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According to Raymond Williams' Keywords "the Welfare State, in
distinction from the Warfare State, was first named in 1939."! The welfare
gtate was set apart from the fascist, warfare state, defeated in the Second
World War, and so the identification of democracy with the welfare state.
was established at the christening. In the 1980s, wost western welfare
states are also warfare gstates but this is not usually seen as compromising
their democratic character. Rather, the extent of democracy is usually
taken to hinge on the class structure. Welfare provisions form a social
wage for the working class, and the positive, social democratic view is
that the welfare state gives sgsocial meaning and equal worth to the formal
juridical and political rights of all citizens., A less positive view of
the welfare state is that it provides governments with new means of
exercising power over and controlling working class citizens. But
proponents of both views usually fail to ackmowledge the sexually divided
way in which the welfare state has been constructed. Thac is to say, the
patriarchal structure of the welfare state is rarely named, nor is the very
different way that women and men have been incorporated as citizens seen

to be of significance for democtracy.? Even the fact that the earliest
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developments of the welfare state took place when women were still denied,
or had only just won, c¢itizenship in the national state is usually
overlooked .3

I do not want to dispute the crucial importance of class in
understanding the welfare state and democracy. To write about the welfare
state is, in large part, to write about the working class. However,
wy discussion Lreats class in a manner unfamiliar to most democratic
theorists who usually assume that the welfare state, democracy and ciass
can be discussed theoretically without any attention to the character of
the relation between the sexes. I shall suggest some reasons why and how
the patriarchal structure of the welfare state has been repressed from
theoretical consciousness. I shall also consider the connection between
employment and citizenship in the patriarchal welfare state, the manner in
which "women" have been opposed to the "worker" and the 'citizen,"” and a
central paradox surrounding women, welfare and citizenship. By 'the
welfare state" here I refer Lo the states of Britain (from which I shall
draw a number of my empirical and historical examples), Australia and the
USA. 1In the more developed welfare states of Scandinavia, women have moved
nearer to, but have not yet achieved, full citizenship.4

For the past century, many welfare policies have been concerned with
what are now called "women's issues,”" Moreover, much of the controversy
about the welfare state has revolved and continues to revolve around the
question of the respective social places and tasks of women and men, the
structure of marriage, and the power relationship between husband and wife.
So it is not surprising that the Reagan administration’s attack ou the

welfare state has been seen as prompted by & desire to shore up the
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patriarchal structure of the state; the Reagan budgets "in essence, . . .
try to restabilize patriarchy . . . as much as they try to fight inflation
and stabilize capitalism.™ The difficulties of understanding the welfare
state and citizeoship today without taking the position of women into
account is not hard to illustrate, because contemporary feminists have
produced a large body of evidence and argument that reveals the importance
of women in the welfare state and the importance of the welfare state for
women,

Women are now the majority of recipients of many welfare benefits;
for example, in the USA, in 1980 64.8 percent of the recipients of Medicare
vwere women, 70 percent of housing subsidies went to women, either living
alone or heading households,6 and, by 1979, 80 percent of .the families
receiving Aid to Families with Dependent Children were headed by women (the
pumber of such families grew fourfold between 1961 and 1979).7 A major
reagson why women are so prominent as welfare recipients is that women are
more likely than men to be poor ("the feminization of poverty"). 1In the
USA, between 1969 and 1979, the proportion of families headed by men that
fell below the official poverty line declined and the proportiom headed by
vomen grew rapidly.8 By 1982 about one-fifth of families with minor
children were headed by women, but they were 53 percent of all poor
families,g and female heads were over three times as likely as male heads
to have incomes below the poverty line.10 By 1980 two out of every three
adults whose income was below the poverty line was a woman. The National
Advisory Council on Economic Opportunity reported in 1980 that if these
trends continued the entire population of the poor in the USA would be

cemposed of women and children by the yesr 2000.11 1n Australia, women are




also likely to be poor. A survey for the Commission of Inquiry into
Poverty in 1973 found that of the groups with "disabilities," fatherless
families were poorest; 30 percent of such families were below the povefty
line, and another 20 percent only marginally above it.12 Nor had the
situation improved by 1978-9; 41 percent of women who were single parents
were then below the poverty line,.l3

The welfare state is now a major source of employment for women,
For instance, in Britain the National Health Service i3 the biggest single
employer of women in the country; about three-quarters of NHS employees are
women and 90 percent of NHS nurses are women.l4 In 1981 there were more
than 5 million jobs in the public health, education and welfare sector in
Britain (an iacrease of 2 million from 1961) and three~fifths of these jobs
were held by women.!3 In the USA in 1980, 70 percent of the jobs at all
levels of government concerned with social services were occupied by women;
these jobs comprise a quarter of all female employment, and about half of
all professional jobs occupied by women. Employment is provided largely at
state and local level in the USA. The federal government subsidizes the
warfare state where there are few jobs for women; only 0.5 percent of the
female workforce is employed on military contracts, One estimate is that
for each billion dollar increase in the military budget, 9500 jobs are lost
to women in social welfare or the private sector .16

Women are also involved in the welfare state in less obvious ways.
Negotiations {and confrontationg) with welfare state officials on a
day-to-day basis are usually conducted by women, and it is mothers, not
fathers, who usually deal with the rent, social workers, take children fo

welfare clinics and so forth. Women are also frequently in the forefront



of political campaigns and actions to improve welfare services or the
treatment of welfare claimants. The services and benefits provided by the
welfare state are far from comprehensive and, in the absence of public
provision, much of the work involved in, for example, caring for the aged
in all three countries is undertaken by women in their homes (something to
which I shall return). Finally, to put the previous points into
perspective, there is one area of the welfare state from which women have
been largely excluded. The legislation, policy-making and higher-level
administration of the welfare state has been and remains predominantly in
men's hands. Some progress has been made; in Australia the Office of the
Status of Women within the {Commonwealth) Department of Prime Minister and
Cabinet monitors cabinet submissions, and the Women's Budget Program
requires all Departments to make a detailed assessment of the impact of

their policies on women.

To gain some insight into why the welfare state can still be
discussed without taking account of these factors, it is useful to begin by
looking at Donald Moon's account (chapter in this volume) of the welfare
state as a response to "Hegel's dilemma." Hegel was the first political
theorist to set out the moral dilemma that arises when citizenship is
undermined by the operation of the capitalist market. The market leaves
some citizens bereft of the resources for social participation and so, as
Moon states, as "undeserved exiles from society.'" Citizens thrown into

poverty lack both the means for self-respect and the means to be recognized
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by fellow citizens as of equal worth to themselves, a recognition basic to
democracy. Poverty-stricken individuals are not, and, unless the cutcome
of participation in the market is offset in some way, cannot be, full
citizens., The moral basis of the welfare state lies in the fact that it
can provide the resources for what T. H. Marshall called the "social
rights" of democratic citizenship. For Moon, then, Hegel's dilemma is
concerned with the manner in which the participation of some individuals as
workers in the capitalist economy {or, in Hegel's terminology, in the
sphere of civil society) can make a mockery of their formal status as equal
citizens. In contemporary terms, it is a problem of class, or, more
exactly, now that mass unemployment could well be a permanent feature of
capitalist economies, a problem of an underclass of unemployed social
exiles. There is no doubt that this is an important problem, but Moon's
reading of Hegel focuses on ounly part of the dilemma with which Hegel was
faced.

In addirion to the category of citizens who become social exiles
through the accident that they can find no one to buy their labor power at
a living wage, Hegel also has rto deal with a category of beings who are
exiles because they are incapable of being incorporated into civil society
and cirizenship. According to Hegel--and to almost all the modern
theorists who are admitted to the "tradition of Western political
philosophy"——women naturally lack the attributes and capacities of the
"individuals" who can eater civil society, sell their labor power and

17 vomen, Hegel holds, are natural social exiles. Hegel

become citizens.
therefore had to find an answer to two dilemmas, and his theory gives a

moral basis to class division and sexual division. The welfare state could




not provide a solution to the problem of women. Hegel's response was
simultaneously to reaffirm the necessity of women's exile and to
incorporate them into the state. Women are not incorporated as citizens
like wen, but as members of the family, a sphere separate from {or in
social exile from)} civil society and the state. The family is essential to
civil society and the state, but it is constituted on a different basis
from the rest of conventional social life, having its own ascriptive
principles of association.

Women have now won the formal status of citizems, and their
contemporary social position may seem a long way removed from that
prescribed by Hegel. But Hegel's theory is still very relevant Lo the
problem of patriarchy and the welfare state, although most contemporary
political theorists usually look only at the relation between civil society
and the state, or the intervention that the public power (state) may make
in the private sphere {(economy or class system), This view of "public" and
"private" assumes that two of Hegel's categories {civil society and state)
can be understood in the absence of the third (family)}. Yet Hegel's theory
presupposes that family/civil society/state are comprehensible only in
relation to each other~—-and then civil society and the state become
"public™ in contrast to the "private" family.

Hegal's social order contains a double separation of the private and
public: the class division between civil society and the state (between
economic man and citizen, between private enterprise and the public power);
and the patriarchal separation between the private family and the public
world of civil society/state. Moreover, the public character of the

sphere of civil society/state is constructed and gains its meaning through
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what it excludes~-the private association of the family. The patriarchal

division between public and private is also a sexual division. Women,

naturally lacking the capacities for public participation remain within an
association constituted by love, ties of blood, natural subjection and
particularity, and in which they are governed by men. The public world of
univergsal citizenship 1s an agssociation of free and equal individuals, of
property, rights and contract--and of men, who interact as formally equal
citizens.

The widely held belief that the basic structure of our society rests
on the separation of the private, familial sphere from the public world of
the state and its policies is.both true and false., It is true that the
private sphere has been seen as women's proper place. Women have never in
reality been completely excluded from the public world, but the policies of
the welfare state have helped ensure that women's day-to-day experience
confirms the separation of private and public existenca., The belief is
false in that, since the early twentieth century, welfare policies have
reached across from public to private and helped uphold a patriarchal
structure of familial life. Moreover, the two spheres are linked because
men have always had a legitimate place in both. Men have been seen both as
heads of families--and as husbands and fathers they have had socially and
legally sanctioned power over their wives and children--and as participants
in public life. 1Indeed, the "natural™ masculine capacities that enable
them, but not their wives, to be heads of families are the same capacities
that enable them, but not their wives, to take their place in civil life.

Moon's interpretation of Hegel illustrates the continuing strength

of Hegel's patriarchal construction of citizenship, which is assumed to be
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universal or democratic citizenship. The exiles from society who need the
welfare state to give moral worth to their citizenship are male workers,
Hegel showed deep insight here. Paid employment has become the key to
citizenship, and the recognition of an individual as a citizen of equal
worth to other citizens is lacking when a worker is unemployed. The
history of the welfare state and citizenship (and the manner in which they
have been theorized) is bound up with the history of the development of
"employment societies.”18 In the early part of the nineteenth century, most
workers were still not fully incorporated into rthe labor market; they
typically worked at a variety of occupations, worked on a seasonal basis,
gained part of their subsistence outside the capitalist market, and enjoyed
"Saint Monday." By the 1880s, full employment had become an ideal,
unemp loyment a major social issue, and loud demands were heard for
state-supported social reform (and arguments made against state actionm Lo
promote ‘iirt':lfa\:e).]-9 But who was included under the banner of "full
employment”? What was the status of those "natural" social exiles seen as
ptoperly having no part in the employment society? Despite the wmany
changes in the social standing of women, we are not so far as we might like
to think from Hegel's statement that the husband, as head, '"has the
prerogative to go out and work for [the family's] living, to attend to its
neada, and to control and administer its capital,.n20

The political significance of the sexual division of labor is
ignored by most democratic theorists, They treat the public world of paid
employment and citizenship as if it cam be divorced from its counnection to
the private sphere, and so the masculine character of the public sphere has

been repressed. TFor example, T. H. Marshall first predented his
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influential account of citizenship in 1949, at the height of the optimism
in Britain about the contribution of the new welfare state policies to
gocial change~~but also at the time (as I shall show) when women were being
confirmed as lesser citizens in the welfare state. Marshall states that
“citizenship is a status bestowed on those who are full members of a
community,"?l gnd most contemporary academic discussions of citizenship
accept the validity of this statement for women, But, as shown graphically
and brutally by the history of blacks in the USA, this is not the case.

The formsl status of citizen can be bestowed on, or won by, a category of
pecple who are still demied full social membership.

Marshall noted that the Factory Acts in the nineteenth century
"protected" women workers, and he ascribes the protection to their lack of
citizenship. But he does not consider "protection'--the polite way to
refer to subordination-—of women in the private sphere or ask how this is
related to the sexual division of labor in the capitalist economy and
citizenship, Nor does the "in some important respects peculiar” civil
status of married women in the nineteenth century inhibit his confidence in
maintaining, despite the limited franchise, "that in the nineteenth century
citizenship in the form of civil rights was universal,” and that, in
economic life, '"the basic civil right is the right to work." Marshall gees
the aim of the 'social rights" of the welfare state as ""class-abatement";
this is "no longer merely an attempt to abate the obvious nuisance of
destitution in the lowest ranks of society. . . . It is no longer content
to raise the floor~level in the basement of the social edifice, . . . it
has begun to remodel the whole building. . . ."22 Byt the question that has

to be asked is whether women are in the building or in a separate annex?
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II

Theoretically and historically, the central criterion for
citizenship has been "independence," and the elements encompassed under the
heading of independence have been based on masculine attributes and
abilities. Men, but not women, have been seen as possessing the capacities
required of "individuals," "workers" and "citizens." Ag a corollary, the
meaning of '"dependence" is associated with all that is womanly--and women's
citizenship in the welfare state is full of paradoxes and contradictions.
To use Marshall's metaphor, women sre identified as trespassers into the
public edifice of civil society and the state., Three elements of
"independence" are particularly important for present purposes, all related
to the masculine capacity for self-protection; the capacity to bear arms,
the capacity to own property and the capacity for self-govermment.

First, women are held to lack the capacity for self-protection; they
have been "unilaterally disarmed."23 The protection of women is undertaken
by men, but physical safety is a fundamental aspect of women's welfare that
has been sadly neglected in the welfare state. From the nineteenth
century, feminists (including J. S. Mill) have drawn attention to the
impunity with which husbands could use physical force against their wives,24
but women/wives still find it hard to obtain proper social and legal
protection against violence from their male “protectors." Defense of the
state (or the ability to protect your protection, as Hobbes put it), the
ultimate teat of citizenship, is alsc a masculine prerogative. The
anti-suffragists in both America and Britain made a great deal of the

alleged inability and unwillingness of women to use armed force, and the
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issue of women and combat duties in the military forces of the warfare
state was also prominent in the recent campaign against the Equal Rights
Amendment in the United States. Although women are now admitted into the
armed forces and so into training useful for later civilian employment,
they are prohibited from combat duties in Britaim, Australia and the USA.
Moreover, past exclusion of women from the warfare state has meant that
welfare provision for veterans has also benefited men. 1In Australia and
the USA, veterans, because of their special "contribution" as citizens,
have had their own, separately administered welfare state, which has ranged
from preference in university education (the G.I. Bills in the USA) to
their own medical benefits and hospital services, and (in Australia),
preferential employment in the public service.

In the "democratic'" welfare state, however, employment rather than
military service is the key to citizenship, The masculine "protective™
capacity now enters into citizenship primarily through the second and third
dimensions of independence. Men, but not women, have also been seen as
property owners. Only some men own material property, but as
“individuals," all men own (and can protect) the property they possess in
their persons, Their status as "workers'" depends on thelr capacity to
contract out the property they own in their labor power., Women are still
not fully socially recognized as such property owners. To be suvre, our
position has improved dramatically from the mid-nineteenth century when
women as wives had a very "peculiar™ position as the legal property of
their husbands, and feminists compared wives to slaves. But, today, a
wife's person is srill the property of her husband in one vital respect.

Despite recent legal reform, in Britain and in some of the states of the
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USA and Australia, rape is still deemed legally impossible within wmarriage,
and thus a wife's consent has noc meaning. Yet women are now formally
citizens in states held to be based on the necessary consent of
self-governing individuals.2® The profound coatradiction about women's
consent is rarely if ever noticed and so is not seen as detracting from the
claim of the welfare state to be democratic, or as related to a sexually
divided citizenship.

The third dimension of "independence" is self-government. Men have
been constituted as the beings who can govern (or protect) themselves, and
if & man can govern himself, then he also has the requisite capacity to
govern others. Only a few men govern others in public life--but all men
govern in private as husbands and heads of households, As the governor of
a family, a man is also a "breadwinner." He has the capacity to sell his
labor power as a worker, or to buy labor power with his capital, and
provide for his wife and family. His wife is thus "protected." The
category of "breadwiuner" presupposes that wives are constituted as
economic dependents or "housewives," which places them in a subordinate
position. The dichotomy breadwinner/housewife, and the masculine meaning
of independence, was established in Britain by the middle of the last
century; in the earlier period of capitalist development women (and
children) were wage-laborers. A ''worker" became a man who has an
economically dependent wife to take care of his daily needs and look after
his home and children., Moreover, "¢class," too, is constructed as a
patriarchal category. "The working class" is the class of working men, who
are also full citizens in the welfare state.

This brings me back to Marshall's statement about the universal,

¢ivil right to "work," i.e., to paid employment. The democratic
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implications of the right to work cannot be understood without attentiom to
the counections between the public world of "work" and citizemnship, and the
private world of conjugal relations. What it means to be a "worker”
depends in part on men's status and power as husbands, and their standing
ag citizens in the welfare state. The construction of the male worker as
"breadwinner™ and his wife as his "dependent" was expressed officially in
the classifications of the Census in Britain and Australia. In the Census
of 1851 in Britain, women employed in unpaid domestic work were '"placed . .
. in one of the productive classes along with paid work of a similar
kind."20 This classification changed after 1871, and by 1911 unpaid
housewives had been completely removed from the economically active
population. 1In Australia, an initial conflict over the categories of
classification was resolved in 1890 when the scheme devised in New South
Wales was adopted. The Australians divided up the population more
decisively than the British, and the 1891 (NSW) Census was based on the two
categories of "breadwinner'" and "dependent." Unless explicitly stated
otherwise, women's occupation was classed as domestic, and domestic workers
were put in the dependent category.

The position of men as breadwinner-workers has been built into the
welfare state. fhe sexual divisions in the welfare state have received
much less attention than the persistence of the old dichotomy between the
deserving and undeserving poor, which pre—-dates the welfare state. This is
particularly clear in the USA, where a sharp separationm is maintained

between ''social security," or welfare state policies directed at ''deserving

workers who have paid for them through 'contributions' over their workin
g g

1

lifetimes,” and "welfare"--seen as public "handouts" to "barely deserving
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poor people."27 Although "welfare" does not have this stark meaning in
Britain or Australia, where the welfare state encompasses much more than
most Americans seem able to envisage, the old distinction between the
deserving and undeserving poor is still alive and kicking, illustrated by
the popular bogey-figures of the "scrounger" (Britain) and the
"dole~bludger" (Australia). However,.although the deserving/undeserving
poor dichotomy overlaps with the divisions between husband/wife and
worker/housewife to some extent, it also obscures the patriarchal structure
of the welfare state,

Feminist analyses have shown how many welfare provisions have been
established within a two-tier system. Firs:, there are the benefits
available to individuals as "public' persons by virtue of their
participation in, and accidents of fortune in, the capitalist market.
Benefits in this tier of the system are usuglly claimed by men. Second,
benefits are available to the "depeudents" of individuals in the first
category, or to "private" persons, usually women. In the USA, for example,
men are the majority of "deserving™ workers who receive benefits through
the insurance system to which they have "contributed" out of their
earnings. On the other hand, the majority of claimants in means-tested
programs are women——and women who are usually wmaking their claims as wives
or mothers, This is clearly the case with AFDC, where women are aided
because they are mothers supporting children on their own, but the same is
also true in other programs: "46 percent of the women receiving Social
Security benefits make their claims as wives." 1In contrast, "men, even
poor ﬁen, rarely make claims for benefits solely as husbands or fathers,"28

In Australia the division is perhaps even more sharply defined. 1In
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1980-81, in the primary tier of the system, in which benefits are
emp loyment-related and claimed by those expected to be economically
independent but who are not earning an income because of unemployment or
illness, women form only 31.3 percent of claimants. In contrast, in the
"dependents group,” 73.3 percent of claimants were women, who were eligible
for benefits because "they are dependent on a man who could not support
them, . . . {or] should have had a man support them if he had not died,
divorced or deserted them."29

Such evidence of lack of "protection" raises an important question
about women's standard of living in the welfare state. As dependents,
married women should derive their subsistence from their husbands, so that
wives are placed.in the position of all dependent people before the
establishment of the welfare state; they are reliant on the benevolence of
another for their livelihood. The assumption is generally made that all
husbanda are benevolent. Wives are assumed rto share egqually in the
standard of life of their husbands. The distribution of income within
households has not uauvally been a subject of interest to econowmists,
political theorists or protagonistas in arguments about class and the
welfare state--even though William Thompson drew attention to its
importance as long ago as 182530--but past and present evidence indicates
that the belief that all husbands are benevolent is mistaken.3l
Nevertheless, women are likely to be better off married than if their
marriage fails., One reason why women figure so prominently among the poor
i3 that after divorce, as recent evidence from the USA reveals, a woman's
standard of living can fall by nearly 75 percent, whereas a man's can rise

by nearly half,32
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The investigation of women's standard of living independently from

men's also seems unnecessary given the conventionzl understanding of the
"wage.” The concept of the wage has expressed and encapsulated the
patriarchal separation and integratiom of the public world of employment
and the private sphere of conjugal relations. Once the opposition
breadwinner/housewife was consolidated, a "wage" had to provide subsistence
for several people. However, in arguments about the welfare state and the
Bocial wage, the wage is usually treated as a return for sale of

individuals' labor power. Instead, the struggle between capital and labor

and the controversy about the welfare state has been about the family wage.
A "living wage' has been defined as what is required for a worker as
breadwianner to support a wife and family, rather than what is needed to
support himself; the wage is not what is gufficient Lo reproduce the
worker's own labor power, but what is sufficient, in combination with the
unpaid work of the housewife, to reproduce the labor power of the present
and future labor force.

The designer of the Auwatralian Census clasgification system, T. A.
Coghlan, discussed women's employment in his Report on the 1891 (NSW)
Census, and he argued that married women in the paid labor market depressed
men's wages and thus lowered the general standard of living.33 His line of
argument about women's employment has been used by the trade union movement
for the past century in support of bargaining to secure a family wage. 1In
1909 motions were put to the conferences of Labour Party and Trades Union
Congress in Britain to ban the employment of wives altogether, and as
recently as 1982 a defense of the family wage was published arguing that it

strengthens unions in wage negotiation.34 In 1907 the family wage was
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enshrined in law in Australia in the famous Harvester Judgment in the
Commonwealth Arbitration Court. Justice Higgins ruled in favor of a
legally guaranteed minimum wage-~and laid down that a living wage should be
sufficient to keep 2an unskilled worker, his (dependent) wife and three
children in reasonable comfort.

Of course, a great deal has changed since 1907, Structural changes
in capitalism have made it possible for large numbers of married women to
enter paid employment, and equal pay legislation in the 1970s, which, ‘in
principle, recognizes the wage as payment to an individual, may make it
geem that the fawmily wage has had its day. And it was always a myth for
many, perhaps most, working class families.3® Despite the strength of the
social ideal of the dependent wife, many working class wives have always
been engaged in paid work out of necessity. The family could not survive
on the husband's wage, and the wife had to earn wmoney too, whether as a
wage-worker or at home doing outwork, or taking in laundry or lodgers or
participating in other ways in the "informal" economy. In 1976 in Britain,
the wages and salaries of "heads of household" (not all of whom are men)
formed only 51 percent of household income.3® The decline of manufacturing
and the expansion of the service sector of capitalist economies since the
Second World War has created jobs seen as "suitable' for women., Between
1970 and 1980 in the USA over !3 million women entered the paid labor
force.37 1In Britain, if present trends in male and female employment
continue, women employees will outnumber men in less than ten years.38
Nevertheless, even these dramatic gshifts have not been sufficient to make
women full members of the employment society. The civil right to "work" 1is

still only half-heartedly acknowledged for women. Women in the workplace




19
are still perceived primarily as wives and mothers, not workers.3? The view
is also widespread that women's wages are a "supplement" to those of the
breadwinner., Women, it is held, do not need wages in the same way that men
do~~so they may legitimately be paid less than men.

When the Commonwealth Arbitration Court legislated for the family
wage, 45 percent of the male workforce in Australia were single.40 Yet in
1912 (in a case involving fruit pickers) Justice Higgins ruled that a job
normally done by women could be paid at less than a man's rate because
women were not responsible for dependents. On the contrary, while many men
received a family wage and had no families, and breadwinners were given the
power to determine whether their dependents should share in their standard
of living, many women were struggling to provide for dependents on a
"dependent's" wage. Eleanor Rathbone estimated that before and just after
the Great War in Britain a third of women in paid employment were wholly or
partially responsible for supporting dependents.*l About the same
proportion of women breadwinners was found in a survey of Victorian
manufacturing industries in Australia in 1928.42 Nevertheless, the
clagsification of women as men's dependents was the basis for a living wage
for women, granted in New South Wales in 1918; lower wages for women were
enshrined in law and (until a national minimum wage for both sexes was
granted in 1974) were set at 50-534 percent of the male rate, Again in
Britain, in the late 1960s and 1970s, the National Board for Prices and
Incomes investigated low pay, and argued that, as part-time workers, women
did not depend on their own wage to support themselves.43 In the USA, as
recently as 1985, it was stated that "women have generally been paid less

[than men] because they would work for lower wages, since they had no
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urgent need for more money. Either they were married, or single and living
at home, or doubling up with friends."44

I noted above that women are prominent as welfare claimants because,
today, it is usually women who are poor-—and perhaps the major reason why
women are poor is that it is very hard for most women to find a job that
will pay a living wage. Equal pay legislation cannot overcome the barrier
of a sexually segregated occupational structure. Capitalist economies are
patriarchal, divided into men's and women's occupations; the sexes do not
usually work together, nor are they paid at the same rates for gimilar
work. For example, in the USA, 80 percent of women's jobs are located in
only 20 of the 420 occupations listed by the Department of Labor.4> More
than half of employed women work in occupations that are 75 ﬁercent female,
and over 20 percent work in occupations that are 95 percent female.46 In
Australia in 1986, 59.5 percent of women employees worked in the
occupational categories "clerical, sales and services." 1In only 69 out of
267 occupational categories did the proportion of women reach a third or
more.47 The segregation is very stable; in Britain, for example, B4 percent
of women worked in occupations dominated by women ia 1971, the same
percentage as in 1951, and in 1901 the figure was 88 percent.43

The economy is also vertically segregated. Most women's jobs are
uaskilled%? and of low status; even in the professions women are clustered
at the lower end of the occupational hierarchy. The British National
Health Service provides a useful illustration, About one—third of
employees are at the lowest level as ancillary workers, of whom around
three~quarters are women. Their work is sex-segregated, so that the women

workers perform catering and domestic tasks., Acwbmeeted--gbews. 90 percent
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of NHS nurses are female but agbout one quarter of senior nursing posts are
held by men. At the prestigious levels, only about 10 percent of
consultants are female and they are gegregated into certain specialities,
notably those relating to children (in 1977, 32.7 percent women) .20

Many women also work part-time, either because of the requirements
of their other (unpaid) work, or because they cannot find a full-time job.
In Australia in 1986, 57.4 percent of all part—time employees were married
women.?l 1In Britain, twe out of every five women in the workforce works 30
hours or less. However, the hourly rate for full-time women workers was
only 75.1 percent of men's in 1982 (and it is men who are likely to work
overtime).?2 In 1980, women comprised 64 percent of the employees in the
3ix lowest paid occupations.53 During the 19703, women's earuings edged
slightly upward compared to men's in most countries, but not in the USA.
In 1984, the median earnings of women full-time workers over a full year
was $14,479, while men earned $23,218.5“ The growth in the service sector
in the USA has largely been growth in part-time work; in 1980 almost a
quarter of all jobs in the private sector were part-time. Almost all the
new jobs appearing between 1970 and 1980 were in areas that paid less than
average wages; in 1980 "51 percent [of women] held jobs paying less than 66

percent of a craft worker's wages,"3>

IT1

Although so many women, including married women, are now in paid

employment, women's standing as "workers" is still of precarious

legitimacy. So, therefore, is their standing as democrtatic citizens. If
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an individual can gain recognition from other citizens as an equally worthy
citizen only through participation in the capitalist market, if
self-respect and respect as a citizen are "achieved” in the public world of
the employment society, then women still lack the means to be recognized as
worthy citizens. Nor have the policies of the welfare state gone far to
provide women with the resources to gain respect as citizems. Marshall's
gocial rights of citizenship in the welfare state could be extended to men
without difficulty. As participants in the market, men could be seen as
making a public contribution, and were in a position ro be levied by the
state to make a contribution wmore directly, that entitled them to the
benefits of the welfare state. But how could women, dependents of men,
whose legitimate "work'" is held to be located in the private sphere, be
citizens of the welfare state? What could, or did, women coantribute? The
paradoxical answer is that women contributed--welfare,

The development of the welfare state has presupposed that certain
aspects of welfare could and should continue to be provided by women
(wives) in the home, and not primarily through public provision. The
"work' of a housewife can include the care of invalid hugbands and elderly,
perhaps infirm, relatives, Welfare state policies have ensured in various
ways that wives/women provide welfare services gratis, disguised as part of
their responsibility for the private sphere. A good deal has been written
about the fiscal crisis of the welfare state, but it would have been more
acute if certain areas of welfare had not been seen as a private, women's
matter. It is not surprising that the attack on public spending in the
welfare state by the Thatcher and Reagan governments goes hand-in-hand with

praise for loving care within families, i.e., with an attempt to obtain



23
ever more unpald welfare from (house)wives. The Invalid Care Allowance in
Britain is a particularly blatant example of the way in which the welfare
state ensures that wives provide private welfare. The allowance was
introduced in 1975--when the Sex Discrimination Act was also passed——and it
is paid to men or to single women who relinquish paid employment to look
after a sick, disabled or elderly person (not necessarily a relative).
Married women (or those cohabiting) are ineligible for the allowance.

The evidence indicates that it is likely to be married women who
provide such care. In 1976 in Britain it was estimated that two million
women were caring for adult relatives, and one survey in the north of
England found that there were more people caring for adult relatives than
mothers looking after children under sixteen.’® & corcllary of the
assumption that women, but not men, care for others is that women must also
care for themselves. Investigations show that women living by themselves
in Britain have to be more infirm than men to obtain the welfare services
of home helps, and a study of an old people's home found that frail,
elderly women admitted with their husbands faced hostility from the staff
because they had failed in their job.S? Again, women's citizeanship is full
of contradictions and paradoxes. Women must provide welfare, and care for
themselves, and so must be assumed to have the capacities necessary for
these tasks. Yet the development of the welfare state has also presupposed
that women necessarily are in need of protection by and are dependent on
men.

The welfare state has reinforced women's identity as men's
dependents both directly and indirectly, and so confirmed rather than

ameliorated our social exile. For example, in Britain and Australia the
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cohabitation rule explicitly expresses the presumption that women
necessarily must be economically dependent on men if they live with them as
sexual partners, If cohabitation is ruled to take place, the woman loses
her entitlement to welfare benefits. The consequence of the cohabitation
rule is not only sexually divided control of citizens, but an exacerbation
of the poverty and other problems that the welfare state is designed to
ameliorate. In Britain today,

When a4 man lives in, a woman's independence--her own

name ou the weekly giro [welfare check]—is

automatically surrendered. The men become the claimants

and the women their dependencts. They lose control over

both the revenue and the expenditure, often with

catastrophic resu;ts: rent not paid, fuel bills missed,

arrears mounting.58
It is important to ask what counts as part of the welfare state. In
Australia and Britain, the taxation system and transfer payments together
form a tax-transfer system in the welfare state. In Australia a tax rebate
is available for a dependent spouse (usually, of course, a wife), and in
Britain the taxation system has always treated a wife'e income as her
husband's for taxation purposes. It is only relatively recently that it
ceased to be the husbands's prerogative to correspond with the Inland
Revenue about his wife's earnings, or that he ceased to receive rebates due
on her tax payments., Married men can still claim a tax zllowance, based on
the assumption that they support a dependent wife, Women's dependence is
also enforced through the extremely limited public provision of child-care

facilities in Australia, Britain and the USA, which creates a severe
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obstacle to women's full participation in the employment society. In altl
three countries, unlike Scandinavia, child-care outside the home 1s a very
controversial issue.

Welfare state legigslation has alsc been framed on the assumprtion
that women make their "contribution" by providing private welfare, and,
from the beginning, women were denied full citizenship in the welfare
state. In America, "originally the purpose of ADC (now AFDC) was to keep
mothers out of the paid labor force, . . . . In contrast, the Social
Security retirement program was conscliously structured to respond to the
needs of white male workers."? 1In Britain the first national insurance, or
contributory, scheme was set up in 1911, and one of its chief architects
wrote later that women should have been completely excluded because "they
want insurance for others, not themselves.!" Two years before the scheme
was introduced, William Beveridge, the father of the contemporary British
welfare state, stated in a book on unemployment that the "ideal [sociall]
unit is the household of man, wife and children maintained by the earnings
of the first alone. . . . Reasonable security of employment for the
breadwinner is the basis of all private duties and all sound seocial
action."80 Nor had Beveridge changed his mind on this matter by the Second

World War when his Report, Social Insurance and Allied Services, appeared

in 1942 and laid a major part of the foundation for the great reforms of
the 1940s8. In & passage now {in)famous zmong feminists, Beveridge wrote
that '"the great majority of married women must be regarded as occupied on
work which is vital though unpaid, without which their husbands could not
do their paid work and without which the nation could not continue."6l 1In

the National Insurance act of 1946 wives were separated from their husbands
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for insurance purposes-—the significance of this procedure, along with
Beveridge's statement, clearly was lost on T. H. Marshall when he was
writing his essay on citizenship and the welfare state. Under the Act,
married women paid lesser contributions for reduced benefits, but they
could also opt out of the schewme, and so from sickness, unemployment and
maternity benefits, and they also lost entitlement to an old gge pension in
their own right, being eligible only as their husband's dependent, By the
time that the legislation was amended in 1975, about three-quarters of
married women workers had'opted out .52

A different standard for men and women has also been applied in the
operation of the insurance acheme, In 1911 some married women were insured
in their own right. The scheme provided benefits in case of "incapacity to
work,”" but, given that wives had already been identifiad as "incapacitated”
for the "work" in question, for paid employment, problems over the
eriterion for entitlement to sickness benefits were almost inevitable, In
1913 an inquiry was held to discover why married women were claiming
benefits at a much greater rate than expected. One obvious reason was that
the health of many working class women was extremely poor. The extent of
their i1l health was revealed in 1915 when letters written by working women
in 1913~14 to the Women's Cooperative Guild were published.63 The national
insurance scheme meant that for the first time women could afford to take
time off work when ill--but from which "work"? Could they take time off
from housework? What were the implications for the embryonic welfare state
if they ceased to provide free welfare? From 1913 a dual standard of
eligibility for benefits was established. For men the criterion was

fitness for work. But the committee of inquiry decided that if a woman
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could do her housework she was not ill. So the criterion for eligibility
for women was also fitness for work——but unpaid work in the private home,
not paid work in the public market which was the basis for the contributory
scheme under which the women were insured! This criterion for women was
still being laid down in instructions issued by the Department of Health
and Social Security in the 19705.6% The dual standard was further
reinforced in 1975 when a non-coantributory invalidity pension was
introduced for those incapable of work, but not qualified for the
countributory scheme, Meun and single women are entitled to the pension if
they canmot engage in paid employment; the criterion for married women 1is

ability to perform '"normal household duties,"6>

v

S0 far, I have looked at the patriarchal structure of the welfare
state. Although this is necessary, it is only part of the picture; the
development of the welfare state has also brought challenges to patriarchal
power and helped provide a basis for women's autonomous citizenship. Women
have seen the welfare state as one of their major means of support. Well
before women won formal citizenship, they campaigned for the state to make
provision for welfare, especially for the welfare of women and their
chidren, and women's organizations and women activists have continued their
political activities around welfare issues, not least in opposition to
their status as '"dependents.”" In 1953, the British feminist Vera Brittain
wrote of the welfare state established through the legislation of the

19403, that "in it women have become ends in themselves and not merely
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weans to the ends of men," and their "unique value as women" was
recognised.”66 @ith hindsight, Brittain was clearly over-optimistic in her
assegsment, but perhaps the opportunity now exists to begin to dismantle
the patriarchal structure of the welfare state. In the 1980s, the large
changes in women's social position, technological and structural changes
within capitalism, and mass unemployment mean that much of the basis for
the breadwinner/dependent dichotomy and for the employment society itself
is being eroded (although both are still widely seen as social ideals).

The social context of Hegel's two dilemmas is disappearing. As the current
concern about the "fewminization of poverty" reveals, there is now a very
visible underclass of women who are directly connected to the state as
claimants, rather than indirectly as men's dependents. Their social exile
is as apparent as that of poor male workers was to Hegel. Social change
has now made it much harder to gless over the paradoxes and contradictions
of women's status as citizens.

However, the question of how women might become full citizens of a
democratic welfare state is more complex than may appear at first sight,
because it is only in the current wave of the organized feminist movement
that the division between the private and public spheres of social life has
become seen a3 a major political problem, From the 1860s to the 1960s
women were active in the public sphere; women fought not only for welfare
measures and for measures to secure the private and public safety of women
and girls, but for the vote and civil equality; middle class women fought
for eantry into higher education and the professions and women trade
unionists fought for decent working condition and wages and maternity

leave. But the contemporary liberal feminist view, particularly prominent
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in the USA, that what is required above all is "gender-neutral" laws and
policies, was not widely shared .67 1In general, until the 1960s the focus of
attention in the welfare state was on measures to ensure that women had
proper social support, and hence proper social respect, in carrying out
their regponsibilities in the private sphere., The problem is whether and
how such measures could aesist women in their fight for full citizenship.
In 1942 in Britain, 'for example, many women welcomed the passage in the
Beveridge Report that I cited above because, it was argued, it gave
official recognition to the value of women's unpaid work. However,
although the work was called 'vital™ to "the nation," the Report and the
development of the postwar welfare state, as I have shown, helped reinforce
the patriarchal structure of citizenship. An official nod of recognition
to the "value" of women's work is easily given; in practice, the value of
the work in bringing women into full membership in the welfare state was
negligible., The equal worth of citizenship and the respect of fellow
citizene still depended on participation as paid employees. '"Citizenship"
and "work" stood then and still stand opposed to "women,"

The extremely difficult problem faced by women in their attempt to
win full citizenship I shall call "Wollstonecraft's dilemma.," The dilemma
is that the two routes toward citizenship that women have pursued are
mutuz2lly incompatible within the confines of the patriarchal welfare state,
and, within that context, they are impossible to achieve., For three
centuries, since universal citizenship first appeared as a political ideal,
women have continued to challenge their alleged natural subordination
within private life. From at least the 1790s, they have also struggled

with the task of trying to become citizens within an ideal and practice
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that has gained its universal meaning through their exclusiou. Women's
response has been complex. On the one hand, they have demanded that the
ideal of citizenship be extended to them,%8 and the liberal feminist agenda
for a "gender-neutral" social world is the logical conclusion of one form
of this demand. On the other hand, women have also insgisted, often
simultaneously, as did Mary Wollstonecraft, that as women they have
specific capacities, taleats, needs and coancerns, so that the expression of
their citizenship will be differentiated from that of men. Their unpaid
work providing welfare could be gseen, as Wollstonecraft saw women's tésks
a8 mothers, as women's work as citizens, just as their husbands' paid work
is central to men's citizenship.69

The patriarchal understanding of citizenship means that the two
demands are incompatible because it allows two alternatives only: either
women become (like) men, and so full citizens; or they continue at women's
work which is of no value for citizenship. Moreover, within a patriarchal
welfare state neither demand can be met. To demand that citizenship, as it
presently exists, be extended to women, accepts the patriarchal meaning of
Weitizen,” which is constructed from men's attributes, capacities and
activities., Women cannot be full citizens in the present meaning of the
term; at best, citizenship can be extended to women only as lesser men. At
the same time, within the patriarchal welfare state, to demand proper
social recognition and support for women's responsibilities is to condemn
women to less than full citizenship, and continued incorporation into

public life as "women,"

i.e., members of another sphere who cannot,
therefore, earn the respect of fellow (i.e., male) citizens.

The example of child endowments or family allowances in Australia

and Britain is instructive as a practical illustration of Wollstomecrafr's
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dilemma., It reveals the great difficulties in trying to implement a policy
that both aids women in their work, and challenges patriarchal power and
enhances women's citizenship., In both countries there was opposition from
the Right and from laissez-faire economists on the ground that family
allowances would undermine the father's obligation to support his children
and underwine his "incentive" to sell his labor power in the market. The
feminist advocates of family allowances in the 1920s, most nmotably Eleanor
Rathbone in Britain, saw the alleviation of poverty in families where the
breadwinner's wage was inadequate to meet the family's basic needs as only
one argument for this form of atate provision. They were also greatly
goncerned with the questions of the wife's economic dependence and equal
pay for men and women workers. If the upkeep of children {or a substantial
contribution towards it) was met by the state outside of wage bargaining in
the market, then there was no reason why men and women doing the same work
should not receive the same pay. Rathbone wrote in 1924 that '"nothing can
justify the subordination of one group of producers--the mothers-—to the
rest and their deprivation of a share of their own in the wealth of a
community."’0 She argued that family allowances would “once and for all,
cut away the maintenance of children and the reproduction of the race from
the question'of wages.“?l

But not all the advocates of child endowment were feminists——so that
the policy could very easily be divorced from the public issue of wages and
dependence and be seen only as a return for and recognition of women's
private contribution. Supporters included the eugenicists and
pronatalists, and family allowances appealed to capital and the state as a

means of keeping wages down. Fearful that this would be the consequence
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were the measure introduced, and that the power of unions in wage
bsrgaining would suffer, family allowances had many opponents in the
British union movement, including women trade unionists who were suspicious
of a policy which could be used to try to persuade women to leave paid
employment., Some unionists also argued that social services, such as
housing, education and health should be developed first, and the TUC
adopted this view in 1930, But were the men concerned too with their
private, patriarchal privileges? Rathbone claimed that "the leadars of
working men are themselves subconsciously biased by prejudice of sex. . . .
Are they not influenced by a secret reluctance to see their wives and
children recognized as separate personalities."’2

By 1941, the supporters of family allowances in the union movement
had won the day, and family allowances were introduced in 1946, as part of
the government's wartime economic policies and plans for post-war
reconstruction, The legislation proposed that the allowance would be paid
to the father as "normal household head"” but after lobbying by women's
organizations, this was overturned in a free vote, and the allowance was
paid directly to mothera. In Austvalia the union movement accepted child
endowment in the 1920s (child endowment was introduced in New South Wales
in 1927, and at the Federal level in 1941)., But union support there was
based on wider redistributive policies and the endowment was seen as a
supplement to, not a way of breaking down, the family wage.73 In the 19709
in both countries, women's organizations again had to defend family
allowances and the principle of redistribution from "the wallet to the
purse.”

The hope of Eleancor Rathbone and other feminists that family

allowances would form part of a democratic restructuring of the wage system
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was not realized. WNevertheless, family allowances are paid to women as a
benefit in their own right; in that sense they are an important (albeit
financially very small) mark of recognition of married women as independent
members of the welfare state, Yet the allowance is paid to women as
mothers, and the key question is thus whether the payment to a mother--a
private person--negates her standing as an 1lndependent member of the
welfare state, More generally, the question is whether there can be a
welfare policy that gives substantial assistance to women in their daily
lives and helps create the conditions for a genuine democracy in which
women are autonomous citizens, in which we can act as women and not as
"woman' (protected/dependent/subordinate) constructed as the opposite to
all that is meant by "man." That is to say, a resolution of
Wollstonecraft's dilemma is necessary, and, perhaps, is pcssible,

The structure of the welfare state presupposes that women are men's
dependents, but the benefits help make it possible for women to be
economically independent of men. In the countries with which I am
concerned, women reliant on state benefits live poorly, but it is no longer
so essential as it once was to marry or to cohabit with a mamn. A&
considerable moral panic has developed in recent years around "welfare
mothers," which obscures significant features of their position, not least
the extent to which the gocial basis for the ideal of breadwinner/dependent
has crumbled. Large numbers of young working class women have little or no
hope of finding employment (or of finding a young man who is employed).

But there is a source of social identity available to them that is out of
the reach of their male counterparts. The socially secure and acknowledged

identity for women is still that of a mother, and for many young women,
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motherhood, supported by state benefits, provides "an alternative to

aimless adolescence on the dole,"

and "gives the appearance of
gelf-determination.” The price of independence and "a rebellious
motherhood that is not an uncritical retreat into femininity"’4 is high,
however; the welfare state provides a minimal income and perhaps housing
(often sub-standard), but child-care services and other support are
lacking, so that the young women are often isolated, with no way out of
their social exile. Moreover, even if welfare state policies in Britain,
Australia and the USA were reformed so that generous benefits, appropriate
housing, health care, child care and other services were available teo
mothers, reliance on the state could reinforce women's lesser citizenship
in a new way.

Some feminists have enthusiastically endorsed the welfare state as
“"the main recourse of women" and as the generator of "political resources
which, it seems fair to say, are wmainly women's resources.”’> They can
point, in Australia for example, to 'the creation over the decade [1975-85}
of a range of women's policy machinery and government subsidized women's
services {(delivered by women for women) which is unrivalled elsewhere,"7
However, the enthusiasm is met with the rejoinder from other feminists that
for women to look Lo the welfare state is merely Lo exchange dependence on
individual men for dependence on the state. The power and capriciousness
of husbandg is being replaced by the arbitrarinesa, bureaucracy and power
of the state, the very state that has upheld patriarchal power. The
objection is cogent; to make women directly dependent on the state will not
in itself do anything to challenge patriarchal power relatioms. The direct

dependence of male workers on the welfare state and their indirect
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dependence when their standard of living is derived from the vast system of
state regulation of and subsidy to capitalism, and nationral Arbitration
Courts, has done little to undermine class power. However the objection
also misses an important point. There is one crucial difference between
the construction of women as men's dependents and dependence on the welfare
state. 1In the former case each woman lives with the man on whose
benevolence she depends; each women is (in J. S. Mil;'s extraordinarily apt
phrase) in a "chronic state of bribery and intimidation combined."77 1In the
welfare state aach woman receives what is hers by right, and she can,
poteuntially, combine with other citizens to enforce her rightful claim.
The state has enormous powers of intimidation, but political action takes
place collectively in the public terrain and not behind the closed door of
the home, where each woman has to rely on her own strength and resources.

Another new factor is that women are now involved in the welfare
state on a large scale as employees. The possibilities for political
action by women now look rather different from the past. Women have been
criticizing the welfare state in recent years not just as academics,
activists, or as beneficiaries and users of welfare services, but as the
people on whom the daily operation of the welfare state to a large extent
depends. The criticisms range from its patriarchal structure {and, on
occasions, especially in health care, mysogynist practices), to its
bureaucratic and undemocratic policy-wmaking processes and administration,
to social work practices and education policy. Small beginnings have been
made oun changing the welfare state from within; for example, women have
succeeded in establishing Well Women Clinics within the NHS in Britain and

special units to deal with rape victims in public hospitals in Australia.
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Furthermore, the potential is now there for united action by women
employees, women claimants and women citizens already peolitically active in
the welfare state-—-not just to protect services against government cuts and
efforts at '‘privarization" (which has absorbed much energy recently), but
to transform the welfare state. Still, it is hard to see how women could
succeed in the attempt alone. One necessary condition for the creation of
a genuine democracy in which the welfare of all citizens was served, is an
alliance between a labor movement that acknowledges the problem of
patriarchal power and an autonomous women's movement that recognizes the
problem of class power. Whether such an alliance can be forged is an open
question.

Despite the debates and the rethinking brought about by mass
unemployment and the attack on the union movement and welfare state by the
Reagan and Thatcher goveruments, there are many barriers to be overcome.

In Britain and Australia, with stronger welfare states, the women's
movement has had a much closer relationship with working-~class movements
than in the USA, where the individualism of the predominant liberal-
feminism is am inhibiting factor, and where ouly about 17 percent of the
workforce is now unionized. The major locus of criticism of authoritarian,
hierarchical, undemocratic forms of organization for the last Ctwenty years
has been the women's movement. The practical example of democratic,
decentralized organization provided by the women's movement has been
largely ignored by the labor movement {(as well &s in academic discugsions
of democracy). After Marx defeated Bakunin in the First International, the
prevailing form of organization in the labor movement, the nationalized

industries in Britain, and in the left sects, has mimicked che hierarchy of
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the state—--both the welfare and the warfare state. To be sure, there is a
wmovement for industrial democracy and workers' control, but it has, by and
large, accepted that the "worker™ is a masculine figure and failed to
question the separation of (public) industry and economic production from
private life. The women's movement has rescued and put into practice the
long~-submerged idea that movements for, and experiments in, social change
must "prefigure" the future form of social orgamnization,’8

If prefigurative forms of orgamization, such as the "alternative"
women's welfare services set up by the women's movement, are not to remain
isolated examples, or if attempts to set them up on a wider scale are not
to be defeated, as in the past, very many accepted conceptions and
practices have to be questioned. Recent debatea over left alternatives to
Thatcherite economic policies in Britain, and over the "Accord" between the
gstate, capital and labor in Australia, suggest that the arguments and
demands of the women's movement are still often unrecognized by labor's
political spokesmen. For instance, one response to unemployment from male
workers is to argue for a shorter working week and more leisure, or more
time but the same money. However 1in woﬁen's lives, time and money are not
interchangeable in the same way.’? Women do not have leisure after "work"
like men, but do unpaid work. Many women are arguing, rather, for a
shorter working day. The point of the argument is to challenge the
separation of part- and full-time paid employment and paid and unpaid
"work." But the conception of citizenship needs thorough questioning too,
if Wollstonecraft's dilemma is to be resolved; aneither the labor movement
nor the women's movement (nor democratic theorists) have paid much

attention to this. The patriarchal opposition between the private and
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public, women and citizen, dependent and breadwinner, is less firmly based
than it once was, and feminists have named it as a political problem. The
ideal of full employment so central to the welfare state, is also
crumbling, so that some of the main props of the patriarchal understanding
of citizenship are being undermined., The ideal of full employment appeared
to have been achieved in the 1960s only because half the citizen body (and
black men?) was denied legitimate membership in the employment society.

Now that millions of men are excluded from the ideal (and the exclusion
seems permanent), one possibility is that the ideal of universal
citizenship will be abandoned too, and full citizenship become the
prerogative of capitalist, employed and armed men. Or can a genuine
democracy be created?

The perception of democracy as a class problem and the influence of
liberal-feminism have combined to keep alive Engel_;'old solution to "the
woman question'--to "bring the whole female sex back into public
industry."ao But the economy has a patriarchal structure. The Marxist hope
that capitalism would create a labor force where ascriptive characteristics
were irrelevant, and the liberal-feminist hope that anti-discrimination
legislation will create a '"gender-neutral" workforce, look utopian even
without the collapse of the ideal of full employment. Engel;p'solution is
out of reach-—and so too is the generalization of masculine citizenship to
women. In turn, the argument that the equal worth of citizenship, and the
self-respect and mutual respect of citizens, depend upon sale of labor
power in the market and the provisions of the patriarchal welfare state, is
also undercut, The way ia opening up for the formulation of conceptions of

respect and equal worth adequate for democratic citizenship., Women could
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not "earn" respect or gain the self-respect that men obtain as workers; but
what kind of respect do men "achieve" by selling their labor power and
becoming wage-slaves? Here, the movement for workplace democracy and the
feminist movement could join hands, but only if what counts as "work" is
rethought. If women as well as men are to be full citizena, the separation
of the welfare state and employment from the free welfare work contributed
by women has to be broken down aund new meanings and practices of
"independence," "work" and "welfare'" created.

For example, consider the iwplications were a broad, popular
pelitical movement to press for welfare policy to include a guaranteed
social income to all adults, that would provide adequately for subsistence
and also participation in social 1life.8l For such a demand to be made, the
old dichotomies must glready have started to break down--the opposition
betwaen paid and unpaid work (for the first time all individuals could have
a genuine choice whether to engage in paid work), between full-and
part—time work, between public and private work, between independence and
dependence, between work and welfare--all of which is to say, between men
and women. If implemented, such a policy would at last recognize women as
equal members of the welfare state, although it would not in itself ensure
women's full citizenmship. If a genuine democracy is to be created, the
problem of the coatent and value of women's contribution as citizens and
the meaning of citizenship has to be confronted.

To analyze the welfare state through the lens of Hegel's dilemma is
to rule out such problems., But the history of the past one hundred and
fifty years and the contemporary record show that the welfare of all

members of society cannot be reprasented by men, whether workers or
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capitalists. Welfare is, after all, the welfare of all living generations
of citizens and their children. If the welfare state is seen as a response
to Hegel's dilemma, the appropriate question about women's citizeuship is:
"how can women bacome workers and citizens like men, and so members of the
welfare state like men?" If, instead, the starting point 1is
Wollstonecraft's dilemma then the question might run, "what form must
democratic citizenship take if a primary task of all citizens is to ensure
that the welfare of each living generation of citizens is secured?"

The welfare state has been fought for and supported by the labor
movement and the women's movement because only public or collective
provision can provide a proper standard of life and the means for
meaningful social participation for all c¢itizens in a democracy. The
implication of thig claim is that democratic c¢itizens are both autounowmous
and interdependent; they are autonomous in that each enjoys the means to be
an active c¢itizen, but they are interdependent in that the welfare of each
is the collective responsibility of all citizens. Critics of the class
structure of the welfare state have often counterposed the fraternal
interdependence (solidarity) signified by the welfare state to the bleak
independence of isclated individuals in the market, but they have rarely
noticed that both have been predicated upon the dependence (subordination
of women. In the patriarchal welfare state independence has been
constructed as a masculine prerogative. Men's "independence"” as workers
and citizens is their freedom from responsibility for welfare (except
insofar as they "contribute"” to the welfare state). Women have been seen
as responsible for (private) welfare work, for relationships of dependence

and interdepeandence. The paradox that welfare relies so largely on women,
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on dependents and social exiles whose "contribution" is not politically
relevant to their citizenship in the welfare state, is heightened now that
women's paid ewployment is also vital to the operation of the welfare state
itgelf,

If women's knowledge of and expertise in welfare is to become part
of their contribution as citizeuns, as women have demanded during the
twentieth century, the opposition between men's independence and women's
dependence has to be broken down, and a new understanding and practice of
citizenship developed. The patriarchal dichotomy between women and
independence-work~citizenship is under political challenge and the social
basis for the ideal of the full (male) employment society is crumbling. An
opportunity has become visible to create a genuine democracy, to move from
the welfare state to a welfare society without involuntary social exiles,
in which women as well as men enjoy full social membership., Whether the
opportunity can be realized is not easy to tell now that the warfare statre

is overshadowing the welfare state.
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