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<CHAP NUM="3" ID="C003"><READ><TTL><NUM></NUM>The Gendered Division of Labour and the Family</TTL>
Drawing on a rich tradition of feminist political economy, Canadian feminist scholarship on the gendered division of labour and the family is internationally recognized (Luxton and Maroney, 1987, p. 18). Throughout the 1970s and 1980s, feminist political economists challenged “malestream” political economy at the highest level of abstraction, seeking to explain both the origins of women’s oppression and its changing character by interrogating the gendered division of labour. Feminist political economists contended that traditional political economy ignored a fundamental feature of social organization by failing to explore how social reproduction (the daily intergenerational maintenance of people) was organized, and they challenged political economy to take women’s work, both paid and unpaid, into account. Many Canadian feminist scholars have pushed forward political economy analysis by charting and conceptualizing the important relationships between women’s unpaid caring work and the formal economy. The separation of social reproduction, situated in the household, from productive relations (waged work) is a definitive hallmark of the nature of capitalism. </PARA>
<PARA>Exploring the ever-changing character and contradictions arising out of the relation between social reproduction and waged work is the focus of contributions in this chapter. As in other chapters, the articles here reflect a shift towards intersectional analyses, carefully interrogating how race, class and sexuality impact upon both the gendered division of labour and the construction of the family. Crucially, as well, these readings highlight the complex contemporary context by examining how the division of labour is affected through globalization, how the structure of the labour market is marked by the increasing contingency of paid work and how the family is a site of struggle and paradox for racialized women and for lesbians.</PARA>
<H1>The Gendered Division of Labour and Globalization</H1>
<PARA>As <E1>Pat Armstrong and Hugh Armstrong (“Thinking it Through: Women, Work and Caring”)</E1> emphasize, all societies throughout recorded history have been marked by a gendered division of labour. Women’s assumed responsibility for caring work, including domestic labour and the care of children, the sick and the elderly, has influenced both unpaid work and the structure of the labour market. While a gendered division of labour is universal, it is not natural; both its specific form and its generalized features need to be understood as an effect of ever-shifting power relationships. While Armstrong and Armstrong draw attention to continuities in the gendered division of labour, what they refer to as “lumping,” they are equally attentive to its complexities and changing character, what they refer to as “slicing.” Paying attention to “slicing” alerts us to significant differences among women related to class, race, age, marital status and sexual orientation. If “slicing” highlights how a gendered division of labour is experienced differently by women, it also reveals important contextual features of changes in the division of labour.</PARA>
<PARA>Armstrong and Armstrong’s contribution is particularly useful in situating the gendered division of labour in an era of globalization and in drawing out its meanings and implications for women in both Western industrialized countries and in the so-called Third World. Describing globalization as an outcome of complex forces, institutions and actors, including transnational corporations, international organizations such as the World Bank and the International Monetary Fund, and trade agreements between First World countries, the authors argue that we are witnessing a decline of democratic control of the economy and growing gaps between men and women and amongst women themselves. Crucially, however, Armstrong and Armstrong insist that we need to pierce through an economic ideology viewing globalization as being the outcome of an inevitable logic and recognize that it is instead the result of decisions and practices. Such recognition opens up the possibility of feminist resistance, and Armstrong and Armstrong see anti-globalization protests and international feminist organizing as a means of holding the international economy accountable and promoting social equality.</PARA>
<H1>Charting the Relation: Domestic Labour and the Gendered Division of Labour in Canada</H1>
<PARA>Moving from the global to the local, recent changes in the relation between domestic and paid labour in Canada are brought to the fore in <E1>Pat Armstrong’s “Restructuring the Public and Private: Women’s Paid and Unpaid Work.”</E1> The organization of women’s productive and “reproductive” (or caring) labour is deeply intertwined, and Armstrong demonstrates how women’s work continues to be shaped by shifting meanings in the public and private spheres. She describes a dramatic shift in the equation of public with “masculine” that occurred in post-war Canada as increasing numbers of women entered the paid work force. In addition, after much feminist political struggle, policies were implemented to enhance women’s economic opportunities and mediate some of the contradictions between women’s labour force participation and social reproduction (for example, paid maternity and parental leave, tax deductions for child care, and anti-discrimination laws).</PARA>
<PARA>Despite these important changes in the gendered composition of the workforce and in public policy, Armstrong illustrates how the sexual division of labour remains almost intact in the heterosexual family and in the paid workforce. The persistence of gendered inequalities in paid work is also underlined by a startling research study undertaken by the <E1>National Action Committee on the Status of Women and the CSJ Foundation for Research and Education</E1> and prepared by <E1>Karen Hadley (“‘And We Still Ain’t Satisfied’: Gender Inequality in Canada, A Status Report for 2001”)</E1>. Relying on recent data from Statistics Canada, which includes both full-time and part-time/temporary work, this study reveals how traditional statistical measures of the gender gap between men’s and women’s wages, encompassing only full-time work, have obscured the true extent of women’s economic inequality. Despite a perception of greater economic equality between men and women, Hadley documents a wide gender gap in which women’s average wages remain less that two-thirds those of men. This contributes to the feminization of poverty, with particularly dramatic rates of poverty for racialized women, aboriginal women, women with disabilities, single mothers, and young and elderly women.</PARA>
<PARA>As both Hadley and Armstrong insist, women are shouldering a disproportionate share of the burden of economic restructuring. In the current context of neo-liberalism, characterized by government cutbacks and increased privatization, inequalities have intensified. As Armstrong argues, neo-conservative policy rests on a discourse of re-privatization, in which the family is being reconstituted as the building block of society. The embrace of neo-conservatism has meant an erosion of policies aimed at addressing the burden of the double day, just as it has brought about a redesignation of previously “public” responsibilities as “private” duties to be born primarily by women.</PARA>
<H1>The Changing Structure of the Labour Market: The Rise of Contingent Work</H1>
<PARA>In their challenging and important contribution, <E1>Judy Fudge and Leah Vosko (“Gender Paradoxes and the Rise of Contingent Work: Towards a Transformative Political Economy of the Labour Market”)</E1> interrogate a crucial shift in the structure of the Canadian labour market, the rise and spread of contingent work. They argue that this shift signals a profound transformation in the nature of gender relations, the norms of employment and in social reproduction. In part, their emphasis is on a divided political economy scholarship that has kept “malestream” political economy focused on the nature and regulation of the “standard employment relationship” (SER) (full-time, full-year employment) and feminist political economy focused on social reproduction and family policy. Only through an integration of these traditions, they contend, will we be able to generate an analysis of the gendered paradoxes of contingent work and a transformative political economy of the labour market.</PARA>
<PARA>As Fudge and Vosko detail, the SER was, from its inception, built upon a male breadwinner norm, with women’s employment seen as a supplement to the male wage. Women’s labour force participation expanded in the 1970s, at a time when women’s earnings were increasingly required to compensate for the decline in men’s incomes. This expansion was largely in non-standard employment (part-time, contract, temporary). “Flexible” work became a means of mediating between women’s labour force participation and the demands of social reproduction. With the economic recession of the 1980s, economic restructuring in the 1990s and rise of neo-liberalism, the SER was undermined, leading to a decline in wages and to the rapid spread of contingent work. As Fudge and Vosko contend, this represents a feminization of the labour market in which more and more women and men are engaged in contingent work. Marked by deepening income polarization and racialization, the spread of contingent work produces gendered paradoxes—as more people engage in precarious labour, contingent work can no longer mediate the demands of caring for humans and participation in the labour market. Highlighting a crisis of social reproduction, suggested by declining birth rates and delayed child-bearing, Fudge and Vosko argue powerfully that what is urgently needed is a shift towards labour market supply policies. Improved child care, education and health care policies would enable both women and men to resist contingency.</PARA>
<H1>Child care</H1>
<PARA>Several contributions to this chapter, including Armstrong and Armstrong; Hadley; Armstrong; and Fudge and Vosko all emphasize the necessity of improved child care as a means of addressing gendered economic equalities. All of these scholars, at the same time, criticize the inadequacies of child care policy, framed around the assumption of the “privatized” nature of caring work. As the Royal Commission on the Status of Women recognized over 30 years ago, the implementation of a national and accessible child care program is an essential prerequisite of sexual equality. As the contributors to this chapter insist, child care is also a necessary response to an emerging crisis of social reproduction. Despite the recommendations of a federally appointed Task Force on Child Care in 1986 and extensive feminist advocacy, the promise of a national child care strategy has reappeared in electoral platforms, only to be dropped from political agendas after elections. As <E1>Katherine Teghtsoonian</E1> contends in her contribution to this chapter, (<E1>“Who Pays for Caring for Children? Public Policy and the Devaluation of Women’s Work”</E1>), assumptions about the inherently private nature of “motherwork” have framed government responses to the child care crisis in recent decades.</PARA>
<PARA>The failure to establish a national child care program has been accompanied by measures such as enhanced tax deductions, (inadequate) funding for the creation of new spaces and subsidization of costs for low-income women. Underpinning this piecemeal strategy, as Teghtsoonian emphasizes, is the construction of child care as a series of privatized arrangements to be negotiated by individuals. This has left most women relying on unstable and unregulated forms of child care. Teghtsoonian scrutinizes the discourses of social conservatism and neo-liberalism, which she stresses are implicated in the failure to establish a meaningful child care policy. Moreover, she emphasizes that, because child care is rooted in the devaluation of women’s caring work, it remains a poorly paid job in which workers (largely women) subsidize child care costs through their low wages.</PARA>
<H1>Complicating the Feminist Analysis of Families: Gender and Race</H1>
<PARA>The interrelation between women’s paid work and their ongoing responsibilities for caring work and domestic labour has been a central terrain of inquiry for a generation of Canadian feminist political economists. They have dissected these relationships, drawn out their consequences for gender subordination and succeeded in highlighting the distinctions between the ideology of familialism, material relations within families and historically changing family forms. Feminist scholarship has shown how the structure of families and family roles are not biologically determined, but are instead socially constructed and influenced by state policy, by the nature of the economy and by many other institutions. This scholarship has also challenged the idealization of the traditional nuclear family form (an arrangement that is statistically in decline) and has highlighted the diversity of family arrangements. Finally, the dominant notion of the family as “haven in a heartless world” has been forcefully challenged through feminist analyses of intimate violence (see next chapter), of power relationships within families and of inequalities in domestic labour.</PARA>
<PARA>Despite the crucial importance of such work, feminist scholarship has been insufficiently attentive to how racism and institutionalized heterosexuality shape dominant familial norms and familial structures and relationships. The interrelation of racism and gender are taken up in this chapter by <E1>Tanya Das Gupta (“Families of Native People, Immigrants, and People of Colour”)</E1> and the late <E1>Marlee Kline (“Complicating the Ideology of Motherhood”)</E1>. Complicating and deepening the feminist analysis of families, these authors contend that, while feminist theory has drawn attention to the family as a site of oppression and challenged the equation of women and the family, for many Canadian women, families are not prisons but instead represent precarious achievements.</PARA>
<PARA>Das Gupta demonstrates how racism and state policies in the areas of immigration and aboriginal affairs have impacted on the families of indigenous peoples, immigrants and people of colour. As this article emphasizes, the right to family formation has been denied to many groups of Canadian women on the basis of race. While not dismissing the claim that families can be oppressive for women of colour, Das Gupta critiques the tendency among many white feminists to reduce the family to oppression. She advocates a complex, historical understanding of family forms that would demonstrate how some kinds of families have been encouraged while others have been discouraged. She also calls for an appreciation of families as both sites of gender subordination, as well as places of resistance to, and havens from, racism.</PARA>
<PARA>Kline echoes Das Gupta’s critique. As both authors contend, the Canadian state’s historical project of assimilating and colonizing native peoples has threatened family relationships. Native women’s role as mothers has been eroded through such assimilationist policies as the Indian Act provisions removing status from Native women who married non-Indians; the residential schools policy through which Native children were removed from their families to be educated in “Western ways”; and the “sixties scoop,” during which Native children were seized by child welfare agencies and adopted by white families. As Kline demonstrates, the dominant ideology of motherhood is class and race specific. She investigates contemporary child welfare law to show how the dominant ideology of motherhood is legally reproduced, constructing native women as “bad” mothers and leaving them vulnerable to losing their children.</PARA>
<H1>Interrogating the Demand for Same-Sex Marriage</H1>
<PARA>In the final contribution in this chapter, <E1>Susan Boyd and Claire Young (“‘From Same Sex to No Sex’: Trends towards the Recognition of Same Sex Relationships in Canada”)</E1> draw upon critical feminist and lesbian feminist literature on the family to problematize the demand for same-sex marriage. This article is timely; the federal government’s decision not to appeal court rulings striking down the opposite-sex definition of marriage and the referral of draft same-sex marriage legislation to the Supreme Court would seem to set Canada firmly on a path towards rescinding the heteroexclusivilty of marriage. As the authors acknowledge, the considerable social conservative and right-wing backlash against same-sex marriage strengthens the resolve of many lesbians and gay men to demand that they should not be treated in this discriminatory manner. While recognizing the symbolic significance of the legal recognition of same-sex relationships, the great strength of this article is in bringing feminist critiques of the family to bear on the drive towards marriage. As Boyd and Young chronicle, as a result of Charter-driven legislative amendments, most of the rights and responsibilities of marriage are now attached to common-law relationships (both opposite sex and same sex). In seeking to interrogate the question, “Why marriage?” the authors move from a position recognizing how marriage and the family have a history that are deeply intertwined with relations of subordination, reproducing, in particular, women’s dependency and inequality. While Boyd and Young do not dismiss the drive towards same-sex marriage and argue that same-sex couples must not be excluded so long as marriage remains legal, they are at the same time critical of this struggle. They persuasively argue that marriage recognition is an assimilative move that seeks to incorporate queers into a model of normative heterosexuality. Moreover, returning our focus to the organization of social reproduction in a neo-liberal era, Boyd and Young warn that marriage recognition is consistent with the privatization of social responsibilities. This is a complex article that brings together many of the themes of this chapter and carefully interrogates the family as an expression of institutionalized heterosexuality.</PARA></READ>
<READ><TTL>Thinking It Through: Women, Work and Caring in the New Millennium</TTL>
<AU>Pat Armstrong and Hugh Armstrong</AU>
<ABA>Hugh Armstrong is a Professor in Social Work and in Political Economy at Carleton University. Pat Armstrong is a Professor in Sociology and in Women’s Studies at York University. Together and separately, they have written widely on women and work and on health care.</ABA>
<PARA>The American feminist Deborah Stone, an eloquent analyst of women’s caring, talks about being a “‘lumper’ rather than a ‘splitter’” (91). For “lumpers,” the emphasis is on what is common about women’s work, on what women share. At the same time, there remains in her publications a clear recognition of tensions and differences. Miriam Glucksmann’s revealing analyses of British women’s work speaks of “slicing” data, theory and concepts to create multiple and complex pictures of particular peoples in particular places (16). Her purpose is to look at the various ways work is divided up within what she calls the “total social organization of labour.”</PARA>
<PARA>This paper is about both lumping and slicing. It attempts to explore what is common, not only among women but also across time and space. At the same time, it seeks to examine different slices of the same questions. Such slices are meant to help expose the complex and contradictory nature of the concepts we use in considering women’s work and of the current state of women’s work. It assumes that contexts and locations matter, and that while women face considerable pressure from forces outside their immediate control, they also are active participants in shaping their own lives.</PARA>
<H1>Why Lump?</H1>
<PARA>Everywhere throughout recorded time, there has been a division of labour by gender. Every society we know about has defined some work as men’s and some as women’s. And every society we know about has made distinctions between what women can and should do. Women have primary daily responsibilities for children and for the sick or disabled, as well as for much of the other work in domestic domains. They do most of the cooking, washing, cleaning, toileting, bathing, feeding, comforting, training for daily living, shopping and planning for domestic consumption and care. And it is women who bear the children.</PARA>
<PARA>This division of labour is combined with a gap between average male and female wages. Jobs mainly done by men pay more than those mainly done by women. Women are much more likely than men to work part-time or part-year and to have interrupted career patterns or casual, temporary jobs. When self-employed, they are much less likely than men to employ others. And much of the work women do pays no wage at all.</PARA>
<PARA>Feminists have long been struggling to make the full range of women’s work both visible and valued. Lumping has allowed them to do this. They began in the early 1960s by focussing on domestic labour, understood as the unpaid work women do in households, and by revealing the institutional and social arrangements that combine to produce systemic discrimination in the paid workforce. Initially, the emphasis was on what was termed the reproduction of labour power on a daily and generational basis. This meant having babies and providing for their needs, along with those of their breadwinning fathers. As the research on women’s work expanded, the picture of this work became both more refined and more complex. More categories of work, such as care for the elderly, the sick and the disabled, appeared in literature. Then this care category, too, was further refined to include care management, assistance with daily living and personal as well as medical care, and it came to be seen as a relationship rather than simply as a work category. Similarly, the picture of women’s work in the labour force was further developed to encompass the detailed division of labour found within occupations and industries and the nature of workplace relationships. Within the formal economy outside the home, working in the public sector was distinguished from the private sector, and then this private sector itself divided between the for-profit and the not-for profit, or what came to be called the third sector. Within this not-for-profit sector, women’s work as volunteers was distinguished from their paid employment. Locations in the underground economy, where women worked for pay as cleaners, prostitutes, babysitters and secretaries, and in formal economy jobs that they did in their own homes, also have been exposed.</PARA>
<PARA>Lumping also allows us to explore the social, economic and institutional arrangements as well as the policies and practices that contribute to these patterns in women’s work. But lumping is not only about processes remote from the individual lives of most women, about abstract concepts or far-away decision-makers. It is also about how women’s work is shaped at the level of the hospital, day-care, community centre, clinic, home and office; about the fine divisions of labour; the ways policies are played out in daily lives and the ways women act to create spaces in their own lives or to limit those spaces. So, for example, lumping allows us to ask what kinds of caring work women and men do, and what kinds of government funding support or undermine this work.</PARA>
<PARA>Lumping, then, is appropriate because there are so many common patterns in women’s work. Lumping allows us to see what women, as women, share, in terms of the nature of both the work and the work relationship. It also helps us to expose the forces that keep these patterns in place and change them.</PARA>
<H1>Why Slice?</H1>
<PARA>Although there is a division of labour by sex everywhere, there is also no common division of labour across time and space and often not even within countries during a particular period. What is defined and practised as men’s work or women’s work varies enormously, and most cultures have at least some women who do men’s work. Moreover, the actual division of labour can contradict the prescriptions or accepted practices. Equally important, there are significant differences among women related to class, race, culture, age, marital status, sexual orientation and spatial locations, as well as for the same women over time.</PARA>
<PARA>Once, those paid to do secretarial and teaching work were mainly men; now, most are women. Those paid as chefs are mainly men, while women do most of the unpaid cooking. However, in Canada at least, if the unpaid cooking is done outside on the barbeque, it is men who do the work, but the unpaid kitchen jobs are still primarily the women. In the USSR, most doctors were women at the same time as North American medicine was dominated by men. The care provided by women in a Bosnian refugee camp differs fundamentally from that provided in a household in Ottawa’s exclusive Rockcliffe neighbourhood. While care work is women’s work, there are multiple forms of women’s paid and unpaid caring. There are also consideration variations in what is defined as women’s caring work. Our grandmothers, for example, did not clean catheters, insert needles, or adjust oxygen masks as part of the care work they did at home.</PARA>
<PARA>There may also be large gaps in both places between what women and men think they should do and what they are able to do. There is, in other words, often a gap between practices and ideas about appropriate practices. For example, while most Canadian and British men think they should equally share the domestic labour, there is little evidence that such sharing actually happens in practice. Yet many men who think care is women’s work find themselves providing care for ill and aging partners. Many women who provide care do not necessarily think that it is their job, nor do they necessarily have the skills to do the work. At the same time, many women who think they should provide care cannot do so because they have too many other demands on their time, because they do not have the skills, because they do not have the other necessary resources or because they do not have the physical capacity. Many who do provide care, providing services such as meal preparation, comforting and cleaning, may not even see this as care because it is so much a part of their daily lives.</PARA>
<PARA>Not only within countries at particular times, but also within workplaces, there may be significant differences among women. A hospital, for example, may have women working as managers and women working as housekeepers. The managers are more likely to be white, Canadian-born, with English or French as a first language and relatively young, while the housekeepers are more likely to have migrated to this country, to have neither English or French as their mother tongue and may be older than the female managers. And, of course, there are significant differences between these groups in terms of power, pay and ideas about work, and in their political, material and symbolic resources related not only to their positions in the paid work force, but also to their positions in their households and neighbourhoods.</PARA>
<PARA>But slicing is not only necessary to draw out the differences related to women’s various spatial, physical, social, psychological, economic, work and age locations, it is also necessary in order to see the different ways of understanding the evidence, different ways of developing evidence and different views on the same processes. It is, for example, possible to look at care from the perspective of the care provider or from that of those with care needs, or to examine care as a relationship. Furthermore, the family as a group may see care issues one way, and the government, the agencies and the paid providers in other ways. Indeed, each household member may have a specific way of slicing the situation. Equally important, the tensions among these may not be possible to resolve but possible only to recognize and handle. By beginning with a recognition of contradiction, by taking this slice, it is possible to base and develop policies and practices that seek to accommodate such tensions rather than setting out single solutions based on notions of harmony.</PARA>
<PARA>Analysis can begin from a number of different questions: asking, for example, what does this mean in the short term and what does it mean in the long term? What does it mean for those immediately involved, and what does it mean for the country or the world. It can also begin by acknowledging that some practices, conditions and situations are contradictory. Women, for example, may at one and the same time want to provide care and find it impossible to do so. They may love the person for whom they provide care but, precisely because of this love, hate to provide care.</PARA>
<PARA>Slicing can expose the different kinds of care work involved in providing for children with and without disabilities, for teenagers who join gangs and for those unable to attend university because there is no money, for adult neighbours with chronic illness and for those with marital problems, for healthy elderly and severely ill old people. It can also reveal what it means to provide this care at home or in an institution and what different kinds of institutions and homes there are.</PARA>
<PARA>It is also possible to begin with quite different purposes. For example, most policies are about helping households and families adapt to the demands of paid work and services. It is also possible, as some Norwegian policy analysts make clear, to start by figuring out how paid work can adapt to family lives (Brandth and Kvande). Instead of asking what resources the growing number of elderly require, the questions could be about the resources they bring and the services they provide. Rather than asking how care can be made an individual responsibility, we can ask what conditions make it possible to care without conscripting women into caregiving. Rather than assuming, as we do in Canada, that public care is what supplements family care done mainly by women, we could assume that families supplement public care.</PARA>
<PARA>Slicing adds both a recognition of difference and the possibility of developing different views of the same issues, circumstances and evidence.</PARA>
<H1>Why Women?</H1>
<PARA>On the one hand, we have a universal pattern in terms of a division of labour by sex and women embracing caring work. On the other hand, we have an incredible range of labour done by women and defined as women’s work. We also have women resisting caring work. Indeed, American historian Emily Abel argues that some nineteenth century women “complained bitterly that caregiving confined them to the home, caused serious physical and emotional health problems, and added to domestic labour, which was gruelling even in the best of times” (Abel 5). What factors, ideas, structures and processes contribute to this universality and difference, this embracing and resistance? More specifically, why do women provide the care but in so many different ways? There are no simple answers to these questions. Rather there are a number of answers that help contribute to a better understanding of care as women’s responsibility.</PARA>
<PARA>We do know that only women have babies. But we also know that the meaning, experience and consequences of having babies varies enormously, not only across time and with location and culture, but also for individual women from one baby to another. Having a baby is fundamentally different for Celine Dion than it is for an Aboriginal woman who must leave her northern Quebec community if she is to receive medical assistance. Moreover, there is no necessary connection between having babies and rearing them; that is, to providing care. Bodies, then, are a factor in all of women’s lives, but these bodies themselves are embedded in social, economic and political structures that are continually influencing how bodies work, as well as how they are defined and valued. They cannot provide much of the explanation for why women provide most of the care, not only for the babies they bear, but for other people as well.</PARA>
<PARA>Although there is plenty of evidence to suggest that women are more likely than men to identify with the emotional aspects of caring, there is very little evidence to suggest that this is connected to the way women’s bodies or minds are physiologically constructed or that men are physiologically incapable of such caring emotions. There is also evidence to suggest that girls are taught and expected to exhibit such caring, and they are also more likely than their brothers to be assigned the caring jobs in the home. What sociologists call early socialization obviously contributes to women’s skills in and attitudes about care, as well as to their brothers’ notions of who is responsible for care and knows how to care. However, the pressures on women to provide care do not end and perhaps are not primarily created by early learning. Just as children are born and formed within a social context, so too are women carers daily created and shaped within social relationships, processes and structures. At the same time, women are active in creating these same relationships, processes and structures, albeit often from a weaker position than that of men.</PARA>
<PARA>These relationships, processes and structures are about power, not only in the sense that governments, employers, community organizations and husbands have specific powers and protect specific rights, but also in the more general sense of whose preferences, ways of acting and ideas prevail in daily practices. And they are about resources and the principles, as well as the mechanisms for their distribution. Power and resources in the formal and underground economies, in community organizations and households are often mutually reinforcing and are definitely linked. They are also unequally distributed, not only between women and men, but also among women. Women do have resources and are active participants in creating caring work. However, most women have fewer resources than most men, and the resources, as well as the means of participating they have, are frequently different from those of men.</PARA>
<PARA>There is, then, very little that is “natural” about women’s work in general or their caring work in particular. Contexts matter much more than bodies in creating and maintaining women’s caring work. Caring can be understood only as women’s work within unequal relationships, structures and processes that help create women as carers and undervalue this caring work.</PARA>
<H1>Thinking Globally: The Largest Context</H1>
<PARA>Globalization has become a familiar term in recent years. While familiar, though, teasing out its meanings and its implications for women in different locations is a complicated task.</PARA>
<PARA>Globalization implies a process that is drawing the world and its occupants closer together on what is often seen as an inevitable and undirected path. At the core of this process are giant corporations centered in one, usually Northern, country but operating throughout the globe. These transnational corporations (TNCs) helped create the technologies that have themselves contributed both to the corporation’s multinational form and their power. Such technologies make it possible to move money rapidly around the globe, thus allowing these corporations to avoid or at least threaten to avoid any particular government’s taxes and regulations by moving their investments. The technologies also make it possible to move work around the world, thus allowing the corporations to avoid or threaten to avoid demands from workers or restrictions on the use of labour imposed by governments. In order to facilitate this movement of goods, money and work, the giant corporations have been central in promoting what is often called free trade. Free trade is far from new, and traders have always enjoyed considerable freedoms as well as considerable power. It may well be, however, that the speed of transactions has altered along with the size of the corporations directing them. As a result, their power may be greater than ever before.</PARA>
<PARA>Instead of combining to resist this pressure, many governments have come together to support the process of achieving greater and easier movement of goods, services and money. At the international level, the First World countries (also called northern, developed or industrial countries) in particular, have worked through the International Monetary Fund, the World Bank and the World Trade Organization to promote the removal of restrictions on trade, a process which entails both de-regulation and re-regulation. Countries owing enormous debts have been required to introduce structural adjustment programs that involve the removal of many restrictions on foreign investment and labour practices, as well as the sale of public corporations to private ones, cutbacks in public services and the adoption of market strategies within the public sector that remains. The impact on women has been mixed and contradictory, both within and across nations.</PARA>
<PARA>Some women have been able to get new jobs on the “global assembly line,” producing goods and even services previously produced mainly by women in the highly industrialized countries. Precisely because firms have relocated in these countries in order to avoid high wages and restrictions on working condition, these jobs for women have rarely been good jobs. But they have offered some new possibilities for work, income, shared locations and minimal protections. More common has been the expansion of paid work for women outside the factory walls within the underground or informal economy where few, if any, rules apply. Women have been drawn into small-sale retail and service work, into domestic and homework, or simply into semiclandestine enterprises (see Ward). Here the boundaries between household and formal economy, between public and private space, and between employment time and non-employment time are blurred and protection along with visibility absent. At the same time, the withdrawal of public services has meant that women have had to do more of this work without pay or support within the confines of their private worlds, where the work is less visible and less available. For many women within these countries, there is no paid work at all. The poverty and unemployment that follow in the wake of structural adjustment policies push many to search for jobs in those First World countries that have created these policies. Women, in particular, have sought work as what Grace Chang calls “disposable domestics.” Separated in time and space from their children, these women often do the domestic and caring work for First World women under conditions supported in the First World by the combination of government regulations, women’s working conditions, and the failure to provide care services. Like free trade, the movement of women to do such work is not new, but the scale has altered. The result is a growing gap among women within and between countries, a gap that is frequently linked to racialized categories as well.</PARA>
<PARA>In addition to imposing structural adjustment programs on Third World countries (or what are often called southern or developing countries), First World countries have entered into trade agreements that promise to support the movement of goods, services, money and, to a lesser extent, people across borders. This has not necessarily meant less government, but it has meant more measures to allow corporations to operate with less regard to national practices and preferences and fewer taxes or other contributions to national economies. It has also meant less local and democratic control as more decisions are being made by these international trading groups. Facing debt pressures themselves, these countries have adopted strategies similar to those imposed on the Third World. First World countries have acted more like entrepreneurs at the same time as they have handed over more of the services previously provided by governments to private, for-profit firms.</PARA>
<PARA>These shifts have had critical consequences for women. The expansion of the public sector had provided many, and often quite good, jobs for women. Indeed, in 1981, between 65 and 75 per cent of college-educated women in Germany, Sweden and the U.S. were employed in the “socal welfare industries” (Pierson 130). Many of these jobs disappeared or their character changed in the wake of the global reforms. Trade agreements did allow some women to move to other countries in search of work. Registered nurses, for example, left Canada in large numbers when hospitals closed, acquiring jobs in the United States. But those women from Third World countries seeking work in Canada found it more difficult to gain full citizenship status, providing just one example of how free trade has not worked in the same way for everyone.</PARA>
<PARA>As public services have declined, more of the services have been provided for sale in the market.</PARA>
<PARA>This process, often described as commodification, determines access primarily on the ability to pay rather than on need. More of the women in First World countries, as compared to those in the Third World, have had the means to pay for commodified services. However, women in both Worlds have continued to earn less than men, and women have continued to bear primary responsibility for care and domestic work. Faced with fewer public services and relatively low pay, but still in need of income to purchase these services, women in the First World have sought the cheapest means of paying for care or other supports. These means have often involved the even poorer women from the Third World. This is not to suggest than most First World women have completely escaped unpaid work or that the majority of women could afford to pay for services. Indeed, the reduction in public services has meant that a considerable amount of this work, formerly done by women for pay in the market, is now done by women without pay in the home. In other words, it has been decommodified but not eliminated. Rather, it is to stress the linkages among women created by globalization and the growing gaps among women that these linkages often entailed.</PARA>
<PARA>Globalization does not simply refer to economics, however. It also refers to the ways people, ideas and cultures are brought closer together around the world. This has, in many ways, meant the spread of First World, and especially U.S., practices. Along with music, movies, fashions and food have come ideas about all aspects of social life, including women’s work. This dissemination of ideas is also linked in many ways to the corporations, both through their ownership of companies that produce these goods and through their influence over the media. In these global sources, the emphasis is increasingly on the individual as a consumer with choices being based on the capacity to purchase. Like the relocation of jobs, the spread of ideas is a mixed blessing. On the one hand, feminist ideas have spread rapidly around the world. On the other hand, the First World version of feminism is what has spread most rapidly, and this version too often fails to take context and difference into account.</PARA>
<PARA>This notion of shared international perspectives is not particularly new. Indeed, after the Second World War there was much talk of a postwar consensus. This consensus was based on a commitment to expanded government-provided services to a mixed economy that combined public and private enterprise, and to policies of full-employment along with sustained economic growth (Pierson 125). Redistribution of goods and services was part of the package, as were collective responsibility and shared risk. Now, this consensus seems to have fallen apart, only to be replaced by a new, and quite different, one. Public rights are replaced by private ones, with markets rather than states as the preferred means of allocating jobs, goods and services. But markets are unable to respond to many human needs and are especially ill-equipped to promote equity and full employment or to avoid long-term problems like pollution or other health consequences. Instead, they result in greater inequality, especially for women. As British theorist Ian Gough puts it, “Markets paradoxically require altruistic, collective behaviour on the part of women in the household in order to enable men to act individualistically in the market” (16).</PARA>
<PARA>Globalization has allowed much more than money, people, goods, and services to move quickly around the world. Diseases, too, face more permeable borders. New epidemics, such as HIV/AIDS, are transported along with old ones, like tuberculosis and hepatitis, around the globe with relative ease, transported in and by airplanes, as well as by service workers. Increasing inequality, not only in the Third World but also in the First, encourages their development and prevents their treatment. Diabetes has become much more common, especially among marginalized groups in large urban centres and on reservations. At the same time, protections under free trade rules for pharmaceutical patents frequently leave treatments beyond the reach of many.</PARA>
<PARA>One way, then, to slice globalization is to reveal the increasing dominance of transnational corporations, the converging of governments around market strategies, the declining democratic controls and the growing gap for and among women. Another way to slice it is to expose the counter tendencies. The same technologies that support corporate power allow various kinds of social and labour movements to organize around their interests. We see evidence of this not only in the “battle of Seattle” and in the streets of Quebec, but also in the Beijing Conference on Women that reached a consensus around means of promoting women’s equality and in the attempts to protect sweat shop workers encouraged by the success of Naomi Klein’s book No Logo. The movement of people around the globe has meant that many of us are more familiar with other cultures and practices.</PARA>
<PARA>We also see counter tendencies in the escalation and power of terrorism. Although many governments have adopted strategies taken from the for-profit sector, there is still an incredible variety in the ways these governments operate. Important public programs that reflect a continuing commitment to social rights and collective responsibility remain in many countries. Others have taken a route that emphasizes family values while still others have turned to religion and ethnicity. Moreover, the trade alliance among members of the European Union has served to improve working conditions for many women and help improve services for others. Instead of de-regulation, we see on occasion the extension of regulation. Britain, for example, has been required to provide protections for part-time workers and to introduce both minimum wage and equal pay legislation, all of which improve women’s market jobs. Several countries are resisting the high drug prices that prevent them from treating mothers with HIV/AIDS, a sign that not all countries are willing to put property rights above people’s right to life. And perhaps most importantly, there is ample evidence to demonstrate that spending on social programs can enhance rather than prevent trade, and that gender-based analysis linked to effective programs is essential to economic development.</PARA>
<PARA>Contradictions within global developments, as well as those among particular kinds of developments, are important in understanding where and how change may occur or is occurring. It is equally important to examine the details of how global agreements and patterns are played out within specific locations, because practices may well defy or transform intentions.</PARA>
<PARA>In short, globalization is about processes that result from actual decisions and practices rather than about forces beyond human control. While there is strong evidence to demonstrate that corporations are powerful players that are often supported by governments, there is also evidence to suggest that there are both limits on this power and contradictory patterns. There are choices to be made. There choices can have important consequences for women and their work and have to be considered in developing strategies for care.</PARA>
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<PARA>The terms “public” and “private” have at least two meanings, both of which have significant implications for women and their work. At times, we use “public” to refer to those services, supports, and regulations established by governments. The term “private,” in this case, refers to what is not done by governments. Although this kind of “private” can include both for-profit and not-for-profit organizations, as well as households, we are usually thinking of divisions within the formal economy when we talk of the private and the public sectors. At other times, we use “public” to refer to the world outside the private household, to what is done in the public sphere. These two meanings of “public” and “private” often overlap, as do both kinds of private and public spheres . . . .</PARA>
<PARA>In the period following the Second World War, governments at the municipal, provincial, and national levels in Canada were faced with considerable pressure from unions, women’s organizations, community groups, and returning veterans to provide services and supports that would allow individuals and families to meet the heavy disabilities of serious illness, prolonged unemployment, accident and premature death (Marsh 1975). Keynesien economic theory taught that another depression could only be avoided through state support of individual purchasing power . . . .</PARA>
<PARA>. . . Although some of these services and supports had been provided previously by the private sector, by charitable organizations, and by families, it was clear that this kind of support was insufficient. The depression had certainly demonstrated that unemployment was not primarily the fault of the individual. Many people did not have families, and many families did not have the necessary resources to purchase or otherwise provide the kinds of supports required to face severe illness, unemployment, or a lengthy old age. Many charitable organizations did not have these resources either. Those that did often restricted their services to particular groups such as those with religious affiliations or those from certain cultural backgrounds, or set conditions, such as financial need or age, that excluded a wide range of individuals. Private services were expensive and also usually set conditions that excluded a large numbers of people, particulary the many women who did not have income from paid work or other sources (see, e.g., Yalnizyan 1994) . . . .</PARA>
<PARA>The economic boom that was both a product of and contributor to what has come to be called the welfare state also helped women’s groups to demand more regulation of relationships in the private and public spheres (Armstrong 1996; Armstrong and Armstrong 1998). The private and the public in both senses of the terms were restructured.</PARA>
<PARA>But as the economic boom began to fade in the late 1960s attacks on the welfare state became more vociferous . . . . Financial institutions within and outside the country used the debt that they had helped create to demand that states downsize and deregulate (Martin 1993). There were increasing calls for a reduction in the public sector and for deregulation of the private sector. High unemployment levels weakened the claims of those defending extensive state intervention and meant employers faced weaker unions. In response, governments have been dismantling the welfare state, transferring much of the work to the private sector in the formal economy and to the private sphere. At the same time, they have been deregulating in ways that let private decisions of individuals govern the conditions of work and of relations in both the private and public spheres.</PARA>
<PARA>This chapter examines the consequences of restructuring for the conditions and relations of women’s work, as well as for the construction of the public and private in the two senses of those terms. The current restructuring is once more altering women’s lives, and cannot be understood without an analysis of what has gone before. This, then, is the purpose of this chapter . . . .</PARA>
<H1>The Public as Formal Economy</H1>
<H2>Education</H2>
<PARA>The postwar period saw a dramatic growth in the number of women remaining in school beyond the elementary level. Between 1951 and 1991 the proportion of women 15 to 24 years of age who were students more than doubled from 21 per cent to 52 per cent (Armstrong and Armstrong 1994). In the 1950s three times more men than women received bachelor or first professional degrees, six times more men than women graduated with master’s degrees, and women accounted for only 6 per cent of those granted doctorates (Statistics Canada 1990, 47). By 1991 women accounted for the majority of those enrolled in bachelor and first professional degree courses, almost half of those in master’s programs, and just over a third of those doing doctoral work (Statistics Canada 1994a, 6).</PARA>
<PARA>This change was the result of the large growth in public, post-secondary educational institutions, the increase in government economic support for students, and changes in admissions policies as well as in attitudes. Many of the new public colleges did not change tuition fees, and tuition fees in universities were kept relatively low. The state covered the overwhelming majority of the costs. Moreover, most students were eligible for the federally funded Canada Student Loans and many were also eligible for bursaries. These developments reflected the government’s belief that investment in human capital was necessary for economic growth. They also reflected demands from students based on studies demonstrating that the high costs meant access to education was based mainly on sex and class (see, e.g., Porter, Porter, and Blishen 1973). Few of the studies used to justify these changes considered race or disability; however, we now know that these groups had even more difficulty getting advanced education (Henry et al. 1995; Satzewich 1992) . . . .</PARA>
<H2>Paid Work</H2>
<PARA>The postwar period has witnessed an enormous expansion not only in post-secondary education but also in women’s participation in the paid workforce. In 1951 less than one in four women over age 15 was counted as part of the labour force. By 1991 this was the case for 60 per cent of women over 15 years of age (Armstrong and Armstrong 1994). The increase was primarily accounted for by the movement of married women into paid work. The most dramatic increase has been among mothers with children under age 16 at home. In 1993 more than two-thirds of such mothers were in the labour force, and this was the case even for women who had children under 6 years of age, if they lived in two-parent families. However, by contrast to the improving situation of married women, only 46 per cent of lone-parent women with young children were in the labour force (Statistics Canada 1994a). A number of factors contributed to the increased number of women in the paid labour force.</PARA>
<H2>Economic Need</H2>
<PARA>The most important factor in the rising female participation rates was economic. In the case of single women, the need for earned income seems obvious and continuous. Few would challenge the notion that older single women, at least, need the earned income. Although some may argue that many younger single women can turn to their parents for economic support, the high proportion of young women who are both in school and in the labour force suggests that most need to at least supplement parental support (Armstrong 1995).</PARA>
<PARA>Economic need also seems an obvious reason for the labour force participation of separated and divorced women. Their numbers have increased over the past two decades, partly as a result of government regulation. Pressure, especially from women’s groups, helped to create legislation that made it easier to divorce or separate, and gave women more access to the assets of the marriage (Mossman 1994). But these legal changes seldom left separated or divorced women free of economic need. Governments, and support enforcement agencies, have not been very effective in ensuring that men followed the rules, and only a minority of men make support payments after a marriage ends. . .</PARA>
<PARA>Separated and divorced women certainly need money, but many have difficulty finding decent employment. If there are children from the marriage, they are most likely to be left in the custody of their mothers (Statistics Canada 1995b). The high cost, scarcity, and low quality of day care services make it difficult for these women to take full-time paid work, although some are able to take advantage of government-subsidized day care. These subsidies may help to explain why a higher proportion of lone-parent families use day care services regularly, compared with two-parent families (Lindsay 1992) . . . .</PARA>
<PARA>Government assistance at the federal, provincial, and municipal levels has allowed many of these women to survive, especially while their children are young. “On average, transfer payments made up 30% of the income of these families, compared with 13% for lone-parent families headed by men and just 7% for two-parent families with children” (Lindsay 1992, 37). . . . In short, government intervention permitted some women to leave their marriages with some assets and provided some support, but it left one in two single mothers living below the poverty line, many of them ill-equipped for the labour force (National Council of Welfare 1990).</PARA>
<PARA>Elderly women are also often in need of income, given that few have pensions from paid employment and many are widowed or married to men with no or low pensions. This pattern will not change significantly in the future because the number of men covered by employer-sponsored pension plans is declining, and the number of women covered by such plans is significantly below that of men (Frenken and Master 1992). The labour force participation of elderly women has not grown, however, in part because most have little labour market experience, and many have low levels of formal education . . . .</PARA>
<PARA>The economic need of married women is less obvious and more often challenged. However, study after study in the late 1960s and early 1970s demonstrated that there was a clear connection between husband’s income and wife’s labour force participation . . . .</PARA>
<PARA>Since the 1960s there has been a growing income disparity among heterosexual families. The value of the male wage relative to prices started to decline then and has decreased more rapidly in recent years. Two things countered this growing inequality: increasing female labour force participation and government transfer payments (Armstrong and Armstrong 1994, Chapter 6; Morissette, Myles, and Picot 1993) . . . . Clearly economic need was a major factor in married women’s growing labour force participation, even though governments contributed significantly to household income.</PARA>
<PARA>The rise in female labour force participation over the past thirty years, then, partly reflected the fact that the growing number of single women staying in school needed at least part-time income to support their studies. It also reflected the economic need of the increasing number of women who were separated and divorced. As well, as male wages failed to keep up with household economic requirements, it reflected married women’s growing need for income. But to some extent this economic need was alleviated by government transfer payments and services in kind.</PARA>
<H2>Demand</H2>
<PARA>While women’s economic need was increasing, so was the demand for their labour. Whether we look at industrial growth or occupational growth, the same picture emerges. Jobs grew where women have traditionally worked and where women are perceived to be most likely to have the skills considered necessary.</PARA>
<PARA>In 1951, 45 percent of all employed men worked in mining, logging, agriculture, fishing, construction, and transportation. By 1991, however, jobs in these industries accounted for only 20 per cent of all employment and for less than 30 per cent of male work (Statistics Canada 1993). Many men have found highly paid, unionized jobs in these industries. Indeed, to a large extent it was just such jobs that made it possible for many men to be the sole economic support for a family. But these jobs are disappearing. Meanwhile, jobs have been growing in the service industries, and a majority of these new jobs went to women. In 1951 more than two-thirds of employed women worked in the service sector. By 1991 this was the case for just over 80 per cent of them (Armstrong and Armstrong 1994) . . . .</PARA>
<PARA>Not surprisingly, the same kind of picture emerges if we look at occupations instead of industries. Growth was rapid in traditionally female jobs. Women were, and continue to be, highly concentrated in clerical, sales, and service work. While 55 per cent of women employed in 1993 worked in such jobs, this was the case for just over a quarter of the men (Statistics Canada 1994a).</PARA>
<PARA>These broad industrial and occupational divisions hide even greater segregation. Women are not only segregated into certain industries and occupations, they are also segregated into female-dominated jobs. Of the 200 jobs selected in the 1991 Census summary, 35 are at least 70 percent female and 81 are at least 70 percent male. More than two-thirds of the women, 68 per cent of them, are employed in these 35 female-dominated jobs (Armstrong 1993) . . . .</PARA>
<PARA>The gendered segregation is not limited to the kinds of work women do, however. It is also found in terms of wages. The salaries in the female-dominated jobs range from $13,037 to $37,694, while those for male-dominated occupations go from $16,135 to $111,261 . . . .</PARA>
<PARA>The wage segregation is particularly evident if we look at the ten lowest and ten highest paid occupations. Women accounted for only 20 percent of those in the ten highest paid occupations, but made up over 70 percent of those in the ten lowest paid occupations. While nearly 5 percent of employed males were in the ten highest paid occupations, this was the case for just under 2 percent of the employed women. Meanwhile, nearly 6 percent of women worked in the ten lowest paid jobs, while just over 1 percent of the employed men were in such jobs (Armstrong and Armstrong 1994). Clearly the demand in low wage jobs grew.</PARA>
<PARA>There is yet another kind of segregation in the labour force that also helps to explain the rising demand for female labour. Since 1975, the number of part-time jobs has more than doubled (Pold 1994) . . . . More than a quarter of employed women held part-time jobs, but only a third of these women said they did not want full-time work (Statistics Canada 1994b) . . . .</PARA>
<PARA>Overall, while women’s labour force participation has grown dramatically, the segregation of the labour force has remained remarkably stable throughout the postwar period. This pattern suggests that there was a growing demand for workers in traditionally female areas and in low-paid and part-time work. Much of the work was in the public sector, and more of the work was homework . . . .</PARA>
<PARA>. . . While women employed full-time, full-year averaged only 60 per cent of the equivalent male wage in the early 1970s, they were earning 72 per cent of the male wage in the early 1990s (Statistics Canada 1994a). Because so many women are employed part-time, the overall wage gap is much larger. If all earners are taken into account, women were paid only 64 per cent of what men were paid in 1992, but this still represented an improvement over 47 per cent in 1971 (Ibid.).</PARA>
<PARA>Of course, average wages hide inequalities among women. Unionized women did significantly better than those without a union. For example, in 1988 unionized professional women earned $101 more per week than did those without a union, and clerical workers with a union earned $108 more than non-unionized clerical workers (Statistics Canada 1992). Although there was little difference between immigrant and non-immigrant women in terms of wages, visible minority women were paid less than other women. “In 1990 the average employment income for visible minority women was $24,700, about $1,400 less than other women who earned an average of $26,000” (Statistics Canada 1995b, 23, 138). Aboriginal women averaged over $2,000 less than non-Aboriginal women (Ibid., 152). However, women’s wages in general are low, with nearly 60 percent of women earners paid less than $20,000 a year in 1993 (Statistics Canada 1995c). At the same time as so many women were at the bottom of the earnings categories, there was a small decrease in the number of women in the top income bracket. Moreover, the inequalities among women remain much smaller than those among men.</PARA>
<PARA>Unions clearly played a significant role in raising women’s average wage, particularly in the public sector where more than half the women union members worked. Women’s groups’ successful demand for legislation requiring first equal pay for equal work and then equal pay for work of equal value was also important (Fudge and McDermott 1991). The prohibition of discrimination in determining benefits also helped improve women’s economic position. Less obvious was the raising of the minimum wage and the requirement that this minimum be the same for women and men. Women are almost twice as likely as men to work at minimum wage, the only pay protection many women get. “Close to a quarter of a million adult women worked for the minimum wage or less sometime in 1986” (Akyeampong 1989, 10). However, even minimum wage did not protect many women from poverty. “Women accounted for 61% of adult low-paid workers who collected welfare” (Ibid., 16).</PARA>
<PARA>Similarly, minimum employment standards legislation was particularly important for women, because for many the legislation is the only protection they have from employers who resist providing vacations or safe conditions of work. Those who are excluded from the legislation are especially vulnerable (Ocran 1997). Indeed, that the state specifically excludes some women from such protection indicates its contradictory role in relation to women. In the case of domestic workers, for example, the state has not only limited the application of minimum standards. It has also restricted their access to other employment if they come from other countries, as many do (Carty 1994).</PARA>
<PARA>In addition to pay and minimum standards legislation, the state introduced other measures that helped women obtain and keep employment. Human rights and employment equity legislation are obvious examples. Sexual harassment became recognized as sex discrimination, and employers were prohibited from discriminating on the basis of marital status and from laying off or dismissing pregnant women (Majury 1991). Indeed, the state went even farther, requiring that women be granted maternity leave and that unemployment insurance be paid to pregnant women who met particular employment requirements (see Iyer 1997) . . . .</PARA>
<PARA>Unquestionably, inequalities and barriers remain. For example, although immigrant women are only slightly underrepresented in professional and managerial work compared with other women, they are still disproportionately slotted into manufacturing work (Statistics Canada 1995b, 122). Visible minority women with university degrees are more likely than other women with university degrees to do clerical work and to be in sales, service, and manual jobs (Ibid., 137). Aboriginal women are the least likely of all women to have professional or managerial jobs, and women with disabilities face higher rates of unemployment than other women. Moreover, some programs are administered in ways that perpetuate inequalities. But most women have been better off with state intervention and union support, even though they have not shared equally in the gains.</PARA>
<H1>The Private as Household</H1>
<PARA>The dramatic changes in education and in labour force participation in the postwar period were not accompanied by similarly dramatic changes in the household. Domestic work has remained primarily “women’s work,” whether or not they also work in the labour force. Research in the early 1970s (Clark and Harvey 1976) and in the early 1990s (Ornstein and Haddad 1991) demonstrated that the work of cleaning, cooking, shopping, and child care is primarily women’s work . . . .</PARA>
<PARA>Although women receive little support in their domestic chores from either their spouses or the state, they do receive some help in child care. A recent national survey found that 57 percent of Canadian children “under the age of 13 participate in at least one non-parental child care arrangement in a given week” (Goelman et al. 1993, 13). The federal, provincial, and municipal governments have not moved very far or very fast into the provision of day care (Teghtsoonian [this volume]), but they have provided some support in the form of subsidies to low-income mothers, in the form of capital subsidies to non-profit centres, and in the form of regulations for care. Some after-school and lunch programs, along with expanded public recreational facilities and publicly supported weekend events have also helped women with their parenting work . . . .</PARA>
<PARA>The state became much more active during the 1960s and 1970s in terms of services for the elderly and the disabled . . . .</PARA>
<PARA>The state also intervened to offer some protection to women in the home. In response to pressure from women’s groups and to pressure from those women working within government on women’s issues, the state supported research on household relations. This research, along with that done by women’s groups, accompanied by continued demands for intervention, resulted in the state making criminal laws more sensitive to wife battering and making wife rape illegal (Koshan 1997; Walker 1990). The state helped support women who left abusive relations through counselling services and group homes. Many women gained greater control over their own bodies, as both birth control and abortion became legal (Kleiber and Light 1978; McLaren 1992). But disabled women remained significantly disadvantaged in all respects, from protection from abuse to access to financial or emotional support and their right to decide about care (Statistics Canada 1995b). Although much of this state initiative has been criticized for its structure, content, and implementation (Koshan 1997), it did nevertheless help many women. State regulations on housing and household products also helped make the home safer, although many significant hazards remain (Rosenberg 1990).</PARA>
<PARA>Laws were also changed to ensure not only that women had a right to a division of the marital property on divorce, but also to some of the pensions earned by their spouse. Not all women were successful in acquiring the benefits that the law appeared to offer (Mossman 1995, 1994), even when they were helped by state-supported legal aid programs. Women whose first language was not English or French experienced particular problems in gaining access to such programs. Moreover, these family law rights were not, in general, extended to gay and lesbian couples (Boyd 1994).</PARA>
<PARA>Thus, the state has made the private sphere of family relations somewhat more of a public concern. This development is in many ways consistent with the old feminist slogan claiming that the personal is political. In some cases, such as social welfare and child welfare, this approach has meant that the state invaded the privacy of the home and served to perpetuate unequal relations (Mosoff 1997). State intervention also has often meant more protection for women and less unpaid work for women.</PARA>
<H1>Redefining the Public/Private Divide</H1>
<PARA>In the postwar period, then, the state expanded enormously in terms of services . . . .</PARA>
<PARA>At the same time, the state increasingly regulated the for-profit and not-for-profit sectors. A range of legislation and regulations helped protect women from various hazards and types of exploitation. Some of this intervention required that women be treated like men, while other measures recognized women’s unequal position in the market and their different roles in reproduction. Although not all women were protected by such state initiatives as labour codes, and although much of the legislation remained unenforced, poorly enforced, or inappropriately interpreted, many women did benefit from minimum protections. Moreover, women working within the legal system often helped overcome such problems in the legislation or used it to push for additional reform . . . .</PARA>
<H1>Restructuring Public and Private Today</H1>
<PARA>From the 1950s to the 1980s the public sphere grew enormously, both in terms of the state expanding what it did and how it intervened in the market and in terms of what the state did in relation to the home. Recently, however, this kind of intervention has come under attack, primarily in the name of reducing the public debt and of making government more efficient. Yet it has also been defended with reference to feminist critiques of past practices. Indeed, feminist criticisms of many state initiatives are being used increasingly to justify cutbacks done in the name of reform. For example, sending women home hours after childbirth is explained in terms of feminist concerns over medicalization of birth . . . .</PARA>
<PARA>It is not only jobs that are being eliminated in the public service. It is also the monitoring of what the civil service does for women. The agencies that were at least nominally established to protect women’s interests within the state and to support research on women’s issues have been cancelled or reorganized. For example, the Canadian Advisory Council on the Status of Women was dismantled in 1995. Financial support provided by government to non-governmental agencies is under attack and is increasingly defined as support for special interests. Such interests must be privately funded in the new state.</PARA>
<PARA>At the same time governments at all levels are significantly reducing funding for education, health, and welfare. These cutbacks have an impact on women as both providers and users, given that they are the majority of both. In terms of employment, jobs are being eliminated rapidly in these areas, and work is increasingly being contracted out to private sector firms that pay women less and offer less job protection (Armstrong and Armstrong 1996). New work organization techniques transferred from the private sector are transforming many of the public sector jobs that remain (Armstrong et al. 1994). In the name of improving quality, public sector employers are appealing to women’s desire to provide high quality services, to participate in decision-making, and to work in teams as a way of reengineering work. But too often these processes end up de-skilling the job. At the same time these private sector techniques frequently pit women against each other, undermining their traditional ways of working together. With government cutbacks, private sector for-profit firms are moving in to fill the demand for services. These employers tend to be non-union. Moreover, they are more likely than public sector employers to rely on part-time and short-term work, to vary their hours in ways that make it difficult for women to arrange child care, and to pay low wages and benefits. Because women form the majority of this labour force, the impact will be greatest on them.</PARA>
<PARA>In terms of service reduction, women will be particularly disadvantaged. For example, the proposed hike in post-secondary education tuition fees will return us to the time when parents and students had to cover a significant part of the costs. In those times, parents forced to choose which children to support chose sons over daughters, and declining incomes mean that more parents will again be forced to choose (Porter, Porter, and Blishen 1973). Moreover, the proposed payback scheme based on earnings will mean that women will be paying back their student loans for much longer, given that they earn less than men . . . .</PARA>
<PARA>The state is not only withdrawing from the provision of services, however. It is also withdrawing from the regulation of the non-profit and for-profit sectors . . . . Certainly this is the case in Ontario, with the election of the Harris Conservative government in 1995 [making] it clear that employment equity legislation as we know it is gone and that there will be no money for pay equity. Cutbacks will mean that those last hired will be first fired, and without protection; the women who did benefit from employment equity legislation are likely to suffer disproportionately. Labour legislation that made it easier for some women to organize into unions is also slated for removal, as are many aspects of health and safety protection. Highway safety patrols, for example, have been eliminated, leaving women on the road to fend for themselves.</PARA>
<PARA>These changes in the public arena have a significant impact on women in the household and the community. Services not provided by women paid and trained for the work are being rapidly transferred to women in the home or to voluntary agencies. Some new techniques and technologies are eliminating or reducing the labour required in some areas, making it possible to significantly alter services. So, for example, day surgery has become possible as a result of new surgical techniques and new ways of relieving pain. However, much labour is still required and this necessary labour is skilled labour. Indeed, precisely because the labour is related to new techniques, most of it has never been done at home (Armstrong 1994; Glazer 1991). Yet a great deal of this work is being sent home, where it is expected that it will be done by women without pay. However, most women now have labour force jobs, few have the necessary skills, and many do not have the desire to do the work. Particularly disadvantaged are poor women who cannot hire assistance, single women who do not have partners to help, and women without relatives in Canada who can support them in this work.</PARA>
<PARA>Some of the work transfer has no relation to new techniques. In Ontario and Alberta, for example, kindergarten and day care are being cut. In both cases governments indicate, both explicitly and implicitly, that this work should be done by mothers or female relatives rather than by the state. Such a position not only deprives women of services, it also directly challenges their right to employment and defines them as the people responsible for child care . . . .</PARA>
<PARA>Changes in social assistance will also have a significant impact on women, given that they form the majority of recipients. In Ontario, for example, the payments for welfare have been significantly reduced and the rules for eligibility altered to make it much more difficult for anyone, even the disabled, to claim benefits. Aboriginal women in particular will suffer because a high proportion of them have been eligible for assistance in the past (Statistics Canada 1995b, 151-3). Similarly, proposed federal changes in unemployment insurance regulations would make payments based on household income. This change would not only transform the program from an insurance scheme based on right to a welfare program based on need; it would also disproportionately affect women. Under the current scheme each worker is treated as an individual who has rights based on contribution and job search. Under the proposed scheme women would be assessed as spouses dependent on the men who usually earn more, or at least enough, to make the women ineligible.</PARA>
<PARA>As is the case in the public arena, the state is also deregulating the household. Services for battered women have been dramatically reduced, along with other kinds of support like counselling. Legal aid to support women’s claims is very much under threat, making it difficult for women to find protection under the rules that remain. Environmental regulations that help reduce hazards in the home and on the street are being altered to reduce their impact. And the federal government has virtually refused to regulate the new reproductive technologies that may endanger many women’s lives.</PARA>
<PARA>The restructuring currently under way thus means both more unpaid work and less protection for women, in terms of social support, unionization, or regulation. It also means more responsibility and less power. As more work is transferred to community and home, more state surveillance enters the household. But this surveillance, in such forms as new regulations for welfare and for home care services, means that what has been private becomes public, without the kinds of protection such a shift usually provides. Home care workers, for example, enter the home at their convenience, following rules made by others about what can be done for whom. The new intervention in the household is more about policing women than about making private troubles public issues . . . .</PARA>
<H1>Conclusion</H1>
<PARA>. . . [T]he postwar expansion of the public both in the sense of what the public sector took over from or regulated in the market, and in the sense of what the state did in and for the household, did have two distinct advantages for women. First, the state did help many women and did help reduce inequality in many instances. Second, the state is much more open to democratic influence than is the case within the private sector or when women have to fight battles within their individual households.</PARA>
<PARA>As many feminists have pointed out, the state has never been a neutral arbiter or primarily a defender of women. But the state can, and does, set rules or provide services that can protect the weakest. Private firms and individual households offer much more arbitrary and unreliable protections, especially for the weakest. As the public shrinks in the sense of regulating and servicing, the private prevails. The impact will be greatest on women. Women’s labour force participation has already declined and their unemployment rate grown as a result of the shift from the public to the private sphere (Statistics Canada 1995a). The problems that will be increasingly hidden in the household will take longer to become evident in the data. Meanwhile, the shifts in public and private will be played out in women’s lives.</PARA></READ>
<READ><TTL>”And We Still Ain’t Satisfied”: Gender Inequality in Canada:

A Status Report for 2001 (Executive Summary)</TTL>
<AU>Prepared by Karen Hadley for the National Action Committee on the Status of Women and the CSJ Foundation for Research and Education </AU>
<PARA>A new report on incomes, jobs and professions show women still have a long way to go.</PARA>
<PARA>The gender gap is much wider than is commonly believed—women’s incomes are 61% of men’s, despite years of trying to close the gender gap. Two decades of women’s progress has resulted in marginal improvements. Women’s average incomes have risen by less than $3,000—significant perhaps, but still far short of men’s. In 1998 (the most recent data available), women have average (or median) incomes of $13,806 while men’s incomes average at $22,673.</PARA>
<PARA>The study reveals that this income gap persists across age, educational attainment, labour market situation and family type. Women are over-represented in the ranks of the poor and under-represented among upper income earners. They are segregated by occupation, having too few good jobs and too many contingent jobs. They are additionally marginalized if they are women of colour, aboriginal, with disabilities, younger or older. For women raising children alone, they bear tremendous poverty rates.</PARA>
<PARA>When examining how many women make it to the ranks of the wealthy, the study reveals that not many do. Women are under-represented by almost a 3-fold factor in the top 20% of Canadian earners. Only 11% of women get into the top 20%, whereas 29% of men access upper incomes of $32,367 and beyond.</PARA>
<PARA>Strongly related to this trend is occupational segregation. Women also are still denied access to many of the prime high paying professions and jobs. Women made up only 5% of skilled trades, 10% of fire and police forces and a meager 21% of senior managers. The barriers to women’s employment must be significant to have such results. One such barrier is access to post secondary education where skyrocketing tuition and erosion of scholarships means women are denied such access.</PARA>
<PARA>Not surprisingly, women are over-represented among the contingent work force. This is the fastest growing sector for women’s employment, where the wages are low and the work is part-time, non-unionized and insecure. Women in this category earn median incomes of less than $11,000. This category also includes self-employment where women have median incomes that are only 59% that of men’s.</PARA>
<PARA>One bright spot in terms of women’s equality is in the results found for women who work in unionized environments. Women make 82% of men’s incomes in such environments—even when comparing full-time, full-year employment. When assessing the impact of unionization, the study reveals that non-unionized environments create a wider gender gap—women make only 72% of men’s incomes in such environments.</PARA>
<PARA>Unionized settings do much for women’s equality—and, as such, are a recommended strategy for reducing inequality. Other policy recommendations include improving the minimum wage to levels above the poverty line, implementing a national child care strategy and providing free post-secondary tuition. Underlying these initiatives is the building of a core commitment to actively prohibit discrimination. Policies such as pay equity and employment equity are fundamental requirements.</PARA>
<PARA>Additional startling statistics:</PARA>
<BL>•
<ITEM>The poverty rates for women in general is 20%, for women of colour is 37% and for aboriginal women 43%.</ITEM>
•
<ITEM>Women in couples with children under 16 had median incomes that were only 48 per cent of their male partners. Their median incomes were $13,153.</ITEM>
•
<ITEM>Women aged 45–64 made only 51 per cent of their male counterparts. Their median after-tax income was only $14,779. As retirement income is a function of lifetime earnings, women’s low income in this age group means they will be at great risk of poverty in retirement.</ITEM>
•
<ITEM>Women in the Atlantic provinces had the lowest incomes in Canada. Their median after-tax income was $11,235.</ITEM>
•
<ITEM>Thirty-five per cent of Canadian women have not completed high school and 72 per cent of these women had median after-tax incomes under $13,786.</ITEM></BL>
<PARA>Statistical studies of low income generally focus on the family. Using the family as the unit of measure hides the rate of women’s economic inequality as men’s higher incomes (due in part to men’s greater likelihood of having higher-paid, full-year, full-time jobs) is likely to raise the total family income above the Statistics Canada measures of low income. This report looks at the frequency with which women, whether they are in relationships or not, earn lower incomes in comparison with men.</PARA></READ>
<READ><TTL>Gender Paradoxes and the Rise of Contingent Work: Toward a Transformative Political Economy of the Labour Market</TTL>
<AU>Judy Fudge and Leah F. Vosko</AU>
<ABA><PARA>Judy Fudge teaches employment and labour law at Osgoode Hall Law School, York University. She is co-author of Labour before the Law (Oxford 2001) and co-editor of Privatization, Law and the Challenge to Feminism (University of Toronto 2002). She takes a political economy approach to understanding law.</PARA>
<PARA>Leah F. Vosko holds a Canada Research Chair in the School of Social Sciences (Political Science) at York University. She has authored a number of books, articles and book chapters on precarious employment, gender and work, free trade, comparative labour and social policy, and international labour market regulation.</PARA></ABA>
<PARA>Contingent work is growing in Canada. As early as 1990, the Economic Council of Canada observed that the growth of nonstandard employment was outpacing the growth of full-time, full-year jobs. By the mid-1990s Human Resources and Development Canada (1995) claimed that only 33 percent of Canadians held normal jobs, and recent studies confirm the rise of precarious forms of nonstandard work and their persistently gendered and racialized character (Krahn 1995; Ornstein 2000; Vosko 2001; Zeytinoglu and Muteshi 2000).</PARA>
<PARA>Conceived broadly, contingent work includes those forms of employment involving atypical employment contracts, limited social benefits and statutory entitlements, job insecurity, low job tenure, low wages, and high risks of ill health. In the Canadian context, vulnerable populations such as youth, women and immigrants are over-represented in contingent work and, hence, more likely to experience the full impact of labour market de- and reregulation.<ENIND/>1 Surprisingly, however, political economists have yet to provide a nuanced analysis of the rise of contingent work in Canada—or a coherent set of prescriptions for change . . . .</PARA>
<H1>The Conceptual Tools of a Transformative Feminist Political Economy</H1>
<PARA>Four related concepts frame this investigation of the rise and spread of contingent work: gender, social reproduction, the standard employment relationship and the paradox. The term “gender” refers to the social processes through which cultural meanings come to be associated with sexual difference and the ways in which sexual difference forms the basis for social exclusions and inclusions and constitutes inequalities in power, authority, rights, and privileges. To a critical, but limited, extent, especially in procreation, sexual differences are material. But while sexual differences are the ontological basis of gender discourses, gender is socially constructed (Creese 1999; Lerner 1997; Scott 1986). A dimension of all social relationships, gender is the social significance attached to sexual difference, which, in turn, “structures organizations, affects social and political relationships, and becomes intrinsic to the construction of significant social categories and political identities” (Frader and Rose 1996, 22) . . . .</PARA>
<PARA>“Social reproduction” refers to the social processes and labour that goes into the daily and generational maintenance of the working population; social reproduction is intimately tied to gender relations. Like every other social system, capitalism imposes a specific relationship on the production of goods and services and the process of social reproduction of the population. The tendency towards the separation of the site of procreation and daily and generational maintenance (the household) from productive relations (waged work) means that social reproduction is not directly organized by employers but is typically organized in households and predominantly performed by women. However, employers depend upon the performance of this work, since labour is a crucial factor of production (Muszynski 1996; Picchio 1992). This separation of production from reproduction gives rise to an essential contradiction in capitalist societies—the conflict between the standard of living of the workers (which is always historical, moral, and institutional and not determined by the price mechanism of the market exclusively) and the drive for accumulation (the need to make profits) (Cossman and Fudge 2002; McDowell 1991; Muszynzki 1996; Picchio 1992). The state’s role is crucial in mediating this contradiction (Picchio 1992; Ursel 1992) . . . .</PARA>
<PARA>To advance its legitimacy after World War II and facilitate social reproduction for limited segments of the working class, the Canadian state brokered an entente between capital and organized labour to construct the standard employment relationship (SER) through the introduction of various labour market institutions. At this juncture, the SER came to be identified with a full-time, full-year employment relationship where the worker has one employer, works on the employer’s premises, and has access to social benefits and entitlements to complete the social wage, a set of features identified with this concept to date. Collective bargaining and labour market policies such as unemployment insurance (UI), workers’ compensation, and public pensions grew up alongside the SER to cushion workers from unemployment and enable them to reproduce themselves and their families. As a normative model of employment, the SER was first associated with male workers in blue-collar and then white-collar work. Our emphasis on the gendered norm of the SER is critical, since it offers the bridge between the two political economy literatures.</PARA>
<PARA>The gendered character of the SER and the exclusions that it gave rise to generated a series of tensions in the labour market that became politically prominent in the 1970s, making the notion of the paradox an illuminating analytical tool.<ENIND/>2 Several recent contributions to feminist theory suggest that the notion of paradox is useful in understanding a central and irresolvable tension in women’s struggle for equality—the tension between pursuing equality on the basis of sameness or on the basis of difference. Historian Joan Scott (1997) goes as far as claiming that the constitutive dilemma of feminism, the need both to accept and to refuse sexual difference, is a paradox. She suggests that feminists have offered (and arguably needed) paradoxes because the practice of democratic politics has equated individuality with masculinity, at times denying women, by virtue of their femininity, the ability to claim political and economic rights.</PARA>
<PARA>The normalization of the SER and the acceptance and reification of sexual difference implied by this employment relationship have led to a series of gendered paradoxes in social and labour market policy since the 1970s, fueling the rise of contingent work. The gendered paradox is especially sharp at present because of the legitimization of equality norms alongside the spread of contingent work . . . .</PARA>
<H1>Bridging Two Parallel Strains in the Political Economy Literature</H1>
<PARA>. . . Two strains dominate the new Canadian political economy literature focusing on the labour market. On the one hand, a substantial grouping of scholars examines the relationship between organized labour and the state (Albo 1990; Drache and Glasbeek 1992; Panitch and Swartz 1993; Russell 1991, 1995). Taking a historical approach, much of this scholarship probes the coercive character of Canada’s central labour market institutions and highlights, in particular, recent efforts to deregulate the labour market and their implications for workers. On the other hand, an expanding group of feminist political economists focuses on the necessary and integral relationship between social reproduction (and, hence, gender) and production, a relationship that is under-explored in malestream political economy (Armstrong and Armstrong 1983, 1994; Luxton 1980; Fox 1980; Seccombe 1983). Scholars identified primarily with one strain frequently acknowledge the contributions of the other and even the shortcomings of earlier analyses (Panitch 2001), and yet there have been few attempts to bridge these literatures contributing to different approaches to transformation.</PARA>
<PARA>Implicit in the prescriptions of works revealing the biased character of central labour market institutions is the desire to shore up the prevailing (male) employment norm—to bring standard work and its associated benefits to a wider group of workers. Feminist political economists, in contrast, highlight the need to recognize the importance of social reproduction and its effects on women’s position in the labour market. Still, neither literature adequately addresses the relationship between the declining employment norm, enduringly privatized social reproduction, and the persistence of highly gendered employment relations . . . .</PARA>
<H2>Feminist Political Economy</H2>
<PARA>. . . [F]eminist political economists in Canada have a tradition of challenging orthodox political economists to take gender seriously in political economy theory and practice. Indeed, feminist political economy in Canada, much of which began with writings in the pages of Studies in Political Economy, as well as a number of path-breaking books in the early 1980s, may be divided into two over-arching and highly complementary groupings.<ENIND/>3 One grouping comprises Canadian feminist scholars like Pat Armstrong, Hugh Armstrong, Marjorie Cohen, Patricia Connelly, Bonnie Fox, Meg Luxton, Martha MacDonald, Angela Miles, and Wally Seccombe, who were among the first to raise the issue of the gender-blindness apparent in political economy analysis and to raise debates over levels of analysis. Influencing debates in Canada and beyond, these scholars attempted to gender political economy analysis at the highest level of abstraction. They argued that political economy theory ignored a critical feature of any society, namely, how the daily and intergenerational maintenance of people was organized, and they challenged orthodoxy to take “women’s work” (paid and unpaid) into account. The domestic labour debate began the discussion challenging the narrow economism of political economy theory. At first, it focused exclusively on the “women” question, but with growing research into the status of foreign domestic workers in Canadian households (Arat-Koc 1989), it also drew attention not only to concrete racialized gendered divisions in the domestic sphere but also to the race blindness of political economy theory.</PARA>
<PARA>The persistently gendered character of domestic labour remains central to new research in feminist political economy (see, for example, Armstrong, Cornish, and Millar [n.d.]; Jenson, Mahon, and Phillips [n.d.]; Vosko 2000). Spurred partly by Jane Jenson’s important work “Babies and the State” (1986), beginning in the late 1980s and continuing to the present the emphasis shifted from theory to case studies probing how social reproduction shapes women’s inequality in the labour market. Thus, the second loose grouping in Canadian feminist political economy covers the wide range of applied case studies, many of which adopt the lens of intersectionality, exploring the intersections of race, class, gender, and sexuality. To cite but a few dominant strains of analysis in the applied literature, case studies examined the significance of social reproduction for production (Luxton and Vosko 1998), the situation of marginalized workers (Warskett 1988; Fudge 1997a), the relationship between race and the international division of labour and gender (Bakan and Stasiulus 1997; Lipsig-Mumme 1983), the public sector as a domain of employment for women (Luxton and Reiter 1997; White 1990), and gendered assumptions about paid and unpaid work underpinning public policy (Cameron 1996; MacDonald 1999; Vosko 1996, 2002) . . .</PARA>
<PARA>The “new” feminist political economy literature has numerous strengths. Challenges to gender-blindness in political economy theory raise the necessary and integral relationship between social reproduction and production, and applied work reveals how the state relies on gendered notions of standard and nonstandard employment in public policy design. The problem, however, is that recommendations flowing from the feminist political economy literature have been unsuccessful at convincing trade unions and the state, as well as mainstream political economists, of the central relationship between “family politics” (and social reproduction) and labour market policy. Most contributions to this literature also fail in challenging those arguing for a particular set of strong labour market institutions to take gender relations more seriously.</PARA>
<PARA>Canadian political economists documenting the tenuous character of central labour market institutions and feminist political economists working towards a gender-aware political economy theory and practice have followed divergent paths. But both strains fail to advance coherent strategies aimed at halting the spread of contingent work. Devising genuine alternatives involves bridging the two solitudes by recognizing the gendered norm of the SER and giving social reproduction priority—it entails a transformative feminist political economy of the Canadian labour market. Historically, Canadian labour market institutions have divided workers on the basis of their relationship to the (male) SER. Taken as a whole, the Canadian political economy is currently at an impasse in developing strategies for transcending prevailing divisions and this calls for a new approach . . . .</PARA>
<H1>The SER and Escalating Gendered Paradoxes in the Canadian Labour Market</H1>
<H2>The 1970s: Regulating the Labour Market under a New Commitment to Equality</H2>
<PARA>. . . The early 1970s marked the golden years of labour market regulation and the SER in Canada and saw a burst of legislation designed to promote sex equality in employment. The SER stabilized and became the model of employment against which social and labour market policies, such as UI and pension policy, were constructed. Some of its chief benefits and entitlements also extended to a growing number of male blue- and white-collar workers in the private sector and to public sector workers, where women’s numbers expanded in the late 1960s and early 1970s. Collective bargaining and employment standards legislation were the two primary devices promoting the SER. Moreover, the male breadwinner norm was the lynchpin of social policy. The assumption was that the prototypical household unit was male-dominated, that subsistence for the majority of women and children was provided through indirect access to a man’s wage, and that families, primarily defined as units comprising a heterosexual couple and their offspring, provided the best care for children (Ursel 1992).</PARA>
<PARA>Paradoxically, as the institutions of labour market regulation were extended and strengthened and equality became an official theme of labour law and policy, an increasing proportion of employment deviated from the norm. Moreover, part-time, temporary, and casual employment did not provide wages and benefits equivalent to the SER. Women, whose labour market participation continued to increase, were over-represented in nonstandard employment relationships. This feminized employment norm grew alongside the SER. It also symbolized the shift to flexible labour as the Keynesian strategy began to run out of steam (Brodie and Jenson 1988) . . . .</PARA>
<PARA>Throughout the 1970s women’s employment was regarded as a supplement to the male breadwinner norm. Simultaneously, there was a shift from outright condemnation of the working mother to a growing, though begrudging, acceptance (Finkel 1995, 92). Increasingly, women’s labour-market earnings were necessary to compensate for the impact of the decline in men’s real wages on the household economy and the breakdown of the single male breadwinner family (Rashid 1993; Fudge 2002). The dual demands on women’s labour, in the market and in the household, were at the heart of the gendered paradox in this decade. The accommodation between social reproduction and production under Keynesianism through the institutionalization of the SER was under increasing stress, as evidenced by the gendered rise of contingent work.</PARA>
<H2>The 1980s: Equality, the Erosion of the SER, and the Rise of Gendered Contingency</H2>
<PARA>The gendered paradox of the 1970s, women’s increased labour market participation, the policy emphasis on equality in employment, and the continued policy commitment to privatized childcare, which meant that women bore the burden of accommodating the competing demands of social reproduction and production for profit by means of the gendered rise of contingent work, heightened throughout the 1980s. The deep economic recession at the beginning of the decade hit especially hard in Canada’s manufacturing sector. Employment in that sector shrank dramatically during the 1981–82 recession, and the general unemployment rate increased. Economic restructuring and neoliberal policies undermined the SER. In the 1980s male wages took the hardest hit since the Great Depression, men’s labour-force participation rate declined, and women’s plateaued (Armstrong 1996; Gunderson 1998). There was a crisis in the male-breadwinner wage, and households increasingly depended on women’s labour market participation in order to maintain their standard of living (Ridge 1997b) . . . .</PARA>
<PARA>At the outset of the decade, it appeared that second-wave feminism, symbolized by the Report of the Royal Commission on the Status of Women and the subsequent establishment of the National Action Committee on the Status of Women (NAC), was capable of institutionalizing policies that would enable women to make substantial gains in the labour market (Vickers, Rankin, and Appelle 1993). But the rapidly restructuring economy and the (related) political collapse of welfare state liberalism brought new hardships as much as new freedoms to the majority of women. The women’s labour market began to polarize much more sharply, and feminized forms of employment proliferated and increasingly were taken up by men . . . .</PARA>
<PARA>Throughout the 1980s, as the proportion of women in the labour force grew, employment standards deteriorated, wages dropped in real terms, and contingent work spread (Gunderson 1998; Rashid 1993). The feminization of labour was matched by a feminization of employment norms: employment terms and conditions that historically have been associated with women, such as low pay, poor benefits, and part-time or temporary work (Armstrong 1996; Fudge 1997b; Vosko 2000). The process of feminization (or deterioration) in the SER fuelled a backlash against substantive equality that deepened during the 1990s. All of this occurred despite the increasing calls by feminist scholars and activists for policies to address the growing crisis in social reproduction (namely, the need for universal, accessible, and good-quality childcare (Finkel 1995; Mahon 1997; Prentice 1999)), a crisis that was exacerbated by the erosion of the SER and the increased dependence of households on women’s paid labour . . . .</PARA>
<H2>The 1990s: Labour Market Deregulation and the Retreat from Equality Policy</H2>
<PARA>Gendered paradoxes propelled by public policy take their sharpest expression in the contemporary labour market. In the 1990s women’s wages polarized, young men lost ground, and the labour market became increasingly segmented by age, race, and immigration status, while the SER became an elusive norm for a growing number of Canadians, creating a climate that was conducive to the backlash against employment and pay equity (Bakan and Kobayashi 2000; Fudge 2002). Fueling these trends, Canadians witnessed an assault on central labour market institutions that is ongoing. For scholars concerned with advancing a transformative feminist political economy, the contradictions and tensions evident in the labour market that are prompting the spread of contingent work are very troubling . . . .</PARA>
<PARA>There was tremendous turmoil in the Canadian labour market in the 1990s. At the macro-level, Canada initiated and further developed bilateral and multilateral trade agreements following trends in other industrialized countries. The most significant development was the introduction of the North American Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA) and its inclusion of an accession clause to extend existing agreements to trade partners in Latin America and the Caribbean and create a new constitution for the Americas (Gabriel and MacDonald 2003). In Canada neoliberalism included “active labour market policies” indicative of a strategy of competitive austerity (MacDonald 1999) . . . .</PARA>
<PARA>A dramatic decline in manufacturing—the foothold of the (male) SER—also followed corporate restructuring associated with free trade. Men at opposite ends of the age spectrum, especially those with low levels of educational attainment, were hit hardest by this decline, but women in export-sensitive manufacturing industries also lost many “good” jobs in manufacturing (Cohen 1994; Rashid 1993; Vosko 2003). More central for our purposes were the concomitant decline of the SER, the spread of contingent work (Krahn 1995; Picot and Heisz 2000)—both of which resulted in the erosion of the scope of coverage in the terms and conditions associated with the standard employment contract—and growing polarization in this period.</PARA>
<PARA>The contraction of the SER and the parallel growth of contingent forms of nonstandard employment heightened contradictory tendencies in the labour market. Growing income and occupational polarization, which continues to date, was foremost among them. In the late 1990s statisticians identified a correlation between polarization in earnings among Canadians and labour market poverty, especially among the young and the old (Picot and Heisz 2000). For example, a widening gap between the highest- and the lowest-earning men characterized this decade (Morissette 1997, 9). There is a clear relationship between the polarization in wages and recent trends in overtime: full-time and professional workers are working more overtime with one employer—though it is largely unpaid overtime—than their low-wage counterparts in part-time jobs, who moonlight instead of attaining overtime in their primary jobs (Duchesne 1997; Sussman 1998). At first glance these trends imply that women’s rising labour-force participation has meant greater access to better jobs. However, greater polarization in women’s wages is also taking place, with even more dramatic outcomes: while men often move into better-remunerated standard work as they proceed through the age ranks, the pattern of contingency among many women is consistent. There is a convergence of earnings between men and women under age twenty-five that is linked to declining wages among young men (Scott and Lochhead 1997, 2). But sharp gender differences in earnings remain in all age groups.</PARA>
<PARA>Given these trends, a new set of gendered paradoxes is evolving with the contraction of the SER. Trends in self-employment reflect this process, in which a growing percentage of today’s own-account self-employed are involuntarily resorting to self-employment because of changes in firm behaviour designed to shed the costs of employment-related benefits and responsibilities. For example, women in self-employment are mainly concentrated in the own-account category and in relatively low-wage occupations such as childcare and sales.<ENIND/>4 As Karen Hughes (1999) demonstrates, not only are there sharp wage differences between self-employed employers and the own-account self-employed, they are compounded by gender-based differences within each category. Such trends reveal that the erosion of the SER means “hollow work” for more Canadians (Broad 2000) but also the “gendering of jobs” (Vosko 2000), whereby more jobs take on the character and conditions of work conventionally associated with “women’s work” (Armstrong 1996) but income and occupational polarization between the sexes persists—polarization that is increasingly racialized (Ornstein 2000).</PARA>
<PARA>Although we characterize developments in the 1990s as creating a highly gendered and paradoxical situation, our identification of both the attack on central labour market institutions and the state’s failure to take social reproduction into account in its labour and social policies is not new . . . . What is new is how we identify the problem and potential remedies. We identify the troubling situation in the labour market as resting on the normalization of the SER and the hidden nature of the supply side of the labour market. By focusing on the linkages between gender, the SER, contingency, and social reproduction, it is possible to bridge the two political economy literatures and re-vision the labour market.</PARA>
<H1>Conclusion: Towards a Transformative

Feminist Political Economy</H1>
<PARA>What, then, are the central elements in a transformative feminist political economy of the labour market—one directed towards the elimination of gendered contingency? . . . .</PARA>
<PARA>The present process of transformation is riven with contradictions. On the one hand, Canadians confront a less auspicious collective bargaining regime in both the public and private sectors and a contracting and declining social wage, and yet the SER still remains at the heart of the operation of the core labour market institutions. On the other hand, contingent work is spreading; indeed, the polarization of nonstandard work continues to take a gendered, racialized form (Broad 2000; Fudge and Vosko 2001b; Ornstein 2000).</PARA>
<PARA>Contingent work, primarily performed by women, arose to stabilize the capital-labour accord of the postwar period, accommodate the declining male wage, encourage women’s increased labour-force participation, and maintain privatized social reproduction. However, rather than resolving the competing demands of caring for humans and participation in the labour market, the spread of contingent work produced several gendered paradoxes that are best overcome by a transformative feminist political economy of the labour market. The first paradox is that contingent work can no longer mediate the contradiction between production and reproduction; as more people work in the labour markets to sustain household living standards, the time that people are able to devote to social reproduction declines. The second is that the importance of women’s labour in social reproduction is becoming more visible—even garnering greater attention from the state (Luxton and Vosko 1998). In Canada the problems emanating from both paradoxes are illustrated by declining fertility rates (Eichler 1997, 30), renewed but unmet demands for a national childcare policy (Prentice 1999), and the state’s limited recognition of the crisis in its introduction of tax-based measures to assist working people with children (Mahon 1997) . . . .</PARA>
<PARA>A feminist political economy that is attentive to the rise and spread of contingent work recognizes that a profound transformation in gender relations, the norms of employment, and social reproduction is taking place at the dawn of the new millennium . . . . The present study points to the possibility of a new form of mediation that hinges on contingent work and the escalating series of gendered paradoxes leading to its rise. Under this new model, as we have demonstrated, the feminization of employment norms means that more workers must not only work for wages but labour under conditions consistent with those endured by women, immigrants, people of colour, and those at the margins of the labour market without sufficient resources for social reproduction. The new employment norm is feminized, increasing evidence points to its racialization, and care-taking remains profoundly gendered; paradoxically, even with women’s high rates of labour force participation, the state is withdrawing further the public supports necessary to reproduce a healthy working population.</PARA>
<PARA>Generalized contingency is no solution to the enduring contradiction, but neither is shoring up the SER. The way out of the impasse reflected in the present paradox is to shift attention towards the supply side of the labour market and to cultivate strategies around improved childcare, education, and healthcare, as well as just immigration policies that enable workers to resist contingency. To move forward, it is essential to force the state, employers, and trade unions to reregulate the labour market. As we argue elsewhere (Fudge and Vosko 2001b), nonstandard, or “flexible,” forms of work need not amount to contingent work; rather, certain forms could contribute to the redistribution and redesign of work and workplaces. The challenge is to institutionalize forms of labour regulation (defined broadly) that link production to social reproduction by elevating and integrating the importance of the traditionally gendered work of caring in state policy and union practice. This inevitably means breaking down the sex/gender division of labour. It necessitates a transformative feminist political economy of the labour market.</PARA>
<ENSET><HD>Notes</HD>
<PARA>We would like to thank Wallace Clement, all the contributors to [the Clement & Vosko] volume, and the Community University Research Alliance on Contingent Work. Leah F. Vosko also thanks the Canada Research Chairs Programme and the Social Sciences and Humanities Research Council (grant no. 410-2000-1362). All errors and shortcomings in the paper remain our own.</PARA>
<EN>1. 
Indeed, as Zeytinoglu and Muteshi (2000, 6) demonstrate in their view of the literature on gender, race, class, and contingency, recent studies suggest that the intensifying “dualistic tendencies [in the labour market] . . . are critically affecting the most vulnerable group of workers: racial minority workers in the low income group.” Recent research into temporary work (Vosko 2000), home-based garment work (Das Gupta 1996), and female-dominated home-care work (Zeytinoglu and Muteshi 2000) revealing growing racialized gendered hierarchies by occupation and sector substantiates this assertion. And reports by Statistics Canada (Badgets and Howatson-Leo 1999) illustrate that this trend cuts across the economy by indicating that recent immigrants, three-quarters of whom are members of racial minorities, not only comprise a disproportionate number of workers in nonstandard work but also remain in nonstandard jobs involuntarily for extended periods.</EN>
<EN>2. 
In exploring the play of the SER in the Canadian labour market, the concept of the paradox resonates on various levels. At a technical level, it refers to a contradiction that cannot be resolved. More colloquially, it refers to a view that challenges orthodoxy. Fowler’s Modern English Usage defines it as an “apparently self-contradictory statement, though one which is essentially true” or a seemingly contradictory statement that may actually be well-founded. Increasingly, the paradox is used by social scientists and humanists not only in a technical, ironic, or satirical sense but to convey complex and contradictory dilemmas, thoughts, and feelings. The paradox is capable of exposing not only opposition—i.e., a view that questions prevailing opinion—but a “position at odds with a dominant one by stressing the difference from it” (Scott 1997: 5). Duffy and Pupo (1992) titled their important study of part-time work The Part-time Paradox in order to capture the paradoxical nature of this solution to the problem of women having to combine waged work with household responsibilities, highlighting the problems generated by the privatization of childcare in particular.</EN>
<EN>3. 
As Vosko (2002) argues elsewhere, it is also possible to consider feminist political economy in Canada as proceeding through four overlapping phases in the late twentieth century.</EN>
<EN>4. 
The term “own-account self-employment” is used to denote people who are in business for themselves but do not employ others, in contrast to self-employed employers, who do employ others.</EN></ENSET>
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<H1>Public Versus Private: The Role of Mothers, Market, and State in Caring for Children</H1>
<PARA>In Canada caring for children is an activity that appears to be firmly anchored on the ‘private’ side of the ideological division between ‘public’ and ‘private.’ To clarify this assertion and to elaborate the role that neoconservative ideology has played in constructing child care as appropriately ‘private,’ it is useful to delineate more fully how ‘public’ and ‘private’ are understood in the dominant discourse. Three relevant realms of activity can be identified: state, market, and household (Olsen 1983; Pateman 1989):</PARA>
non-state

state
market
domestic/household

non-domestic

<PARA>We can thus think of public versus private as meaning state versus non-state, with the latter including both the market (extra-household) and domestic (household) spheres. Or we can juxtapose the public, that is, non-domestic (state and market) realm against the domestic (household) sphere. The ideological precept that the care of children should be a private responsibility thus can mean either that it should be carried out in the domestic context or, if it is to take place in a non-domestic context, that it is best accomplished in the market (rather than state) arena. These two prescriptions for the private provision of child care have been expressed through two different strands of neo-conservative ideology in Canada—social conservatism and economic conservatism—each of which emphasizes one of these domains of the private (non-state) realm as the appropriate site of child care provision.</PARA>
<H2>Social Conservatism: The Solution Is Mothers at Home</H2>
<PARA>By ‘social conservatism’ I mean the ideological position that stakes out a defence of ‘traditional moral values,’ including a commitment to public policies supportive of ‘The Family’ (understood to be composed of a breadwinning husband and full-time, economically dependent wife and mother, and their children). During the late 1980s and early 1990s these views were expressed on the federal level through the ‘Family Caucus’ of the Conservative Party, the Reform Party, and groups such as REAL Women and Kids First.<ENIND/>1 Although social conservatism has not single-handedly prevented the adoption of federal child care legislation, it has played an important role in contributing to, and legitimizing, a failure to act on this issue . . . .</PARA>
<PARA>. . . ‘[T]he problem’ is framed as one of how to support the laudable decision of women to care for their own children at home, full-time. Government support for child care services is presented as not needed, essentially irrelevant.</PARA>
<PARA>It is important to note that the social conservative commitment to providing policy support for full-time motherhood tends to falter at the boundaries of the economically privileged heterosexual nuclear family. Families structured on a different basis—for example, those formed by gay men or lesbians—are not generally viewed as appropriate beneficiaries of public policy (Reform Party 1995a, 4). In addition, implicit in the arguments of many social conservatives is the view that mothers in low-income families or receiving income assistance should be in paid employment rather than caring for their children at home full-time.<ENIND/>2 In this view, full-time motherhood is desirable, and should be supported by public policy, only in the context of the ‘traditional’ family; non-familial child care is a second-best solution which should be supported only as a service to families that are dysfunctional or ‘in need’ . . . .</PARA>
<PARA>. . . [P]olicy decisions that are being made about child care, and related areas of social policy, can be understood fully only if we also attend to the role that social conservatism plays in this arena. The views comprising this ideology, including a preference for full-time mother care in the context of a ‘traditional family’ and a hostility to mothers’ participation in the paid labour force except where dictated by economic circumstance, facilitate the argument that supporting a diverse child care system as a universal service to families should not be a priority for government . . . .</PARA>
<H2>Economic Conservatism: The Market Knows Best</H2>
<PARA>I use the term ‘economic conservatism’ to refer to those elements in conservative ideology that stress the importance of decreasing government spending, enhancing the role of the market in service provision, and, more generally, reducing the role of the state (Mishra 1990; Teghtsoonian 1995, 1993). Those committed to these goals thus share both the antipathy of social conservatives towards an expanded role for government in supporting the provision of child care, and their preference that this issue be addressed in the private sphere. However, many key goals of economic conservatism conflict with social conservatism’s vision of women located in the domestic arena. These include a desire to encourage women receiving social assistance to secure paid employment in order to reduce government spending on welfare, and a belief that women’s participation in the paid labour force (as low-wage earners, although this point is generally not acknowledged) contributes to the improvement of economic productivity and international competitiveness. From this perspective, policies supportive of full-time motherhood are not entirely helpful. Instead, economic conservatives reconcile their distaste for government spending on child care with their desire to facilitate women’s labour force participation by advocating policies that maximize the role of the market in allocating the provision of child care services and minimize the role of the state.</PARA>
<PARA>To the extent that government directly funds child care, conservatives argue that it should not do so on a universal basis, but rather provide targeted assistance delivered only to those in need. In addition, economic conservatives have argued the merits of relying on the tax system as a mechanism for delivering assistance to families with children. This policy preference has been defended through repeated arguments that tax benefits permit the free exercise of ‘parental choice’ with respect to child care options and that it is desirable to allow ‘the market’ to respond to parental choices regarding such care (Teghtsoonian 1996).</PARA>
<PARA>Relying on tax measures is problematic in that it reflects and reinforces the construction of child care provision and purchase as a set of private arrangements to be negotiated by individuals. It provides government financial support for the purchase of care at abysmally low rates of remuneration and, especially for domestic workers living in their employers’ homes, in contexts in which care providers are vulnerable to abuse and exploitation (Arat-Koc 1990; Macklin 1992; Young 1994, 563–4). Tax measures create no opportunity for public authority to shape the quality, availability, or affordability of child care services; instead, it is assumed that ‘the market’ will ensure an adequate supply . . . .</PARA>
<PARA>Neither do tax measures offer a vehicle through which government might systematically address the issue of child care providers’ wages and working conditions (Friendly 1994, 196–7) . . . . Those interested in reducing government spending have a vested interest in keeping providers’ wages down, since lower wages help to minimize the child care expenses incurred by single mothers seeking to leave social assistance for paid employment. This calculus also helps to explain the enthusiasm demonstrated by conservatives for the (un- or under-paid) caregiving of relatives or neighbours as the preferred child care solution.</PARA>
<H1>Low Cost Child Care:

The Devaluation of Women’s Caregiving</H1>
<PARA>. . . There is significant resistance to considering women’s responsibilities in the private, domestic sphere as ‘work’ at all. Often rendered invisible and unrecognized, the difficulty and complexity of domestic labour are diminished by the perception that such activities flow more or less spontaneously from ‘women’s nature.’ In addition, it is considered inappropriate and unnecessary to compensate women’s domestic activities financially. Unlike ‘real work,’ which is seen to be motivated by pragmatic considerations and is paid, women’s caregiving in the family context is perceived to be motivated by emotional attachment and is understood to create its own rewards.<ENIND/>3</PARA>
<PARA>This conception of women’s caregiving in the domestic context also informs prevailing views about such work in the world of paid employment, thereby legitimizing its low status and poor pay. Just as women’s domestic labours are frequently invisible, research on women in a variety of caregiving occupations (such as social work and nursing) indicates that much of the actual work women do in these jobs goes unacknowledged—sometimes even by women themselves—and unrepresented in the internal record-keeping systems of organizations (Callahan and Attridge 1990; Diamond 1990; Nelson 1990; Waring 1988). And, just as women are unpaid in the domestic sphere, women are starkly underpaid for the caring and nurturing work they do in the public sphere, both in comparison to similarly skilled occupations numerically dominated by men and in comparison to men employed in ‘women’s jobs’ (Armstrong and Armstrong 1994; Baines, Evans, and Neysmith 1991; Statistics Canada 1994). Arlene Daniels has suggested that the higher pay received by men for caregiving work in the public sphere reflects, at least in part, the view that such ‘female’ activities do not come to men ‘naturally.’ Men’s caregiving work is assumed to reflect effort, rather than the expression of natural impulse, and hence to deserve greater compensation than the ‘natural’ (and therefore relatively effortless) performance of such duties by their female co-workers (1987, 409–10).</PARA>
<PARA>This naturalization of the gendered division of talent and responsibility for caregiving has come to be superimposed on ‘common-sense’ understandings of the division between public and private spheres. An example was provided by Barbara McDougall, a minister in the Conservative government during the late 1980s. In explaining why the federal government was moving at that particular time to provide support for child care services, she argued: ‘The structures that have existed from the beginning of time where men work outside the home and women work inside the home are changing, and they are changing fast because of economic needs.’<ENIND/>4 This presentation of the gendered public/private divide as universal and (until now) eternal serves, however inadvertently, to suggest that the structure of the ‘traditional’ nuclear family with its gendered division of labour is ‘natural,’ as is women’s responsibility for child care within the family unit.</PARA>
<PARA>A number of unwarranted implications flow from these problematic assumptions, inhibiting the development of federal support for child care as a universally available service to families. First, the framing of mother-care in the nuclear family as ‘natural’ suggests that federal government policies supportive of non-parental child care are aligned with parenting practices and family arrangements that are ‘unnatural,’ and therefore second best . . . . Such views support efforts to frame non-parental child care as an option of last resort, at most a welfare service to low-income parents or to those identified as unable to care adequately for their own children.</PARA>
<PARA>Second, these arguments suggest that even where mother-care is not possible, intrafamilial, private solutions are better than public solutions . . . . The potential drawbacks of these arrangements go unremarked in such arguments: the different shift/shared child care scenario affords little opportunity for partners, or the family as a whole, to enjoy time together (and, of course, is irrelevant for single parents); mothers and grandmothers may disagree about appropriate approaches to child-rearing; and, of course, many aunts and grandmothers are themselves in paid employment and unavailable to provide the (generally unpaid) caregiving services on which this scenario rests (Presser 1992; Skold 1988). Yet the depiction of intrafamilial caregiving arrangements as unarguably superior to care by nonfamily members is mobilized against claims that it is desirable for the federal government to expand its support for non-familial child care services.</PARA>
<PARA>Prevailing attitudes about women’s work in the home have also served to undermine the efforts of child care providers to improve their wages and working conditions. Important in this regard is the tendency to take this work for granted, that is, its ‘invisible’ nature. This invisibility is due partly to the context within which it is performed—in private homes, out of the public eye—and partly to its nature: cleaning, cooking, and providing emotional support are all tasks that have no definite conclusion or ‘final product’ that can be displayed to attest to the performance of the work (Armstrong and Armstrong 1994; Graham 1983). In addition to being unacknowledged or unobserved, much of women’s domestic work is invisible in a more fundamental sense. In Marjorie DeVault’s analysis of the work women do in planning, preparing, and serving meals to their families, she argued: ‘[These tasks] are also literally invisible: much of the time, they cannot be seen. Planning is largely mental work, spread over time and mixed in with other activities. In addition, these tasks can took like other activities: managing a meal looks like simply enjoying the companionship of one’s family—and of course, is partly so—and learning about food prices can look like reading the newspaper. The work is noticeable when it is not completed (when the milk is all gone, for example, or when the meal is not ready on time), but cannot be seen when it is done well’ (DeVault 1991, 56–7). As a consequence, DeVault argued, the effort involved in domestic work is not visible and the activities appear as ‘what comes naturally.’</PARA>
<PARA>The work of caring for children also involves the performance of many simultaneous tasks and the investment of a great deal of (unobservable) mental energy in emotional support and caretaking. As Arlene Daniels suggested: ‘The aspect of [women’s] activities most difficult for everyone to conceptualize as work involves the warm and caring aspects of the construction and maintenance of interpersonal relations’ (1987, 409). Rather than being understood as the product of learned skills and constant effort, the work required to care for children appears to emerge spontaneously from instinct and/or innate knowledge that women possess by virtue of their sex and which they implement more or less without difficulty. These perceptions contribute to an underestimation of the effort and skill of those who are employed as child care providers and the value of the training that they bring to their positions. In turn, this devaluation of the work of caring for children makes the low wages of child care providers appear less inappropriate than they otherwise might.</PARA>
<PARA>The perception that at-home mothers care for their own children ‘for free’ also helps to legitimize the low pay of child care providers, especially those in family day care homes where the work environment resembles so closely the context in which care is provided on an unpaid basis (Nelson 1990). However, these understandings of full-time mother-care as something that is provided ‘for free’ do not take into account the opportunity costs to the mother herself of choosing to provide such care, for example in terms of foregone income, expected lifetime earnings, and educational opportunities (Spalter-Roth and Hartmann 1991). Just as the work of caring for children is invisible, so too are the costs of doing so, for mothers and for child care providers . . . .</PARA>
<PARA>In the context of a general unwillingness to acknowledge and support the value of women’s caregiving work, it is worth considering the position of groups like REAL Women, Kids First, and Westcoast Women for Family Life. Their representatives have repeatedly emphasized the tremendous value of the work that women do in their homes, raising and nurturing their families, and the need for public policy to acknowledge and support this work. How compatible are these views with the emerging feminist commitment to ensuring that women’s caregiving work is properly valued?</PARA>
<PARA>While some elements in the positions staked out by these socially conservative groups are valuable, as an overall package their policy prescriptions leave much to be desired. They do articulate an important truth about society’s failure to acknowledge the value of women’s domestic work and the lack of policy supports for it. However, their assumption that mothers in paid employment enjoy both moral and policy support for their decision to combine motherhood and labour force participation is contradicted by the evidence,<ENIND/>5 and their dismissal of the need for better policies to support women making this choice is troubling. The emphatic testimony presented by Gwendolyn Landolt (REAL Women) during the Social Security Review is telling: ‘We would object strongly—I can’t begin to tell you how much we’d object—to a national day care program’ (Minutes of Proceedings 1994, 8: 104). Although child care advocates have argued that governments must both expand support for child care services and benefits for parents choosing to care for their children at home (Beach 1992; Task Force 1986), social conservative organizations such as REAL Women and Kids First endorse only the latter. It is thus difficult to credit their claim that they are supportive of ‘choices for families.’</PARA>
<PARA>In addition to confronting many of the attitudes outlined above, child care providers who have tried to improve their wages and working conditions have also had to contend with the prevalent belief that money and love cannot, and/or should not, coexist in a caregiving relationship. In this view, caregiving relationships within families are ideal (and idealized) because they are understood to be motivated by a loving, altruistic commitment to the well-being of the person receiving the care, whose interests and needs are not subordinated to the self-interest (pecuniary or otherwise) of the care provider. When the need for money supplements altruistic commitment as a motivation for providing the care, as is the case for those who care for a living, the quality of that care is called into question. The implicit concern underlying this logic is that economic need may come to displace ‘true caring’ entirely, erasing any interest on the part of the care provider in the well-being of the care receiver. The receipt of money for the work of caregiving is seen to jeopardize its quality, to render it less affectionate or caring than if it were provided solely ‘for love.’<ENIND/>6 Caregivers who seek better wages for themselves run the risk of being accused of selfishness, of not caring enough about their clients (Baines, Evans, and Neysmith 1991) . . . .</PARA>
<H1>Conclusion</H1>
<PARA>This chapter has suggested that the issues at stake in child care policy debates, and the passions they evoke, can best be understood by emphasizing the interconnectedness of the public and private spheres rather than by accentuating their separateness. The current profile of federal child care policy has imposed significant costs on women in their private roles as mothers, as labour force participants in general, and as child care providers in particular. At the same time, public policy in this area has reflected conservative ideological conceptions about how the private realm of family should be structured, and about the appropriate balance between market and state. There are similar interrelationships between the devaluation of women’s work in the domestic sphere, women’s generally low earnings as paid employees, and the assumption that women rather than men will be primary care givers for their children. Disagreements about Canadian child care policy have thus reflected far more than competing views about appropriate policy instruments. They have also engaged deeply held beliefs about motherhood, women’s roles, and the nature of families and caregiving. Understanding these connections between public and private helps to illuminate the sources of resistance to redistributing the costs of caring for children away from individual women and into the public sphere.</PARA>
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<EN>1. 
See, e.g., Geoffrey York, ‘Tory Politicians Form Family Compact,’ Globe and Mail, 3 June 1992, A1 and A4; testimony presented by representatives of Kids First in Minutes of Proceedings (1988) 4:41–4:55 and 4A:1–22 and Minutes of Proceedings (1994) 9:142–53 and 39:57–66; of REAL Women in Minutes of Proceedings (1994) 8:103–9 and 51:21–9, and of Westcoast Women for Family Life in Minutes of Proceedings (1994) 39:40–8. The Reform Party has carefully avoided statements prescribing full-time motherhood, but a number of its policy positions assume or explicitly endorse ‘traditional’ family arrangements. See the discussion below.</EN>
<EN>2. 
I have developed this point at greater length elsewhere. [. . . ] Note that one prominent social conservative group, REAL Women, does endorse policies that would provide financial support to low-income women, as well as to those who are well-off, who wish to care for their children full-time. For example, in testimony presented during the Social Security Review, Gwendolyn Landolt (National Vice President, REAL Women) argued that ‘under the CAP regulations at present, money is extended to single mothers only to entitle them to look for work or to take job upgrading skills. We would like to see CAP used to give increased financial assistance for mothers to remain at home with the children at least while they’re of pre-school age. It seems to me there should be more choice for the single-parent family.’ Minutes of Proceedings (1994) 51:26. REAL Women’s policy positions are explored further below.</EN>
<EN>3. 
A number of these views were reflected in the arguments advanced by William Beblow’s lawyers in trying to persuade the Supreme Court of Canada that Beblow’s former common-law partner, Catherine Peter, should not be awarded an equal share of their assets in recognition of her contribution in running the household and raising the couple’s six children during the twelve years of the relationship. Beblow’s lawyers took the position that Ms Peter had carried out her household and child-rearing tasks out of ‘natural love and affection,’ and that ‘Mr. Beblow had not been unjustly enriched by her work,’ despite the fact that after she moved in he stopped employing a housekeeper at $350 a month, and ‘was able to pay off his mortgage and buy a van and a houseboat.’ The Supreme Court ruled that Ms Peter was entitled to ‘an equal share of the assets from the relationship.’ Alanna Mitchell, ‘Household Work Gets Top-Court Nod: Common-law Spouse Shares Assets,’ Globe and Mail, 26 March 1993, A1 and A4. A recent Statistics Canada report has estimated the value of unpaid household work in 1992 as falling between $234 billion and $374 billion, roughly the equivalent of between 1/3 and 1/2 of the GDP. The report also estimated that if the time spent on unpaid work were to be translated into paid employment it would add 13 million jobs to the Canadian economy. Margaret Philp, ‘Unpaid Work Worth at Least $234-billion: Women Continue to Perform Majority of Household Chores, Statscan Study Finds,’ Globe and Mail 21 Dec. 1995, A5.</EN>
<EN>4. 
Debates 23 Aug. 1988, 18713.</EN>
<EN>5. 
The work full-time mothers do is not appropriately valued in our society, but it does not logically follow that women choosing otherwise receive support for their decision. In a 1991 Globe and Mail–CBC News Poll, 76 per cent of respondents agreed that ‘children’s well-being is being sacrificed these days because both parents have to work.’ Alanna Mitchell, ‘Working Parents Spark Concern: Canadians Worry the Well-being of the Nation’s Children Is Being Sacrificed,’ Globe and Mail, 5 Nov. 1991, A4. A Gallup Poll survey conducted in 1993 found that 53 per cent of respondents (54 per cent of men and 51 per cent of women) believed that married women with families being ‘in the working world’ had a harmful effect on family life. Lorne Bozinoff and André Turcotte, ‘Canadians Split over Effects of Working Moms,’ Gallup Report, 24 Jan. 1993, 2. The assumption that employed mothers enjoy general approbation also seems untenable in light of the persistent flow in the mainstream media of articles about the guilt that employed mothers suffer at ‘leaving’ their children, and concern about the potential damage this causes to the healthy development of kids. My point here is not to argue that mothers in paid employment do not experience guilt, but to suggest that perhaps part of the reason that they do is precisely this ongoing commentary in the media, combined with policy ‘supports’ that are inadequate to the task of easing their double burden. For examples of media commentary on employed mothers’ guilt, see Marlene Habib, ‘Motherhood: Guilt Trip Impedes Return to Work,’ Victoria Times-Colonist, 13 Aug. 1991, C1 and C3; Alanna Mitchell, ‘June Cleaver-style Moms Back in Fashion,’ Globe and Mail, 20 April 1992, A1 and A5; Alanna Mitchell, ‘Guilt and the Working Mother,’ Globe and Mail, 21 April 1992, A3; Jane Litchfield, ‘For Mothers Today, Freedom and Angst,’ Globe and Mail, 25 May 1995, A22; Suanne Kelman, ‘What Is It about Women and Guilt?’ Chatelaine, April 1993, 55–7 and 159–60.</EN>
<EN>6. 
Some child care providers share this view. Margaret Nelson has reported that some of the unlicensed family day care providers in Vermont that she interviewed were critical of their licensed counterparts for ‘being in it for the money,’ i.e., motivated more by a desire for personal gain than by a commitment to the well-being 0f the children in their care. Ironically, some of the licensed providers expressed exactly the same critical sentiment about those who were unlicensed. Nelson (1990, 162–70). See also Enarson (1990, 239).</EN></ENSET>
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<H1>Introduction</H1>
<PARA>The damage wrought by child welfare systems on First Nation people and communities is well known and documented.<ENIND/>1 A number of studies have suggested this damage is explained in part by the way child welfare law is implicated in and informed by racist processes.<ENIND/>2 I have argued, for example, that the ideological form<ENIND/>3 and substance<ENIND/>4 of child welfare law established a discursive framework that naturalizes the removal of First Nation children from their extended families, communities, and Nations. Racism is central to the relationship between law and ideology in this context. Racism does not, however, exist in a vacuum. Rather, it operates in complex interaction with gender and class and other social relations. This is particularly important for class and other social relations. This is particularly important for understanding child welfare law, in which the spotlight of judicial scrutiny is on First Nation women often living in poverty. While consideration of the intersection of race, gender and class informs the analyses of particular cases in earlier work on the application of child welfare law to First Nations,<ENIND/>5 there has not yet been an attempt to construct a theoretical framework for understanding this intersection more generally. My aim here is to develop such a framework.<ENIND/>6</PARA>
<PARA>I want to argue that a key to understanding the effects of child welfare law on First Nations lies in the way courts assess the mothering capabilities of First Nation women. Most problematic is the tendency of courts to construct First Nation women as “bad mothers,” and thus apparently justify removing their children and placing them in state care. Importantly, the construction of First Nation women as “bad mothers” is mediated by the dominant ideology of motherhood.<ENIND/>7 Understanding the race, gender, and class specificity of this ideology therefore provides some insight into the complex relations of oppression and power that inform the material and discursive dimensions of child welfare law.<ENIND/>8 First Nation women are particulary vulnerable to being constructed by courts as “bad mothers” because, as a consequence of colonialist oppression and different cultural norms, they do not always meet the dominant cultural and middle class expectations that constitute the ideology of motherhood . . . .</PARA>
<H2>I. The Dominant Ideology of Motherhood</H2>
<PARA>By the dominant ideology of motherhood, I mean the constellation of ideas and images in western capitalist societies that constitute the dominant ideals of motherhood against which women’s lives are judged. The expectations established by these ideals limit and shape the choices women make in their lives, and construct the dominant criteria of “good” and “bad” mothering. They exist within a framework of dominant ideologies of womanhood, which, in turn, intersect with dominant ideologies of family.</PARA>
<PARA>There are several core expectations that constitute the dominant ideology of motherhood. First, motherhood is understood as “the natural, desired and ultimate goal of all ‘normal’ women;”<ENIND/>9 in other words, a woman must be a mother before she will be considered “a mature, balanced, fulfilled adult.”<ENIND/>10 This dictate of compulsory motherhood applies not only to pregnancy and birth, but also to the matrix of behaviours deemed to constitute “good” mothering,<ENIND/>11 namely:</PARA>
<QUO>A “good” mother is always available to her children, she spends time with them, guides, supports, encourages and corrects as well as loving and caring for them physically. She is also responsible for the cleanliness of their home environment. </QUO>
<PARA>A “good” mother is unselfish, she puts her children’s needs before her own.<ENIND/>12</PARA>
<PARA>A further expectation is that “[t]he individual mother should have total responsibility for her own children at all times.”<ENIND/>13 I will refer to this expectation as the primary care requirement. Finally, a mother is expected to operate within the context of the ideologically dominant family form, one that is “heterosexual and nuclear in form, patriarchal in content,”<ENIND/>14 and based on “assumptions of privatized female dependence and domesticity.”<ENIND/>15 The latter assumptions have limited women’s ability to participate in the workforce on equal terms with men, and contributed to the devaluation of women’s paid work, child care, and domestic labour.<ENIND/>16 Perhaps to counter the lack of status and financial rewards accorded to motherhood, the role of “mother” has been idealized as “important, worthwhile and intrinsically rewarding.”<ENIND/>17</PARA>
<PARA>The dominant ideology of motherhood is an historically and culturally specific phenomenon, consolidated in the late nineteenth century; in Canada and other Western capitalist nations.<ENIND/>18 It has undergone a number of shifts from that time, some of which correspond to changes in the political economy of capitalism. Since the 1960s and 1970s, for example, with rising numbers of women in the workforce, the ideology has increasingly countenanced some forms of “working mother,” rather than dictating full-time stay-at-home motherhood.<ENIND/>19 As well, in the last ten years or so, fathers have come to be constructed as also having a vital role to play in raising children, additional to, though different than, the role of mothers.<ENIND/>20 Though changes such as these have had effects on the ideology of motherhood, they have not weakened its considerable power in disciplining women. Mothers who deviate from the ideals of motherhood are constructed as “bad mothers,” thereby justifying their social and legal regulation, including regulation by child welfare law.</PARA>
<PARA>Importantly, however, it is not just mothers as anomalous individuals who are judged harshly against the ideals of motherhood.<ENIND/>21 Motherhood has been constructed ideologically as compulsory only for those women considered “fit,” and women have often been judged “unfit” on the basis of their social location. This has been the case (at various times during the last century and in different places) for disabled women, black women, First Nation women, immigrant women, Jewish women, lesbian women, sole-support women, poor women, unmarried women, young women, and others.<ENIND/>22 For these women, procreation has often been devalued and discouraged.<ENIND/>23 The ideology of motherhood, therefore, speaks not only to gender roles and behaviour, but it also constructs some locations within social relations of race, class, sexuality, ability, and so on as more appropriate for motherhood than others. Thus, motherhood is better conceptualized as a privilege, than as a right,<ENIND/>24 a privilege that can be withheld, both ideologically and in more material ways, from women who are not members of the dominant groups in society or who are otherwise considered “unfit.”</PARA>
<PARA>Within this framework, so-called “unfit” women who want to have children are often confronted with serious barriers and difficulties. Single heterosexual women, lesbian women and/or disabled women, for example, are “expected to forgo mothering in the ‘interest of the child,’”<ENIND/>25 and lesbians in particular find it difficult to gain access to safe alternative insemination processes.<ENIND/>26 Moreover, though there is variation along lines of race and class,<ENIND/>27 young women who become pregnant and who choose to carry their fetuses to term are often pressured, both externally and through the internalization of motherhood ideology, to give up their babies for adoption.<ENIND/>28 When women considered “unfit” do have and raise children, it is difficult, if not impossible, for them to meet the societal image of the “good mother.”<ENIND/>29</PARA>
<PARA>Historical analyses of motherhood discourses provide insight into the development of the race, class, and gender specificity of contemporary meanings of motherhood.<ENIND/>30 Dorothy Roberts, for example, has examined the ideological devaluation of black motherhood, and the corresponding valuation of white motherhood, during the period of slavery in the United States.<ENIND/>31 Dawn Currie argues that contemporary meanings of motherhood have some roots in late nineteenth and early twentieth-century North American eugenics-derived birth control discourses which expressed concerns about controlling both the growth of potentially unruly populations and the racial quality of future generations.<ENIND/>32 In contemporary discourses of motherhood, however, the origins and operation of motherhood ideology within social relations of oppression, including overlapping ones of race, gender, and class, are submerged. Instead, the expectations of “good” mothering are presented as natural, necessary and universal. The “bad mother,” by corollary, is constructed as the “photographic negative” of the “good mother,”<ENIND/>33 again with the operation of racism and other such factors rendered invisible. Moreover, the realities of poverty, racism, heterosexism, and violence that often define the lives of mothers who do not conform to the ideology are effectively erased. As Marie Ashe writes:</PARA>
<QUO>Consideration of the material conditions of women’s lives is made irrelevant through construction of the “bad mother” as a pure and essentialistic figure. She is defined as a woman whose acts or omissions constitutes “bad mothering” whatever her class or race or household relationships.<ENIND/>34</QUO>
<PARA>Thus, the construct of “bad mother,” though historically embedded in oppressive social relations, is presented as universal and thus innocent of its origins and effects.<ENIND/>35 This dynamic then helps to naturalize and legitimate intersecting oppressive relations of race, gender, and class in particular contexts, such as that of child welfare law.</PARA>
<H2>II. The Ideology of Motherhood, Child Welfare Law and First Nation Women</H2>
<PARA>The imposition of child welfare law on First Nations in Canada vividly illustrates the intersection of multiple axes of power within the ideology of motherhood. Understanding this dynamic, I want to suggest, helps explain why the child welfare system has had such destructive effects on First Nations, and most directly, on First Nation women and children. Before illustrating this point by analyzing recent child welfare cases, I would like to make some preliminary observations . . . .</PARA>
<PARA>At both the initial stage of child welfare proceedings, when it is determined whether a child is in need of protection, and at the dispositional stage, when support services and/or alternative care placements are ordered, courts draw on ideological conceptions of motherhood which form part of the common sense knowledge of judges.<ENIND/>36 This happens in two interconnected ways.<ENIND/>37 First, judges focus on and blame individual First Nation mothers for the difficulties they face without recognizing the roots of those difficulties in the history and current structures of colonialism and racial oppression. Second, the dominant ideology of motherhood operates to impose dominant cultural values and practices in relation to child-raising on First Nations, and correspondingly devalue First Nations values and practices in this context. These two tendencies operate in conjunction with each other with other processes, to shape the final results arrived at by courts . . . .</PARA>
<H1>Individuation, Obfuscation, and Mother-Blaming</H1>
<PARA>An important feature of the ideology of motherhood is the way it individuates mothers and the practice of mothering. This can be understood as related to the primacy of the individual in liberal ideology more generally. The individualistic focus of the dominant ideology of motherhood, and the related expectation that individual mothers will take full responsibility for their children, means that when there is a problem with a child, the individual mother’s mothering practices are subjected to critical scrutiny.<ENIND/>38 The implication is that mothers are to blame for child neglect . . . .</PARA>
<PARA>Though, as a general feature of the ideology of motherhood, mother-blaming does not appear culturally or racially specific on its face, I want to argue that its application to First Nation women must be understood in these terms. Most directly, mother-blaming obscures the wider context of racism, poverty, ill-health, and violence within which many First Nation women who appear in the cases are struggling to survive. More fundamentally, it obscures the roots of these conditions in historical and continuing practices of colonialism and racial oppression, including land dispossession, destruction of the traditional economies of First Nations, and the transgenerational effects of residential schools, and the child welfare system itself.</PARA>
<PARA>The focus on individual “bad mothers” as the source of difficulties in First Nations child welfare cases effectively blames First Nation women for the effects of social ills that are largely the consequence of this history and present. Vivid illustrations of this individualized mother-blaming focus can be found in child protection cases involving First Nation women who are dependent on drugs or alcohol, or involved in a relationship with a violent man. In such cases, judges often refer to the alcohol and drug dependencies of First Nation women as their “personal lifestyle” problems, implying they deserve what comes (the removal of their children) if they do not rehabilitate themselves within a “reasonable” time.<ENIND/>39 In Director of Child Welfare of Manitoba v. B.,<ENIND/>40 for example, the Court referred to substantial alcohol abuse by the mother as an aspect of her “lifestyle,”<ENIND/>41 stating that it included personal traits and problems that severely limit her parenting abilities.<ENIND/>42</PARA>
<PARA>Even more disturbing is the tendency to characterize the subjection of First Nation women to violence by male partners as simply a “personal problem” or a problem of “lifestyle.” In Child and Family Services of Western Manitoba v. J.H.B.,<ENIND/>43 a First Nation mother was characterized as beset by a “chaotic lifestyle”<ENIND/>44 resulting from an abusive relationship and alcoholism. The Court concluded that her children were “entitled to be free of the detrimental consequences which flow from care being provided by someone whose life is resumed and subsumed by personal problems” [emphasis added]<ENIND/>45. . . . Altogether, the characterization of battering and alcohol and drug dependency as personal problems reinforces the placing of blame for child neglect on the deficiencies of individual mothers, and obscures the roots of the difficulties First Nation mothers face in more systemic oppressive relations including historical and continuing colonialist and racist practices.</PARA>
<PARA>This dynamic is also at work in the way the ideological expectation that mothers be unselfish and self-sacrificing is applied to First Nation women. Women are labelled “selfish” and “immature” when they are found not to meet this expectation, and there are several ways this specifically affects First Nation women. For example, the presumption underlying the expectation that it is possible to separate the needs of mothers from those of their children is particularly onerous for many First Nation women who, because of poverty and other difficulties struggle to survive on a day-to-day basis. In Re J.H. and N.H.,<ENIND/>46 for example, a battered First Nation woman without employment or appropriate housing, who often required assistance from social welfare authorities to provide her children with basic necessities, was characterized by the Yukon Territorial Court as, at bottom, “preoccupied with her own needs.”<ENIND/>47. . .</PARA>
<PARA>Illustrations of mother-blaming can also be found in cases that draw upon ideological constructions of the physical home environment “proper” for raising children. Women whose living situations do not meet these standards are judged as inadequate mothers. A mother is presumed not to be a “good mother” if, for example, she moves from place to place, or if the place where she lives is not clean and tidy . . . .</PARA>
<PARA>. . . This poses particular difficulties for First Nation women in child protection cases. Once again, the specificity of the application of the “proper” home requirement to First Nation women takes a “mother-blaming” form. The difficult life circumstances of many First Nation women, which are largely the consequence of historically rooted structures of colonialism and racial oppression, are regarded by judges as indicators of, and risk factors for, inadequate mothering. This is particularly apparent in cases which manifest ideological expectations that a home be an established if not permanent one, and that it be “clean and tidy.”</PARA>
<PARA>With respect to permanency, First Nation women are sometimes characterized by judges as not meeting the ideological requirement of having a “proper” home environment on the ground they live “nomadic” or “transient lives.”<ENIND/>48 In L. (P.),<ENIND/>49 for example, a First Nation woman, whose three children had been apprehended from her, lived first with the father of her children, then off and on with her sister in Manitoba, and then with “another boyfriend.”<ENIND/>50 The judge was concerned that even when the two parents were together they had no fixed home.<ENIND/>51 He considered the woman’s situation to be “more than a ‘nomadic life.’” It indicates instability, insecurity, a lack of permanency—all of which are not positive factors for any family, and are more devastating for a young child.”<ENIND/>52 The lack of an established home, in other words, was for the Court ipso facto a risk factor . . . .</PARA>
<PARA>In New Brunswick (Minister of Health and Community Services) v. L.M. and F.G.,<ENIND/>53 all parental rights and responsibilities in relation to three First Nation children were transferred from a mother (and disinterested father) to the New Brunswick Minister of Health and Community Services. This was done, in part, because the mother “ha[d] been moving from one place to another and [was] simply not in a position to receive custody of her children.”<ENIND/>54. . .</PARA>
<PARA>Like the “permanent home” requirement, dominant middle-class ideals of cleanliness and tidiness are central to ideological constructions of good motherhood, and have particularly oppressive effects for many First Nation women confronted by child welfare law. A particularly vivid example can be found in L.O. and S. O. v. Superintendent of Child Welfare.<ENIND/>55 A nineteen-month-old Inuit girl suffering from serious skin rashes was apprehended from the Inuit couple who had taken her in when she had been abandoned as a baby because, according to the Court, their house “was just not tidy enough for such a tender-skinned little girl.”<ENIND/>56. . .</PARA>
<PARA>. . . [T]here is an unfortunate implication that standards of hygiene in First Nation communities are the result of cultural differences, rather than a material consequence of poverty, overcrowded and substandard housing, and so on, which are in turn related to histories of colonialism and racial oppression.<ENIND/>57</PARA>
<PARA>A final example of mother-blaming and the individualist focus on the ideology of motherhood can be found in the expectation that mothers assume primary care of their children, regardless of their circumstances. A mother must be self-reliant and care for her children with minimal or no assistance.<ENIND/>58 Again, the individualistic focus of this requirement ignores and obscures the colonialist roots of the problems faced by many First Nation women. Poverty is often responsible for the difficulties mothers, and in particular lone mothers, have in providing primary care to their children,<ENIND/>59 and this has specific implications for First Nation mothers who disproportionately live in poverty<ENIND/>60 largely as a result of colonialist practices and policies. These facts are obscured, however, by the focus on primary care. In Re J.H. and N.H.,<ENIND/>61 for example, because a 32 year old First Nation mother in the Yukon was unable to “provide primary care for herself and her children [emphasis added],”<ENIND/>62 the children were committed permanently to the care of the Director of Family and Children’s Services. The many times she had approached child welfare authorities or relied on relatives for caregiving assistance in crisis situations were taken by the Court to indicate “little improvement on her part in dealing with her problems on her own” [emphasis added].<ENIND/>63 Yet, part of what created her need for assistance in the first place was her lack of suitable housing, and her inability to supply her children with basic necessities because of her poverty . . . .</PARA>
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<H1>Introduction</H1>
<PARA>This chapter presents an antiracist perspective on the “family” in Canada that departs from traditional discussion of the subject. Since it is often assumed that the “family” is of a standard form, variations are neither acknowledged nor discussed. Authors implicitly assume that the “family” unit is male-dominated, white, middle-class, nuclear, and heterosexual. This image does not allow for variations of class, ethnicity, or sexuality. Such a stereotype is reinforced by ideological institutions and processes in society, most conspicuously by the mass media.</PARA>
<PARA>Therefore, traditional discussion of the “family” falls into an essentialist trap, reinforcing a functionalist notion of the “complementary” roles played by men and women. Conflicts and oppressions are not acknowledged, and, if they were, would be defined away as “deviance” (Parsons and Bales, 1955). Variations of “family” forms among people of colour, for example, extended families, single-parent families, and multiple-parent families, would also be seen as deviant and in need of being resocialized to conform to the dominant form.</PARA>
<PARA>This chapter looks at variations in families among Native people and people of colour in Canada and then analyzes how these variations, in most instances, have been socially organized according to the imperatives of a capitalist society and its associated interventionist state (Panitch, 1977). State policies in the area of immigration and racism have historically had a fundamental effect on families and on communities of colour. We will see that people of colour have frequently been denied the right to have the “family” form of their choice and that this denial has been historically motivated by racism, an ideology that has been invoked explicitly or implicitly by the Canadian state. Also, we will see that the demand for “a family” has been one of the major organizing principles of communities of colour in Canada . . . .</PARA>
<H1>Critical Review and Theoretical Framework</H1>
<PARA>The most powerful critique of traditional theories and reports on the “family” came from feminist writers, activists, and theoreticians (de Beauvoir, 1952; Creer, 1970; Steinem, 1983), who pointed out that the roles played by women within their families were far from ideal and in fact reinforced a second-class role for women marked by oppression, boredom, and non-recognition. By ignoring the problems in families, particularly those arising from relationships between men and women, we were delivering not a complete picture of the institution, but a partial picture, one that represents a patriarchal vantage point. By not looking at the experiences of women in families, we were perpetuating the invisibility of women’s work as well as our silence in academic discourse. Feminist contribution to sociological theory has been, therefore, a focus on women’s experience and making gender a framework for analysis (Smith, 1977).</PARA>
<PARA>A whole range of feminist literature on families has developed that looks at women’s work in their homes (Dalla Costa and James, 1972; Fox, 1980; Luxton and Rosenberg, 1986) and its connection to work outside their homes (Armstrong and Armstrong, 1984; Connelly, 1978; Gannage, 1986). Among feminist writers, different approaches have been developed—namely, the liberal, radical, and socialist strains (Armstrong and Armstrong, 1984) . . . .</PARA>
<PARA>When we look at the literature about racial and ethnic variations in families, we see a patriarchal bias. Issues of race and gender are conspicuously unexplored (lshwaran, 1980). However, this strain of research did illustrate that families, as institutions, play a crucial role in reproducing ethnicity and also in facilitating the adaptation process for new immigrants and refugees. The problem with this literature is that it does not represent women’s experiences in their families. Nor does it discuss gender and class relations. It assumes that the experiences of men and women within families are the same. It also does not relate families to the role of the state and the general political environment, although multiculturalism is often assumed as a benevolent given. Values, beliefs, and behaviours within families of immigrants and Native people are explored, often over generations, to study the effect of the acculturation process on the internal workings of families. The influence of the larger political economy on immigrants, Native people, and families of colour is a highly problematic one, and is closely tied to the racism and sexism that were the foundations of the project of nation building in which the state was and is actively involved.</PARA>
<PARA>Since the 1980s, there has been a growing literature documenting, from women’s standpoints, the experiences of immigrant women and women of colour in families and communities in Canada (Brand, 1991; Brant, 1988; Das Gupta, 1986; Fireweed, 1983; Iacovetta, 1987; Latham and Pazdro, 1984; Polyphony, 1986). Much of this has been written by Native women, women of colour, and immigrant women. What was hidden in the household, and thus in history, is now slowly being uncovered, documented, and published.</PARA>
<PARA>. . . This perspective has been referred to in academic discourse as the “race, gender, class” perspective, that is, the intertwining of different yet simultaneous levels of oppression experienced by working-class women and women of colour (Vorst et al., 1991).</PARA>
<PARA>The demand for a “family” historically became an antiracist, feminist, and working-class agenda, given oppressive state policies. The state has maintained a capitalist mode of production as well as reproducing racist, sexist, and classist structures through its various policies, including immigration policies and such laws as the Indian Act. Through such policies, the state has regulated the “family” form of Native people, immigrants, and people of colour. It has rationalized doing so with various hegemonic ideologies, such as racism and gender. Hence, the “family” has become a terrain of struggle not just for men and women but also for communities of colour and immigrant communities vis-à-vis the state . . . .</PARA>
<H1>Native People</H1>
<H2>Genocide of the Culture, Genocide of the Family</H2>
<PARA>. . . The destruction of Native families has taken place in the context of colonial domination, which has led to economic devastation, poverty, and social disintegration.</PARA>
<PARA>When Europeans landed on this continent, they encountered well-developed, highly organized, and stable formations of Native societies, including family formations. Families varied in lineage and locality, but they were extended, and women and men related to each other with reciprocity and sharing (Bourgeault, 1991; Brant, 1988) . . . .</PARA>
<PARA>However, these arrangements were a hindrance to the European project of colonization and capitalism. In order to subjugate and disempower Native people, the mercantile colonizers embarked on a campaign to penetrate, exploit, and distort Native families, and finally to destroy them altogether . . . .</PARA>
<PARA>As capitalism predominated and immigration from all over the world took hold, the labour of Native peoples, including the Métis, was not as crucial as it had been in the early years of capitalist development. Nor was Native peoples’ labour as malleable as that of immigrants, since Natives retained the option of not assimilating into the predominant capitalist system. So the European colonialists, with the help of the Church, adopted a strategy of biological and cultural assimilation of Native peoples. At the centre of this approach lay an effort to destroy Native family formations, including by the destruction of Native children . . . .</PARA>
<PARA>Another negative impact on family life has been greater dependence on cash, supplanting the old system of co-operative communal production in which reciprocity and pooling of foods and other resources among extended kin was the norm. Family ties among various relatives were sustained in this way, particularly due to the obligations engendered by the performance of services that required payment in kind and reciprocity (Fiske and Johnny, 1996). Money does not have the same character; it does not create the same sense of responsibility for, and co-operation with, one’s fellows.</PARA>
<PARA>Two institutions that have played very key roles in the destruction of Native children are the schools and the child-welfare agencies . . . .</PARA>
<PARA>Residential schools provide the most dramatic examples of what education did to Native children and to families. York (1989, p. 22) presents vivid documentation of the horror of missionary teachers and government officials threatening bodily harm or arrest to force Native parents to send their young children to residential schools. Residential schools were hostels where children were separated from their families, prevented from speaking their own languages and practising their own traditions, and made to practise a semi-militaristic lifestyle, including wearing uniforms and having their hair shaved off. They were brainwashed to believe in the “goodness” of the Bible and the “barbarism” of Native religions. All this happened with the aid of severe corporal punishment, and, frequently, these children were sexually abused. Generations of depression, alcoholism, suicide, and family breakdown are the legacy of such traumatic experiences and are described as the “residential school syndrome” by Native peoples themselves (York, 1989, p. 37) . . . .</PARA>
<PARA>In the absence of good parental role models and the total absence of Native role models, residential schools produced generations of Native adults with minimal parenting skills, coupled with symptoms of residential-school syndrome. This frequently produced abuse within Native families (Locust, 1990). Diana Nason, a former program supervisor at Native Child and Family Services of Toronto, confirmed the persistence of this vicious cycle (interview with author, 1992) . . . .</PARA>
<PARA>Just as the residential-school system was being phased out in the 1960s, the child-welfare system stepped into view in the form of Children’s Aid Services, which removed Native children from their parents on the pretext that the parents were “inconsistent” or “abusive.” This was a dominant phenomenon in most Native communities on- and off-reserve.</PARA>
<PARA>In 1979, a national report on adoption and welfare found that 20 percent of children in foster care were Native, while only 6 percent of the Canadian population were Native (Hudson and McKenzie, 1981, p. 63). In Manitoba, 60 percent of children in foster care were Native, while the Native population in the province was 12 percent of the total. In the 1970s, 80 percent of Native children in Kenora, Ontario, were in “care” (Native Child and Family Services of Toronto, 1991). This trend continued into the early 1980s (York, 1989, p. 206).<ENIND/>1 Most children were placed in non-Native homes, including homes outside Canada. In the 1990s, this trend is being reversed to a certain extent, with more Native empowerment and the growing movement in support of Native people adopting Native children (interview with Ken Richard, Executive Director, Native Child and Family Services of Toronto, 1998).</PARA>
<PARA>How did such high numbers of adoptions of Native children come about in cultures where “kids are considered as sacred gifts” and where “nobody owned the children, except the community” (Diana Nason, interview with author, 1992)? Hudson and McKenzie (1981) have answered this question by analyzing the non-Native child-welfare system as an agent of colonization of Native peoples. They have argued that this colonial relationship has three characteristics—namely, the lack of decision-making power in the Native community, the devaluation of Native parenting and child-welfare practices, and the nature of interaction between Native and non-Native societies that reproduces the subordination of the former and the domination of the latter . . . .</PARA>
<PARA>Native peoples are unique in Canada as being the only communities that have been defined by the government in a piece of legislation, the Indian Act, which was passed in 1876 (Midnight Sun, 1988, p. 78). The descendants of those who did not sign treaties or become registered are not defined as “Indian.” Until 1960, a Native person had to renounce “Indian” status in order to vote, go to university, buy liquor, or live off-reserve. Before 1985, Native women who married non-Native men lost their status as “Indians” (as did their children) unless they subsequently married Native men. This meant that they could not reside on-reserve and they lost all inheritance rights. Moreover, they and their children could not go back to their families on-reserve in case of being widowed, separated, or divorced (CASNP, 1978, p. 4). This policy was challenged by Jeanette Corbiere-Lavell in 1973. Although she did not win her case, the campaign united large numbers of Native women and started a movement to reform the Indian Act.</PARA>
<PARA>The social workers and child-welfare workers are mainly middle-class non-Natives who undoubtedly bring their own biases in defining “abuse” and “dysfunctional families” (York, 1989; Johnston, 1983). Carol Locust (1990) discusses several examples of classifying traditional child-rearing practices as “abusive.” The practice common to extended families of a child living with her or his grandparents, aunts, or uncles has often been interpreted as abuse. Diana Nason (interview with author, 1992) related a situation in which a Native couple used to leave their child with one set of grandparents on the weekends while they indulged in drinking. These parents were defined as “inconsistent parents” and their child was removed from them.</PARA>
<PARA>Children in Native cultures are treated as fully developed human beings deserving of full respect. Children are therefore not “forced” or “disciplined” into anything, a characteristic mentioned also by John (interview with author, anonymity requested, 1992). Older Native children have been known to take on significant household responsibilities, particularly around child care. These roles have sometimes been interpreted as “contributing to delinquency.”. . .</PARA>
<PARA>A “blaming the victim” mentality has always existed, as far as the Native community is concerned. Disproportionately high rates of post-neonatal deaths and a variety of illnesses are often used to justify classifying Native parents as “unfit,” without explaining that these health problems occur predominantly as a result of poverty and discrimination.</PARA>
<PARA>In the face of such systematic genocidal policies, many in the Native communities have resorted to self-destructive behaviours such as alcoholism, sniffing gasoline, and suicide to escape the pain of daily survival (York, 1989; Midnight Sun, 1988, p. 78). This in turn has reinforced the predominant racist stereotypes that non-Native societies hold about Native people.</PARA>
<H2>Resistance to Genocide</H2>
<PARA>After generations of colonial domination and the resulting politics of divide and rule, Native peoples have achieved a sense of unity for a common goal—self-government . . . .</PARA>
<PARA>. . . Now, as a result of consistent Native lobbying, there is some recognition by non-Native people, particularly the government, that it is essential for Native peoples to educate their own children with their own curricula, teachers, and administration and, most important, with the involvement of their parents and local bands. However, the battle is far from over, for Native educators face a lack of funds from the federal government, which limits their objective. Most Native children still attend provincial schools in which Native community participation is minimal. Therefore, their educational experience is still biased, foreign, and irrelevant, a situation that maintains their high drop-out rates . . . .</PARA>
<PARA>Self-government in the area of social services and child welfare is also a growing movement, with organizations such as Anishnawbe Health Toronto, which provides culturally sensitive health care to Native people in Toronto, and Native Child and Family Services (NCFS) of Toronto, which tackles child welfare in the off-reserve population in Toronto. The NCFS has launched several innovative programs, based on Native values, to intervene in situations of child abuse in Native families. For instance, they can remove a Native child to a “Native support home” in the same city. They have also started a “customary care program” (NCFS, 1991), which is an adaptation of the principle of the extended-family form so important in Native cultures. If parents are in need of child-care support, they have the right to name an extended-family member or trusted friend as an alternative caregiver. In the absence of such options, NCFS can match parents with other Native families who have volunteered to extend such help. By means of these programs, NCFS is trying to use Native values and traditions in promoting child welfare. An important departure here from the non-Native system is the maintenance of ties between children and their natural parents, keeping Native families together as well as caring for children in their Native communities. NCFS will soon be mandated to take children into protective custody (interview with Ken Richard, 1998).</PARA>
<H1>Immigrants and People Of Colour</H1>
<H2>The Construction of “Single” and “Temporary” Status</H2>
<PARA>[. . .]</PARA>
<H3>Chinese Families</H3> <PARA>In the absence of appropriate and adequate European immigration in the late 1800s, and because of the near genocide of Native peoples, about 15 000 Chinese men were admitted into Canada to work on the railways, despite protests from B.C. politicians and people at large. However, once the railway was completed in 1885, the Chinese Immigration Act was passed to restrict the entrance of the Chinese by imposing a $50 head tax, which rose to $500 per head by 1903.</PARA>
<PARA>The wives of Chinese labourers usually stayed behind in China, not always because they wanted to, but often because they or their husbands could not afford the head taxes. Valerie Mah, a Toronto teacher and historian, called the Toronto Chinese community between 1878 and 1924 the “bachelor” society because of the absence of women (Dunphy, 1987). The head tax was a way of systemically excluding a group of people because of race, ethnicity, and sex.</PARA>
<PARA>The women who did come numbered under 100 in 1885, and either were the wives of merchants or were prostitutes (Van Dieren, 1984). The tiny middle class of traders and merchants in the Chinese community and their wives were not required to pay the head tax between 1911 and 1923. Furthermore, their economic status and ability to procure trade for Canada meant that, even when the period of exclusion was in effect from 1923 to 1947, during which no Chinese immigration was officially allowed, these men and women enjoyed special privileges. Given capitalism’s constant search for investment, Canada has always encouraged entrepreneurial immigrants. However, it should be noted that there were very few women in this elite group of Chinese (Man, 1996, p. 273). The wives of immigrant businessmen became important as co-managers and unpaid workers, thus saving on labour expenses and also maintaining a passive labour pool.</PARA>
<PARA>The sexuality of people of colour is always a problem for a racist society. Single male Chinese workers posed a threat of miscegenation to white Canadians . . . . Chinese men were thought to lust after white women, seeking to assuage their perilous hunger by luring these women behind the partitions of their laundries or restaurants into their private lairs, then seducing them with wine and opium so that they could have sexual relations with them . . . . Denied their families, Chinese men were evidently not to be allowed to have any privacy either. Relegated to the lower strata of Canadian society, largely as providers of services, Chinese men had to display their humility to white society in order to earn a living; as a result, they were even denied their masculinity, as their demeanour was not considered manly enough by white Canadians. Yet the sexuality of Chinese men was still believed to be dangerous, especially in the face of the weakness and gullibility of young white women. One solution to this dilemma was to import female Chinese prostitutes. However, the presence of prostitutes raised fears of a rise in the population of Chinese immigrants as well as the seduction of white boys (Van Dieren, 1984).</PARA>
<H3>South Asian Families</H3> <PARA>As in the case of Chinese immigrants, immigrants from the Indian subcontinent, referred to as South Asians, were prevented from coming to Canada by systemic barriers. By an immigration stipulation of 1908, South Asians could land in Canada only by continuous journey. Yet the Canadian Pacific Railway, which operated the only continuous steamship passage on that route, was forbidden to sell any tickets. Moreover, under the Immigration Act of 1910, each Asian immigrant had to possess $200 to enter Canada. These two rules effectively prevented the entry of South Asians (Jamal, 1998) . . . .</PARA>
<PARA>South Asian women were banned from Canada, although, in 1910, the wives of two professional men entered (Doman, 1984). Immigration of South Asian women of all classes was decried by society at large, including white women’s groups, for fear of encouraging the settlement of South Asians in Canada.</PARA>
<PARA>It was not until 1919 that South Asian women could enter Canada, and then only as wives. Repeated pressure from British colonial officials at the Imperial War Conferences, held between 1917 and 1919, had the ban removed. Yet few women and children emigrated to Canada because they were formally required to be registered as legitimate “wives and children” in India, and few procedures facilitated marriage registrations there until 1924 . . . .</PARA>
<H3>Japanese Families</H3> <PARA>Before 1908, evidence suggests that the Japanese in Canada were mainly a community of single males and that some may have sought solace with prostitutes (Adachi, 1976; Kobayashi, 1978). Most lived with other men in company shacks and bunkhouses near their workplaces, just like their Chinese and South Asian counterparts.</PARA>
<PARA>In 1907, self-regulation of immigration from Japan was negotiated in the form of a gentlemen’s agreement, according to which the Japanese government voluntarily restricted the number of emigrants to Canada. Canada resorted to this approach to maintain diplomatic relations with Japan, an ally of Britain at the time. The agreement covered the immigration of domestic and agricultural workers; wives, children, and parents were allowed to arrive freely until 1928. The agreement came on the heels of a race riot in British Columbia aimed at Chinese and Japanese immigrants.</PARA>
<PARA>Adachi describes the period after 1908 as the “family building phase” (1976, p. 87), when single men sought wives in several ways. Some visited Japan for arranged marriages; others sent for “picture brides” from a catalogue (Kobayashi, 1978, p. 4) . . . .</PARA>
<PARA>Japanese women, like many women in other communities, were expected to be completely devoted to their husbands, children, and the home, although they laboured on farms as well as fulfilling their domestic obligations. Their labour played a crucial role in the success of Japanese farms, particularly in berry and small-fruit production (Adachi, 1976, p. 149). Perhaps the reason the Canadian government was open to the formation of families among the Japanese, but not among the South Asian and Chinese communities, was that unpaid family labour is an asset in small farming, as it allows the farmer to greatly minimize labour costs. This contrasts sharply to the conditions under which domestic workers have come into Canada. The latter have historically been encouraged to work in Canada as “single” women, away from their family members, including their young children. In their case, family members were seen as potential burdens on Canadian social services.</PARA>
<PARA>After 1928, however, in an effort to further limit the number of Japanese immigrants, women and children were included in the annual quota. This was a period of heightened racism against Asians in general, and the Japanese in particular. There was intense paranoia among white Canadians about being outnumbered and economically dominated by Japanese Canadians. By 1931, the number of picture brides coming into Canada had declined significantly.</PARA>
<PARA>Anti-Japanese feelings reached a zenith in the war years with the bombing of Pearl Harbor. In the name of national security, mass evacuations of Japanese were begun in January 1942; all males between 18 and 45 had to be removed from the West Coast by April 1942. This resulted in the dismantling of families and the disruption of children’s schooling. Most of the men were removed to work in road camps in other parts of Canada. Women and children were, initially, forced to reside in hastily converted public buildings, lacking complete privacy, before being moved to camps in the B.C. Interior, first to tents and then to shacks . . . .</PARA>
<PARA>Familial authority and socialization processes were transformed in the semi-communal camp life (Maykovich, 1920, p. 68). The authority that Issei (first generation) parents had over their children was weakened, which then weakened parents’ abilities to transfer their indigenous language and culture.</PARA>
<PARA>The disruption of families continued in the postwar years, when all Japanese Canadians were encouraged to go back to Japan or to work on sugar beet farms, extremely strenuous work. Many young, single members of the Nisei (the second generation) chose to move to Ontario and other Eastern provinces, away from their parents . . . .</PARA>
<H3>Black Caribbean Families</H3> <PARA>If we look at the history of white European immigrant women, we find a pattern of large numbers coming to Canada as poor, single, young domestic workers (Barber, 1986; Conway, 1992; Lindstrom-Best, 1986). White women had a choice of settling in Canada or returning to their home countries. Between 1900 and 1930, about 170 000 British women came under this category. In 1929, 1288 out of 1618 Finnish women arrived as domestics. Immigration policies differed for domestics who were women of colour. If they came as temporary or contract domestic workers, they could not alter this status in Canada. If they did not fulfil their contractual agreements, they were forced to go back to their home countries . . . .</PARA>
<PARA>Women of colour who have been brought to Canada as contracted domestic workers have been predominantly black Caribbean and Filipina women. These women have been, and still are, admitted for limited contractual periods. They remain in Canada only in the job and with the employer with whom the contract exists. The periods during which these women could, in fact, use the domestic scheme<ENIND/>2 to emigrate to Canada have been brief, so that few women have been able to take advantage of it. As a result of political lobbying by community organizations since 1981, domestic workers have been able to apply for immigration after two years of contracted work.</PARA>
<PARA>However, systemic barriers remain, since applicants have to fulfil certain conditions, such as maintaining stable employment, demonstrating financial-management skills, and demonstrating their involvement in the community. Just as in the case of Asian male immigrants in the early part of the twentieth century, it has been a policy of the government not to encourage the possibility of developing families among women of colour who came as domestic workers. Thus, their status as “single” and as “temporary” is deliberately organized by immigration policies.</PARA>
<PARA>Even when Chinese and Japanese women worked as domestic workers, they were restricted to working for Asian families. A law that restricted Chinese families from employing white domestic workers stood until 1929 (Dunphy, 1987). This could only reflect racism and the fear of miscegenation. The decision to admit certain groups of women as domestic workers while excluding others was perhaps guided not only by racial concerns and those arising from ethnocentrism. It is noticeable that the groups admitted under the domestic schemes have been, by and large, English-speaking and Christian, and more akin to Western, Anglo-Canadian culture. One can only suggest that these concerns were paramount, since many of these women would work as babysitters and nannies, and would therefore have a strong socializing influence on white children. Moreover, the role of black women as caregivers is a holdover from the history of slavery, of racism and sexism.</PARA>
<PARA>The first Caribbean domestic scheme admitted 100 women from Guadeloupe in 1910 and 1911 (Calliste, 1991). However, the scheme was ended because of information that these women were allegedly not completely “unattached,” that is, that they had children . . . .</PARA>
<PARA>The “singleness” of black domestic workers from the Caribbean was maintained in the second domestic scheme (1955–67), when a quota system was established for admitting as immigrants to Canada only unmarried women without children and not in common-law relationships . . . .</PARA>
<PARA>However, as other writers have pointed out, historically, black women have often been heads of households (Brand, 1988, 1991; Turritin, 1983; Yawney, 1983)—out-migration of male members to urban centres in the hope of increased income turned a significant proportion of families in Montserrat into female-headed ones (Turritin, 1983, p. 311). Brand (1988, p. 122) has argued that the depressed economic condition of black men generally has prevented them from participating in child and family maintenance. Therefore, black women have, out of necessity, been economically independent in supporting themselves and their children. Even though they earn some of the lowest incomes in Canada, their labour-force participation is one of the highest.</PARA>
<PARA>The determination of Immigration officials to maintain the singleness of black Caribbean women was dramatized in the case of the seven Jamaican mothers who applied to sponsor their children, previously unreported, in 1976. They were ordered to be deported for failing to report their children on their applications to come to Canada (Leah and Morgan, 1979) . . . .</PARA>
<PARA>Today, domestic workers come into Canada on temporary work permits, an arrangement begun in 1973. For two years, these workers remain as “unfree,” after which they can apply for permanent residence. But, as mentioned before, this transition is marked by many barriers (Silvera, 1983, p. 18). In 1992, the Ministry of Employment and Immigration announced changes in the Foreign Domestic Movement program such that applicants now must have the equivalent of Grade 12 education, fluency in an official language, and either six months of training in caregiving or one year of work experience in this area (interview with Carol Salmon, counsellor, Intercede, 1998). Some of these criteria could effectively exclude women from the Philippines, India, and the Caribbean, where the required education is unavailable or inaccessible to working-class women.</PARA>
<H2>Immigrant Domestic Workers and White Families</H2>
<PARA>One of the issues that has rarely been discussed is the contribution of domestic workers in reproducing white Canadian-born families in Canada. By definition, they “mother” white Canadian-born children by cooking, cleaning, washing, dusting, and even fulfilling sexual services under coercion (Silvera, 1983, p. 61). While their own families, including those with very young children, are forced by immigration laws and employment conditions to remain far away from their mothers, these women nurture, feed, dress, and nurse their employers’ children. They enable mainly upper-class and middle-class white women to escape their traditional gender roles to develop lucrative careers or to enjoy leisure time. By the same token, the government can save on crucial day-care services, which are urgently needed by working women with preschool children. In this process, domestic workers are prevented from ever establishing their own families and communities. There is almost an assumption that “they” don’t “need” these families since they are assumed to be racially and socially incapable of nurturing and properly socializing their own children. This attitude has sometimes also been directed toward white, non-English-speaking European domestic workers, such as Finnish domestics (Lindstrom-Best, 1986, p. 20), although black domestic workers have been subjected to it most frequently . . . .</PARA>
<PARA>Familial ideology that promotes the mistaken notion that foreign domestic workers are one of the family is also a source of oppression. The division between the public sphere of work and the private sphere of family life is absent for domestic workers because their residence and their work are in the same location and involve the same individuals. There is an intimacy in the relations between domestic workers and their employers that is missing for other workers. This very intimacy can lead to exploitation because requests for more hours of work can be couched in terms of favours, and domestic workers may fear incurring the wrath of their employers, who could make their lives quite unbearable . . . .</PARA>
<H1>Blacks In Canada</H1>
<PARA>[. . .]</PARA>
<PARA>Blacks in Canada have always occupied a subordinate position in economic, political, and ideological relations. This has had a distinct impact on black families (Calliste, 1996, p. 244). These two statements constitute the essential starring point of Calliste’s essay on black families in Canada, particularly in Nova Scotia. She goes on to argue that racism has forced most Blacks to work in low-paying, unstable jobs, resulting in low socio-economic status, which then helps to break down family relationships. Sexism and class inequality combine with racism to create extremely limited employment opportunities for black women, many of whom have traditionally worked as domestics. Furthermore, immigration policy has historically discriminated against Blacks, preventing them to the greatest extent possible from establishing permanent residence, and making family formation in Canada difficult, while exploiting their labour power.</PARA>
<PARA>Racist attitudes toward black families in this country have resulted in these families having to make a number of adaptations. For instance, on the whole, black families in Canada are less likely to be formally married than Canadian families of all ethnic groups; Nova Scotian Blacks have the lowest rate of marriage of all. Calliste (1996, p. 252) states that this low marriage rate is due to high unemployment and low wages, and the pressure these put on marriages. Some other reasons cited for the low rate of marriage among Blacks is the shortage of black men due to immigration schemes that recruited black Caribbean women as domestics and nurses, and the greater tendency of black men to engage in interracial marriage. The high rate of single-parent, mother-headed families among Blacks is also due to a number of factors, some of which relate to socio-economic circumstances . . . .</PARA>
<H1>Family Building among Postwar Immigrants</H1>
<PARA>Even though the government made an effort to encourage family reunification in the postwar era, many barriers were erected. Some of these were institutionalized and systemic, while others were a legacy of past antifamily and racist government policies. These barriers continue up to today, even though one of the cornerstones of the current immigration policy, as phrased in the Immigration Act of 1976, is “to facilitate the reunion in Canada of Canadian citizens and permanent residents with their close relatives from abroad” (Toronto Coalition for a Just Refugee and Immigration Policy, 1987).</PARA>
<PARA>When reunification took place, communities had to deal with the estrangement of couples (Dill, 1992) and with the fact that children born later than usual meant greater differences in age and in values between parents and children (Johnson, 1983) . . . .</PARA>
<H1>Social Construction of Gender, Race, and Class in Postwar Families of Colour</H1>
<PARA>To facilitate family reunification, a category of immigrants was labelled as the “family class”; these would be given priority simply because they had “very close relatives” in Canada. Critics have pointed out that, in practice, the arbitrary definition of “family” and delays in the processing of these applications often keep families separated for long periods (Toronto Coalition for a Just Refugee and Immigration Policy, 1987). For instance, “family” does not include brothers and sisters over 19, or sons and daughters over 19. Fathers are not recognized as parents. A natural father has to legally adopt his child before he can sponsor her or him. An adoption process has to happen before the child’s thirteenth year and can be fairly complicated. It has been said that overseas immigration officials tend to reject these applications. Similarly, de facto parents, such as aunts or grandparents, who may have brought children up in the absence of natural parents, are not recognized. Like natural fathers, they also have to legally adopt the children before sponsoring them over to Canada.</PARA>
<PARA>The formal definition of who would be considered “family” members illustrates the cultural and racial bias of the state. According to government definitions, several members of an extended family are not seen as “close” family members. Moreover, children who are young adults are assumed to be financially independent, living separately from their parents, and are thus not part of their parents’ “family unit.” There are also assumptions about the neolocal, which may not have relevance for matrilocal or patrilocal communities.</PARA>
<PARA>Even though family-class immigrants are said (according to immigration regulations) to be of first priority, in practice they are less of a priority than entrepreneurial immigrants (Cross Cultural Communication Centre, n.d.). In some countries, such as ones in the Caribbean, family-class applications fall in priority after student and work authorizations. Besides, the process of family reunification is often lengthy because of lack of resources in overseas immigration offices as well as bureaucratic obstacles. Normal processing time for family-class applications from the United States and Britain is between 71 and 116 days; those from India take 203 to 413 days, those from Guyana 518 days, those from Trinidad and Tobago, 462 days, and those from Zaire 637 days (Cross Cultural Communication Centre, n.d.).</PARA>
<PARA>The reasons for these delays in countries consisting mostly of people of colour are the lack of personnel and other resources to process the volume of applications. This practice of systemic discrimination allows “neutral” structures and practices to have an adverse effect on one group of people. For instance, there are 5 immigration offices in the United Kingdom, 10 in the United Stares, 4 in France, and 2 in Germany, while there is only 1 in India, serving 8 other jurisdictions: of 6 in Africa, 1 serves 23 other jurisdictions and 2 are in South Africa . . . .</PARA>
<PARA>Historically, it is noticeable that, when women have been allowed to enter Canada, they have been able to do so as wives and as dependants (Estable and Meyer, 1989). Their dependent status is maintained by various institutional processes upon their arrival in Canada. The point system of immigration perpetuates systemic barriers for women and people of colour who want to immigrate as independent candidates since it emphasizes such things as education, skills, training, employability in “open occupations,” and knowledge of English and/or French. Most women from the working classes and from racial minority groups would never qualify to immigrate on the basis of such criteria as they lack access to the required training. Thus, when women have come to Canada on their own, they have done so as “unfree” labour, as slaves, domestic workers, or seasonal farm labourers. Mostly, these have been black, Filipina, and Mexican women. Despite the recent demand for domestic workers, this occupation has not been added to the list of “open occupations” and thus does not earn any immigration points (Estable and Meyer, 1989, p. 39).</PARA>
<PARA>As soon as immigrants are defined as “family class,” it is assumed that they are not good enough to work outside the home (hence the lack of insistence on earning points) and that their primary responsibility is with child care and housework. Another “family class” assumption is that women are not destined for the labour force. This in effect reproduces traditional gender ideology, even though the majority of immigrant women participate in the paid-labour force (in the most ill-paid and insecure sectors) at a greater rate than Canadian-born women.</PARA>
<PARA>However, women’s dependence on men is reinforced by a variety of institutional processes. Until 1992, government-subsidized English/French as a Second Language (ESL/FSL) courses were not made accessible to those who have been sponsored. “Breadwinners” (read: men) were given first priority for admission to these courses. This policy affected women adversely, since more women than men lack the knowledge of an official language (Estable and Meyer, 1989, p. 20). This situation is exacerbated for older women. . . .</PARA>
<PARA>Moreover, women are not eligible for most subsidized social services unless they can prove that their sponsorship has broken down (Ng and Das Gupta, 1981). Often, Canada Employment Centres will invite the “heads of households”—that is, men—to their initial orientation sessions (Estable and Meyer, 1989, p. 47). It is assumed, perhaps falsely, that information will be automatically “passed on” to their sponsored relatives. Community organizations representing immigrant women agree that Employment Centre practices place women in a double bind. Women are denied access to training, upgrading, and ESL/FSL classes, but they cannot find waged work without enrolling in such courses. For job-training courses, a minimum level of English or French is necessary. So once again women are denied access if their spoken English is poor. In the absence of recognition of prior professional experience and qualifications, women are streamed into dead-end entry-level jobs (Estable and Meyer, 1989, p. 23; Jamal, 1998).</PARA>
<PARA>The dependence of immigrant women is dramatically perpetuated when they are in abusive relationships. . . .</PARA>
<H1>Conclusion</H1>
<PARA>The community histories presented here illustrate the politicization of the family vis-à-vis the Canadian state and dominant interest groups. Historical writings reveal that women, men, and children of colour have not always had the right to live in a “family” situation on their own terms. The descriptions of the conditions under which working-class Chinese, South Asian, and Japanese men and women in the early twentieth century, and, later on, black Caribbean women, lived and worked illustrate that they existed as “single” people in the Canadian context. Official immigration policy, as well as informal practices, ensured that this pattern was perpetuated. Families were, and continue to be, disrupted and actively prevented from forming, thus hampering the reproduction of the group and its community. Family disruption also ensures the temporariness of their residence in Canada. Moreover, it ensures the predominant whiteness of the population overall. The birth of the Métis was a result of coercive miscegenation practised by male colonists with Native women. Simultaneously, those women’s indigenous family forms, which had been extended and egalitarian, disintegrated. Later on, the extended families and close relationships between Native parents and their children were broken down for the express purpose of terminating Native cultures, languages, religions, education, and economies. This was accomplished initially by missionary-led residential schools, and later by non-Native child-welfare agencies, both of which operated on the philosophy of superiority of white Christian culture and the natural inferiority of Native peoples.</PARA>
<PARA>At the same time, the Indian Act defined many members of the Native communities, particularly women married to non-Natives and their children, as non-Status, which, among other indignities, denied them the right to live on reserves with their families. . . .</PARA>
<PARA>The Native nations, as well as immigrants of colour who were held captive as single and temporary workers, provided a pool of cheapened labour to fuel the development of colonial mercantile capitalism and, later, industrial capitalism. Native peoples provided labour for the fur trade, and Blacks and immigrants of colour were instrumental in land clearing, farming, lumbering, and the like. Later, all these communities were employed in factory, service, clerical, and domestic work.</PARA>
<PARA>The absence of immigrant families meant that the quantitative cost of reproduction was lower, since their families were not present in Canada. The spouses and family members of these immigrants, who lived outside Canada, subsidized them with their unpaid labour at home. This enabled Canadian employers to keep wages at a super-exploitative level and thus to reap high profits. However, qualitatively and psychologically, the absence of families meant increasing costs for these immigrant workers in the form of loneliness, alienation, and depression. For Native peoples, these effects reached an extreme level, with high incidences of self-destructive behaviour. The destruction of Native communities hardly presented itself as a problem to Canadian employers, since labour was plentiful through immigration. In fact, the presence of Native peoples and their rights as the original peoples of this land were seen by many as an impediment to the capitalist employment of land and natural resources. . . .</PARA>
<PARA>Legitimization functions of the state were accomplished by the genocide of Native families and the obstruction of family formation among immigrants. First, the state prevented the reproduction of these peoples, and thus the formation of their communities and nations, especially in the case of Native peoples. This removed any basis of power for them and was the formula for maintaining their vulnerability. That vulnerability was rationalized on overt and covert racism, thus fanning white racism, which was hegemonic in Canada at the time. By pursuing such policies, governments were catering to a racist public while maintaining the “cheapness” of people of colour and of Native people.</PARA>
<PARA>When family reunification was declared an official policy in the postwar period, traditional gender roles with their associated ideologies were reproduced through various institutional processes. Even if we are to accept these gender relations, family reunification has remained an uphill battle for many immigrants. Despite this history, Native people and people of colour have formed families in order to establish permanence, mutual support, and solidarity with each other. Same-sex, communal, and quasi-extended families have been formed as a bulwark against genocide and racism. These alternative families create a sense of support and solace from the harsh realities of life. The struggles for family reunification and for civil rights have been two of the most important organizing principles for immigrants and people of colour. For Native people, self-government in every aspect of their lives has been the fundamental demand for the restoration of their families and nations.</PARA>
<ENSET><HD>Notes</HD>
<PARA>I would like to acknowledge the assistance of Julianne Momirov and Maria Teresa Wilson in revising this chapter.</PARA>
<EN>1. 
Statistics regarding the Native community are problematic, owing to the deeply varying definitions and perceptions of who a Native person is.</EN>
<EN>2. 
“Domestic Schemes” refers to special programs that the Canadian government has had to allow specified types and numbers of domestic workers to enter Canada.</EN></ENSET>
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<PARA>. . . [M]any strong voices have been raised against the obviousness of the strategy of seeking inclusion within “the family” or marriage, and the implications of this strategy. Many of those voices have been lesbians and lesbian feminists.<ENIND/>2
<PARA>It is our view that this closing down of space for discussion of strategies that do not focus on marriage or spousal recognition as an “end” in itself is problematic. Drawing on critical literature on “the family,” we work from a position that recognizes that marriage, and perhaps family law itself, has a history that is deeply interconnected with relations of oppression both within families and within society. As Shane Phelan succinctly puts it, “Families are the very model of patriarchy, characterized by inequality along several dimensions. In patriarchy, fathers rule over mothers, parents over children, seemingly by nature.”<ENIND/>3 We should all be familiar with, and keep in mind, the ways in which marriage has operated to reproduce women’s dependency and inequality. Furthermore, in Canada, marriage has provided a mechanism for the imposition of patriarchal and oppressive norms on Aboriginal communities, with particular consequences for Aboriginal women4 . . . .</PARA>
<PARA>Why, then, we ask, is not just spousal recognition, but also marriage, so clearly back on the political agenda for gays and lesbians, not only in the United States, where common law relationships have not received as much legal recognition, but also in Canada where they have? What political dilemmas does this development pose for critical thinkers and lesbians and gay men who are committed to social justice? . . .</PARA>
<H1>Canadian Legal Trends: The Terms of Inclusion</H1>
<H2>Introduction</H2>
<PARA>Canada is somewhat distinct from many countries with respect to the evolution of lesbian and gay claims to equality. First, relatively strong human rights codes exist both provincially and federally. These codes were strengthened by the constitutional entrenchment of the Canadian Charter of Rights and Freedoms in the 1980s.<ENIND/>5 Second, since the 1970s, Canada has increasingly recognized common law heterosexual relationships through ascription for many legal purposes, a trend that is quite distinct from that in the United States. Based on a period of cohabitation, many, but not all, of the rights and duties of marriage have been extended to common law couples. Since the mid-1990s, same-sex couples have increasingly, though unevenly across provinces, been treated as common law couples. Thus, for example, same-sex cohabitants are treated as spouses for income tax purposes,<ENIND/>6 their entitlement to social assistance payments may be reduced if they have a partner, and they are spouses for a myriad of family law purposes including having the right to sue ex-partners for spousal support<ENIND/>7 . . .</PARA>
<PARA>In 1999, the Supreme Court of Canada rendered the most important judicial decision to date on spousal recognition in M. v. H.<ENIND/>8 There the Court granted a lesbian the ability to claim spousal support from her former partner by striking down as unconstitutional a definition of “spouse” in a family law statute that had been limited to opposite-sex cohabitants.<ENIND/>9 This case has resulted in many legislative changes at both federal and provincial levels, as we discuss below. However, it also illustrates a problematic phenomenon that has arisen in many challenges to legislation brought by same-sex partners. The progress that has been made, often through the courts, has typically occurred by showing the similarity between same-sex partners and opposite-sex partners.</PARA>
<PARA>Thus assimilation discourse that reinforces the heterosexual norm has been built into legal process in many ways. For instance, in M. v. H., although the Supreme Court judges were careful to state that there is no need for lesbian litigants to portray their intimate relationships as if they were “just like” those of their heterosexual counterparts,<ENIND/>10 one of the lower court decisions noted that H had been more involved in the shared business of the couple, whereas M (the applicant) “appeared content to devote more of her time to domestic, rather than business, tasks.”<ENIND/>11</PARA>
<PARA>Thus, there is a concern that the need to meet certain criteria (such as sharing joint bank accounts) in order to fit within existing legal categories such as “spouse,” which often rely on conjugality, will “domesticate” the lives of lesbians and gay men.<ENIND/>12 Similarly, Australian author Heather Brook has suggested that although the concept of coverture inherent within marriage has been challenged by many recent law reforms, “its (hetero)sexual performatives remain a key trope in marriage and (to a lesser extent) marriage-like relationships.”<ENIND/>13 . . .</PARA>
<PARA>As mentioned above, the litigation successes in Canada prompted governments to expand the definition of “spouse” to include same-sex couples in an array of laws that assign rights and responsibilities based on spousal status. In 2000, the federal government enacted the Modernization of Benefits and Obligations Act,<ENIND/>14 which amended 68 pieces of federal legislation to recognize same-sex couples, and several provinces also extended spousal or equivalent status to same-sex couples.<ENIND/>15 Most recently, on April 25, 2002, the province of Québec introduced Bill 84,<ENIND/>16 which accords the rights and responsibilities of married couples to same-sex and opposite-sex unmarried couples who enter into a civil union. The same bill also repeals the opposite sex definition of marriage in the Civil Code, although same-sex marriage remains prohibited under federal law<ENIND/>17 . . .</PARA>
<H2>The Marriage Cases</H2>
<PARA>Interestingly, at present in Canada, even though (or perhaps in part because) same-sex partners have almost all the same rights and responsibilities of common law spouses, there is a renewed emphasis on claiming the right to marry by many lesbians and gay men.<ENIND/>18 Lesbian legal scholar Kathleen Lahey has argued strenuously that without the right to marry, lesbians and gay men do not have full legal personality.<ENIND/>19 Even the Law Commission of Canada in its recent report on personal adult relationships has recommended that “[p]arliament and provincial/territorial legislatures should move toward removing from their laws the restrictions on marriages between persons of the same-sex.”<ENIND/>20 Equality for Lesbians and Gays Everywhere (EGALE), a national lesbian/gay lobby group established during the infancy of the Charter and one that has been at the forefront of the fight for spousal status, is now very involved in litigation challenging the denial of the right to marry to same-sex couples. Its public stance is that same-sex couples should have the right to make their own relationship decisions, including the freedom to marry for those who choose it.<ENIND/>21 EGALE does not argue that all lesbians and gay men should choose marriage; rather that it should be a choice that is open to them.</PARA>
<PARA>Currently three “marriage” cases are being pursued in Canada, with EGALE involved in each one. In these cases, groups of lesbian and gay couples are arguing that the common law definition of marriage as being between a man and a woman contravenes the equality rights guarantee of the Charter of Rights and Freedoms, and they are asking that the province be required to issue them marriage licenses.<ENIND/>22 All three of these cases have resulted in defeat for the federal government . . . .</PARA>
<H2>Why Marriage?</H2>
<PARA>We now turn to the recent focus by many in the lesbian and gay movement on the right to legally marry. Why, despite the fact that there is very little difference in Canada between the legal status of married persons and that of common law spouses, is marriage such a big issue?<ENIND/>23 We believe that there are several reasons. First . . . the inclusion of same-sex couples as spouses has resulted in considerable backlash and homophobia from social conservatives and other right-wingers. We speculate that the more the Canadian Alliance or other right wing organizations argue that lesbians and gay men should never be able to marry, the greater the incentive will be to seek that right.<ENIND/>67 Even the Canadian government has been somewhat inflammatory in its response to the marriage cases being brought, resorting to such regressive arguments as that heterosexual procreation is a “naturally occurring phenomenon” and that “the survival of the human race depends upon” excluding same-sex couples from marriage.<ENIND/>25 In Alberta, Premier Ralph Klein has stated that he vehemently opposes marriage for lesbians and gay men and that he would use the “notwithstanding” clause of the Charter to block any legislative attempt to allow lesbians and gay men to marry.<ENIND/>26 Such statements merely strengthen the resolve of many lesbians and gay men to demonstrate that they should not be treated in this discriminatory manner.</PARA>
<PARA>Another reason that marriage is so high on the agenda is that the issue is about more than legal rights and responsibilities. There is a tremendous symbolism attached to marriage, a symbolism that includes public recognition of one’s commitment. One has only to read some of the affidavits of the applicants in the marriage cases currently before the courts to appreciate the importance attached to having one’s relationship publicly celebrated.<ENIND/>27 One of the themes that emerges is that marriage brings public acknowledgement of a personal relationship and that this recognition will lead to more acceptance by family and friends of the relationship and in turn result in less homophobia in society generally. Another point made by many of the applicants in the marriage cases is that permitting same-sex couples to marry is also about being valued as members of society . . . .</PARA>
<PARA>It is important to emphasise that we are not suggesting that the strategies and outcomes to date have been mistaken. Indeed many lesbians and gay men have benefited materially and in other ways from the changes. However, as we shall discuss, we are concerned that adopting the status quo in terms of the rights and responsibilities that go with spousal status has reinforced the existing system with all its problems, rather than seeking a more transformational strategy that might have redressed some of the more systemic problems. Put simply, the struggles of the last few decades have been about the acquisition of a limited set of legal rights that themselves rest on profoundly hierarchical social relations. As Shane Phelan puts it, key proponents of same-sex marriage understand marriage as the ideal liberal contract, and this paradigm “downplays the inequality and subordination that are just as basic to Western marriage as[,] and much more long-standing than, love and intimacy.”<ENIND/>28 We have used middle class means to achieve an end that has somewhere along the way become deraced, declassed and degendered. We are now in the system but little about the system has changed. Arguably “[e]fforts to include same-sex marriage that do not address the gendered structure of marriage or its function in maintaining racial division will succeed at most in winning ‘equality’ for a privileged sector of white well-off (not-so) queers.”<ENIND/>29</PARA>
<H1>Beyond Assimilation And Resistance</H1>
<PARA>[. . .]</PARA>
<H2>The Limits of Legal Liberalism and Equality Discourse</H2>
<PARA>First, we want to think further about how the claims of lesbians and gay men were framed within and by the Canadian legal system. There is no doubt that using the equality guarantees of the Charter of Rights and Freedoms to argue for the extension of spousal status to same-sex cohabitants had a huge impact on the way challenges to discriminatory laws were presented in Canada. As mentioned earlier in our discussion of the Supreme Court of Canada decision on spousal support in M. v. H., equality rights discourse is based on comparisons. In the context of claims for spousal recognition, the obvious comparator for lesbians and gay men is heterosexual couples. If same-sex couples bringing Charter challenges forward can demonstrate that they are virtually the same as heterosexual couples, with the only difference being their sexual orientation, then with sexual orientation as a prohibited ground of discrimination under the Charter, it is highly likely that the challenge will be successful.</PARA>
<PARA>A graphic illustration of the “sameness” approach can be seen in the evidence put forward by litigants in the more recent same-sex marriage cases. A review of the affidavits reveals that almost all of the litigants make the point that the only difference between them and heterosexual couples is that they are both the same sex. In all other respects their relationship is identical to that of opposite-sex couples. As one litigant put it,</PARA>
<QUO>During our thirty-two years together, Bob and I have shared our lives, plans and finances. We have always purchased things together and have never owned anything separately. We have always had joint bank accounts, we owned a home together and we have wills, leaving all of our possessions to each other.<ENIND/>30</QUO>
<PARA>Evidence of the similarity between opposite and same-sex partners thus usually focuses on an assumption that couples in intimate relationships share everything and that they are monogamous. Not only may this concept of the typical heterosexual spousal relationship be somewhat artificial, making these arguments serve to further “other” those who may not fit the mould. Given that many in the lesbian and gay community celebrate and value their differences from the normative model of the heterosexual couple, such an approach is problematic. This strategy is not “the fault” of lesbians and gay men who make claims for spousal status, as we discuss below. Rather, equality discourse tends to force arguments in this comparative, conservative direction and thereby render the diversity of intimate relationships marginal or, indeed, invisible . . . .</PARA>
<H2>Spousal Recognition Produces Disadvantages as Well as Advantages: The Implications of Gender and Class</H2>
<PARA>Our next concern about the results of legally recognizing same-sex couples as “family” is often overlooked: spousal recognition does not bring only positive advantages for lesbians and gay men. Rather, depending on factors such as class and gender, spousal recognition may generate more disadvantages, notably financial penalties. Furthermore, these disadvantages tend to be borne by those who can least afford them, women and those with low incomes. Indeed, the positive element of symbolic recognition of same-sex relationships is too often accompanied by a negative element of exacerbated economic disadvantage.</PARA>
<PARA>A stark example is the inclusion of same-sex couples as spouses under the Income Tax Act. There are two particularly unfortunate tax consequences.<ENIND/>31 First, the change will result in a considerable tax grab by the government. This consequence is attributable to the rules that require the combining of spouses’ income for the purposes of the refundable GST (goods and services tax) tax credit and the Canada Child Tax Benefit.<ENIND/>32 This requirement results in an overall reduction in the value of the credit because the taxpayers are no longer treated as individuals. The result is that they will pay more tax. Secondly, serious class implications arise as a result of the change. Put simply, those with lower incomes will likely pay more tax than they would if they were to continue to be treated as individuals, while those with higher incomes are more likely to pay less tax than they would if they were treated as individuals.<ENIND/>33 There may also be gender implications. Given that women tend to earn less than men and have lower incomes generally, lesbians are more likely to suffer a greater disadvantage than gay men. Importantly, some of this disadvantage is incurred involuntarily. Many Canadian laws, including the income tax laws, deem partners to be spouses (or spousal equivalents) once they cohabit for as little as one year, regardless of how the partners themselves define their relationship . . . .</PARA>
<PARA>The problem is that lesbians and gay men have, in seeking recognition for our relationships, reinforced a class based disadvantage without using the radical aspects of our relationships to challenge the fundamental underlying class and gender hierarchies that are built into the system. Calhoun has suggested it is unfair to put the onus on lesbians and gay men seeking recognition to “transform gender relations, to remedy class-related inequities, and to end the privileging of long-term, monogamous relations.”<ENIND/>34 However, unless these questions are made central to lesbian and gay politics, they will fall by the wayside in the quest for equality by lesbians and gay men . . . .</PARA>
<H2>The Broader Context:

Privatization of Social and Economic Responsibilities</H2>
<PARA>When considering these issues it is important to place them against the current backdrop of the ongoing privatization of social and economic responsibilities. One of the hallmarks of the current neo-liberal era in Canada is an increasing privatization of economic responsibility for individuals’ economic security and a retrenchment of the welfare state that had existed, at least in a limited fashion, setting Canada apart from the United States.<ENIND/>35 Cutbacks to social assistance programs, the emergence of workfare programs, and an increasing emphasis on the private family as being responsible for the care of the elderly and disabled in society have characterized this period. These trends in turn have a disproportionately harsh impact on women, those living in poverty and/or with disabilities, groups that often require more proactive assistance from society.</PARA>
<PARA>Our concern is that by including same-sex couples as spouses the government is further reducing its fiscal responsibilities to its citizens by assigning that responsibility to the private same-sex family, with a significantly unequal impact on citizens. Thus, for example, if our relationships end, we may be required to provide spousal support to our partners, thereby alleviating the state’s economic responsibility.<ENIND/>36 Our incomes are aggregated for the purposes of many state benefits such as social assistance and student loans, thereby resulting in less access to state funding and placing more responsibility on the private sector. We can receive spousal survivor pensions provided by a deceased spouse’s employer, thereby lessening our reliance on (and our entitlement to) the more universal public pensions. Moreover, trends that bolster privatization of economic responsibility tend to diminish general public support for publicly funded programs, especially among those who are already relatively economically privileged and can insulate themselves from the impact of cutbacks.<ENIND/>37</PARA>
<PARA>In a political climate that endorses individual rather than collective responsibility for well-being, we tend to not ask questions to which lesbian feminists especially have drawn attention. For example, why should access to such economic goods as insurance or housing depend on one’s “family or spouse-like status, which is in turn proven through other economic accomplishments (such as joint bank accounts)?”<ENIND/>38 As Ruthann Robson wisely points out, we are all too apt to fall into a stance that assumes that obtaining benefits available to spouses is positive; this stance misses the point that the way we distribute benefits in many societies is highly flawed:</PARA>
<QUO>This approach prioritizes the individual’s problem of an inequitable position within the wealth-distribution system over the problem of collective inequities in the distribution of wealth. A criticism of this approach is that obtaining a benefit such as health insurance should not be dependent on being ‘related’ to an individual sufficiently privileged to have insured employment: the problem is not simply that some people (who would be insured but for their lack of legal relation to a insured worker) are denied insurance but that anyone is denied insurance.<ENIND/>39</QUO>
<PARA>To Robson’s analysis we would add that even within the current system of wealth distribution, spousal recognition can generate economic disadvantages for particular couples rather than advantages, a key example again being the income tax system in Canada, as discussed above.</PARA>
<H1>A Way Forward? Avoiding Either/Or Solutions</H1>
<PARA>What are the implications of our analysis? We will now consider whether there is a way forward in these debates that avoids either/or answers to whether spousal recognition is a good or a bad strategy. We believe that this question, as well as whether we should either “assimilate” or “resist,” is too narrowly framed . . . .</PARA>
<H2>Change from Within?</H2>
<PARA>One possibility is that, as some feminists have argued in the past, it may be necessary to achieve “formal equality” before a social group can be in a position to challenge the substantive inequities of the current situation. Thus, we might first struggle within the limits of liberal equality discourse to achieve the rights that many lesbians and gays seek, that is to have their intimate relationships recognized and treated equally with those of heterosexuals. Once so empowered, we might then struggle for a broader notion of equality that addresses the redistribution of wealth more generally. For instance, the security of being legally recognized as “family” potentially provides security and an avenue for lesbian and gay groups to turn political attention to work more closely in coalition with anti-poverty groups, presumably with greater legitimacy as “equal” citizens . . . .</PARA>
<PARA>Difficulties with this approach are that, not only might we be so eager for recognition that we may settle for too little, but also, political complacency may result once spousal recognition is attained.<ENIND/>40 Once symbolic and legal recognition of queer families is achieved, the political strategy will be incomplete unless a trenchant critique emerges of the limits of such recognition in delivering redistribution of economic well-being. Thus far, there is little evidence that those seeking spousal recognition in Canada are beginning to shift the focus towards the broader issues . . . .</PARA>
<H2>Shift the Gaze Outwards</H2>
<PARA>Davina Cooper’s recent work provides another way of thinking about this question. Cooper argues for a more equivocal response, rather than choosing one side or the other of the debate. She suggests that spousal recognition is an historically embedded development, a product not only of the increasing shift towards formal gay equality that we have identified in our paper, but also, significantly, of “the failure to develop more collective forms of commitment and responsibility, in fields such as health, poverty, transport, and migration.”<ENIND/>41 Thus, it is wrong to criticize lesbians and gay men who develop “a conjugal gaze and imaginary,” as this vision is a reasonable response to social conditions . . . .<ENIND/>42</PARA>
<PARA>. . . Cooper suggests that without disparaging spousal recognition as a consciously chosen political strategy, we must at the same time consider its impact on other social relations and other organizing principles of society. The fact that spousal recognition as a political strategy has arisen for concrete reasons does not eliminate our responsibility to carefully examine how spousal recognition intersects with other social and economic issues that progressive and radical forces have struggled with for decades. We return at this point to the wider context of privatization and the difficulty in the current global context of articulating collectivist visions for citizenships and social responsibility.</PARA>
<PARA>As Cooper’s work indicates, spousal recognition has a tendency to ask us to look inwards rather than outwards, especially given the privatizing impulse of family in the current conjuncture: “Quintessentially then, spousal recognition is not about relating equally and positively towards strangers, except in as much . . . as the spousal partner has shifted from legal stranger to kin.”<ENIND/>43 The challenge is how to honour individual quests for intimacy whilst at the same time strengthening social or collective responsibility towards those who are not regarded as intimates. Cooper’s approach thus moves away from the “either/or” dichotomy. Cooper raises the possibility that if same-sex spousal recognition provides a way of giving legitimacy and publicity to norms that assert greater spousal and familial democracy and a fairer, more equal gender division of labour, then these more progressive familial values may have a broader impact . . . .</PARA>
<H2>Same-Sex Marriage?</H2>
<PARA>Given Cooper’s suggestion that it is not helpful to dismiss the move towards spousal recognition, how should we assess same-sex marriage or registered partnerships? As Nancy Polikoff has said, many of the debates about the merits of marriage and spousal recognition were academic until recently, but they are no longer.<ENIND/>44 Cheshire Calhoun makes the powerful suggestion that precisely because the idea that lesbians and gay men are unfit for family is so central to the ideological construction of lesbian and gay identity, family issues must be placed at the very center of lesbian and gay politics. This line of thought, which Calhoun and others such as Cox have presented so persuasively is, we think, problematically grounded in an acceptance of marriage and family as a central organizing feature of citizenship.<ENIND/>45 While Calhoun presents much evidence of how lesbian feminist critiques of “family” have failed to place lesbian concerns at the center of analysis, we cannot accept the part of her analysis that reinforces the place of marriage and family as key institutions that necessarily must organize society, identity, and the distribution of wealth and benefits.</PARA>
<PARA>Marriage is, in some sense, an individualistic act that fits well within our neo-liberal times: everyone for herself, not relying on the community. Feminist critiques have long exposed this ideology of marriage, and the difficulty of challenging this social construction from within . . . .</PARA>
<H2>Why Marriage at All? Decentring Sex</H2>
<PARA>On this issue, Martha Fineman’s work is instructive.<ENIND/>46 Nancy Polikoff has recently followed Fineman’s arguments that marriage as a legal category should be abolished—although ceremonies could continue—because it fails to envision a truly transformative model of family for all people and is problematically embedded in liberal notions of equality and choice.<ENIND/>47 These arguments are resonant of earlier feminist critiques of marriage and calls for the de-centring of marriage as a tool of regulation. In 1984, in an argument that tends to be forgotten at this point in time, Carol Smart pointed out that marriage might not be retrievable by feminists; that the most significant power struggles may be found within marriage, struggles that are resistant to amelioration via modest reforms.<ENIND/>48 Almost inevitably, marriage as an ideological “enclosure” prioritizes coupledom and heterosexuality, a norm against which all else is measured; as well, it becomes the privileged context for reproduction of children.<ENIND/>49 As Smart astutely pointed out, marriage was thus “as significant to the unmarried as to the married and to the homosexual as to the heterosexual.”<ENIND/>50 The aim of feminists such as Smart who were critical of marriage as a social construction was not to extend the legal and social definition of marriage to cover those who had been excluded, but rather to abandon the status of marriage altogether and devise a system of rights and obligations that are not dependent on “coupledom,” marriage or quasi-marriage . . . .</PARA>
<PARA>In 2001, the Law Commission of Canada embraced some of these ideas by asking whether the law should move away from the granting of rights and responsibilities on the basis of spousal status to some other marker, for example, relationship of “emotional and economic dependence.”<ENIND/>51 In a somewhat related move, although distancing itself from the broader—and more radical—question raised by the Law Commission, the Government of Canada recently offered as one reform option the possibility of removing all legal effect from marriage, leaving it exclusively to the religions.<ENIND/>52 A new system for organizing legal rights and responsibilities of those in intimate relationships would therefore have to be devised, opening an opportunity for revisioning the framework within which we consider these relationships. Bruce MacDougall has suggested that whereas extension of recognition of same-sex relationships, for instance in the M. v. H. spousal support context, is mainly an “assimilative measure,” “[e]xtension of benefits to friends and siblings and so on would be much more corrosive of traditional conceptions of family and support and conjugality.”<ENIND/>53</PARA>
<PARA>This revisiting of how states allocate rights and responsibilities may lead to a position that may well de-sex the way we allocate rights and responsibilities. This argument has considerable attraction. But, it should be noted that this arguably less assimilative trend is occurring at the moment from a less than radical stance. The more the state recognizes private dependencies and responsibilities in the current neo-liberal economic climate, the more likely it is that it will tend to offload responsibility onto those private relationships, resulting in more expectations being made of those relationships in terms of taking care of “their own.” At the same time there is also a concern that the more relationships are recognized by the state, the more state intervention will result in terms of regulating the way those relationships operate . . . .</PARA>
<PARA>. . . We suggest that merely expanding the nature of relationships that are recognized by the state only reinforces the privatization of economic responsibility. The only difference is that the private sphere is made larger.</PARA>
<H1>Conclusion</H1>
<PARA>In the end, we are left with a dilemma that relates to different levels of analysis. On the one hand, we agree with those who argue that in the longer term, marriage as a legal category should be abolished, and that public financial preferences for limited forms of sexual relationships are discriminatory. However, as long as marriage exists as a legal institution, it should be open to same-sex couples. We also feel that domestic partnership schemes should be available as well for those opposite and same-sex partners who wish to avoid the ideological baggage of marriage.</PARA>
<PARA>As mentioned above, some are concerned about how ironic it is that as soon as lesbians and gay men begin to acquire spousal status, the move is to erase sex from that status, and to eliminate marriage as a legal category. As a result of such concerns, the Lesbian and Gay Legal Rights Service in New South Wales, Australia proposed a model that included simultaneous but distinct recognition of both a “de facto partner” and a “domestic partner” regime, the former to recognize live-in sexual relationships, and the latter to recognize other forms of important interdependent relationships.<ENIND/>54 Both were to be based on a presumption-based (ascription) rather than an opt-in system, in order to deal with power imbalances within relationships that may inhibit some from opting into a registration system.</PARA>
<PARA>That said, ascription too has its downside. In our community work we hear all too often, especially from older, poorer lesbian couples, that they are furious with our federal government for now making them legal spouses without them having agreed to this status. This anger arises from the fact that laws dealing with economic issues all too often penalize legally recognized couples who are not economically secure. This too is a problem that can be linked to restructuring and privatization of economic responsibilities in late capitalism. A second point is that many couples who choose to live their lives in different and non conformist [sic] ways do not want to be the “conventional” couple that the law tries to make them be. For them the law destroys the radical essence and potential of their relationship . . . .</PARA>
<PARA>The tensions that are obvious in these concluding remarks reflect the tensions in the issues we are considering. There is no obvious solution; rather we argue, with authors such as Kris Walker, that we need to seek changes to the economic conditions that make it so important for (some) gay men and lesbians to seek marriage. In order to do so, we need to focus not only on the questions of recognition of same-sex relationships, but also to forge coalitions with other excluded “families.”<ENIND/>55</PARA>
<PARA>In the end, we remain convinced that achieving recognition for lesbian and gay relationships will ultimately connote “progress” only when the links between recognized relationships and socio-economic inequalities within capitalism are fully exposed and challenged. This remains the challenge for the lesbian and gay communities: not to become complacent now that at least partial recognition has occurred. Some might argue that posing the questions in this way takes the sex out of queer politics—or the lesbian out of lesbian feminist politics, as Calhoun might say. We would respond that the questions now being raised by the very challenge of recognizing same-sex relationships are relevant to all citizens, not only lesbian and gay citizens, and to all who are concerned with achieving social justice . . . .</PARA>
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