for multiple members of
the family to earn, thanks to the constraints of an insecure labor
market.” Empirical work has shown that traditional gender roles are, if
1 the long-term benefits-dependent household (see
Lvdia Morris 1990). Again, there has been a tendency for policy 1o
assume a single utility function for the household, staying outside the
front door. It is the growing number of benefits-dependent households
that successive British governments, including New Labour, have sought

the (gende
the UK (Carmen Sirianni and (

xpr(‘n(i bevond the
Although the f

number of family

anything, reinforced i1

to tackle.
In common with previous British Conservative administrations, the

current Labour government has encouraged setting up in business as an
alternative to (insecure) employment opportunities or to benefits
dependency (HM Treasury 1999). Small business has been billed as an
individual enterprise model, and policy-makers have consistently ignored the
growing empirical evidence that this should rather be seen as a family self-
employment model, essentially a variant on the family employment model
(Susan Baines, Wheelock, and Oughton 2002).5 Again, government policy
thereby remains outside the household. New Labour has, however, been
decidedly innovative in the other policy it has adopted to deal with long-
term benefits dependency. In its concern to ‘‘make work pay,” the British
government has identified childcare as a macroeconomic issue which, if
made affordable, could move both two-parent and one-parent households
il]l(‘J family employment. In this model the policy is based upon a €
resident model of the household (whether one- or two-parent) with
impermeable boundaries, and merely modifies traditional gendered caring
ml(l:.?' bly implicitly delivering state additions to childcare to mothers 0
particular,

22



APOLTCY RETEVANT MODEL OF THE HOUSFEHOLD

Ihe analysis presented here provides a framework for extending this
study bevond the British case. The kinds of economic and social changes

assoaated wath the shift 1o a regime of insecurity have occurred in varving
forms throughout the OECD countries of North America and Western
Europe (see, for example, Ash Amin 1994; Dean Baker, Gerald Epstein,
and Robert Pollin 1998). Policy responses to gendered labor-market
changes have, however, varied. Why does Britain make a good exemplar to
start from? Social-policy analysts make contrasts between broad types of
wellare states (Martin Powell and Martin Hewitt 2002 provide a recent
ovenview). Gosta Esping-Andersen is a prominent theorist here. His 1990
book suggests a threefold classification that distinguishes the social-
democratic welfare regimes of Scandinavia from corporatist European
welfare states and liberal (transatlantic) Anglo-Saxon ones. He analyzes the
differences between these welfare-state types along a continuum between
state and market and uses social-stratification characteristics (poverty and
the distribution of income) and a ‘“‘decommodification’ index for this
purpose. Gasta Esping-Andersen’s (1990) analysis suggests that the British
case can be particularly relevant in that the UK economic structure lies
between that of the US (high levels of poverty, more inegalitarian
distribution of income) and the more egalitarian European economies
(Jared Bernstein, Lawrence Mishel, and John Schmitt 1998). The extent to
which decommodified services are available through the welfare state is
greater in Britain than in the United States but generally lower than in
many other European countries. Britain is usually seen as more liberalized
and laissez-faire than the rest of Europe, but less so than the US, Australia,
and New Zealand.

Feminists have criticized the 1990 Esping-Andersen approach on the
grounds that much of the welfare work undertaken by women within the
household has never been part of the market, and continues to be
performed outside the purview of the welfare state (Diane Sainsbury 1994).
Esping-Andersen has more recenty (1999) accepted that family welfare
services still have not generally been replaced by welfare-state-provided
services. He acknowledges that women provide these services on a
decommodified basis (though he does not discuss the significance of
household boundaries for how unpaid caring is provided). Any national
comparative analysis of the contrasting composition of welfare services in
terms of the mix of decommodified public service provision and
commodified market provision therefore fails to take into account the
huge amount of unpaid, decommodified welfare work undertaken by
women.

A welfarestate classification which takes account of feminist concerns
needs 1o distinguish among approaches 10 managing social risks in three
arenas—not only the market and the state, but also the family household.
The Nordic welfare regime stands out in terms of state support for weltare
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D C()MPLEMENTARY CHILDCARE IN THE UK

POLICY AN
esearch in the UK into informal, oy

Our first policy example is taken from r
complementary, childcare, which we define as care provided by family,
neighbors, or friends, but which proves (0 be 0venvhc;lmingly grand-
parenting (Jane Wheelock and Katharine Jones 2002).° The National
Childcare Strategy is at the heart of New Labour’s policy and combines
elements of labor market and family policy. Putting this five-year program
of the earliest initiatives of the British Labour government

in that policy-makers

elected in 1997. It was a novel program at the time,
macro-level issue, of concern to the economy as

conceived of childcare as a

a whole, rather than a micro-level matter to be dealt with by the individual

family ( Himmelweit 2000). According to the framers of the initiative,
ake in that it may benefit children,

childcare is important for its own s
counteract social exclusion, and support women (sic) in going back to work.

The Childcare Strategy is based on three principles: parents should have
choice: childcare must be high quality; and it should be affordable. To date,
however, the program has considered childcare needs and provisions
almost entirely in terms of formal childcare — that offered by childminders,

nurseries, or out-of-school programs.
What choices do people in families in fact make about their childcare? In
rch on the use of informal care by

Britain there has been very little resea
carers (Peter Moss, Anne Mooney, Tony Munton, and
ational surveys, which

in place was one

parents or other
June Statham 1998). Our findings dovetail with n
have occasionally included a series of questions on childcare preferences
(e.g., Katerina Thomson 1995). The research reported on here indicates
how British parents make use of substantial amounts of informal, or
complementary, childcare. This is likely to have an impact on what parents
perceive as affordable childcare. Parental perceptions of the (/ualil_\‘ of
childcare may also be informed by the value they put on complementary
care. However, the UK National Childeare Strategy is based on pzu‘cnl:ll Lax
credits, which can be claimed only in relation to formal, regulated
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ATPOLTCY- RELEVANT MODEL OF THE HOUSEHOLD

provision.” At the same time, formal childcare alone is being subsidized by

the Brnush government.

So will childcare that is being conceived of as a final (albeit regulated and
subsidized) market frontier actually meet the goals ol policy-makers? What
will the medium and long-term effects of encouraging parents to use formal
childcare have on the provision ol complementary, informal childcare? It is
only by paying attention to the interrelations between formal economic
acuvity (which may be driven by choices based on individualist motivation)
and complementary economic activity (which is more likely to be based on
social and nonmonetary values) that answers to these important questions
can be found. While policy-makers consider the delivery of childcare in
terms of a co-resident household, family behavior may relate to a more
flexible one —which includes nonresident grandparents.

I'he study reported on here is unique in its focus on the informal
childcare that employed parents use, combined with a survey of carers. The
research team defined “informal” childcare as the care provided by
relatives, friends, or neighbors while parents are working, studying, or
training. The study was undertaken in the major conurbation of the
northeast of England; Tyneside was seen as “post-industrial”’ even in the
1980s (Fred Robinson 1988). The socio-economic experience of Tyneside
over the last quarter of a century is typical of the processes affecting the de-
industrialization of the European Union economy (David Charles and Paul
Benneworth 2001). Economic and social change has transformed the
regional labor market. The caricature of this region—that old, heavy
industry employing male manual labor has been replaced by call centers
employing part-time female labor—is not so far from the truth (ibid.).
There have been some changes in the divisions of labor in households as a
result (Wheelock 1990). Some Tynesiders have moved away thanks to rates
of unemployment that have consistently exceeded the national average, so
that population structure has been affected by out-migration (David Byrne
2000). But otherwise, apart from its large student population, the northeast
is not characterized by population mobility, so that for working-age families
that do not leave, grandparents will often live close at hand (Peter Sturman
1998/99).

METHODOLOGY OF STUDY

Here we present the analysis from a two-stage investigation of complemen-
tary childcare. The research was commissioned by a government agency,
which provided both methodological strengths and weaknesses for the
work. On the one hand, it gave access to groups of employees for whom
childeare was a significant concern. On the other, the sample had to be
selected through only a limited number of employers. By taking selected
characteristics of the resulting data (such as proportion of lone parents, age

9 r.')
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The data collection consisted of a survey of Ratenis (H='l.2:)) and ,
survey of carers (n=224), followed by telephone interviews with parep,
(n=30) and focus groups with carers. In the fall of 1999 (before ..
implementation of the tax and subsidy provisions of the Nationy
Childcare Strategy). 3,000 survey packs for parents anfl carers were
distributed through employers in a range of sectors, p}lth and private.
Parents receiving the pack were asked to give their “informal” caregivers
a questionnaire designed for them. The eight-page queslionnaire..s were
returnable by post. Respondents were overwhelmingly female, and in line
with the regional incidence, 14 percent were lone parents. Just over half
the families had one child and most of the rest had two. There was a
preponderance of young children, and nearly a quarter of the families
had a child aged 1 year or younger. Taking mothers alone, respondents
were evenly divided between part-time (30 hours a week or less) and full-
time employment. Respondents held overwhelmingly non-manual jobs,
with two-thirds in administrative and professional employment and the
rest in white-collar work. (This was partly as a result of the distribution of
the questionnaires.) Telephone interviews were used to tease out
additional information on the regular use of complementary childcare
(identfied as once a week or more) for both two-parent and lone-parent
households. Five focus groups were held in which thirty-nine carers
participated, recruited mainly through advertising, but including a small
number of survey respondents. Relatively few carer questionnaire
respondents indicated that they were willing to take part in a focus
group. Despite extensive efforts to recruit male carers, all group members
were female, and 90 percent were g,;nmdmo[hers.8

COMPLEMENTARY CHILDCARE AS AN
INTER-GENERATIONAL REDISTRIBUTION

The survey showed that well over half of the employed parents used
complementary childcare on a regular basis (i.e., once a week or more).
Almost another third of working parents relied on this form of childcare at
least a few times a month. The overall use of complementary childcare was
significantly higher than the overall use of market-based childcare.
However, more than a fifth of parents accessed both formal and informal

26



A\PFOLICY RELEVANT MODEL OF THE HOUSEHOLD

childcare on a weekly basiss Only 14 percent used no complementary
childcare. Grandparents were the most important providers of childcare:
taken together, grandmothers and grandfathers were providing childcare
for 52 percent ol the parental sample on a regular basis (i.e., once a week or
more). The study thus showed often complex “jigsaws"" of childcare with
high levels of reliance on grandparental childcare, in particular to
complement formal care. The carer survey showed the very large amount
of childcare that carers were undertaking: 224 carers (three-quarters of
whom were grandmothers) were looking after some 391 children, nearly
halt of whom were under 5.”

The empirical findings of our study provide considerable evidence that
complementary childcare involves a redistribution of care-giving responsi-
bilities between parental and grandparental generations. This redistribu-
tion, which transcends household boundaries, demonstrates the extension
of the boundaries of the household decision-making and resource unit
bevond the nuclear family. However, our findings are culturally specific. In
contrast, for example, Brenda Wyss (1999) uses a case study of Jamaica to
indicate the culturally specific nature of childcare. She analyzes the way in
which neoclassical economists have (and have not) incorporated cultural
differences into models of child support behavior. Esping-Andersen (1999)
analyzes data showing different patterns of state, market, and household-
based childcare across a selection of OECD countries. His data suggest
varying cultural practices of childcare. However, he does not discuss the
jigsaw of childcare provision that individual households use or the
significance of household boundaries. A study in the United States of
intra-family exchanges (Peter Brandon 2000) uses national survey data to
provide a better understanding of parents’ choice of kin-provided child-
care.

Although complementary childcare is predominantly a redistribution in
terms of an in-kind gift or reciprocal relationship, in Britain, money does
sometimes change hands. As the analysis of the telephone interviews and
the focus groups makes clear, grandparents take on complementary
childcare work for a whole range of reasons, but a prominent element is the
wish to help parents to go out to work. Grandparents recognize that the

cost of formal childcare could easily mean that parents would not find it
worth their while going out to work.

While the 1942 Beveridge Report provided a foundation for the British
welfare state to provide insurance against life-cycle poverty or privation
(Sally Baldwin and Jane Falkingham 1994), more than half a century later,
we still see this insurance supplemented in very significant ways by the
complementary, unpaid, sector of the economy. Economic change toward
the family carning household appears to be eliciting institutional change in
the structure of the household, widening household boundaries to include
the nonresident grandparental generation,
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On an intergenerational level, the management of childcare was very

evidently gendered. The survey revealed that support was subslanr_iall.y
delivered through the distaff side of working families: mothers predomi-
nated over mothers-in law. There was evidence from the interviews that the
shared values and “‘ways of doing things’ between mothers and daughters
was one of the social-reproduction mechanisms through which the
gendered provision, organization, and management of childcare could be
reinforced. Childcare was also most frequently organized and managed by
mothers, and it is therefore unsurprising that it should be more frequently
delivered through maternal relatives. There are many factors, then, that
militate against paternal involvement. Indeed, perhaps one of the most
unexpected findings from the study was the extent to which grandfathers
and paternal grandparents nevertheless participated in the intergenera-
tional caring jigsaw.

In a study of childcare in contemporary China, Feinian Chen, Susan
Short, and Barbara Entwhistle (2000) show the importance of kin beyond
the household boundary. In contrast to our research, they show maternal
grandparents to be significantly less important than paternal grandparents,
a result they argue “‘indicates the continued strong effects of the patrilineal
f'amily system in China™ (p. 585). Brenda Yeoh and Shirlena Huang (1995),
n a study of childcare in Singapore, focus on the cultural concerns of
women of different ethnicities. Grandparents in northern Britain generally
appe;’lrcd to givc time freely to their daughters to allow them to \w;rl\': there
was little cvrc'lcnce that complementary carers made their decisions in

accordance w1.Lh substantive economic rationality. However, mothers going
;ln(x; ,l,(z,,:ﬁ; Ié()(llll]crlnz(;e:; 1 t(())noglef:‘thcr ;}?]Lh,ls basi§. In the interviews, nmthﬂ:s
arelul calculations they made of whether it
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was worth their while to enter or stay in the labor market. something that
the literatare on women and employment remarks upon  (e.g., Susan
Yeandle 198D Tt as not difficult 1o guess why this should be the case
Mothers retain the time- onsuming and stressful responsibility for
arranging childcare. It is this double burden (alongside the comparatively
smaller part that husbands in two-carner households play in other domestic
work: Michael Anderson, Frank Bechholer, and Jonathan Gershuny 1990)
that encourages women to caleulate the financial gains and losses of work
so carefully. There is clearly an additional burden on mothers if they are
not fully satisfied with the childcare arrangements that they have for going
out to work. Part-time employment is a compromise that enables women to
undertake paid work, but also fulfill their unpaid domestic and parental
duties without overcommitting their time and energy There is evidence
that mothers combine formal and substantive rationality in reaching
decisions about childcare within the household. Both elements should be
recognized by policy-makers.

Our research strongly confirms the indications from other studies that a
substantial proportion of parents see grandparents as the next-best source
of childcare if mothers cannot look after their children themselves due to
their work commitments (e.g., Thomson 1995).'” Formal childcare is not
always a substitute for this family-based childcare (see Brandon 2000 for an
empirical study of the US situation). Families using complementary
childcare will now find that they cannot claim for the Childcare Tax
Credit (CCTC) (as the legislation stands)—an unfair situation. CCTC is
likely to penalize this relatively high proportion of childcare users whose
choice of complementary childcare is based precisely on its “‘informal’”
characteristics. Grandparents play a significant role in keeping families with
children in the labor market, and deserve public recognition. It is
important to note here that, in general, there is much less population
mobility in the UK than, for example, in the United States, and therefore
grandparents are more generally available. A small grandparenting
allowance could provide public recognition of grandparents’ roles as
carers, counteracting the tendency of CCTC to downgrade, de-motivate
and discourage complementary childcarers. At the same time, such an
allowance would underpin parental choice and intergenerational welfare. A
clear understanding of how and why working parents use complementary
childcare —extending the boundary of the household —is essential for any
childcare policy that hopes to be attuned to what families actually want.

POLICY AND SMALL-BUSINESS PROMOTION

Our second policy example is taken from research into new small
enterprises and the households that gain a livelihood from them. The
promotion of small enterprise is also a key theme in the economic policies
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The study reported below is different in concept and execution from

most UK studies of small enterprise because it was undertaken at the level
of the household and its members (Wheelock and Oughton 1996). This
approach accords with feminist critiques of the idea that the household (or
the micro-business) can be modeled as though a single economically
rational individual were acting as proxy for all. We investigated the nature
and extent of contributions to micro-business from family members,
whether co-resident or not, in a sample from a regional database of small
businesses. The business household may have a permeable boundary, and it
is in this light that we explore the interaction between the collective and the
individual to consider how economic and noneconomic dimensions of
behavior may be constructed.

RURAL MICRO-BUSINESS: INDIVIDUAL PROPRIETOR OR
FAMILY SELF-EMPLOYMENT?

I'he hcl.dwm'k reported in this article took place in a particular soCio-
conomic and spatial context, It must be emphasized that the aim of this
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seecarch was not to make stanstic al generalizations to a wider population
but to tease ont the processes and dynamics of mamntaming household
livelihoods in one particular setting. The empirical study of rural micro-
business households was undertaken, like the childcare study, in the
northeast of England. That region, as discussed above, has a long history of
heavy industry and is normally thought of as urban in character but there is
also a substantial rural hinterland. In Britain. mic ro-businesses and self-
employment are more significant providers of employment and services in
yural than in urban areas (Philip Lowe and Hilary Talbot 2000). We used a
qualitative methodology, undertaking in-depth interviews in twenty-eight
case-study households to investigate small enterprises in remote, rural
districts of Northumberland (between Tyneside and the Scottish borders).
More than one household member was interviewed wherever possible.
Details of the sample selection and interview procedure are given in the
Appendix.

We will examine briefly the joint participation of spouses in these
businesses. In the eyes of economists and policy-makers, it is adult spouses
who make up the traditional co-resident household with its single utility
function. Co-ownership and partnership can involve many levels of actual
participation and our earlier research study of urban micro-businesses
showed that equal sharing of tasks and decision-making between married
owners was quite rare (Baines and Wheelock 1998a; Elizabeth Chell and
Susan Baines 1998). In the next section, we turn to the variety of ways in
which family members from the younger and older generations participate
in businesses, providing evidence that household boundaries are very
different in nature from the model. It must be emphasized that these were
relatively new businesses, almost all founded in the 1990s. They were
certainly not businesses with a long-standing family tradition, where
intergenerational issues would almost inevitably be prominent.

Most typically, both women and men worked in the micro-businesses led
by their spouses, whether they were formally co-owners and whether they
themselves had another job or owned another business. Of the twentyv-eight
business households, twenty-three contained two adults who were married
or cohabiting and there were only three instances among all these couples
in which the partner played no practical role at all in the business. These
were three male business owners whose wives had outside employment that
contributed substantially to the household income. These households
could be considered as examples of family employment, in which wives had
employment and husbands had self-employment. In one of these cases, the
wife had worked for her husband’s business in the past and only recently
acquired her outside job, Of the five business owners in the study who were
single at the time of the interview, two reported thatan ex-spouse had been
closely involved in the business in the past. There were also three lone
parents, all women, each of whom had started their businesses tollowing
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In each of those three cases business O
conscious of the monetary value of their spouse’s contribution because they
knew that it could be replaced by a market transaction. Much more

characteristically, however, respondents did not reveal such awareness.
When they spoke of how they participated with their spouses in business,
they described work and rewards that were intertwined in such a way that it
was not easy to unravel who gained and who lost. For example, Nick and
Barbara each owned a business in very different sectors, which were
separate for accounting purposes: “We work together all day, every day,
basically.”” As in many of the urban micro-businesses from our earlier study,
the business project was acknowledged as a joint marital project, where an
affective commitment as SpPOUSES became additionally an economic
commitment (Baines and Wheelock 1998b). In some instances, however,
situations that respondents described as sharing could be interpreted as the
re-confirmation of gendered power roles. Olivia’s words, for example,
illustrate this when she was asked to talk through her feelings about leaving
her job to give administrative support to her husband’s consultancy
business. She made it clear that working for the micro-business was less
interesting and challenging than her old job, yet, “the ‘me’ bit really
doesn’t come into it, it's always been an us thing.” The work that spouses,

wife, undertook in these businesses was frequently not

hushand or
dependence in

commoditized. For women, this implies that financial in
many such ‘‘micro-business” households may be even more constrained
than is the case in family employment households. Empirical study of
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cmploved households indicates that women do not have the same right to
P rsomal P nding money as men unless they bring in their own wage (Jan
Pahl 1989) . and even then childeare is seen as a deduction from women's
wages, Noncommoditized work in a business seems likely to reinforce such
wadinonally gendered norms.

Children of primary school age or vounger were present in eleven of the
twentv-cight business households, and some of the households with older
children had been in business when their children were still voung. As
n-pmlwl from the informal childcare project. childcare arrangements
were, overall, the responsibility of the mother, whether she was a business
owner, a participant in her husband’s business, and/or had an outside job.
There were two exceptional cases, however, in which the father was the
main carer. A theme that emerged from some rural businesses was the way
in which the forms of work can be flexible enough for the working day to be
arranged around young children, or for the business to be carried on in
their presence. In contrast with the case of family employment considered
carlier, caring may remain inside the co-resident parental unit. Jenni, who
boarded pets, described how her baby could sleep with seventeen dogs
barking in his ears. Joe remembered that, when his three children were
young, “‘the fact that you also had a brat with you when you were doing a
delivery to somebody in the van you know was neither here nor there
because it was all part of the fun of it and it enriched their lives to a certain
extent.”” Not all accounts were so positive and the pressures that caring for
children and working for a business simultancously can give rise to should
not be ignored. Paula recalled an occasion when her son was sick and she
continued to serve in her shop, constantly rushing upstairs to the flat where
he lay on the sofa, crying, *Oh mammy, please don’t go.”” Parents of young
children did sometimes need childcare for all or part of their working day,
and they sometimes called upon grandparents, as in the cases of Tyneside
employed mothers. We return to the role of owners’ parents and in-laws
after considering their teenage children.

THE FLEXIBLE BOUNDARY OF THE MICRO-BUSINESS
HOUSEHOLD

Sixteen respondents had children between the ages of 15 and 21, either
resident or partially resident. Only four respondents from that group said
that their children took no part at all in the business at the tme of the
interview, and in one of those cases an 18year-old daughter had worked
regular Saturdays in the recent past. Two respondents reported  that
younger teenagers also contributed on a small scale. Overall, then, there
was a very high incidence of young people’s participation in their parents’
business. There were variations in the nature, extent, and rewards ot such
work but by far the most typical arrangement was casual or occasional work,
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Turning to adult children, there was only one business that employed an

owner's child on a full-time basis and the idea of children succeeding their
parents in the business was hardly articulated at all. (Three owners
mentioned this possibility, but very tentatively.) In just one case was the
occasional assistance of adult sons described as “gratis.” This was a business
in which both the parents worked exceptionally long hours for very ]9“'
rewards indeed. In two cases, grown-up sons living at home worked in
return for their board (both had other jobs). Overall, older. children
worked for their parents’ businesses on an ad hoc basis according to the
variable need for labor, almost always in return for some reward, usually
monetary. In other words, in these cases the affective relationship that
defines membership of a household from an economic or a policy model
perspective was overlaid by a formal economic one. ,
Participation by the oldest generation in the rural micro-businesses was
arer than for the youngest one, and its patterns much more varied.
Nevertheless, a theme of some importance does emerge, with substantial
wransfers from the older to the middle generation. Some businesses
would not have been sustainable without such intergenerational

certainly
in other words, extensions to the boundaries of the

exchanges; without,

households.
Of the three women business owners who were lone parents, two were

extremely dependent on their mothers for childcare. In one of these cases
the mother also worked in the business (not for money but for payment in
kind), and in the other she did most of her daughter’s housework. In two-
parent business households, as in family employment households, childcare
could be an important contribution from owners’ parents. Gina, for
example, was one of the few owners’ wives who did not work for her
husband’s businesses. She was a civil servant, and her salary formed half the
household income. Her case closely reflects the experiences of the
employed mothers in the childcare study. Gina's husband Ross had a
joinery business, with a nonfamily partner and a family employee, and his
work took him away from home on a regular basis. Gina was able to manage
the care of their 8-year-old child and her job with daily support from her
parents. The childcare was paid for, but there had been a period in the
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recent past when they conld not afford it and Gina's family had willingly
provided help with care without money changing hands. In other cases
childcare by business owners' parents was combined with work for the
business, which could be an ongoing and time-consuming commitment
There were also instances in which substantial work, a material gift, or both,
provided vital assistance to the business start-up. It is noteworthy, moreover,
that in hive cases an inheritance was a resource that helped to make a
business venture viable,

I'he case of Barbara and Nick, who each had a business, included almost
all the permutations of parental support. Barbara offered catering services
and Nick had a land-based business. Barbara worked with the animals for
his business on a daily basis and Nick contributed to the catering business
with more occasional but substantial effort, for example by renovating a
vehicle. The couple had a young baby. Barbara’s mother had a share in the
catering business and worked for it on a flexible basis around Barbara’s
busy schedule. She did not take out income but was repaid in kind by Nick,
who looked after her animals. She also helped out occasionally in his
business and minded the baby. Nick's parents were not involved in the
practicalities of the business on a day-to-day basis but they gave him a start-
up loan (which he has not repaid). Nick said his business was not really
viable at present, mainly because of the high rent he had to pay for
premises. In common with some of the other younger male business
owners, he was seriously thinking of looking for an employed job to
increase the household income. The land-based business could be viable in
the longer term if Barbara’s parents retired and enabled the younger
couple to take over their farm.

Susan Baines and Jane Wheelock have argued elsewhere that the much-
cited flexibility of small business characteristically involves a return to
distincuy old ways of working, including traditional practices in household
organization and gender divisions of labor (Mariussen, Wheelock, and
Baines 1997). Women and men as spouses typically worked together in the
micro-businesses studied, but not often under conditions of equality. Baines
and Wheelock’s earlier research demonstrated that this inequality was also
a salient feature of working practices in micro-businesses in the business-
service sector in urban England in the mid-1990s. (Baines and Wheelock
1998h; 2000). In other words, traditional practices in household organiza-
tion and gender divisions of labor occurred in a context not stereotypically
associated cither with tradition or with the family. Here we have shown the
results of new research investigating the interface between household and
business in a rural context, Analysis suggests that for rural business owners,
contributions from family members are more diverse than for their urban
counterparts and that in some instances business livelihoods would not be
sustainable without unpaid work and other contributions from owners'
parents, in-laws, and other family members, Once again, the impermeable
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does the caring (€.g., mother/father). This means that caring as a product
cannot be depersonalized as usually happens in a market. Certainly, Susan
Himmelweit appears to confirm our study with respect to family choices
over childcare. People do indeed want caring to coincide with a family
relatonship, if possible, and they do not generally want the carinér
relationship to be a fully market one. It also provides empirical
confirmation of the discussion by Nancy Folbre and Thomas Weisskopf
(1998) of the factors determining the supply of caring labor.

What of the forces determining the supply of complementary childcare
for the future? In the UK. a combination of historical circumstances make it
likely that the supply of active grandparents is currently particularly high.
Many contemporary grandmothers in the UK are from a generation of
mothers whose labor-market activity levels were relatively restricted. The
current cohort of mothers has much higher employment rates. Although
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the average age at which British women have their first child has risen to an
historical high, grandmothering is something that is generally required at
the age of 50-plus, rather than after retirement. There may therefore be a
sharp fall in the future availability of grandmothers for the childcare
economy. Grandfathers too may provide childcare. Because of sickness and
early reirement among men (only around half of men over 50 are active in
the labor market in northeast England), there is a stock of grandfathers
currently available to supplement, or even substitute for, grandmothers.
Clear evidence that grandmothers were caring for grandchildren in the
face of ill-health is available both in the study reported on here and in
Lesley Hall’s unpublished work. Grandfathers are likely to do the same.
However, contemporary changes in the UK labor market make it unlikely
that as many men will be able to afford to take early retirement in the
future. The limited availability of grandparents is also likely to be
exacerbated by the geographical mobility requirement of a labor-market
increasingly subject to global forces.

Can anything be done to retain the early twenty-firstcentury army of
grandparents? This would involve recognition by UK policy-makers that
household boundaries need to be conceptualized as shifting and variable,
jettisoning the invariant economic model. Changes to pension arrange-
ments could be helpful here. Older workers who wish to reduce their paid
work to a part-time basis, in order to combine it with grandparenting or
other voluntary activities, incur major penalties in terms of their pension
entilements. It is possible that today’s generation of working parents may
be even keener to take on a grandparenting role as second-time-around
parents, given that many are adopting a “next-best’” strategy of childcare
for their own children. Pension arrangements should allow this, and be
based on best pay over a number of years, rather than the final two years
before complete retirement (see Genevieve Reday-Mulvey 1998).

Recently, a report for the Economic and Social Research Council, Britain
Towards 2010: The Changing Business Environment, predicted that the next
decade will be characterized by the growth in the UK of an entrepreneurial
economy with a more varied and flexible labor market, greater self-
employment, the growing importance of small firms, and more work
carried out in the home (Richard Scase 1999). In the section on rural
micro-businesses, we drew on empirical material to show that the ways of
working this evokes are far from new. What is rarely recognized is that they
are ways of working often unsustainable without unpaid, unmeasured work
from a household institution that has porous or flexible boundaries. In
other words, they depend on an integration of household and paid and
unpaid work that was considered anachronistic in the very recent past. It
can also be said that family (self) employment involves going back to the
future. It was the perceived immorality of men and women working
alongside each other underground in the heat and intimacy of the
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NOTES

See, for example, Bina Agarwal (1997), who argues that bargaining models of the
household need to say more about gender relations beyond the household as well
as developing the links between extra-household and intra-household bargaining
power.

Ellen Mutari and Deborah Figart (2001) identfy four distinct “work/time regimes’
in the European Union, constituted by flexibility in work hours and gender equity in
work schedules and economic roles.

In the UK, insurance-based unemployment benefit is time-limited (at one time for
twelve months, now for six months). Heads of household who do not qualify for
unemployment insurance or who have used up their entitlement and are still
unable to find employment may claim means-tested state “'safety net”’ benefits for
themselves, with allowances for dependents. As unemployment rates continued to
rise in Britain during the 1980s, the numbers of long-term (over twelve months)
unemployed also rose, along with the number of households reliant on means-
tested state benefits. Lone-parent households where absent fathers did not pay
maintenance and mothers did not have jobs were also dependent upon means-
tested state benefits.

* Margaret Nelson and Joan Smith (1999) analyze these mechanisms for American
families in a deprived rural economy who have no-one with a “good job™ that is
secure enough for the household to maintain the resources (such as a childcare
place or a car) to undertake more than one job and so achieve a sustainable
household income. In Britain, the Labour government has done much to address
the institutional factors that were driving households as well as individuals into
dependency on means-tested benefits. The introduction of a minimum wage has
encouraged women to stay in the labor market if their partner becomes
unemployed. The “‘income risk” of leaving benefits for short-term employment
has also been reduced by making it easier to reclaim benefits if a job does not last,
and there are special provisions, for example, for those who have been sick for a
long time and are then trying to re-enter the labor market.
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The debate on the delivery of childcare quality is characterized by confusion and
ambivalence in Britain. There has long been policy support for “home-like”
settings for preschool childcare. Self-employed childminders, although declining
in numbers in recent years, still provide the largest number of forrqal places for
pre-school childcare. Childminders work in their own homes to p.rowde childcare
while they look after their own children. They have to register with local
authorities, who make annual safety checks of all areas of the house (and garden)
used for childcare, but with no requirement for training or qualifications beyond
being “‘mothers” (sic) themselves. Their husbands, meantime, may co-register o
protect themselves against possible accusations of abuse (Ulrike Gelder 2002). If
parents agree, childminders may smoke in the presence of minded children, and
slap them. However, Sure Start programs in deprived urban areas are now placing
the quality of parenting at the center of the agenda for social inclusion, providing
parenting classes based in schools. Interestingly, there is a pilot scheme for
teenage mothers in which childminders are expected to provide guidance to
mothers as well as care for their children. Some efforts are now being made to
professionalize formal childcare, but a bill to ban parents’ slapping under-3s is
now not to go through Parliament after all. Meanwhile, middle-class parents make
much use of parenting manuals, which certainly do not advocate either smoking
or slapping. Such confusion contrasts with the United States, which seems more
’ix.lclincd to professionalize parenting as well as formal childcaring.
Iv]?c, :s‘un'ey was undcrLa'ken by .Lhe Centre for Rural Economy, University of
qummlc upon Tyne, with funding from the European Regional Development
frl;:::j \l/{’]z :f_zr:r:u?;:ﬁkzs'zt;rr‘lcg;'log!‘ammc and the University of Newcastle upon
olleagues from the Centre for Rural Economy for
access to these survey data, ;



\POLICY RELEVANT MODEL OF THE HOUSEHOLD
REFERENCES

Agarwal, Bia, 1997 “Bargaining’ and Gender Relations: Within and Bevond  the
Household ™ Femmst Economies 3(1): 1 =51

Amin, Ash (ed)). 1994, Post-Fordism. Oxtord: Basil Blackwell

Anderson, Michael, Frank Bechhofer, and Jonathan Gershuny, (eds.). 1994, The Social
and Political Economy of the Household. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Bames, Susan and Jane Wheelock, 1998a. “Working for Each Other: Gender, the
Houschold and Micro-Business Survival and Growth." International Small Business
Jowrnal 17(1): 16=385.

—— and Jane Wheelock. 1998h. “Reinventing Traditional Solutions: Job Creation,
Gender and the Micro-Business Household." Work, Employment and Society 12(4): 579~
601.

and Jane Wheelock. 2000. “Work and Employment in Small Businesses:
Perpetuating and Challenging Gender Traditions.” Gender, Work and Organization
7(1): 45-55.

—— Jane Wheelock, and Elizabeth Oughton. 2002. “*A Houschold-Based Approach to
the Small Business Family,” in Denise Fletcher (ed.). Understanding the Small Family
Business, pp. 168=79. London: Routledge.

Baker, Dean, Gerald Epstein, and Robert Pollin (eds.). 1998. Globalization and Progressive
Economic Policy. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Baldwin, Sally and Jane Falkingham (eds.). 1994. Social Security and Social Change: New
Challenges lto the Beveridge Model. Hemel Hempstead: Harvester Wheatsheaf.

Becker, Gary. 1981. A Treatise on the Family. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press.

Bernstein, Jared, Lawrence Mishel, and John Schmitt. 1998. ““The US Model: The Wages
of Inequality,” in Jane Wheelock and John Vail (eds.). Work and ldleness: The Political
Economy of Full Employment, pp. 157—81. Boston, MA: Kluwer Academic.

Bradley, Harriet, Mark Erickson, Carol Stephenson, and Steve Williams. 2000. Myths at
Work. Cambridge: Polity Press.

Brandon, Peter. 2000. “An Analysis of Kin-Provided Child Care in the Context of
Intrafamily Exchanges."’ American_Journal of Economics and Sociology 59(2) (April): 191 —
216.

Bridge, Simon, Ken O’Neill, and Stan Cromie. 1998. Understanding Enterprise, Entrepreneur-
ship and Small Business. Basingstoke: Macmillan.

Bruegel, Irene, Deborah Figart, and Ellen Mutari. 1998. “Whose Full Employmentz A
Feminist Perspective on Work Redistribution,” in Jane Wheelock and John Vail (eds.).
Work and Idleness: The Political Economy of Full Employment, pp. 69-83. Boston, MA:
Kluwer Academic.

Byrne, David. 2000. ‘Newcastle’s Going for Growth: Governance and Planning in a Post-
Industrial Metropolis.”” Northern Economic Review 30 (Spring/Summer):, 3-16.

Cabinet Office 2000. More Choice for Women in the New Economy: The Facts. London: HMSO
Cabinet Office.

Carter, Sara, Susan Anderson, and Eleanor Shaw. 2001. Women's Business Ownership: A
Review of the Academic, Popular and Internet Literature. Sheffield: The Small Business
Service,

Charles, David and Paul Benneworth. 2001. “*Sitnating the North East in the European
Space Economy,” in John Tomany and Neil Ward (eds.). A Region in Transition: North
Last England at the Millennium, pp. 24 - 60. Aldershot: Ashgate.

Chell, Elizabeth and Susan Baines. 1998, “‘Does Gender Affect Business ‘Performance’.”
Lntrepreneurshify and Regional Development 10(2): 117-35.

Chen, Feinian, Susan Short, and Barbara Entwhistle. 2000, “The impact of grand-
parental proximity on maternal childcare in China." Population Research and Policy
Review 19: 571 =90,

41




\RTTC 1.INS
small Ihisiness Policy in the UK for? Evaluag,
o i national Small Business Jowrnal 18(3). HHI Ay
V=50

op0n. “What s
ysis. Qualitative and Quantitative ey /
10l Moy

Simall Business Polic
a1, L and Wik

Curran, Jim
\Ssessing
Dex, Shivley

S

Jiston) \nal
opone Mothers and Paid Work:
AL (5

1 ondon: Rontledge e
wrels 07,
Duncan, Simon and Rosalind 1 dwards: |-‘ iined!! Jip st 1 - Nl
Leonomic Man o Gendered Moral Rationilftiess = ZBMInaLeonomics 1(2): 294 y
England, Paula 1003, “The '.’."'”";"i‘v“ il l-i‘\”(l“}s”'-”m Bias in Neoy lasgic 1
*in Marnanne A, llerber and Ju 'f e .(‘ ds.). Beyond Lcong,
37 - 5. Cheltenham: Edward Elgar -

\\xnmplinn\.‘

Man: Feminist Theory and liconomics; Pp: ¢ ’ ST,
Vorlds of Welfare Capitalism. Cambricdge: py,

= LOhty

1990, The Thiee )

ial Economis. Oxford: Oxford University py,.

A the Structures of Constraint, Lond, 58,
¢ n:

Esping-Andersen, Gosta,

— 1999, Social Joundations of Post-Indush

Folbre, Nancy. 1994, Who Cares for the Kids? Gender an
Routledge.

—— and Thomas Weisskopl. '
and the Supply of Caring Labour;
Economics, Values and ();gnni.wliml. PP-

arc Cowling, and Andrea Westall. 1998. Entrepreneurial Society. Londop:

icy Research.

/ Sfor Women? Family

4 Unpublishc

Press.

su Know Father Knows Best? Families, Marke,
. S

yner Ben-ner and Louis Putterman (eds
; i ) /)
Cambridge Universip,

1998. “Did Ye
‘in A
171 =205. Cam bridge:

Press.
Gavron, Robert, M
Institute for Public Pol
Gelder, Ulrike. 2002. “Working
Expertence in England and Germany.

upon Tyne.
Gray, Colin. 1998. Enterprise and Culture.
Hakim, Catherine. 1989 “New Recruits t

Gazetie (fune), 986-97.
Himmelweit, Susan. 1995.

the Expansion of ‘Work™.”

Himmelweit, Susan. 2000. “Introduction: From La .
(ed.). Inside the Household: From Labour to Care, pp: v —xxxiii. Basingstoke: Macmillan.

9001. “‘Decision Making in Households,”” in Susan Himmelweit, Roberto Simonetti,
and Andrew Trigg (eds.). Microeconomics: Neoclassical and Institutionalist Perspectives,

pp. 143-77. London: Thomson Learning.

HM Treasury 1999. Enterprise and Social Exclusion: National Strategy for Neighbourhood

Renewal. Policy Action Team 3, HM Treasury. Online. Available http://www.hm-
treasury.gov.uk/mediastore Jotherfiles/97.pdf.

Jessop, Bob. 1994. “‘The Transition to PostFordism and the Schumpeterian Welfare
State’’, in Roger Burrows and Brian Loader (eds.). Towards a Post-Fordist Welfare State?
pp- 18-37. London: Routledge.

Lowe, Philip and Hilary Talbot. 2000.
A Critical Assessment of the Proposa
54(5): 479 85.

usehold: Gender Relations and the

Mackintosh, Maureen. 2000. “The Contingent Ho
Economics of Unpaid Labour”, in Susan Himmelweit (ed.). Inside the Household: From

I,fzbour to Care, pp. 120—42. Basingstoke: Macmillan.
Mag}usscx.l, Age and .]an'e Wheelock. 1997. “‘Perspectives on the Household in @
”"1{;31;%1’135 Ef:o;l'/()xl)y ! 1ln gane Wheelock and Age Mariussen (eds.) Households, Work
conomic Change: A Comparative Instituli j i , :
Klisver Academic, / itutional Perspective, pp. 13 —36. Boston, MA:

, Jane Whe 7 SIS aines (0
a”({ N(”Mv;:;;elf:/;((:)lz]':::]('l--SL'ISAH ’B(unm..1997.' The Family Business Tradition in Britain
isation and Reinvention?” International Studies in Management

Organization 27(3): 64 -85,

Day Care Providers’ Social and Economi,
d PhD thesis, University of Newcastle

London: Routledge.
o SelEEmployment in

«“The Discovery of ‘Unpaid’ Work: the Social Consequences of

Fominist Economics 1 (2): 1-19.
bour to Care,”” in Susan Himmelweit

the 1980s.” Employment

for Small Business Support in Rural Areas:

“Policy
rvice.”’ Regional Studies

Is for the Small Business Se

»[2



NTPOTLICY REFLEVANT MODEL OF THE HOUSFHOLD

MoeRae, Sasan (ed 1999 Changing Britmin: Families and Howseholds in the | 9Nk Oxtord
Oxtord Unversity Press

Moris, Lydia, 19900 7% Workings of the Howsehold. ( ambridge: Polity Press

Moss, Peter, Anne Mooney. Tony Munton, and June Statham, 1998 “Local Assessments
of Childeare Need and Provision™, DIEE Research Report No. 720 Thomas Coram
Rescarch Umit, Institate of Education, University of London

Musson, Gilll 1998, “Life Histories™, in Gillian Symon and Catherine Cassell (eds.)
Qualitatroe Methods and Analysis in Organizatinal Research, pp. 1027 London: Sage

Mutari. Ellen and Deborah Figart. 2001 “Europe at a Crossroads: Harmonization,
Liberalization and the Gender of Work Time.™ Social Politics (Spring). 3664

Nelson, Margaret and Joan Smith. 1999, Working Hard and Making Do: Surviving in Small
Town Amenica. Berkeley, CA: University of California Press.

Office of National Statistics 2001. Regional Trends. London: Office of National Statistics.

O'Hara, Phillip. 1995. “*Household Labour, the Family and Macroeconomic Swability in
the US 1940s=1990s." Review of Social Economy 53(1) (Spring): 89-120.

Oughton, Elizabeth, Jane Wheelock, and Agnete Wiborg. 1997. “Behind the Lace
Curtains,”” in .—\gc Mariussen and Jane Wheelock (eds.). Households, Work and Economic
Change: A Comparative Institutional Perspective, pp. 37-52. Boston, MA: Kluwer
Academic.

Pahl, Jan. 1989. Money and Mamiage. Cambridge: Polity Press.

Polanyi, Karl. 1946. The Great Transformation. London: Victor Gollancz.

Powell, Martin and Martin Hewitt. 2002. Welfare State and Welfare Change. Buckingham:
Open University Press.

Raley, Marian and Andrew Moxey. 2000. Rural Microbusinesses in the North East of England:
Final Survey Resulls. Newcastle upon Tyne: Centre for Rural Economy, Department of
Agricultural Economics and Food Marketing, University of Newcastle.

Reday-Mulvey, Genevieve. 1998, “Managing the End of Occupational Life,” in Jane
Wheelock and John Vail (eds.). Work and [dleness: The Political Economy of Full
Employment, pp. 119=29. Boston, MA: Kluwer Academic.

Robinson, Fred (ed.). 1988. Post-Industrial Tyneside. Newcastle upon Tyne: City Libraries
and Arts.

Sainsbury, Diane. 1994. Gendering Welfare States. London: Sage.

Sanghera, Balihar. 2002. “*Microbusinesses, Houschold and Class Dynamics: The
Embedding of Minority Ethnic Petty Commerce.” Sociological Review 50(2): 231 -57.

Scase, Richard. 1999. **Britain Towards 2010: The Changing Business Environment.”* On-
Jine. Available hup://www.esrc.ac.uk/ 2010/docs/britain.hunl.

Simpson, Bob. 1999. ‘‘Nuclear Fallout: Divorce, Kinship and the Insecurities of
Contemporary Family Life,” in John Vail, Jane Wheelock, and Michael Hill (eds.).
Living with Insecurity in Contemporary Society, pp. 119—-34. London: Routledge.

Sirianni, Carmen and Cynthia Negrey. 2000. “Working Time as Gendered Time.”
Feminist Fconomices 6(1): 59—76.

Sturman, Peter. 1998/99. “*Diverging Economic Trends: The Relatve Performance of
the Tyne and Wear Economy over the Past Decade.” Northern Economic Review 28
(Winter): 70 -83.

Thomson, Katarina. 1995, “Working Mothers: Choice or Circumstance?™ in Roger Jowell
(ed.). British Social Attitudes: The 12th Report, pp. 61=90. Aldershot: Dartmouth.

Waring, Marilyn. 1989, If Women Counted: A New Feminist Economics. London: Macwillan.

Wheelock, Jane, 1990. Husbands at Home: The Domestic Economy in a Post-Indusivial Society.
London: Routledge.

— 1992, *The Household in the Total Economy,” in Paul Ekins and Manfred Max-
Neel (eds.). Real-Life Economics: Understanding Wealth Creation, pp. 12:4-306. London:
Routledge.

13




ARTICLES

oP Insecurity in Modern Capitalism,” i, fohy ,
‘ I
|

“Who Dreams of [ailm Al : il
Living with Insecunly in (.nu/pﬂ'/lmun.

¢l Hill (eds.).

[nsceurity in Employment,” in John Vail
Living with Insecurily in Contemporayy '\,'u.,.
s ‘"'lﬁ/

. 1999a.
\'II[,[’

Jane Wheelock, and Micha
p. 23=40. London: Routledge.
1999b. “‘Fear or ()ppnrlnnil\’r

(eds.).

Wheelock, and Michacl [Hill y
38 - Routledge. ] N ‘
88. London: Rot g re the Next Best ““.“g': i

ma|

«wGrandparents @
s ./,)ll)-n(l/ (’fS()fi,/I Pfl/l'(y 3] (3): o

pp- 75—
Urban Britain.’

—— and Katharine Jones. 2002. .
Childcare for Working Parents 1m
63. ; -

and Elizabeth Oughton. 1996. *‘The Household as

Economic Issues 30(1): 143-59.

and Elizabeth Oughton. 2()01.d e
i >lwei 1 Gimonetti, and Andrew :

Himmelweit, Roberto Simo i S ihoreon e

1 Household Economies: The (Cage 5

a Focus for Research.” Journay
: il of

«The Household in the Economy,” in g
. 5 3 Susy
Trigg (eds.). Microeconomics: Ngod,m,.r"[
$Sicq

and Institutionalist I’m}'/)(.'diw's, ppl e
enda. 1999. ‘‘Culture and ender : ;
e Payments.’’ Feminist Economics 5(2): 1-24.
s Worki - » London: Tavistock.
Yeandle, Susan. 1984. Women s Working sze.s: : : Tay : >
Yeoh. Brenda and Shirlena Huang. 1995. ““Childcare 1,n Smgapore. NegOtlaung Ghoices
and Constraints in a Multicultural Society.” Women's Studies International Forum 18(4).

445—61. : -
Zola, Emile. 1972. [1885]. Germinal. Paris: Fasquelle

Wyss,
Jamaican Child Support

iteurs.

APPENDIX
Information about potential respondents for the micro-business study was
y of micro-businesses in the

initially collected from a questionnaire surve
northeast of England. 11 This was the first large-scale regional survey of rural

micro-businesses in the UK. The sample size was 1,294, representing a
under 25 percent (Marian Raley and Andrew Moxey

response rate of just
database from this survey provided us with excellent

2000). Access to the
lect case studies for our qualitative research.

information upon which to se
This selection was guided by an aspect of the study beyond the scope of the

article, a comparison with households dependent on micro-businesses in
rural Norway. We selected interviewees on personal and business criteria
(in particular gender of owner and size of business) in order to address in
depth the key themes of household behavior, gender, and economic
decision-making. In this sense the sample was “‘purposive.”” We were not, it
must be emphasized, aiming at a statistically representative sample of a
micro-business population. We selected the business households from
across a variety of business sectors to include manufacturing, craft, retail,
personal services, business services, and tourism. Households wholly
dependent on farming were excluded, but a farm business or farming
cmploym?m could contribute to the household livelihood.
Ebfeaminec Lo 0
A el womyen g i plo{ile of the rural northea.st and the UK
UK (there are “(,) i v rC]S \;VC]C overrepresented. Estimates fo.r .lhe
e data) suggest that around a quarter of exisung
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businesses and a third of new start-ups are female owned (Sara Carter,
Susan Anderson, and Eleanor Shaw 2001) although British policy-makers
aspire to promote women's entreprencurship at the much higher levels
reported from the USA (Cabinet Office 2000). To tease out the gender
issues that were central to our rescarch we aimed (o include equal numbers
of businesses managed by women and men. However, we recognized that
many businesses were likely to be mixed-sex partnerships and that work and
responsibility do not neatly map onto ownership. Seven case study
businesses were formally co-owned by husband and wife, but in 5 of those
cases the business was described by both partners as the main responsibility
of one of them. Of the 28 micro-businesses, 12 were led by a man, 14 by a
woman and 2 by a husband-and-wife team in a (fairly) symmetrical
partnership. Our second deliberate departure from the business popula-
tdon profile was that micro-businesses with nonfamily employees were
overrepresented. This again was a decision we took in order to collect rich
data on interpersonal relationships although that aspect of the study is not
the subject of this article.

Forty-nine people were interviewed in 28 micro-business households.
These interviews were conducted in the life history tradition. Life histories
capture the overlap between the individual and social and institutional
structures (Shirley Dex 1991). They take the individual as the unit of
analysis but are not totally individualistic because they capture how
individual lives move through history and structure (Gill Musson 1998).
We asked people to tell their stories, accounting for their understanding of
what is right and what is expected of women and men, of old and young,
when it comes to income-generating and caring responsibilities.



