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ABSTRACT 
 

This dissertation investigates patterns of financial exchange in Ukrainian couples. 

While previous studies of money management focus on the physical organization of 

money in the home—e.g. pooled, independent, partially pooled—I focus on the meaning 

of money in exchange and explore how patterns of exchange become legitimized in the 

home. Drawing on data from 110 in-depth interviews with married and cohabiting 

individuals, I advance a theory of gendered money and demonstrate how couples give 

special symbolic meaning to men’s money in domestic exchanges. Unlike earlier 

perspectives on gender and money such as resource theories and gender performance, this 

framework acknowledges money as a prop and tool that couples use to construct gender 

boundaries and signal normalcy in the marital relationship. Integrating concepts from 

economic sociology with Hochschild’s insights on the symbolism of domestic labor, I 

find that Ukrainians use money as a token and symbol of value, not as a commodity with 

which to obtain desired outcomes. By spending men’s money on “necessary” items and 

avoiding accessing women’s money in the household, couples construct men’s money as 

both visible and valuable while rendering women’s money non-fungible. Partners adopt 

the financial practices that feel comfortable and gender-appropriate, even when women 

earn more than their husbands.  

 Building on this framework of gendered money, I problematize the concept of a 

gender “ideology” by arguing that gender beliefs do not always drive financial practices 

in ways anticipated by gender scholars. Using Swidler’s toolkit theory of culture to better 

understand the duality of gender beliefs and gender structures, I argue that not all gender 

beliefs can be conceptualized as “ideological.” I explore how many of my respondents 
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were inconsistent in the ways they discussed gender and fairness in the home. These 

inconsistencies provide evidence that individuals can be highly flexible in the ways they 

legitimize their domestic exchanges. This flexibility creates dilemmas for individuals 

who desire to change their strategies of action over time. Specifically, I give examples of 

women’s thwarted desires—respondents who wanted to align their practices with their 

beliefs but could not due to the lack of cooperation from their partner. I conclude that 

practices need not always match articulated beliefs; moreover, particular patterns of 

exchange are culturally entrenched and difficult to displace. Lastly, I analyze how money 

and labor are symbolically exchanged in the home. I argue that power asymmetries occur 

when one partner must exert more labor to engage in an otherwise “equal” exchange with 

their partner. 
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INTRODUCTION 

 

As a ubiquitous object of exchange, money offers a convenient starting point to 

discuss habits and practices within the home. All couples make decisions about money: 

whether to pool their incomes or leave them separate, when to spend versus when to save, 

who should manage joint resources, and how joint resources should be used. Together 

these decisions form a strategy of money management that couples use to survive and 

succeed in daily life. Sometimes the strategy is explicitly negotiated, and sometimes it 

simply emerges as the couple progresses through the life course. Most importantly, 

couples’ financial strategies can reveal important details about the couple’s larger 

relationship dynamic.  

As a gender scholar and social psychologist, I seek to understand how financial 

practices reproduce or destabilize gender structures in the home. I ask: how do monetary 

exchanges among married and cohabiting partners produce gender boundaries, power 

asymmetries, and perceptions of justice in committed relationships? To answer this 

question, I draw on in-depth interview data from 110 married and cohabiting individuals 

in Ukraine. Interviewing partners separately, I asked detailed questions about couples’ 

past and present financial practices. This focus on practice enables me to study what 

respondents do in addition to what they may think and believe. I analyze both how gender 

beliefs shape practice and how practices shape gender beliefs. Acknowledging the duality 

of practice and belief helps illuminate how gender structures become legitimized and 

delegitimized in heterosexual relationships.  
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Underlying my analysis of gender are two core theoretic frameworks from social 

psychology: social exchange theory and symbolic interactionism. Using social exchange 

theory, I discuss how gender structures emerge out of patterns of exchange within the 

home (Cook et al. 2013). I also investigate the meanings and symbolic significance 

couples attach to money. Instead of assuming that money operates as a commodity as it 

does in economic models of action, I analyze respondents’ interpretations of money in the 

home. I discover that disagreements in meaning are far more likely to trigger conflict 

than inequality or asymmetric power. I also demonstrate that not all money is equally 

important symbolically. The directionality, timing, and context of the exchange imbue 

money with different meanings and varying levels of symbolic significance. I find money 

routinely symbolizes labor and care. Couples’ decisions regarding how to spend, save, 

and share money reveal how they value their own labor and the labor of their partner.  

 

Why Study Money Management in Families  

Marx believed that our modern division of labor estranges us from ourselves: 

specialization violates something sacred about our humanness and our species being 

(Tucker 1978). Individuals are only truly free when they can choose how and when they 

labor. Conversely, Durkheim believed that the modern division of labor produces a 

higher level of consciousness and morality (Bellah 1973). As individuals specialize, they 

become more interdependent on one another: giving rise to “organic solidarity.” For 

Marx, the factory worker does not see a “higher purpose” in the mundane tasks of the 

shop floor. The fruits of his labor disappear. Work becomes a unfulfilling test of 

endurance, while home becomes a refuge of solace and comfort. However, for Durkheim, 
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workers are highly conscious of how their labor fits into the larger whole. 

Interdependence produces empathy, which helps individuals feel connected to one 

another. Specialization results in cooperative, joint action: contextualizing and imbuing 

individual labor with deeper social significance. Indeed, when individuals are not aware 

of how they connect and belong to the whole, “anomie” emerges and the individual 

becomes depressed and/or suicidal. In short, both Marx and Durkheim acknowledge that 

when labor becomes meaningless to the laborer, catastrophe can occur.  

Monetary exchange and commensuration get at the issue of how humans imbue 

their labor with deeper meaning and social significance. Money is worth studying as a 

social object because money is more than just a unit of exchange: it is a means of 

recognizing value and worth. In industrialized societies, money functions as a social 

token of respect and status, indicating one’s labor is meaningful and one’s position is 

deserved. Commensuration—how much money to give to different types of labor—

creates problems of measurement and evaluation. Zelizer (1985) examined dilemmas of 

commensuration by looking at how markets regulate adoption and life insurance. She 

argues that American society has difficulty “pricing” things considers truly sacred like 

children and life. How much money is a child worth? What is the cost of a human life?  

Another way to explore issues of money, labor, and value is to examine money 

management in families. The institution of the family—positioned at the crossroads of 

market, the state, and the community—copes with how to divide and value labor inside 

and outside the market. Family members constantly grapple with how to give meaning to 

both paid and unpaid work. Moreover, the family must decide if and when to divide 

labor, as well as how different types of labor should be rewarded. This process is 
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complicated by the fact that cultural meanings of labor vary across communities and 

nation-states. Gender beliefs and the pervasiveness of the market transform how 

individuals evaluate and recognize paid labor vs. volunteer work vs. parenthood vs. 

domestic labor, etc. In heavily marketized societies like the U.S., less value is attached to 

labor outside the market. Likewise, labor inside the market is given special deference and 

honor, even if the work is somewhat mundane or repetitive. Organizations and companies 

take great pains to help their workers imbue their paid labor with significance. Workers 

are encouraged to buy into the company brand and believe in the larger enterprise, 

becoming part of the larger whole.  

At home, ambiguity arises whether certain types of labor are truly “work” or 

simply leisurely activity. While there are some social rewards for reproductive and 

domestic labor, no institution or group constantly tells parents how meaningful and 

valuable their labor is for greater society. Rarely do we consider directly compensating 

families for their production costs. Nor do employers or the state “pay” the family for a 

fully developed, functional child at the end of the production process. Zelizer (2010) 

argues that our distaste and abhorrence at the idea of “paying” for a child speaks to the 

“hostile worlds” paradigm. In other words, society attempts to strictly segregate “love” 

from the market. Many people assume that money taints love (Zelizer 2010). Yet, 

returning to Durkheim (1973), love and empathy—generated by interdependency—

permit the higher levels of solidarity and morality that characterize modern societies. 

Companies deliberately try to demonstrate that they “care” about their workers (Zelizer 

2010). Workers, in turn, can come to love their labor and feel affection and commitment 

toward their employer.  In her research studying middle-class American families, 
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Hochschild discovers that paid work can be more emotionally fulfilling than labor at 

home, and individuals sometimes use work to escape the labor of the home (1997). 

However, this observation may not hold across cultures.  

 

Living in Uncertain Times 

 Previous studies of money management have predominately researched couples in 

affluent, fully marketized countries like the UK or the US (Pahl 1980; Treas 1993; 

Kenney 2006). However, globally, more individuals resemble Ukrainians than Americans 

in their levels of wealth, security, and orientations towards a market economy. The 

macro-economic context fundamentally changes the ways individuals perceived the 

market, their wages, and their labor. Very real constraints—a beggared government, a 

precarious economy, corruption, and extremely low wages—shape individuals’ strategies 

for action, and not just in terms of 

survival. Ukrainians had to cope 

with unofficial work, untrustworthy 

banks, rapid inflation, and uncertain 

futures. They were essentially 

unable to plan their own lives.   

When I arrived in Ukraine in 

fall of 2014, the exchange rate was 

fourteen to one to the dollar. Riding 

the metro was two hryvnia. A liter 

of milk was six hryvnia. My fancy Image 1: Recently closed bank by my 
apartment, “FOR RENT” sign in red 
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British cheddar that I bought in the international market was seventy hryvnia, but the 

white Ukrainian “farmer’s cheese” was only eight hryvnia for a handful. The economy 

worsened dramatically in the winter of 2014 as Russian businesses were closed and the 

Ukrainian government struggled to fund the war effort. 

In this context of uncertainty, many Ukrainians bought “hard” currency like 

dollars and euros to ensure that their savings did not depreciate over time. Hard currency 

was contrasted with “soft” currency like hryvnia or rubles that changed frequently and 

without warning. Couples would save hard currency in jars or books at home, as 

emergency money for a “black day” (chornii den). When dollars became too expensive to 

buy, people would invest their money in jewelry or construction projects. It was common 

for families in Kyiv to have a “dacha” or summer-house outside the city. Often these 

homes did not have heat or indoor plumbing. Families would start building the home as 

soon as they had any extra income, but the project would stall when the money ran out. 

Half-completed homes and unfinished construction sites were widespread on the outskirts 

of Kyiv.  
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By February 2015, the exchange rate had increased to thirty to one to the dollar. 

Yet salaries remained stagnant. Riding the metro was four hryvnia. A liter of milk was 

fifteen hryvnia. Out of the seventy Ukrainian banks operating in spring 2014, nearly 

twenty closed or shut down operations in Ukraine by spring 2015 [interview with 

Ukrainian banker]. At the end of February, I found myself conducting four interviews 

with two couples that could not afford to heat their house. Small electric space heaters 

raised the temperature from 

15 degrees Fahrenheit 

outside to ~40 degrees 

inside. Four families rented 

rooms in a large, unfinished 

dacha owned by a formerly 

wealthy businessman who 

could not afford to complete 

its construction. As I 

shivered and drank four 

cups of tea, I learned four of 

the tenants had PhDs in either biochemistry or physics. They worked in laboratories 

conducting experiments, earning 2,500 (~$100) a month. They loved Ukraine, they told 

me, but they were considering emigrating. They worked so hard, yet earned so little. One 

husband admitted that with his knowledge and skills, he could probably train himself in 

computer science. The tech industries paid well, but you usually had to know someone to 

Image 2: In the metro, woman wearing a sign saying: 
“BANK BUYS GOLD, SILVER, PLATINUM,  

ICONS, AWARDS…” 
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get hired. Besides, he added, “I am a physicist, not a computer scientist. That kind of 

work is not for me.” 

 

Money, Markets, and Labor 

In Ukraine, the market is new. I argue that this fundamentally changes the way 

employers and employees interact and negotiate wages and labor. Unlike the U.S. 

(Hochschild 1997), I did not find many employers seeking to imbue their employees’ 

labor with meaning and significance. Nor did many of my respondents see the larger 

point of their labor. Employers had not mastered the art of producing meaning-making 

narratives and rituals that imbued each individual worker’s labor with social significance. 

On a macro level, the state was too impoverished and desperate to worry about worker 

satisfaction or sense of purpose. International corporations preyed upon “cheap” 

Ukrainian labor without caring if workers understand the value or meaning of their labor. 

For example, Natalia, my roommate in summer of 2015, worked for an American online 

company that sells term papers, master’s theses, and dissertations for a fee to clients. 

Natalia was fluent in English and graduated from the most prestigious university in 

Ukraine. She made good money, ~20,000 hryvnia [$800] a month, writing term papers 

for American college students, particularly men. She sat in our apartment for long hours, 

typing away on her ancient, enormous laptop that shut down when overheated. Witty, 

skilled, hard-working, and well versed in fields as diverse as philosophy to English 

literature to psychology (her employer guaranteed their clients a “B” or their money 

back), Natalia epitomized an industrious capitalist worker, yet wealthy men reaped the 

benefits of her labor. Her work made her highly cognizant both of the hypocrisy of the 
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education system and the social privilege of the wealthy and entitled. She felt alienated 

from her own labor.  

For the most part, the Ukrainians I talked to felt unsure and mistrusting of the 

labor market. While they idealized meaningful labor—helping build democracy, 

entrepreneurship, improving society, gaining wealth, etc.—they felt constrained and 

unable to obtain these ideals. The precarity of the economy at large increased anxieties 

that Ukrainian society would collapse all together. These fears prompted a different kind 

of strategy to give meaning to labor. Namely, because employers were unable or 

unwilling to make labor socially significant, families took on this important task of 

imbuing labor with meaning. Families warded away the spectres of alienation and 

anomie. Husbands and wives managed money in ways that allowed both partners to feel 

like their labor was valuable. Humiliating, boring, or alienating work in the labor market 

became worthwhile because it helped the family. 

From a Durkheimian perspective, I observed a great deal of cooperation and 

harmony in families. Family members engaged in a division of labor that increased 

interdependency. Husbands and wives empathized with each other and generally adhered 

to a moral code emphasizing solidarity, love, and loyalty. By specializing in tasks inside 

or outside the market, partners each felt they “contributed” to the well being of the other. 

The majority of families positioned men as breadwinners as women as domestic experts, 

irrespective of relative income. Both men and women understood that their unpleasant or 

mundane tasks in the labor force were meaningful because they produced money for their 

family’s survival. Women understood that their unpleasant or mundane work in the home 

was meaningful because their husbands acknowledged the value of women’s labor with 
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money. Men unilaterally gave money to their wives as a token of respect for women’s 

domestic labor.  

Yet the division of labor in the home produced hierarchy and inequality. Partners 

often constructed narratives or “family myths” about the home that legitimized 

inequality, akin to Marx’s conception of false consciousness. Men overwhelmingly had 

power over women even when they earned less than women. Specifically, women 

depended upon men to imbue their reproductive and domestic labor with value. Without 

the “token” of respect from men—given in the form of money—women’s unpaid labor 

held no value. Moreover, while women still worked outside the home, their earnings were 

simply a means to an end. Women’s salaries bought food, clothes, goods, but were not 

socially significant. Only men’s salaries became imbued with special symbolic meaning. 

Moreover, women had a vested interest in overstating and exaggerating the quantity and 

significance of their husbands’ earnings. By imbuing their husbands’ earnings with great 

value and social significance, women were able to claim that their own reproductive and 

domestic labor had great value and significance. Due of this exchange, I argue that 

gender inequality is semi-entrenched in capitalist societies. Until women are able to 

imbue their reproductive labor with value without men, women will be tempted to 1) not 

have children, 2) ignore or outsource childrearing activities, or 3) reproduce male 

privilege as a means of privately rewarding their own reproductive labor.  

 

DATA AND METHOD 

  I began my pre-dissertation fieldwork in April 2014 with a convenience sample 

of twelve friends and acquaintances over the course of three weeks. I returned to Kyiv 
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in September of 2014 to begin my Fulbright, and conducted an additional twenty 

interviews before deciding to hire local interviewers to help collect more data. In March 

2015 I hired and trained three interviewers: Olha Martynyuk, Iryna Miniailo, and 

Dmitri Belanenko.  All were screened based on interview experience and knowledge of 

gender and sociology. Their training involved a series of meetings over the course of 

two weeks, where they would read the relevant background information pertinent to my 

dissertation and we would discuss it at length. Using snowball sampling, we asked 

respondents to refer us to increasingly specific types of couples. Through this process, 

we gained variance in family structure, household income, education, and relative 

income between spouses. Given the sensitive nature of money in families, this approach 

provided a basis for rapport with respondents. In June 2015, the last month of data 

collection, we used a four-dollar incentive for participation in the study to maximize 

variation in education and household income. My non-random sample does not permit 

generalizability to a population. However, unlike previous literature on money 

management in families, my focus is not how demographic factors shape the structure 

of financial arrangements in a population. 

  When both partners were available, we conducted interviews with the husband 

and wife separately. We interviewed both partners in thirty couples and a single partner 

from fifty couples, generating 110 individual transcripts (61 women, 49 men). The 

length of interviews varied from 31 minutes to 130 minutes. Fifty-seven of the couples 

lived in Kyiv at the time of the interview, ten lived in L’viv, Ukraine’s western urban 

center, three lived in a village one hour outside of Kyiv, four lived in a small city in 

Eastern Ukraine, and six lived in a small town in Ternopil, Ukraine’s poorest region. I 
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purposely did not sample any rural areas, as I was interested in couples engaged in 

wage labor not agricultural production.  

Due to my interest in money and gender, I deliberately gathered a subset of 

couples that earned equal wages (n=21 couples) and a subset where wives out-earned 

their husbands (n=17). This does not reflect Ukrainian demographics, as women on 

average make 25 percent less than men (Pignatti 2012) and only 10 percent of married 

women out-earn their husbands (European Social Survey 2012). This sampling design 

permits a more thorough investigation of how couples handle money when men do not 

have de facto breadwinner status than would have a more representative sample.  

My sample also has an overrepresentation of wealthy and affluent respondents. I 

wanted approximately equal numbers of wealthy (n=24), middle-class (n=27), and 

working class (n=29) couples for my study. However, wealthy couples—couples that 

earn more than 20,000 hryvnia a month—only constitute approximately 5% of the 

population. However, this overrepresentation allows me to examine trends within and 

across income categories. The median income per respondent was approximately 6,000 

hryvnia [$240] a month, which is slightly above the average wage in Kyiv during the 

time of the study. My sample also reflects the high rate of unofficial work in Ukraine; 

over half of my respondents received untaxed cash payments of some kind. The average 

(mean) time couples lived together was 9.6 years (median= 6 years). Forty-four couples 

lived in homes they inherited from parents or other family members. Only twenty-one 

couples had to pay rent to a landlord, but it was common parlance in Ukrainian and 

Russian to refer to utilities as “rent.” All but twelve couples were officially married; 

however, the cohabiting partners still referred to each other as “husband” and “wife,” 
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reflecting Soviet norms that treated cohabiters as “married” regardless of official status. 

Twenty-four couples were childless, thirty-three couples had one child, and twenty-three 

couples had two or more children. See Table 1 for full descriptive statistics. 

 

Table 1. Description of couples (N=80)  

Time Living Together  Age of Male Partner 

1-4 years 34%  21-29 36% 

5-9 years 41%  30-44 45% 

10-40 years 25%  45-65 19% 

Marital Status  Kids in Household 

Cohabiting 15%  No kids 30% 

Married 85%  Kids 70% 

Class  Higher Earner 

Poor 36%  Husband 53% 

Middle class 34%  Equal 26% 

Wealthy 30%  Wife 21% 

Respondent’s Earnings  Partner Interviewed 

 Completely Official 37%   Both partners 38% 

 Partially Unofficial 25%   Wife only 38% 

 Completely Unofficial 38%   Husband only 24% 

Household   Money Manager 

 Couple owns home 54%   Woman manages  51% 

 Couple rents home 28%   Man manages 16% 

 Couple lives with extended  
family 15%   Neither manages  29% 

 Other (dorm, squatting, 
etc.) 3%   Relative manages 4% 
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  With the local interviewers, respondents chose to be interviewed in Ukrainian or 

Russian. My respondents chose to be interviewed in Russian or English, as I do not 

speak Ukrainian. Interviews took place in homes, workplaces, cafés, and parks—

anywhere convenient for the respondent where their families would not overhear. 

Interviews began with questions regarding individual background, employment, family, 

and living circumstances. These were followed with questions regarding money 

management, change over time, housework, and future plans. Our first questions about 

money were broad (e.g., “Can you describe how you and your spouse spend and save 

money?”) and grew in specificity as the interview continued (e.g., “When you go to the 

supermarket together, who pays?”). In the last half of the interview, we asked a series 

of questions regarding how rent, utilities, food, and other expenses were paid last 

month. See Appendix A for the interview schedule. 

While Iryna, Olha, and Dmitri could use the excuse that they were working 

for dollars from an American woman, some respondents were confused as to why I 

was voluntarily conducting this research. Because I generally did not wear make-up 

and arrived at most interviews toting my backpack and tennis shoes, respondents 

assumed I was younger than my age. As I was affiliated with a local university, 

several older respondents thought was doing a “school project” for a class. This “little 

girl” role was somewhat useful. Respondents would talk down to me and explain 

details at great length. Looking young also meant that respondents did not assume I 

was foreign spy or an undercover agent from the Ukrainian tax authorities. Most 

respondents also assumed I did not have children and was not married. In cases where 

I was asked if I was married, I truthfully answered “yes” but did not elaborate. If 
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respondents were curious and if time allowed, I explained I had a wife, but only at the 

very end of the interview, after all topics had been discussed. I purposively did not 

come out during the interview due to concerns that it would affect the data.  

Many respondents were somewhat guarded in their answers or gave socially 

appropriate answers when we first asked about money management. Fortunately, 

while unusual, money is not the taboo topic in Ukraine the way it is in the U.S. 

People often discussed pay and prices with regards to the rapid inflation that occurred 

during my stay. My project team and I became very adept at sympathizing and 

building rapport during the first half of the interview (during which we were 

discussing “safe” topics like work and family structure), so that when we did ask 

specific questions like, “How often to withdraw cash from the ATM?” or “What does 

your shared pile of money at home look like?” respondents felt comfortable 

answering. Respondents surprised me with how frank and open they were willing to 

be with such a sensitive issue.  

All interviews were recorded, transcribed in the original language, and then 

translated into English. I analyzed the transcripts using MaxQDA. First I holistically read 

each interview and wrote memos detailing main themes. I paid specific attention to 

practices that segregated and valued women and men’s money differently, including 

direction of monetary exchange, earmarking, and storing practices. From these memos, I 

created a catalog of couples and generated a set of couple-level descriptive variables. I 

used this catalog to produce my first chapter, “To Provide and Protect.” I later hired two 

undergraduate research assistants to assist me in coding the individual transcripts. After 

outlining potential chapters of my dissertation, I open-coded ten transcripts for common 



 

 24 

and/or relevant themes that I suspected I would need for my analysis. My coding system 

became highly disorganized and lengthy.  

Working backwards from this overly detailed coding scheme, I separated my 

codes into two distinct levels: a more concrete, “story-telling” level and a more analytic, 

“theoretic” level. The story-telling level was useful because each interview resembled a 

series of short stories, e.g. “the story of how we bought the house,” “the story who 

usually does housework,” “the story of a fight about money,” etc. The story-telling code 

enabled me to break up the transcripts into substantive chunks of text by topic. The 

analytic code was useful because it only captured specific instances of interest to my 

dissertation. For example, I coded for “communication” to capture when partners 

mentioned discussing finances with one another and “autonomy” when partners 

mentioned being independent and/or financially separate from their spouse. See 

Appendix B for both coding schemes. 

 

OVERVIEW 

 In Chapter One, I focus heavily on the financial practices used by the poor and 

working class couples in my sample. I demonstrate how, although men felt unrewarded 

and frustrated by the labor market, they redeemed themselves through symbolic 

enactment of the breadwinner role irrespective of relative income. In this, couples 

adhered to Soviet-style gender beliefs. Men attempted to “provide” for the family, largely 

by handing over their salaries to their wives. Women in turn positioned their husbands as 

breadwinners by earmarking men’s money on more important goods like rent or utilities, 

making men’s money visible and accessible in the household, or spending men’s money 
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“first” every month until it ran out. I demonstrate how these practices allow both men and 

women to symbolically give value to their paid and unpaid labor.  

 In Chapter Two, I briefly discuss the history of Soviet gender relations. I use 

Swidler’s toolkit framework of culture to problematize the concept of a “gender 

ideology” as theorized by Hochschild. I argue that not all gender beliefs can be 

considered “ideological.” Using a small selection of Soviet propaganda posters, I suggest 

that what is “ideological” with regards to gender varies by time, place, and person. Many 

gender beliefs are tacit, taken-for-granted, and difficult to articulate: such beliefs make 

use of an unconscious gender schema. Schematic beliefs seek to uphold the status quo 

while ideological beliefs seek to change and alter existing strategies for action. More 

importantly, schematic beliefs shape action differently than ideological beliefs.  

 In Chapter Three, I examine different rhetorics respondents used while discussing 

their financial strategies versus their housework strategies. I look at whether individuals 

employ a gender difference or gender sameness frame when explaining their actions. I 

also examine whether or not they use the concept of equity or equality when trying to 

portray their relationship as “fair.” My larger point is that many individuals use 

contradictory frames in conversation, particularly as they shift from discussing one 

domain of action to another. These inconsistencies provide evidence that not all gender 

beliefs are ideological. Moreover, some respondents can mobilize ideological beliefs in 

conversation (e.g. feminism), but their ability to discuss ideology does not correspond to 

enacting the ideology in the home. I contrast the more “inconsistent” individuals—

individuals who follow more schematic notions of gender—with more ideological 

individuals who attempt to make their lives fit their worldviews. I conclude that because 
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schematic beliefs are widely held and tacitly understood, they enable easier coordination 

in the home. Ideological individuals have greater difficulty getting their partners to 

cooperate with their desired strategies of action.  

 In Chapter Four, I discuss how class impacts women’s financial strategies. I show 

that the truly poor, the working class, and the middle/upper class women face different 

constraints and concerns when they spend, save, and share money in the home. With the 

kinship strategy, couples have no savings and money is therefore kept separate. All 

incomes are spent nearly immediately for food or to repay debt. With the breadwinning 

strategy, men give women money and women manage the family budget. Incomes are 

pooled in order to make joint purchases. With the negotiation strategy, women negotiate 

how to spend, save, and share money with their husbands. The meaning of money is 

contested and couples debate about how to manage money in the home. In outlining how 

class shapes financial strategies, I suggest when and how gender beliefs do and do not 

play a role in how money is used in the home.  

 In Chapter Five, I define and analyze power, status, and control within the couple 

by examining the various methods couples use to coordinate joint action. I operationalize 

a definition of control from the literature on strategic alliances, one that is highly distinct 

from my definition of power. Control is a regulatory process used by a partner to gain the 

other partner’s cooperation, e.g. monitoring, surveillance, or communication. I find that 

women exert effort to control men, yet men need not exert any effort to control women: 

women’s cooperation is a matter of course. In short, men need only “trust” women to 

gain their cooperation, but women need to exert a great deal of labor to gain men’s 

cooperation. Couples then use the discourses of “trust” to conceal the inequality of labor 
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and the discourse of “communication” to conceal women’s efforts at control. This 

dynamic causes the dyad to resemble a principal-agent relationship, wherein women act 

on behalf of men. I argue that women engage in this hidden labor in part because it 

enables women to gain social status in the relationship. Through this unidirectional 

exchange of status from men to women, both partners can assert that they are status 

“equals.” However, this gain in status for women comes at the cost of unequal labor, 

implying a power asymmetry in the relationship. In the conclusion, I offer final remarks 

about how money should be studied in the future.  
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CHAPTER 1 

To Provide and Protect: 

Gendering Money in Ukrainian Households 

 

INTRODUCTION 

Money was once regarded as a source of men’s authority in the household (Parsons 

1951), but the sweeping entry of women into the labor force has undercut the seemingly 

straightforward link between money and power (Hood 1986; Potuchek 1997). For women, 

money does not “buy” desired outcomes such as reduced housework or more leisure time the 

way it does for men (Coltrane 2000; Bittman et al. 2003; Parkman 2004). While men who out-

earn their wives feel relatively comfortable in the historically dominant role of male 

breadwinner, women who out-earn their husbands often avoid taking credit (Tichenor 2005). 

Higher absolute earnings permit women to exit unhappy marriages (Schoen et al. 2002), but 

other gender asymmetries persist in how money affects partner behavior and marital outcomes, 

including decision-making (Vogler, Lyonette, and Wiggins 2008; Thebaud 2010), carework 

(Hook 2006), infidelity (Munsch 2015), and divorce (Rogers 2004; Gottman 2014). These 

findings, predominately from research on U. S. couples, suggest that the relationship between 

gender and money is both nuanced and contentious. Existing theories of gender and inequality in 

the home such as resource theory and gender performance attempt to define the relationship 

between money and power, but they do not interrogate how money itself can be gendered.  

Economic sociologists acknowledge that money can serve as a prop for gender display 

and as a tool to maintain social boundaries in relationships (Zelizer 2010, 113). Anthropologists 

have long recognized that money is symbolically constructed by “the communities of people 
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who exchange it” and by the households who “domesticate” it (Parry and Bloch 1989; Znoj 

1998, 194). For example, ethnographic research on Indonesia’s transition to a market economy 

reveals gender-specific circuits of exchange—men use gambling and debt to enhance their 

masculinity and maintain ties with other men, but women are excluded from participating in such 

exchanges (Znoj 1998). Zelizer (1994) discusses Americans’ social uses of money in the face of 

marketization: even as the state produced standardized, homogenous money in the nineteenth 

century, local practices of exchange subverted market definitions of money to support traditional 

understanding of gender in the home. Thus, the very process of marketization triggers 

individuals to engage in an “elaborate cultural and social differentiation” of monies, particularly 

of men’s and women’s money (Zelizer 1994, 205). 

Contemporary Ukraine offers a dynamic case study of how money can be used to 

restabilize gender relations during rapid social transition. Currently adapting to a market 

economy, Ukrainians have invented methods of differentiating and gendering money that 

preserve older ideals of masculinity and femininity. Soviet definitions of masculinity stressed 

men’s labor in the public sphere and breadwinning in the home (Ashwin 2000). With the 

collapse of the state and growth of the market, the criteria for masculinity have largely remained 

the same, but the resources available to men have not. This creates a dilemma that couples must 

strategize to overcome. Making use of this theoretically illuminating case, I ask: how do couples 

“gender” money in Ukraine? How is men’s money symbolically different from women’s money? 

When and how is money used as a prop and tool to construct gender boundaries?  

Drawing on fifty-six in-depth interviews with married and cohabiting individuals, I 

illustrate how individuals use money to sustain a specific gender ideology, one that both 

preserves men’s breadwinning status and gives symbolic deference to women’s authority in the 
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home. By outlining this process, I demonstrate how money helps constitute gender structures. 

Certain methods of exchanging, pooling, and earmarking money correspond to socially 

recognizable ways of “doing gender” (West and Zimmerman 1987). I find that many men feel 

marginalized by the dismally low pay available in the labor market. They emotionally distance 

themselves from this marginalization by turning their wages over to their wives. This performed 

disinterest in money is both an act of deference to women’s domestic expertise and a signal to 

society that they are not greedy. Women, in turn, interpret their husbands’ money as men’s 

contribution to the relationship and a symbol of “care” for the family. Women go to great lengths 

to construct their husbands as breadwinners by physically separating and earmarking men’s 

money in ways that highlight its value and importance in the household. Women’s cooperation 

then preserves men’s masculine status, despite men’s low earnings in the market.  

MARKETIZATION AND GENDER INEQUALITY IN THE HOME 

 Marketization produces questions of value and commensuration, in particular the relative 

worth of labor of different types of individuals. Historians have documented the crisis in 

currency that emerged following the emancipation of slaves after the American Civil War— 

when formerly slave labor suddenly had market value (O’Malley 1994). The controversies 

surrounding fiat money versus a bi-metallic standard not only reflected concerns about economic 

stability and inflation, but also the “real” value of black labor. Questions regarding women’s 

labor emerged at the same time (Crittenden 2001, 47). As the market expanded in the U.S., 

gender relations shifted to make women—and the home—the antithesis of the market. In contrast 

to the cold, calculative outside world, new conceptions of white, upper-class femininity idolized 

the altruistic, warm, expressive wife (England 1993). If white women’s labor was “worthless” 

economically, the market could never invade the sacred home (Zelizer 1985). For gender 
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scholars, these questions of value speak to the need to rigorously examine the role of the state as 

well as the cultural context before untangling the complex relationship between money, labor, 

and gender (Thebaud 2010; Lugwig-Mayerhofer et al. 2011).  

 Two dominant paradigms have been used to explain money in the household: resource 

theories and gender performance theories. Resource theories such as cooperative bargaining or 

collective rationality presume that money and power are inextricably linked (see Himmelweit et 

al. 2013 for a review). They adopt market assumptions of money and presume that all monies—

his wages, her wages, welfare, inheritance, etc.—are homogenous and fungible. Yet resources 

are always socially embedded, and there are limits on when money serves as a resource. Zelizer 

(1994, 63) documents how wives’ earnings in the early twentieth century were not considered 

“real money.” Instead they were considered “frivolous and less serious”—only deemed useful 

for purchasing “treats for children” or a “new bonnet.” Women’s money was thus excluded from 

being a resource in an economic sense: it was cast as irrelevant and supplemental regardless of 

its quantity.   

In contrast to resource theories, theories of gender performance emphasize how gender 

beliefs and expectations affect behavior in the home regardless of resources. Scholars claim 

gender “trumps” money—as if, in the competition for determining behavior, gender wins and 

money loses (Bittman et al. 2003). Consequently, theories of “gender compensation” and 

“deviance neutralization” emphasize the amount of money earned by men vs. women. When 

men fail to earn more, they compensate by engaging in displays of hypermasculinity, like 

cheating on their partner or doing less housework (Brines 1994; Munsch 2015). When women 

earn more, they neutralize their gender deviance by engaging in behaviors that balance power 
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back towards male dominance, such as by performing more housework or giving their husbands 

more free time (Greenstein 2000).  

This perspective on gender performance does not go far enough. Not only can couples 

engage in gender neutralization or compensatory behavior if women out-earn men, they also can 

use money itself as a prop or a tool to bolster or erode gender boundaries (Thompson and Walker, 

1989; Zelizer 1994). When partners allow market ideals to gain prominence in the home, 

resource theory may gain traction—not because money inherently buys power, but because 

partners believe that money should “convert” into desired outcomes irrespective of gender. 

Conversely, when partners share the belief that men should be the head of the family and that the 

home should be a refuge from the market, they may ensure that men’s money is deemed more 

important than women’s money, irrespective of relative income (Vogler 1998).  

TOWARDS A THEORY OF GENDERED MONEY 

 Resource theories and gender performance theories neglect what money symbolizes and 

means to the actors engaged in exchange. For example, Hochschild’s (1989, 188) ethnographic 

research on domestic labor in the U.S. reveals that the same act can have dramatically different 

meanings depending on the context. Cooking dinner for one’s spouse can symbolize love, care, 

or help, but also failure and/or incompetence. If a woman feels she should be the one cooking 

dinner, then her husband’s cooking could prompt guilt and a sense of personal failure. I argue 

that money is similarly symbolic. Just as couples read symbolism into the give and take of 

domestic labor, couples read meanings into financial exchanges. In fact, because money so 

routinely represents labor, many of the meanings Hochschild discovers while researching 

domestic work—care, love, help, incompetence, etc.—also apply to money. Scholars need to 

stop presuming that money only functions as a commodity (Hart 1986). Financial exchanges not 
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only affect dyadic power, they also can build trust, commitment, and affection in relationships 

(Zelizer 2008; Lawler, Thye, and Yoon 2008). 

 Money management scholars have also called for investigation of the meanings behind 

financial exchanges (Ashby and Burgoyne 2008). Much of the previous research on British and 

U.S. couples examines the structure of finances in the home, i.e., whether money is pooled or 

kept independently (Treas 1993; Kenney 2006). Yet different financial arrangements appear to 

support larger beliefs, e.g., in male breadwinning or in equal partnership (Volger and Pahl 1993; 

Vogler 1998). A housekeeping allowance, wherein a husband allots his wife a monthly 

allowance, seems to emphasize male authority (Yodanis and Lauer 2007). In contrast, the 

ubiquity of the joint bank account emerged in the U.S. as a way to emphasize partnership and 

equality in the home (Zelizer 1994).  

A gendered theory of money acknowledges that couples use money as a symbolic token 

to support specific gender ideologies, and not simply as a commodity with which to bargain or 

seize control. Gender ideologies, as overarching systems of beliefs prescribing how men and 

women should behave, affect both the meaning and structure of the monetary exchange. The 

ideologies commonly used in American research are “traditionalism,” which associates men with 

the public sphere and women with the private sphere, and “egalitarianism,” which associates 

men and women equally with both spheres (Hochschild 1989). However, these ideologies carry 

two important assumptions from the American context, namely: 1) the separation of spheres; and 

2) the devaluation of the private sphere. In short, these ideologies presume a marketized world in 

which reproductive labor and domestic work is both private and financially unrewarded (Zelizer 

1994). These ideologies become problematic when applied to contexts where the market has less 

dominance.  
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UKRAINIAN GENDER IDEOLOGIES 

Ukraine has a history of gender relations quite dissimilar to Western Europe. The Soviet 

state declared motherhood a public good and directly paid mothers for the production of children 

(Ashwin 2000). Ukrainian women were not confined to the home during industrialization, nor 

were they seen as warm, altruistic dependents of men (Utrata 2015). Soviet culture championed 

male breadwinning in part because it minimized men’s role in the home and subdued private 

patriarchy, which was a major threat to communist solidarity (Ashwin and Lytkina 2004). 

Ideologically, the “progress” of white couples in Moscow was contrasted with the “backward” 

practices of the Tatars, Kyrgyz, Tajik, and other minorities, who were deemed inferior in part 

because they clung to sexist, religious ideals of private patriarchy (Harris 2004). Gender equality 

was championed, not by eradicating gender boundaries but by emphasizing marriage-as-

partnership and a gendered division of labor (Ironside 2014). This history of gender relations, 

coupled with ongoing marketization, has produced gender ideologies distinct to the Ukrainian 

context. I outline three gender ideologies that compete for dominance within Ukrainian culture 

today: the Cossack ideology, the Western ideology, and the Soviet ideology (Hankivsky and 

Salnykova 2012).  

 After the collapse of the Soviet state, countries across the former Soviet bloc, including 

Ukraine, have experienced a “patriarchal renaissance” (Zhurzhenko 2001). In this narrative, the 

Soviet Union caused a “masculinization” of women by forcing them to work in the labor force, 

and a feminization of men by disrupting their “natural” role in the home as private patriarchs 

(Ashwin 2000). For instance, the “Freedom” (Svoboda) party in Ukraine runs on a conservative 

platform that outlaws abortion and emphasizes women’s obedience and submissiveness in the 

home (Shekhovtsov 2011). I call this the “Cossack” ideology. Cossacks were warriors and 
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mercenaries who were hired to expand the Russian and Ottoman empires. Cossacks are glorified 

in Ukrainian popular culture for heralding a simpler, more traditional era before the tyranny of 

the Soviet state (Hankivsky and Salnykova 2012). While quite popular among men, many 

Ukrainian women are skeptical of the Cossack ideology and refuse to give up the autonomy 

imparted to them during Soviet times (Shekhovtsov 2011). 

 Eager to join the European Union, Ukrainians also are aware of European gender 

ideologies, particularly the rhetoric of women’s rights outlined in the European Union (EU) 

accession criteria. I call this the “Western” ideology. This ideology is most akin to U.S. notions 

of feminism. The Western ideology emphasizes women’s right to participate in the labor force 

and obtain wages equal to men, as well as men’s expanded role in the home with domestic labor 

and involved fatherhood. However, to many Ukrainians the Western ideology stands for 

acceptance of the market and market definitions of value (Zhurzhenko 2001). The Western 

ideology’s insistence that women accept market definitions of value seems like an affront to the 

inherent worth of motherhood (Hankivsky and Salnykova 2012). At the same time, marketization 

has failed to convince men that shouldering half of the domestic work and childcare at home is 

valuable and worth their while. If anything, the market reaffirms men’s beliefs that breadwinning 

is the only way to gain status (Utrata 2015).  

 Soviet-styled gender relations—adjusted to fit a new economic context—rely on a 

gendered division of labor, but take an antagonistic view towards the market. Regardless of need, 

the government still gives women direct payments every month for the first two years of a 

child’s life (Stepurko et al. 2013). Despite the fact that these payments have declined in value 

due to inflation, these transfers signal that the state defines motherhood and reproductive labor as 

publicly worthy work (Ashwin 2000). Other lingering elements of Soviet culture persist as well, 
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such as the idea of feminine strength and women’s innate expertise in handling domestic affairs 

(Clarke 2002). Similarly, the Soviet emphasis on male breadwinning has adapted to a market 

context. Masculinity is still defined as labor in the public sphere (Utrata 2015). However, the 

Soviet gender ideology resists the market’s conceptualization of wealth as an indicator of social 

worth. Soviet gender relations uphold the distinction between the public and private spheres, but 

views labor in both spheres as valuable. As I will demonstrate, many Ukrainians continue to 

adopt the Soviet ideology because it permits men and women to symbolically give value to both 

their paid and unpaid labor.  

METHODS 

  This study is based on qualitative interview data from thirty-four heterosexual couples, 

a subset of my larger sample. Here I exclude atypically wealthy couples, defined as a dual 

income of over 20,000 hryvnia [$800] a month, double the median monthly salary for working 

couples (State Statistics Committee 2016).1 This restriction enables me to focus analysis on 

couples that faced constraint during Ukraine’s economic transitions, not the “lucky” few that 

capitalized on privatization or foreign industry in recent years.2 These couples, still struggling 

to succeed in a precarious labor market, are more openly critical of money and market values 

than their wealthy counterparts. Their experiences provide a sharp counterpoint to the better-

documented experiences of couples in the U.S. and Western Europe. 

  

																																																								
1 The exchange rate in Ukraine fluctuated dramatically during the period of this study. Here I use 
a benchmark exchange rate of twenty-five hryvnia to the dollar.  
2 I restricted my sample to couples where at least one partner participated in the labor force. 
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Table 1.1 Description of sub-sample (N=34) 

Time Living Together  Age of Male Partner 

1-4 years 9  21-29 14 

5-9 years 16  30-44 12 

10-40 years 9  45-65 8 

Marital Status  Kids in Household 

Cohabiting 4  No kids 9 

Married 30  Kids 25 

Couples’ Combined Income  Higher Earner 

under 5,000 UAH/month 8  Husband 12 

5,000-8,999 UAH/month 15  Equal 11 

over 9,000 UAH/month 11  Wife 11 

Family  Partner Interviewed 

Couple owns home 15  Both partners 22 

Couple rents home 11  Wife only 8 

Couple lives with extended family 8  Husband only 4 

Employment   Money Manager  

Both official 11  Woman manages 21 

Wife official/Husband unofficial 9  Man manages 2 

Husband official/Wife unofficial 7  No one manages 8 

Both unofficial 7  Relative manages 3 

   

  For this chapter, I holistically read each interview and wrote memos detailing main 

themes. I paid specific attention to practices that segregated and valued women and men’s 

money differently, including direction of monetary exchange, earmarking, and storing 

practices. From these memos, I created a catalog of couples and generated a set of couple-level 
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descriptive variables. This catalog forms the basis for the variables discussed in this study. 

Findings presented here treat the couple as the primary unit of analysis.  

 

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 

Gendering Money, Dividing Labor 

I find that couples used money to reconstruct a Soviet gender ideology emphasizing 

men’s breadwinning and women’s authority in the home. In all but four couples, men attempted 

to “provide” in one of two ways: 1) by giving money directly to wives; or 2) by paying for 

common expenses such as rent or food. This “breadwinning” money became symbolically 

distinct from other monies in the household, such as men’s pocket money or women’s money. 

For men, the act of giving money to their wives, signaled deference to women’s superior 

knowledge of consumption and household affairs. Men were able to wash their hands of money: 

letting managing be a women’s task. For women, breadwinning money signaled that men cared 

and trusted them; it was tangible evidence that men contributed to the marital relationship. 

Breadwinning money was valued, not for what it could buy in a market context, but for what it 

symbolized to the partners: i.e., deference, respect, and care. By contributing something, 

however small, poor men could still engage in this symbolic exchange. This gendered 

significance of providing provides an empirical example of how couples use money to enact a 

specific gender ideology (Vogler 1998) and focuses on money as a symbolic token of value and 

status, rather than as a commodity (Hart 1986).  

For the symbolic exchange to occur, men’s contribution had to be earmarked and 

separated from other monies in the household. This prompted couples to “gender” money—to 

exchange, separate, and earmark money in ways that highlighted men’s earnings and made them 
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more visible in the household. This permitted women to position men as givers in the 

relationship, allowing couples to rebuild a gender boundary and preserve men’s masculinity 

regardless of relative pay.  

 

Men Perform Deference: “I really don’t know, ask my wife.” 

While men expressed painful discontent with the wages available in Ukraine, they were 

quite vague regarding how money was spent and saved in the household. Alex, a recently 

married 23-year-old server at a popular restaurant, seemed a bit bewildered by our question on 

expenditures in the home. His wife Dasha, also 23, worked from home doing social marketing 

and earned three times more than Alex. When I asked, “What things do you and your wife 

typically spend money on?” he responded, “Well, it’s an interesting question. I’ll need to think 

about it all day [laughs]. Seriously, I don’t know and can’t answer.” This ignorance stemmed 

from the fact that Dasha handled all the money in the home. Sergei, a 32-year-old parking 

attendant married for four years, also preferred his wife to handle all financial affairs. When 

asked why, he described his parents’ financial arrangement: “My dad brought money to the 

family. He had such a principle: all money should be given to the mother. He knew that my mom 

would manage money properly.”  

 Fifteen men voiced the opinion that their wives were “more responsible” with money 

than they were. Ivan, a 31-year-old gas station operator and married for five years, expressed 

relief that his wife managed all the money: 

I give my bank card to the wife. She keeps all money and I can take some amount if I 

need. If I want to drink a glass of beer I take money from my wife…Honestly, I'm glad 

that she manages with all these things. I just give money and she is responsible for the 
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purchases. I even don't know the price of bread because I don’t buy it. This system is 

really easier for me. 

Vlad, a 27-year-old sales clerk and married for six years, commented, “I just obey her in terms 

of shopping…my wife can manage it professionally, so she is like the authority for me in that 

respect.” By giving women money, men deferred to women’s domestic expertise: these men 

believed their wives were wiser and thriftier with money than themselves. These logical 

explanations buttressed a more pressing reason to give money to their wives: by “providing” 

for the family in some manner, men were granted masculine status in the home.  

 Studies of money management in Britain and the U.S. have documented that when 

management is a chore—a burden not a privilege—women overwhelmingly manage money 

(Pahl 1995; Kenney 2006). Unlike shopping for pleasure or making investments, pinching 

pennies and stretching the meager budget is not an enjoyable activity. In a sense, the 

Ukrainian men in my sample were similar to their western counterparts. They passed on the 

“burden” of managing to their wives. But this superficial reading of their practices fails to 

grasp the symbolic complexity of the exchange. By claiming that shopping and consumption 

were “women’s work,” men upheld a gendered division of responsibilities. Giving money was 

act of deference to women’s sphere of authority. Moreover, this act was more symbolic than 

economic—the amount of money given mattered less than the intent behind it. Men could 

keep significant amounts of pocket money and still signal deference to women’s activities in 

the home by passing along a sum of money as a “token” or gesture of respect.  

Giving their wages to their wives also enabled men to emotionally distance themselves 

from money and the market. Six men compared their humble “honest” lives to the corrupt, 

money-loving ways of their wealthy bosses and infamous Ukrainian oligarchs. For them, to 
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like money was morally suspect. Giving money to one’s wife signaled to society that one was 

not greedy. Tomas, a 38-year-old urologist married for seven years, noted that he could make 

much more money if he accepted bribes. Working for the government for eight years before 

transferring to private practice, Tomas commented, “Through corruption [doctors can make 

money]…When it is a surgery, they demand 300 dollars from the start. But I am a different 

kind of person.” At the time of the interview, Tomas worked for three clinics, approximately 

30 hours a week, but only made 4,000 hryvnia [$160] a month. Even the clinics preferred to 

pay him in cash, evading taxes on his full salary. He laughed before commenting, “My official 

[non-cash] income is 800 hryvnia [$32] a month.”  

This bitterness reflected Ukrainian men’s disillusionment with the market—no matter 

how hard they worked, they felt unrewarded. Andriy, a policeman married for seven years, 

echoed this theme, stating despondently, “At present I am working like 24 hours after 24 hours. I 

have only one day off per week, on Saturday…I am unhappy with everything…Who in their 

right mind would work so many hours for 100 hrynvia [$4] per day?” This disillusionment made 

men more cynical of money and consumerism in general. Ivan, the gas-station-operator, said, “I 

don’t want to be attached to money…having more money not a guarantee of happiness.”  Pavel, 

a 31-year-old opera singer, added that people are “foolish” when they spend money on 

“unnecessary things…because of advertising or fashion.” While seven men admitted that they 

enjoyed good food or “comfortable” clothing, they expressed an overwhelmingly negative stance 

on consumption.  

For these men, the labor market was a source of frustration and disappointment. When 

money was salient as a commodity, it reminded men of their failure to obtain a salary 

commensurate with their labor. To cope, men recast money as bad: something that tempted men 
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towards immoral behavior like taking bribes or exploiting other men. However, by transferring 

money to their wives, men reversed money’s moral valence. In the home, money transformed 

into a symbol—a method of signaling respect to one’s wife and contributing to one’s family—

irrespective of a man’s actual salary. This moral transformation of money underscored men’s 

masculine status, but was only possible due to the extreme efforts women exerted to maintain the 

façade that men’s salaries were in fact “providing” for the family.  

Women Perform Gratitude: “He has to give me money because he cares about me.” 

Women lifted men’s spirits by giving heavy symbolic weight to whatever earnings men 

brought home. Men’s money—however small—signaled that men “cared” for their wives and 

families. Often saddled with the bulk of the housework and childcare, the women explained that 

men’s money was a gesture of respect, an acknowledgement of their superior skills and abilities 

in the domestic sphere. Yet this stance gave women a pressing problem: ensuring their family’s 

survival while simultaneously allowing their husbands to feel “like a man” in the home. This 

dilemma prompted women to invent creative methods of spending and saving that positioned 

their husbands as providers of the family. I outline three financial practices women used to help 

men retain masculine status despite low earnings: 1) earmarking; 2) placement; and 3) time of 

use.  

Among the nine couples that did not physically pool any money, eight husbands 

attempted to pay for large joint expenses like rent and utilities, allowing women to use their 

incomes for other expenses. Ira, a 22-year-old seamstress, made 3,000 hryvnia [$120] a month 

while her fiancé Max made 4,000 hryvnia [$160] as a clerk in a car company. Ira explained: 

He pays for rent with his money, and if there is not enough, I can add some…I mean he 

doesn’t do the budget planning in the slightest, he doesn’t have this function, so I am 
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managing money mostly. He just knows that he has to pay 1,500 [$60] for rent and that’s 

it…I mean I don’t have to worry about money for rent and he doesn’t have to worry what 

we are going to eat today. So, we have divided our responsibilities. 

Paying for utilities or rent was one tangible measure of providing that was widely 

respected and acknowledged. Saving money for rent and utilities usually warranted a separate 

envelope or designated place in the household (e.g., in the family bookcase, mantle, or a 

particular shelf in the closet). Thus the money entering the rent/utilities envelope was made 

more special by its physical demarcation from “everyday” money. Even when couples had 

bank accounts there was a tendency for rent and utilities to be paid in cash, in part because of 

the limitations banks posed on individuals (e.g., withdrawal limits or fees), but also because 

husbands often wanted the credit for physically bringing home this “special” money. 

Thirteen couples agreed and explicitly discussed how the husband’s money was 

earmarked for rent or utilities. In contrast, only three couples said wives routinely paid rent or 

utilities. Seven couples did not have any monthly payments because they lived with extended 

family. The remaining eleven couples seemed to share expenses, but partners did not always 

describe their “typical month” in the same fashion. For instance, three wives told us that their 

husbands “paid rent,” but the husbands clarified that this was not always the case. One husband 

admitted that his parents still gave him a monthly allowance for rent, another quickly 

acknowledged that his wife chipped in “every other month,” while the third noted that that he 

and his wife actually combined incomes—he only paid rent in the sense of “giving money to 

the owner.” These contradictions between partners indicate that women wanted to give 

husbands symbolic credit for providing even if, in reality, men did not. 

 Women further earmarked money by spending their own salaries on goods like food and 
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services—items that would not detract from men’s symbolic “provision” of the home. Compared 

to the process of paying rent, where cash sat in a special envelope for weeks, food money was 

easily overlooked because the products bought were literally eaten by the family. More broadly, 

women reported buying less visible things—education, food, train-tickets home to visit family, 

and other services, while men tended to buy more visible things—TVs, phones, cars, furniture, 

apartments, and other consumer goods. Men’s money transformed into durable, tangible items, 

while women’s money seemingly disappeared. 

Similar to what Zelizer (1994) finds in her study of marketization in the U.S., this process 

of gendered earmarking served to cast men’s money as important and women’s money as 

supplemental, regardless of quantity. Moreover, women were actively responsible for this 

earmarking process. This goes against resource theories that conceptualize all monies as equally 

significant to bargaining power. Instead, I find that higher earning women were just as likely to 

earmark “his” vs. “her” money as women who earned equal to or less than their husbands. This 

invariance supports my theory of gendered money, wherein money serves as a symbol with 

which to perform a specific gender ideology. The fact that women were eager to give men credit 

for breadwinning supports Hochschild’s (1989, 99) concept of the “family myth,” wherein 

partners reinterpret their relationship and circumstances as “fair” despite apparent inequalities in 

labor or effort. Through small acts—like cleaning the basement or feeding the dog—men can 

signal that they “care” for their wives without needing to invest the same resources into the 

relationship (60). Money too can be earmarked to signal care and effort, allowing women to 

perceive more fairness in their home arrangements.  

Gendered methods of saving money also affected who got “credit” for earning in the 

home. While men took pride in bringing money home, women’s money often did not enter the 
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household. In twenty-three of the thirty-four couples, women’s money was “private” in the sense 

that men and other family members had no direct access to it. Inna, a recently married 25-year-

old secretary, conflated “care” with unilateral access to her husband’s money:  

We have his envelope that we share and my envelope for saving money. We agreed that 

he has to care about me, but I can choose what to do, that is, in terms of money. I can 

choose either to give him my money or not. But he has to give me money because he 

cares about me. 

Women kept their money in bank accounts, private purses, or secret “stashes” of money in 

closets or bookshelves. By contrast, men’s breadwinning money was purposively accessible: 

kept in “piles,” boxes, or a common envelope in a closet. Polina, a 33-year-old linguist with two 

young children said, “Usually I keep my money with me, and his money is kept in some place 

where we both have access…actually an old children’s purse.” All but two husbands brought 

cash into the home in some fashion. Moreover, five wives had a “duplicate” card that gave them 

access to their husbands’ bank accounts, while no husband had a card to his wife’s account.3 

Dasha, the social marketer whose husband Alex worked as a server in a restaurant, explained: 

Alex behaves like typical husband in movies: he comes home and gives me his salary 

[laughs]. And I don’t give him my salary, because it is in the bank. Of course we talk to 

each other about our needs. But planning our finances is my responsibility and 

privilege. 

Even though Dasha made more money, she did not threaten Alex’s breadwinning status because 

her money was kept hidden and separate. 

																																																								
3 Joint bank accounts do not exist in Ukraine. There is always a primary owner of a bank 
account.  
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Respondents also seemed to harbor the unspoken idea that men should never knowingly 

touch women’s money. Men would give money to women and ask them to go pay the bills, but 

women would rarely give men money to do the same. If women needed to give men money, they 

did so indirectly by contributing to the common “pile” of money at home. The reluctance of men 

to physically touch women’s money created a highly normative, unilateral direction of monetary 

exchange: men gave to women, but women did not give to men. Tanya, wife of Ivan the gas-

station-operator, worked in a pastry factory and earned 4,000 hryvnia [$160] a month. She said, 

“Well, we have a can and I put money in it. My husband puts his money on the table and then I 

put it in the can.” This way, Ivan never touched “her” money. Additionally, because Tanya 

managed all the money, this arrangement allowed his money to be thought of as “shared” and her 

money to be thought of as private, despite the fact that they were both contributing 

approximately equal amounts towards household expenses.  

Couples would also “stretch” men’s money throughout the month, spending men’s 

money first and only using women’s money as a back-up. Typically a his-then-hers system 

involved the husband paying for all joint expenses throughout the month until his money ran out. 

Then the wife’s money would kick in as an emergency fund to get them through until the 

husband’s next paycheck. Ten couples explicitly had a his-then-hers order of use. Yuriy, a 26-

year-old mathematician who worked in Europe for three years, only earned half as much as his 

wife. He said, “Now, it’s like this, I pay for things and then when I run out she kind of steps in 

and puts more in.” Nastya, a forty-five-year-old masseuse married for twenty-four years, earned 

twice as much as her husband. She noted that when she and her husband go shopping, she offers 

to pay but he says “no” until he runs out of money: 
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When I know we need to buy something, I give him money, but he says, “No, save that 

money, I can pay with mine so far”… you know, my salary is a sort of a patch that I use 

in order to buy something special or cover some extras. 

Psychologically, spending the husband’s income first gave it more weight. It was temporally 

spent first and rendered the wife’s wage-level less important. This was useful when the 

couple wanted to ignore the wife’s high earnings. Thus, by keeping women’s money private, 

separate, and untouched, couples positioned men as the permanent “givers” in the 

relationship. 

Zelizer (2010) argues that individuals use money to privilege certain relationships by 

setting boundaries on when, where, and how money can be exchanged. These three practices—

earmarking men’s money for important items, physically separating men’s money from women’s 

money, and instituting a his-then-hers order of use every month—imbued men’s money with 

“special symbolic meaning” (Zelizer 2010, 117). Women framed men’s breadwinning money as 

the “care” and respect men had for women’s labor and domestic expertise. Moreover, by giving 

men “credit” for breadwinning, women allowed men to feel some level of pride and satisfaction 

with their labor, despite low pay in the market. These financial exchanges allowed couples to 

signal to the rest of society, and the interviewer, that they had an intimate, gender-appropriate 

marital relationship. 

Beneath the Symbolism: Couples’ Financial Realities 

 Respondents were most eager to discuss and quantify men’s breadwinning money. 

We had to probe quite heavily to get respondents to discuss the other monies in the home, 

like women’s money or men’s pocket money. For instance, women claimed to have private 

“personal” money, yet when we persisted in asking how they spent their salaries, most 
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money was spent on items for family and friends. Similarly, nine women managed to save 

money because their husbands covered rent and utilities, but their savings were not spent on 

personal goods. Three women specifically earmarked “private” savings for family 

emergencies, like a child breaking a leg or a parent falling ill. These findings support 

evidence from other countries (Pahl 1995), where men possess more discretionary money 

than women because men’s pocket money is genuinely private while women’s money is not. 

However, my data show that women framed the “decision” to spend on family as a personal 

choice. Svitlana, a 42-year-old bookstore clerk with two teenage children, said that she only 

felt pleasure in spending money on items for others: 

“Yeah. I guess I belong to the category of people who don’t spend money on 

themselves. I know, probably, there is no need [to buy things for myself], so I 

shouldn’t. But I do get satisfaction from, for example, going to my parents’ village and 

buying them something more than I could afford for myself. In that I take pleasure.” 

Husbands also weighed in on how their wives spent their savings. Dasha and Alex used her 

savings to buy Alex a car. Dasha said:  

All the money I got, we spent for buying a car. I always thought, when I start to earn a 

lot, I’ll spend a lot. I’ll travel… But we needed a car, that’s why I did not even have time 

to enjoy the money [laughs]. But now we have a car and I see it rarely, because Alex goes 

to work by car every day. 

In contrast, Alex said, “We were planning to buy a car, we understood that it was necessary. 

So we were saving money.” When the interviewer probed further about whose money they 

saved, Alex replied, “It was our common savings. Our budget is common. We don’t divide 

our money.” This flexibility in perceived ownership—his, hers, vs. ours—gave partners yet 
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another tool with which to gender money (Ashby and Burgoyne 2008). When Alex paid for 

common expenses, it was “his” money and he received credit. When Dasha paid, it was their 

“common” money and she did not receive credit.  

 Curiously, women insisted that men deserved pocket money. Luda, 38, worked a 

street stall selling cakes while her husband Yuroslav, 40, did odd jobs in construction. Her 

income was stable, approximately 3,000 hryvnia [$120] a month, while his income ranged 

from 1,000 to 5,000 hryvnia [$40-$200] a month. When asked if Yuroslav ever kept money 

for himself, Luda responded: 

I do not ask because I know that he leaves himself only as much as he needs for his 

men’s business. Lord, he may leave small amount of money for a beer or for cigarettes. 

Not to mention the fact that I manage our money and he doesn’t even ask me where I 

spend it. Because I’m the lady of the house. I organize everything. 

Dasha expressed a similar sentiment about Alex, “I always insist that he has some cash. You 

never know what could happen. What if he meets somebody and wants to have a beer? What 

if he wants to buy me a yogurt and has no cash?”  Thus, the symbolism of men’s money was 

more important than the amount exchanged. Namely, if men gave money to women with the 

right intent—as a means of signaling his respect for her domestic expertise—women became 

less concerned with the amount of money men kept for themselves. That being said, if men 

ever kept too much, women had a variety of ways to display financial neediness, thereby 

gaining more of men’s money. Women made a point of informing their husbands how the 

“breadwinning” money was being used. This helped women display financial neediness, but 

it also made men feel as though their incomes were truly providing for the household.  
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Couples in Conflict  

 My sample is largely invariant: all but four couples in my sample imbued men’s money 

with special symbolic meaning. However, I do not have data from the marriages that failed. By 

interviewing only still-married partners, my sample may be biased towards higher rates of intra-

partner cooperation and agreement. Nevertheless, I did find two strong cases of conflict. Two 

men attempted to restrict women’s spending by allotting them money based on expressed need. 

This interrupted the symbolic exchange of men’s money. If women had to “beg” or ask for 

money, men’s breadwinning money no longer symbolized his respect for her feminine expertise 

in the home. The conflict that ensued had an interesting consequence: namely, when partners 

disagreed about the meaning of money in exchange, money in the home began to resemble 

money in the market—the partner with more money had more control.  

 Inna has been married to Boris for seventeen years. Because she had four children, she 

received financial rewards from the Ukrainian government. Comparing the past with the present, 

she said: 

I used to work for many years and I used to be financially independent. When our fourth 

child was born, I got 1,300 hryvnias [$52] per month as an allowance. It was my money that 

I could spend any way I wanted. Because after my husband started getting his salary by card 

[through direct deposit], I just don’t see any money at all. If I need money, I have to tell him 

how much I need, and he withdraws this money. 

When asked how they go shopping, she says, “We discuss what the money is needed for. And 

basically he decides. Our children say that Dad is a miser.”  The tension becomes more apparent 

when she discusses what she would desire to change about their money management system:  
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Well, it’s my belief that a woman should manage the money... I proposed opening a bank 

card for me and setting a limit—as much as he decides is reasonable. For example, 100 

hryvnias [$4] per day. And he will not buy anything one month, and we will see how it 

works. But he doesn’t want to do that. For now I failed to persuade him.  

Inna feels disempowered by her lack of financial independence and by the fact that her husband 

does not let her manage money in the home. Denied the ability to decide what goods are 

necessary for the children and the home, Inna passes on her children’s label for Boris: the 

unyielding, unloving “miser.”   

Roman, 29, and Alina, 26, are graduate students working on their dissertations and have 

been living together for two years. When Alina’s previous husband died, she inherited his house. 

They have two children, one from Alina’s previous marriage. In Ukraine, stipends for graduate 

students are approximately 1,000-2,000 hryvnia [$40-$80] a month. Alina pays for utilities for 

the house and for many of the children’s expenses. Yet Roman claims Alina is “bad” with 

money:  

I am the mathematician. I can control things, and I like it. I know how much money I 

have now in my pocket. I know how much in savings I have, how much money is in my 

wallet. But Alina doesn’t know these things. She doesn’t know the exact sums of our 

spending.  

While Roman pretends to have financial authority, Alina owns their home and has access to 

more resources, including her deceased husband’s family. While Roman would like to control 

their joint earnings, Alina denies him this control. As a couple, they predominately do what 

Alina wants. Alina flatly points out Roman’s shortcomings as a provider:  

Honestly, I wish my husband paid for all the family necessities and I spent my money for my 
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own needs for different women’s nonsense. I think it’s ideal. I think that a man should 

support a family. But unfortunately we have another system... I wish it was my choice: to 

work or not to work…I think if Roman earned more our relationship would be better...money 

is an indicator of success and of a man’s strength. 

While both Roman and Alina maintain a fiction that Alina is simply “bad” with money, this 

hides the larger truth that Roman fails to perform in a manner idealized by Alina. He wants to 

keep his money to himself and control the expenditures in the household. Alina successfully 

refuses to go along with this—keeping her money to herself—in part because she has greater 

resources.  

  These two conflict cases document what occurs when partners disagree about how men 

and women should behave—i.e., when partners do not share a common gender ideology. By 

wanting control in both public and private space, Boris and Roman align themselves more with a 

Cossack ideology. Unsurprisingly, this was not popular with their wives. Instead, Inna and Alina 

voice approval for Soviet gender relations. Of all thirty-four couples, only two women expressed 

interest in the Western ideals of feminism. Like Alina, most women wanted the choice to work 

or not work. As a result, the Soviet ideology may represent a kind of compromise between the 

two ideological extremes, similar but not identical to the transitional ideology discovered by 

Hochschild (1989). Both the Soviet and transitional ideologies emphasize women in the public 

and private spheres, while only emphasizing men in the public sphere. However, by examining 

the symbolism behind financial exchanges, not just domestic work, I paint a fuller picture of how 

certain home arrangements become normalized and perceived as fair. By giving men’s money 

special symbolic significance, couples position men as providers and create the illusion of 

separate but equal spheres. This not only reinforces gender boundaries in the home, it also helps 
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wives perceive justice in the ebb and flow of money and labor in their marriages.  

 

CONCLUSION 

I have shown that men and women work together to reconstruct Soviet gender relations 

by crafting money as a symbol of value, rather than a commodity, in the home. Men help women 

by deferring to women’s knowledge of domestic affairs and letting them control the household. 

This allows women to construct their domestic work as a specialized, difficult, and inherently 

valuable activity. Women help men by treating men’s money as a satisfactory and adequate 

contribution to the relationship, regardless of the actual amount earned. This rigid gender 

boundary—casting men as breadwinners and women as domestic experts—continues to be one 

of the key cultural tools Ukrainians use to orient action and find purpose in a chaotic, post-Soviet 

space.  

Resource theory and gender performance overlook how couples can use money to 

perform gender. The existing focus on money as a commodity, usually measured as relative 

income, neglects addressing money as a social token. If money is primarily a symbolic 

contribution, not a means of sustaining the household, men with low earnings can still feel like 

breadwinners. A theory of gendered money emphasizes the meaning of money in exchange, and 

recognizes that gender ideologies play a large role in shaping how partners give symbolism to 

financial transactions. My findings also hint that disagreement in gender ideologies disrupts the 

symbolic exchange of money. A gender ideology mismatch may allow market-ideals to invade 

the home, causing relative income to impact marital outcomes as predicted by resource theories. 

Further research should investigate how matching or mismatching gender ideologies affect 

money’s symbolism.   
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Lastly, while Ukraine’s Soviet ideology provides scholars with an interesting foil with 

which to compare American conceptions of gender, we need data from a richer range of settings 

to uncover gender ideologies from other contexts. Money is a crucial tool that states use to grant 

value and legitimacy to labor, including men’s vs. women’s labor. More investigation is 

necessary to understand how gender ideologies emerge out of this process of commensuration. 

Additional research on how families make sense of conflicting ideologies conveyed from 

different authorities—e.g., the state, the market, media, or international bodies like the U.N.—

would also contribute greatly to gender theory. Such scholarship would provide a key starting 

point with which to begin analyzing the nuanced relationship between money and gender.  
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CHAPTER 2 

How Ideological are Gender Ideologies? 

 

INTRODUCTION 

 In Chapter 1, I argued that three dominant gender ideologies currently exist in Ukraine: 

Cossack, Western, and Soviet. The poorer couples in my sample enacted a variety of monetary 

practices in order to uphold a Soviet-style gender ideology. These practices enabled women to 

feel as though their reproductive and domestic labor had value, and it enabled men to feel like 

breadwinners even when they earned little in the market economy. In Chapter 2, I problematize 

the concept of a “gender ideology” by returning to Hochschild’s original work (1989) in The 

Second Shift but adding insights from Swidler’s (1986) toolkit approach to culture and Bem’s 

(1983) concept of gender schemas. Swidler (1986; 2001) offers a more concise definition of 

“ideology” than Hochschild and clearer conceptualization for how ideology breaks down into 

various strategies of action. While Hochschild posits gender “traditionalism” and gender 

“egalitarianism” as similarly structured, albeit opposing, ideologies governing action, I suggest 

that traditionalism and egalitarianism are not symmetric. Traditionalism, in particular, resembles 

what Bem (1983) calls a cognitive schema, not an ideology. As distinct systems of belief, 

traditionalism and egalitarianism do not determine action in similar ways.  

Egalitarianism—or the “Western” ideology of feminism (I use these terms 

interchangeably in this chapter)—centers on a larger ethos of equality and human rights. 

Egalitarianism is an ideology because it is highly self-conscious, explicitly articulated, and 

coherent. Individuals who wish to obtain an egalitarian lifestyle actively strain to maintain a fit 
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between their beliefs and their lives. By contrast, traditionalism more strikingly resembles what 

Swidler calls common sense or what Bem calls a gender schema—it is unconscious, implicit, and 

lacking coherence. In this chapter, I argue that traditionalism cannot properly be called an 

ideology. Traditionalism is primarily constituted through taken-for-granted practices, 

dispositions, and habits. Instead of Hochschild’s image of two dueling ideologies in conflict with 

one another, a more appropriate depiction of gender and culture is one where unconsciously 

learned gender schemas produce beliefs that pervade dominant culture, but newer ideologies 

(one or multiple) attempt to uproot and contradict these older beliefs. Feminism is a new set of 

beliefs designed to challenge these older beliefs. Feminists use their beliefs to change existing 

strategies of action.  

In this chapter, I set up the theoretical framework I subsequently apply to my data in 

Chapter 3. By using Swidler’s theory to critique the original conceptualization of a “gender 

ideology,” we can better understand how gender beliefs influence action on the individual level. I 

argue that individuals are variably ideological about their gender beliefs. Some individuals 

tolerate inconsistencies in their beliefs and practices, while others rigidly want their lives to align 

with their worldviews. This tolerance or intolerance of inconsistency affects how beliefs are put 

into action. In this chapter, I use Soviet propaganda to illustrate how gender beliefs are culturally 

contingent, changing over time and space. Conceptions of gender change as certain ideologies 

become institutionalized into dominant culture, or as ideologies break apart and then become 

integrated in a piecemeal fashion into legitimized traditions and schemata. While my argument in 

this chapter is merely suggestive—an illustration of my theory—the Soviet case provides an 

interesting foil to the American narrative of gender relations.  
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HOCHSCHILD ON GENDER IDEOLOGIES  

In her seminal research on housework in dual-earner families, Hochschild (1989) 

observed that people developed a “gender ideology” via two intertwined methods: 1) opportunity 

and 2) experience. In the first instance, individuals formed a gender ideology by “taking 

opportunity into account. Sometime into adolescence they matched their personal assets against 

the opportunities available to men or women of their type; they saw which gender ideology best 

fit their circumstances and—often regardless of their upbringing—they identified with a certain 

version of manhood or womanhood” (Hochschild 1989, 12). In the second instance, people 

developed their gender ideology by “unconsciously synthesizing certain cultural ideas with 

feelings about their past.” In this sense, people use past experiences—e.g. opinions about their 

parents’ relationship—to make judgments about their own relationships. 

Unfortunately, Hochschild does not give a precise definition of ideology. She says—“A 

woman’s gender ideology determines what sphere she wants to identify with (home or work) and 

how much power in the marriage she wants to have (less, more, or the same amount)” (15). I 

suspect that Hochschild uses the term “ideology” because of its connotation of force and 

pervasiveness. As feminist scholars have made abundantly clear, gender is constantly being 

performed. Presumably, beliefs about gender have some potency in shaping action (West and 

Zimmerman 1987). Hochschild notes: “When a man tries to apply his gender ideology to the 

situations that face him in real life, unconsciously or not he pursues a gender strategy. He 

outlines a course of action” (17). In other words, the application of a gender ideology implies a 

gender “strategy” or set of practices and habits. Hochschild elaborates, “A gender strategy is a 

plan of action through which a person tries to solve problems at hand, given the cultural notions 

of gender at play. To pursue a gender strategy, a man draws on beliefs about manhood and 
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womanhood, beliefs that are forged in early childhood and thus anchored to deep emotions. He 

makes a connection between how he thinks about his manhood, what he feels about it, and what 

he does” (15).  

Hochschild’s main contribution to the literature is her observation that individuals 

performed emotional “work” to reconcile shallow beliefs about gender with deeper feelings 

about gender. She gives examples of men who try to be egalitarian “on top” but who really feel 

traditional “underneath.” This contradiction between “top” and “bottom” leads to a third 

ideology: the transitional ideology. She also observes that pursuing a particular ideology can be 

difficult—for example, if one’s spouse does not share one’s ideology. In her classic example of 

Nancy Holt in The Second Shift, the hard-working wife Nancy is forced to quash down her 

“deeper” feelings of egalitarianism because her husband Evan refuses to do the housework. 

While Evan claims “equality” is fine, he does not think housework is “his problem.”  

This gap between what people say and what people do becomes represents a puzzle for 

Hochschild, and for any theory of action that gives causal primacy to values or beliefs. If Evan 

says he likes equality, why doesn’t he do the housework? Hochschild tries to escape this puzzle 

by bringing in feelings, and arguing that “emotionally-anchored” beliefs drive action, not 

“shallow” beliefs. So, despite the fact that Evan discusses egalitarianism, he “really” believes in 

traditionalism because that’s how he feels about men and women. However, this places a near-

impossible burden on the researcher to discover what individuals ‘really’ feel.  
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Image 2.1 Hochschild’s Theory of Action 

 

This general description of action, where individuals figure out how to act by making 

connections between shallow beliefs and “emotionally-anchored” beliefs, is vague regarding 

how beliefs actually shape action. After all, the main way to identify these “deep” beliefs is not 

by asking individuals how they feel, but examining what they do. I argue Swidler’s toolkit theory 

of culture offers a better way to conceptualize this puzzle. People largely discuss beliefs that are 

easy to articulate—ones that already come in explicit, prepackaged narratives, like ideologies. 

Yet, for some portion of the population, belief might not drive action. Evan Holt may not really 

be ideological at all: he may simply act the way “everyone else” acts, without much thought to 

what it means or signifies. This lack of fit between belief and action necessitates a paradigm 

shift. As Swidler persuasively argues, habits and dispositions can drive action more than explicit 

values.  

While Hochschild’s research on emotional labor developed into a fruitful long-term 

research agenda, her distinction between “shallow” vs. “deep” beliefs has been neglected by the 

subsequent work on gender ideologies. A vast literature on gender ideologies has emerged since 

The Second Shift, but largely uses the same standardized questions to measure gender 

“traditionalism” versus “egalitarianism” across countries (Blair and Johnson 1992; Panayotova 

and Brayfield 1997; Fuwa 2004; Parkman 2004; Lavee and Katz 2002; Greenstein 1996; 

Yodanis 2005; Cha and Thebaud 2009). Respondents agree or disagree with statements like “a 

wife should not expect her husband to help around the house after a hard day’s work” or “a 

Shallow Ideology Normative gender beliefs (what one 
“should” believe) ACTION 

Deep Ideology Emotionally-anchored beliefs 
driven by feelings 
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preschool child is likely to suffer if his/her mother works. These questions have been 

successfully administered in dozens of countries around the world in research projects such as 

the World Values Survey or the International Social Survey Program. 

Table 2.1: Measuring gender ideologies from David and Greenstein’s (2009) annual review 
piece, “Gender ideology: Components, predictors, and consequences.” 
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These adaptations of Hochschild’s argument are superficial at best. The major theoretical 

thrust of Hochschild’s argument—that individuals perform emotional labor to resolve 

discrepancies between their beliefs and feelings—has completely disappeared. In quantitative 

surveys such as these, researchers make no effort to discover how individuals “really” feel. 

These surveys likely capture social desirability bias; what individuals think they ought to believe. 

However, longitudinal research has shown that ideologies can change over time (Vespa 2009). 

Qualitative studies of traditionalism and egalitarianism demonstrate that gender ideologies 

largely reflect couples’ conditions and constraints; i.e. partners sometimes adopt the ideology 

that best fits their reality (Gerson 1985; Lamont 2014). For example, a young single woman 

working full-time may voice highly egalitarian beliefs, however, five years later, when she 

marries and stays at home to care for her infant, she may espouse much more traditional beliefs. 

These findings cast doubt upon Hochschild’s conception of gender ideology as beliefs and 

feelings “forged in early childhood and anchored to deep emotions.”  

 

INTEGRATING SWIDLER AND BEM 

With these criticisms in mind, I ask the following questions: what is a “gender ideology”? 

Are all gender beliefs necessarily “ideological”? Are they “stable”? When and how do gender 

beliefs impact action? Drawing on Swidler’s (1986) toolkit theory of culture, I inspect 

contemporary Ukrainian culture with reference to how gender beliefs in the Soviet Union 

changed over time. Swidler emphasizes that there is always a lack of “fit” between ideas and 

action, stating, “even the most impassioned ideologues tolerate some slippage between their 

ideas and their lives” (2001: 68) At the same time, some people “do make conscious attempts to 

fit their lives to their worldviews.” However, Swidler points out that not everyone exerts effort to 
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achieve this “fit,” some people “operate with much more fragmentary and incomplete systems of 

ideas, working less hard to make ideas and experience correspond” (68). Some individuals, like 

Evan Holt in The Second Shift, do not need much correspondence between their lives and their 

explicitly stated worldviews. The fact that people vary in how much they want their ideas to “fit” 

their realities leads to a new, helpful conclusion: people’s gender beliefs are variably ideological. 

Some people have highly regimented beliefs about gender and want those beliefs to be put into 

action. Other people draw on loose, “fragmentary” beliefs, which they may or may not put into 

action.  

To examine the variability of ideology across people, I discuss Swidler’s (1986) topology 

differentiating ideology from tradition and common sense. She defines ideology as “a highly 

articulated, self-conscious belief and ritual system, aspiring to offer a unified answer to problems 

of social action”  (1986: 279) For example, religious ideas are organized into a larger, coherent 

system that is heavily and routinely articulated by pastors, rabbis, and the like. Religion aspires 

to offer advice and rules for action in every domain of life. Traditions, on the other hand, are 

“articulated cultural beliefs and practices, but ones taken for granted so that they seem inevitable 

parts of life” (279).4  Lastly, common sense is “a set of assumptions so unselfconscious as to 

seem a natural, transparent, undeniable part of the structure of the world” (279). Swidler argues 

that ideologies shape action in unsettled times, when individuals need to consciously think about 

how to act or adopt new modes of behavior. Tradition and common-sense function without 

conscious thought, allowing individuals in settled times to unconsciously repeat others’ patterns 

of behavior.  

 

																																																								
4 For the purposes of this chapter, the main distinction I make is between ideology and common sense. I sometimes 
group together “tradition” and “common-sense” because this distinction is irrelevant to my argument.  
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Figure 2.2 Swidler’s theory of action, simplified at the individual-level 

Common sense    Habits, dispositions, tastes   à      Action     à  Inconsistencies 

Ideology  Consistent, ideological beliefs à  Reflexivity à   Action 

 

Applying Swidler’s typology to gender, it seems clear that gender beliefs are variably 

self-conscious and coherent depending on the time, place, and person. However, feminist 

psychologists have already explored how and when the mind processes unconscious gender 

beliefs—the beliefs Swidler would call “common sense.” For example, feminists have 

commented that androcentrism, gender polarization, and biological essentialism operate together 

to cast gender as “natural, transparent, undeniable part of the structure of the world” (Swidler 

1986; Bem 1993). In existing research on cognitive processing, studies have shown that 

individuals use gender as an overarching cognitive “schema.” A schema functions as “an 

anticipatory structure, a readiness to search for and to assimilate incoming information in 

schema-relevant terms”—i.e. a mental short cut individuals use to quickly process large amounts 

of information about the world (Bem 1983: 603). A schema is a “cognitive structure,” one that 

sorts and maps “a network of associations” to organize individuals’ perceptions (603). Gender is 

a particularly powerful schema because of its pervasiveness and omnipresence in culture. Nearly 

all stimuli can be mentally coded in a gender schema—colors, shapes, sounds, smells, textures, 

etc. have associations with maleness or femaleness. Indeed, “no other dichotomy in human 

experience appears to have as many entities linked to it distinction between female and male” 

(603). I argue that a gender “schema” is akin to what Swidler calls “common-sense.” The 

schema is already present in the mind of the individual, who activates the schema without 
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conscious effort. Moreover, because a schema creates mental shortcuts, there is no real need for 

consistency or reflexivity on behalf of the individual. It is a cognitive tool of convenience. 

In the U.S. case, “traditional” beliefs as defined by Hochschild are produced when 

individuals unconsciously use a gender schema. The beliefs resulting from a schema are not 

organized, logical, or coherent. By contrast, beliefs can become ideological when individuals are 

self-conscious about pursuing, enacting, and doing gender. According to Swidler, American 

feminism would “count” as an ideology. An ideology forces the individual not to use a schema 

as a mental shortcut. Feminism demands that individuals reflexively think about gender and 

avoid treating women as lower-status than men. In the 1970s, feminism demanded new strategies 

of action that conflicted with prior traditions, such as women in the labor force and men doing 

childcare and housework. Conversely, traditionalism does not demand new strategies for action. 

Traditionalism was—and continues to be—dependent on a gender schema that draws upon 

centuries of dichotomous cognitive processing. To conclude, I integrate Swidler and Bem: I 

distinguish between “ideological” gender beliefs that are highly self-conscious, organized, and 

consistent, and “schematic” gender beliefs that are the unconscious and often inconsistent.  

Lastly, it is important to note that both ideological and schematic beliefs greatly depend 

upon existing culture. It is not necessarily true that ideological beliefs advocate equality and 

schematic beliefs re-entrench male privilege. For example, some religious ideologies promote 

the subjugation of women by restricting them to private space. These ideological beliefs—while 

highly self-conscious—do not promote egalitarianism. Conversely, when societies experience 

high levels of gender-equality, gender becomes more or less irrelevant to anything other than 

reproduction. In such an egalitarian culture, a dichotomous gender schema may not exist and 

individuals would have to use schemas other than gender for cognitive processing—e.g. age or 
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level of education. In short, different cultural systems of belief make gender more or less salient, 

depending on the time and place. Gender scholars should map out what systems of belief are 

ideological vs. what beliefs are produced via the unconscious use of cognitive schemas.  

Cultural Context 

The Ukrainian case represents an interesting paradox and contrast from U.S. discussions 

of culture and gender. In the U.S., our economic history has created various cognitive schemas 

about individual action and rational choice: i.e. we make many market assumptions of 

competition and take individual “choice” as a matter of course. This affects how Americans 

conceptualize strategies of action. For example, people see having a career and being a mother as 

an individual “choice” for women, often without considering the larger constraints a woman 

might face. Similarly, being “just a housewife” is presumably an individual choice, one that 

evokes a variety of reactions from others (Crittenden 2002). The U.S. has overwhelmingly 

privatized the family: i.e. domestic and reproductive labor is only rewarded within families, not 

by any institution outside the family. The market also skews perceptions of what labor is 

valuable and worthy to society. Part of the reason the 2nd wave of feminism prioritized 

integrating women into the labor market was because work in the labor market—i.e. paid 

work—was de facto considered the only valuable work. This common-sense conceptualization 

of labor impacts how gender beliefs take form and are organized into larger systems of belief.  

Historically, Ukrainians encountered egalitarianism as an ideology when the Bolshevik 

Revolution occurred (Goldman 1993). However, like the U.S., the Soviet Union also experienced 

backlash against egalitarianism soon after its emergence. In fact, both movements—the 

Bolsheviks in 1917 and the feminists in the 1970s—represent “unsettled” times, as defined by 

Swidler. Both movements ruptured previous assumptions of authority, demanding that 
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individuals form new strategies of action. In short, the Ukrainian case offers scholars an example 

of how an ideology loses force, becomes co-opted, and subsequently integrated into longer-

lasting cultural traditions and schemata. The bricolage between revolutionary egalitarianism and 

older, pre-communist conceptions of gender sheds light on what is commonly “assumed” about 

gender in Ukraine today. Namely, the Ukrainian gender schema consists of the idea that women 

are men’s “equals,” yet essentially and irrevocably “different” than men.  

 

Table 2.2: Possible categorization of beliefs in U.S. versus Ukrainian Culture  

 America Ukraine 

Ideological Egalitarianism/feminism 
The market 

Western feminism 
Cossack ideology 

Schematic  
Market-orientation 

Valuable work is paid work 
Mothers different than men 

Equality 
Entitlement to basic goods 

Men and women “different but equal” 

 

Ukraine also offers a contrast to the U.S. because, for Ukrainians, the market remains a 

new, powerful ideology. Ukrainians waver in their feelings towards this ideology. Ukrainians 

have not yet invented all-encompassing schemas for market logic and market ideas. Similarly, 

while feminism remains a powerful ideology in the U.S., elements of feminism—such as 

advocating for women’s rights and women’s roles outside the home—already have been 

integrated into existing gender schemas in Ukraine. Bolshevik conceptions of equality have 

already been already integrated into Ukrainian culture. This matters because it affects how 

people use culture and put beliefs into practice. In the U.S., feminism is irrevocably intertwined 

with cultural assumptions of the market. In Ukraine, Western feminism ideology rings somewhat 

hollow because women were presumably “liberated” 100 years ago.  
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THE RISE AND FALL OF AN IDEOLOGY 

Using representations of women in Soviet propaganda, I demonstrate how the Bolshevik 

Revolution of 1917 prompted the creation of an egalitarian ideology. The image of Soviet 

women shattering the chains of private patriarchy and becoming “equals” with men was 

persuasively used to recruit women to the communist cause. As an ideology, egalitarianism 

clashed with older, pre-revolutionary traditions and common-sense notions of women as 

subservient, submissive, and confined to the domestic sphere. However, this ideology took time 

to emerge, and, once dominant in Soviet culture, it did not take long to fade. 

 

METHOD 

I did not randomly select the posters shown below. After reading historical analyses of 

Soviet propaganda (Bonnell 1991; Krylova 2004), I browsed several collections of Soviet art, 

including the Russian and Soviet Poster digital collection at the Hoover Archive, and the New 

York Public Library digital collection on the Soviet Union. However, I found the most extensive 

digital Soviet archive as part of a Moscow art gallery’s website, simply called “The Posters 

Gallery” (Плакаты). This gallery seeks out original Soviet posters, evaluates them, and sells 

them to private collectors. The Posters Gallery conveniently lets the user sort by decade and by 

poster type (propaganda, advertisement, film poster, etc.). At first, I went through each decade—

1917 to 1980s—looking at variations in representations of women in Soviet propaganda across 

time. Some decades had many posters of women some had very few. I selected one poster from 

each decade that helped demonstrate the rise and fall of gender egalitarianism in the Soviet 

Union. I only picked reasonably well-known posters, i.e. ones where I could also find in other 

Internet archives to cross-reference the accuracy of the date and author.  
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Image 2.1 “Women, go to the cooperative” 1918 i  

At the beginning of Bolshevik rule, ‘Soviet’ style 

propaganda had not yet been invented. Artists 

experimented with many different forms and 

representation for the new regime. Here, a peasant 

woman is depicted in a style traditionally used for 

Orthodox representations of Jesus on the cross. Her 

stance, the profile of her face, and her centrality in the 

image is very suggestive of eastern Orthodox 

iconography. The artist has made some important 

alterations: instead of arms outstretched on the cross, 

her arms are triumphantly raised, holding a sickle and a sheaf of hay. Like many pious rural 

women of the time, her head is modestly covered with a scarf. This image suggests that women 

will be the saviors of the countryside. They will achieve 

salvation not by being immodest or unfeminine, but 

simply by joining the collective farm.  

Image 2.2 “Emancipated woman - build socialism!” 

1926 ii 

By 1926, larger-than-life, heroic figures clad in red had 

become representative of Soviet style. In this poster, we 

see a grim, war-like woman gazing into the distance, 

holding the communist flag. She is much more 

masculine than earlier depictions of women. Her outfit 
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could be that of a soldier, and her flag looks very 

much like the barrel of a rifle. She could be going 

out to fight a war. Combined with the text, this 

imagery suggests that the “war” is on the home 

front. Now that Lenin and the red party 

“emancipated” women from private patriarchy, it 

was women’s duty to wage war on the enemies 

Image 2.3 “There is no room in our collective 

farm for priests and kulaks” 1930 iii  

This now-famous poster represents the party’s 

efforts towards collectivization in the 1930s. We 

see a towering woman, young, strong, and muscular, pushing down two priests and a fat man. A 

kulak was a landowner, a rural wealthy person. The image suggests that young women—

formerly at the bottom of the rural social hierarchy—now deserve prominence and respect. She 

is kicking out the old authorities of pre-revolutionary days: priests and landowners. This rural 

woman still wears a headscarf and long skirts, signaling femininity, but she also has the strength, 

physique, and dominance of a man. In this sense, the communist party did not mind androgyny 

and a blurring of gender categories if such blurring advanced the party’s cause.  
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Image 2.4 “Long live the equal-rights 

woman of the USSR” 1938 iv 

Egalitarianism reached its ideological climax 

with this poster of Stalin in 1938. Created by 

two female artists, this image shows Stalin 

dominating the background with young 

“equal” women prominent in the foreground. 

These women dress somewhat like men, have 

their heads uncovered, and one even has short 

hair. The subtext adds that this “equal-rights” 

woman is an “active Participant in the 

Administration of the Nation’s State, 

Economic, and Cultural Affairs.” Stalin raises 

his hand in the distance, seemingly to spur the ideals 

of gender equality onward. 

Image 2.5 “Glory to the mother heroines!” 1944 v 

As WWII took place and thousands of Ukrainian 

men died on the front lines, a different image of 

Soviet womanhood appeared. With her breasts and 

hips much more prominent than before, this woman 

embodies the idolized mother figure, creating new 

generations to replace the loss of war. She has ten 

children—a feat that granted women “heroine” 
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status by the state. These heroines received special 

benefits and payments, as well as high social 

recognition from their communities. This shift in 

form—away from androgyny and towards gender 

difference—suggests a shift away from “equality” as 

conceptualized in the 30s. While they still needed to 

work in the labor force, women’s primary 

responsibilities were now at home, with children.  

Image 2.6 “We erase this evil!” 1959 vi   

This 1959 poster depicts another ideological goal of 

the state: women’s ability to exercise control over 

men—taming them into being productive members of communist society. The poster clearly 

states that drunkenness is a form of “evil” and that 

women should protest such evil and “erase” it 

from their lives. Women’s ability to actually 

achieve this goal is very questionable. However, 

this poster demonstrates how the state attempted 

to ally itself with women in efforts to control male 

workers.  

Image 2.7 “Happy Holiday, Girls!” 1966 vii 

The Soviet Union celebrated International 

Women’s Day every year on the 8th of March. 

Traditionally, men gave flowers and gifts to all 
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the women in their lives on this day. During the 1930s and 1940s, March 8th was a day to 

acknowledge women’s labor at work and at home. However, this 1966 poster represents a 

definite demise of the egalitarian ideology in the Soviet Union. Foremost, the use of the term 

“girls” to celebrate International Women’s Day is both diminutive and infantilizing. Earlier forms 

of Soviet femininity featured fully aged women, either as mothers or workers. By contrast, the 

girl in this poster could be in her teens. Instead of proudly gazing into the distance or staring 

directly at the viewer, this girl coyly and humbly shifts her gaze upwards, suggesting shyness, 

demureness, and deference to the viewer. Unlike the depictions of masculine women of the 40s 

and 50s, this girl has her head covered in a cute, flowery scarf and carries pretty flowers, 

signaling her femininity. Her youthful features and shyness suggest a very different ideal of older 

Soviet femininity—one closer to the infantilized, sexualized object of Western femininity.  

Image 2.8 “Youth in the textile industry!” 1973 viii 

The Soviet textile industry primarily employed women (Ironside 2014). Here we see a young 

woman gazing upward, pulling the last thread in an elaborate arrangement of a symbolic sun. 

This optimistic image suggests strength and hard work. The 

young woman wears no headscarf while lifting her arms 

firmly upwards to finish her labor. She is not as blatantly 

feminine as the previous poster, however, neither is she 

masculinized like earlier representations of Soviet women. 

Moreover, this bright and sunny image is offset by the 

reality of the textile industry. The textile industry paid 

extremely low wages compared to heavy industry or 

government jobs. Base wage disparities were exacerbated 
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by bonuses and piecework incentives more common in male-dominated industries (Millar 1987). 

In male-dominated occupations, workers had relative autonomy to over-produce at personal 

workstations. In female-dominated occupations, like textiles, workers labored in cramped 

conditions, straining to meet much more difficult quotas and factory demands. 

Image 2.9 “Scientific experience grows, creating a huge harvest!” 1986 ix  

Lastly, this poster from the late 1980s shows a proud 

young schoolgirl, a book under her arm, gazing into 

the distance. She stands in a wheat field, presumably 

responsible for using books and her studying to 

ensure a good harvest. Posters glorifying science 

became very common during the Cold War; 

however, many of them depicted male scientists and 

astronauts. While she is larger than life like the early 

depictions of Soviet women, she is also, smiling, 

blond, and cute. Her breasts and hips are prominent 

and she wears a headscarf uncharacteristically tied in 

the front. In earlier times, tying the scarf in front 

signaled that the woman was old-fashioned and rural, tying in back meant the woman was urban 

and practical (Bonnell 1991). However, the state may have deliberately chosen to depict an “old-

fashioned” girl to emphasize the idea that a person’s origins did not matter for success. Through 

hard work, this rural girl is able to learn science and help the state by creating a “huge harvest.”  

These representations of women in Soviet propaganda do not illustrate what actually took 

place in the Soviet Union from 1918 to 1986. Indeed, there were huge gaps between the state’s 
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ideological vision and what occurred in homes and cities. However, by following these different 

images through the years, I suggest we can see how an ideology loses its form and crystallizes 

into cognitive mental schema. Soviet egalitarianism was dismantled, but pieces of the ideology 

were reintegrated into dominant culture. At first, the Soviet ideology affirmed that men and 

women were similar beings: early representations of Soviet women were somewhat 

masculinized. Early propaganda suggested that women should be strong, authoritative, 

intelligent, and even potentially violent towards the enemies of socialism. However, this 

“sameness” frame wore out over time. Soon the women-as-different frame emerged, casting 

Soviet women as strong mothers and heroines. Women should work, but in “feminine” 

professions like textiles. The difference frame stuck, and legitimized a gendered division of 

responsibilities. Men were responsible for earning money; women were responsible for the 

home. Yet through this “difference,” Soviet men and women positioned themselves as equals.  

 Ideologies may become shattered or broken over time, but people can still pick up the 

pieces and strategically use them to their advantage. Contemporary Ukrainian culture is complex 

and chaotic partially because of the extensive amount of culture available for individuals to draw 

upon and use in daily life. Not only do Ukrainians have the ability to mobilize past conceptions 

of Soviet gender relations—such as feminine “strength” or gender equality—but they also have 

access to new ideologies, such as western feminism and the ideology of the market.  

 

WHAT ARE UKRAINIAN GENDER SCHEMAS? 

 Bem argues that gender schemas are unconscious. Using a gender schema does not 

require justification to others, nor does it require much effort or thought.  When people share the 

same unconscious schema, the resultant beliefs are implicitly understood. In Ukraine, the belief 
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that people are fundamentally equal lingers on in present day. Some inequality is justifiable; 

some people deserve more luxury than others. But the concept that everyone deserves basic 

necessities like housing, food, clothing, and work still exists in Ukrainian culture. This larger 

concept of provision and equality is taken for granted in conversation. The men in Chapter 1 

referenced this idea of equality when they discussed the absurdity of wages in the labor market. 

Men voiced outrage at the fact that they worked 40 or 50 hours a week yet still struggled to 

survive. Survival, to their minds, should not even be a question. Everyone “deserves” the basics. 

 Gender essentialism is highly schematic. My respondents believed that men and women 

had innate biological differences, making them “better” at certain types of labor. But coupled 

with the larger idea of equality, the women-as-different frame did not mean that women were 

weak, stupid, or feeble. It simply meant that women had a distinct sphere of labor. Men and 

women had different domains of authority. In Chapter 1, the couples in my sample used Soviet 

gender schemas to figure out how to spend, save, and share money. They were not conscious of 

the fact that their practices were highly gendered. For example, women who out-earned their 

husbands did not find it strange that they still considered their husbands to be the breadwinners 

in the family. Nor did high-earning women find it strange that they still did most of the 

housework at home. Such ideas were so taken-for-granted to my respondents that many had 

trouble justifying and elaborating why they engaged in various actions.  

 With gender schemas, people do not need to be consistent with the various elements of 

culture they use. Because individuals’ use of culture is unconscious, it does not matter if there 

are contradictions or hypocritical elements within a person’s set of beliefs. There is no 

introspection or reflexivity to smooth out these wrinkles and contradictions. However, adoption 
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of the ideology takes conscious effort. An ideology articulates clear strategies for action and a 

method for obtaining consistency across all domains of behavior.   

 

CONCLUSION 

 To answer my initial research questions: are all gender beliefs necessarily “ideological”? 

No, gender beliefs are ideological when they cohere and group together in a highly organized, 

ritualistic belief system—one that people consciously adopt and use to develop strategies of 

action. In contrast, many gender beliefs within a particular culture are the result of gender 

schemas: unconsciously assumed and taken-for-granted. The schematic beliefs do not need to be 

coherent or organized. In fact, some of these taken-for-granted beliefs may contradict one 

another, and yet people will still use them because they are already institutionalized within the 

culture.  

 Are gender beliefs stable? This depends. Arguably, beliefs never truly “die” within a 

culture: instead they become adopted into traditions or transformed by new ideologies. However, 

gender beliefs are not necessarily stable or consistent within the individual. Stability and 

consistency vary depending on whether the individual adheres to an ideology or not. For 

example, extremely staunch feminists and Cossack men may have more stable and consistent 

gender beliefs because they have consciously adopted an ideology. These “true believers” 

genuinely want a fit between their beliefs and their lives. Therefore, they exert more effort to 

ensure that their realities line up with their worldviews. In short, when gender is ideological, we 

see beliefs drive action quite a lot. It makes sense to have a theory of action casually oriented 

around a person’s beliefs. However, the non-ideologues, like most of the respondents in Chapter 
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1, did not try to have their actions line up with their worldviews. For them, value-driven-beliefs 

do not correspond to action.  

 The Ukrainian case is interesting because some concepts that were once “ideological” are 

now schematic. Gender equality was a powerful ideology in the Soviet Union in the 1920s and 

30s. However, the communist party’s ideological promises were never fulfilled. By the 1960s, 

the ideology had shifted: gender equality was transformed into the much more muted idea that 

women were “different but equal.” This concept of “different but equal” subtly sustained many 

of the practices and financial habits described in Chapter 1. While never explicitly articulated, 

the practices of earmarking, access, and order of use were tacitly used to uphold “schematic” 

gender beliefs regarding men’s roles as breadwinners and women’s authority in the home.  

 Lastly, when and how do gender ideologies impact action? Here, the distinction between 

ideology and gender schemas matters a lot. Ideological beliefs directly impact action. People 

consciously try to make their lives fit with their ideologies. For example Nancy Holt in The 

Second Shift adhered to a feminist ideology. She genuinely wanted to put her ideology into 

practice. She fought with her husband Evan and openly asked him to fall in line with her 

ideology—by doing housework—but he refused. For Evan, the link between belief and action 

was less direct. Evan did not adhere to an ideology. Instead, Evan simply used a gender 

schema—what “everyone” knows about gender—to govern action. He did the same amount of 

housework as the other husbands in the neighborhood and figured housework was just something 

“women do.” Whereas Hochschild calls Evan’s stance “transitional,” I argue this stance is not 

ideological at all.  

 This brings me to Swidler’s (1986) more famous point regarding how we should define 

“beliefs.” Defining beliefs as “values” is problematic. However, much of the quantitative 
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literature on gender ideologies does just that: asking respondents to agree or disagree with 

various value statements involving gender. Quantitative scholars assume a model of action that 

equates beliefs with values. They expect people to articulate their values on a survey and 

presume people “fit” their actions to those values. Swidler argues that this model fails. In fact, 

the only time this model succeeds is when a respondent rigidly adheres to an ideology. However, 

if “belief” is more broadly defined to include habits, tastes, and dispositions, then we can see 

how belief can influence action. These habits, tastes, and dispositions are the elements of culture 

that permit individuals to keep using sloppy mental shortcuts like gender schemas to understand 

the world.  

  In Chapter 3, I give some evidence for how practices can shape gender beliefs. 

Specifically I analyze how individuals frame and discuss their housework activities versus their 

financial activities in the home. I find that, when convenient, individuals are capable of drawing 

contradictory beliefs and highly differentiated conceptions of gender. For example, a woman 

might draw upon an ideology to legitimize activity in one sphere—e.g. demanding shared 

housework by mobilizing the ideals of feminism in conversation, but also falling back on gender 

schemas to discuss activity in another sphere—e.g. simply assuming men should be 

breadwinners and hand their paychecks over to their wives. These contradictory beliefs 

demonstrate that people can tolerate quite a lot of inconsistency: many do not exert effort to align 

their lives with their worldviews. I also show that some individuals desire more consistency. 

These more ideological individuals, self-conscious about how their beliefs and actions align, 

discuss how they attempted to change their strategies of action to ensure that their actions closely 

match onto their beliefs.   
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CHAPTER THREE 

Chapter 3 

Gender Frames and Justice Rules: 

Housework, Money, and Strategies for Action 

 

INTRODUCTION 

 In Chapter 2, I argued that gender beliefs are variably ideological. The institutionalized, 

taken-for-granted ideas about gender more closely resemble unconscious ideas stemming from 

an underlying gender schema. Here I discuss the post-facto rhetoric individuals use to explain 

and discuss their actions. In doing so, I show how ideologies are easier to articulate than 

schematic beliefs. Many individuals can articulate and mobilize ideologies—market ideology, 

feminist ideology, and Cossack ideology—clearly in conversation.  People often bring up and 

verbalize various ideologies when asked what they think. They draw on highly articulated, pre-

packaged narratives that are relatively easy to convey. However, when forced to describe what 

they do, respondents’ inconsistencies become more apparent, and a gap can appear between what 

people say and what people do. I describe this gap in Chapter 1: there is a gap between the 

financial structure desired by the couple and their financial reality. My results in Chapter 1 

demonstrate that partners continue to pursue the strategies of action for which they have the 

“cultural equipment,” regardless of whether or not the equipment works very well for the 

situation (Swidler 1986: 281). 

 In this chapter, I also inspect contradictions in articulated beliefs. Individuals are capable 

of drawing on smaller pieces of the ideology or the logic of the schema, i.e. cultural elements 

(including frames, rules, and concepts), repackaging them in innovative ways, and using them as 

part of their cultural repertoires. In this chapter, I analyze two dimensions of Ukrainians’ cultural 
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repertoires. First, I analyze when and how respondents employ the concepts of gender 

“sameness” versus gender “difference.” In Ukraine, I argue that gender “sameness” is a more 

ideologically charged concept; gender schemas, in contrast, function to uphold gender 

“difference.” Second, I analyze whether partners use equality or equity when describing 

“fairness” and justice in their relationship.   

By analyzing couples’ descriptions of housework, I find that gender frames and justice 

rules are triggered in conversation as respondents attempt to cast themselves and their 

relationship in a particular light. Specifically, respondents face a trade-off between depicting the 

self as powerful and authoritative versus depicting the relationship as fair and loving. I 

demonstrate how respondents invoke the “separate spheres” frame to cast the individual as 

authoritative. By emphasizing gender difference, the separate spheres frame gives husbands vs. 

wives different domains over which they can claim personal authority, enhancing the image of 

the self. Similarly, the “female independence” frame is used to give more personal authority to 

women, hinging on gender sameness to depict the female self as powerful and entitled.  

Conversely, the “caring and equal” frame and the “more time” frame both display the 

relationship as a fair loving partnership of equals. These frames privilege the relationship over 

the individual. In the caring and equal frame, partners portray all home responsibilities as 

“equally” shared, whether through a settled division of labor, communal labor, or switching back 

and forth. This invokes the equality rule. In the “more time” frame, partners draw on the equity 

rule to discuss how responsibilities are divided based upon who has “more time.” Both the 

“caring and equal” and “more time” frames make justice rules salient, whereas the frames that 

privilege the self over the relationship—“separate spheres” and “female independence”—make 
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gender more salient. Respondents often switch and combine these frames into one larger 

narrative: one that simultaneously casts the Self as authoritative but also in a loving relationship.  

I build upon this typology of frames by demonstrating that individuals often switched 

frames and were noticeably inconsistent in the ways they discussed action. I demonstrate that 

gender beliefs often impact action indirectly by making particular strategies easier or harder for 

the individual. Specifically, Soviet cognitive schemas regarding gender, equality, and value 

produce a set of unconscious habits, dispositions, and assumptions: ones that are widely shared, 

implicit, and taken-for-granted. The individuals who mobilize these elements of culture do not 

face criticism or questions. Their actions are understood. In a dyad, this high level of mutual 

understanding becomes very important because it enables seamless, smooth cooperation. 

Conversely, when an individual tries to adhere to an ideology—i.e. feminism or the Cossack 

ideology—cooperation becomes costly and difficult. The ideologue’s beliefs diverge from 

schematic beliefs, and therefore require effort and energy to explain. In the dyad, an ideologue’s 

desired strategy may be thwarted by her inability to gain the cooperation of others. This 

constraint prompts either conflict or compromise, and, in the latter case, a partial acceptance of 

more schematic beliefs.  

 

GENDER FRAMES AND JUSTICE RULES 

Swidler emphasizes that culture is not a closed system (1986). Beliefs about gender do 

not exist in a vacuum. Certain ideas about gender may be lumped together with other ideas—

justice, freedom, equality, biology, etc.—to give rise to larger, organized systems of beliefs. 

Enumerating all these ideas is impossible; I do not claim to capture the “full” story of gender and 

culture. Instead, I have narrowed my scope to two important gender “frames” and two distinct 
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“justice rules,” which, when combined, can legitimize action. To this end, I draw on 

MacKinnon’s (1987) analysis of the two distinct “gender frames” historically used in the US: 

difference and sameness. MacKinnon notes that in law, discussions of gender are framed through 

sameness and difference language: “Under the sameness standard, women are measured 

according to our correspondence with men, our equality judged by our proximity to his measure. 

Under the difference standard, we are measured according to our lack of correspondence with 

him, our womanhood judged by our distance from his measure” (36).5  

These “gender frames” are cultural resources. Both frames are elements of culture that 

can be used in combination with other concepts, schemas, and discourses to produce larger 

systems of beliefs. For example, Soviet women successfully mobilized the “difference” frame to 

argue that they deserved maternity pay and other state benefits. In contrast, American feminists 

in the 1970s mobilized the “sameness” frame to argue that women deserved to be fully integrated 

into the labor force. The difference frame can also be used to legitimize a gendered division of 

labor, positioning women in the private sphere and men in the public sphere, akin to 

Hochschild’s concept of “traditionalism.” The gender sameness frame can similarly be used in a 

variety of ways: to engage men in the home, empower women in the workplace, or to hold 

women to male-standards, fairly or unfairly.  

In this chapter, I define the difference frame as the concept that men and women are 

essentially different and it is fair and reasonable to give men and women different 

responsibilities and tasks. Conversely, the sameness frame suggests that men and women are 

essentially the same, and it is unfair and unreasonable to give men and women different 

																																																								
5 MacKinnon argues that neither frame works well for feminism. Instead, she advocates the “dominance” frame that 
acknowledges the history of women’s subjugation to men. The dominance frame outlines flaws in both the 
difference and sameness frames. However, her argument is nuanced, widely known in academic circles or by gender 
scholars, but not in popular culture. Because I analyze interview data in this chapter, I only focus on sameness and 
difference, frames that are mobilized by individuals in conversation.  
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responsibilities and tasks simply on the basis of gender. Both frames cast the Self as a certain 

type of Self—one that is the same or different to others.  By emphasizing difference, individuals 

can position themselves superior or inferior to others. By emphasizing sameness, individuals can 

claim that they have equal knowledge, intelligence, and expertise as their partner.  

Justice rules, by contrast, are about creating criteria for fairness. The social psychological 

literature on justice is clear, detailed, and extensive (see Hegtvedt 2006 for a review). To 

summarize, social psychology suggests that there are different “rules” or distributions by which 

people perceive fairness (Zelditch, Anderson, and Cohen 1972). I only examine two contrasting 

rules: equality versus equity. For a dyad, the equality rule mandates that both partners receive 

equal outcomes, irrespective of status, gender, race, labor, or other variables. Equality is justice. 

Conversely, the equity rule mandates that outcomes should be commensurate with effort—i.e. 

fairness involves a ratio, the more you “put in” the more you should “get out.”  

Justice rules can be embedded in much larger systems of beliefs, like ideals of a market 

economy or communism. For instance, the market economy deeply relies upon the equity rule. 

One’s pay should be commensurate with one’s labor. However, the equity rule produces problem 

of measurement and quantification—how does society decide the “worth” of different categories 

of people and their labor? In contrast, communism centers upon equality as a justice rule. In 

theory, communism regards the labor of different types of people as equally valuable. As long as 

the individual is a cooperative member of a communist society, she deserves outcomes equal to 

her neighbors and comrades.  

In short, by combining justice rules with gender frames, individuals can position the 

“Self” as worthy and authoritative while simultaneously indicating that the relationship is 

nevertheless “fair.” For example, a wife can draw on gender difference to argue that she is a 
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domestic expert, both smarter and more skilled than her husband. However she can also draw 

upon the equity frame to discuss how she has “more time” at home to take care of the money and 

the household. However, these broader narratives resemble “just-so” stories, largely justifying a 

system of exchange that is already in place. If partners want to mobilize these narratives to 

change a system of exchange, other problems emerge. 

 

USING RULES AND FRAMES TO CHANGE STRATEGIES 

 Swidler (2001) defines strategies of action as “general solutions to the problem of how to 

organize action over time, rather than specific ways of attaining particular ends.” Swidler’s 

definition implies that individuals possibly have multiple, fragmented strategies. I focus on two 

strategies in the home that sometimes merge into one: a financial strategy and a housework 

strategy. I suggest that couples vary in the amount they connect or disconnect these strategies. I 

further suggest that when the strategies are disconnected, contradictory gender frames and justice 

rules can be used to explain and legitimize each strategy. This kind of inconsistency gives 

couples more flexibility to pursue a wider range of practices, depending on other constraints in 

the home.  

 Disconnected strategies—where the financial and housework strategies mobilize different 

beliefs—are more characteristic of individuals who adopt schematic beliefs. By contrast, 

ideological individuals want to connect their strategies in order to consistently adhere to a 

singular, overarching belief system. Drawing on descriptions of on housework and finances in 

the home, I show how the desire to be consistent and adhere to an ideology can become 

problematic. Ultimately, pursuing some strategies of action require one’s partner to cooperate, 

but cooperation is easier to accomplish when individuals share the same implicit belief system. 
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Cooperation becomes challenging when one person is ideological but the other is not. I analyze 

what happens when partners try to change strategies, successfully or unsuccessfully. These 

stories of change reveal the stability of cognitive schemas and their reciprocal practices once 

they are entrenched. For ideologues, this “stickiness” of practice makes adopting new patterns of 

behavior very difficult.   

The dilemma of cooperation highlights several problems associated with individuals’ 

attempts to institutionalize new strategies. Ideologies do not fit or explain every aspect of life. 

For example, while the feminist ideology is clear about women’s roles in the labor market, there 

are no clear-cut guidelines for how couples should spend, save, and share money at home. 

Egalitarianism does not break down easily into a strategy with money, because there is still 

cultural ambiguity surrounding what financial “equality” looks like in marriage—e.g. do partners 

each chip in 50/50, keep their incomes separate, or pool everything and spend equally? 

Attempting to “do” feminism inevitably increases uncertainty and entails transaction costs: 

couples must exert time and effort to negotiate and define what gender equality means in their 

relationship. Conversely, by simply going along with schematic notions of gender, couples can 

mobilize the unambiguous financial strategy of male breadwinning. This effectively reduces 

transaction costs to zero; couples can avoid ever discussing money (Lundberg and Pollak 1994). 

Gender schemas have clear repercussions about money and breadwinning: ones that explicate 

exactly what kinds of economic exchanges are appropriate and inappropriate to the husband-wife 

relationship.  

 

FINDING FAIRNESS IN POST-SOVIET UKRAINE 
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 According to propaganda, an enlightened Soviet marriage was a partnership of equal 

comrades (Harris 2004). However, these abstract ideals did not necessarily produce equality in 

practice (Ashwin 2000). A gendered segregation of labor meant that masculine professions were 

held to different work criteria and pay scales than feminized professions (Ironside 2014). Men 

frequently earned nearly double women’s salaries. Furthermore, gender essentialism and beliefs 

about men and women’s “natural” abilities never disappeared. Women still specialized in 

motherhood and the home; men specialized in the public sphere. Women had to engage in the 

labor force—it was illegal not to work—but their main responsibilities were at home.  

This institutionalized gender inequality retained legitimacy in part because the party 

endorsed a “different but equal” rhetoric that rationalized gender segregation in the labor force 

and gendered expectations at home. The state upheld the notion that men and women were 

intrinsically different, but that each gender had a special duty to the state and to the communist 

agenda. For example, the state directly paid women for their reproductive labor, granting them a 

sum of money upon the birth of a child and subsequent monthly payments for childrearing 

(Utrata 2015). These payments were not based on need, but on Soviet definitions of “worth.” 

Childrearing was publicly valuable. So while Sovietized Ukrainians believed in gender 

essentialism, they also did not see parenting as somehow separate or divorced from their other 

work. Motherhood, after all, was “paid” labor.  

The different-but-equal rhetoric persists today in post-Soviet Ukraine, but in tandem with 

other, newer conceptions of gender. Newer ideals of feminism, conceptualized in Western 

Europe and the U.S., argue for gender sameness, not difference, arguing that men and women 

have—for practical purposes—the same skills and thus should have similar responsibilities. As a 

consequence, most Ukrainians know about the difference and sameness frames and can deploy in 
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conversation if they feel the need. Similarly, because of Ukraine’s experience with both 

communism and capitalism, both equality and equity are readily available “tools” individuals 

have in their cultural repertoires; ready to use to legitimize behavior.  

By analyzing the financial and housework strategies Ukrainian couples use in the home, I 

demonstrate how different strategies draw on various types of beliefs, both schematic and 

ideological. However, depending on whether or not the respondent adheres to an ideology, these 

beliefs have a lot or very little impact on action. Individuals arrange pieces of culture—here, 

gender frames and justice rules—to give status to the self and acknowledge kindness in the 

relationship. Many respondents switch back and forth between the frames and rules, constructing 

a narrative that works for their situation.  

 

DATA AND METHOD 

 My interview schedule was primarily designed to carefully capture individuals’ 

financial practices. Early interview questions were broad, e.g. “how do you and your spouse 

manage your money?” while later questions were very specific, e.g. “who paid rent last 

month?” However, we also included a set of questions about who performs the housework on a 

regular basis. The questions about housework were less specific, and did not include detailed 

probing questions to assess the accuracy of the original response. So while I have high 

confidence that my data give a reasonably accurate description of what couples actually did 

with their money, I do not believe my data on housework necessarily reflect the practices in 

the home. However, the manner in which couples described housework is still interesting. 

These narratives of “who does what” reflect how the respondent justifies and legitimizes their 

practices, whatever those may be. Moreover, discussions about housework often provoked a 
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“frame shift” in Goffman’s dramaturgical sense of the term. I analyze how this shift occurs, 

and why.  

 For this chapter, I utilize my full 110-person sample. This includes an oversampling of 

wealthy, well-educated respondents, unlike Chapter 1. Using MaxQDA, I coded all transcripts 

to capture all instances of conversation about housework, generating 280 coded segments of 

text. Then I analyzed these excerpts for themes and commonalities. I identify four main larger 

narratives regarding housework: 1) separate spheres, 2) female independence, 3) more time, 

and 4) caring and equal. However, several respondents switch frames in the middle of talking, 

for reasons I will explain. After coding all the patterns by respondent, I entered the codes into a 

larger catalog of couples. This allowed me to analyze patterns in the partner-partner data 

treating the couple as the unit of analysis—including when partners disagree on frames.  

 In Table 3.1 I list the frequency of instances a certain frame was mentioned when 

discussing housework—here the unit of analysis is the sentence or utterance, not the individual 

or couple. A typical respondent moved through several frames throughout the course of the 

interview, although a few respondents stuck to a single frame or refused to discuss housework 

at any length. The “separate spheres” frame was used most frequently, although often in 

tandem with other frames. The female independence frame was used least frequently, partially 

because the individuals who invoked the female independence frame were a) aware of the 

separate spheres frame and b) trying to distance themselves from what they saw as “typical” 

beliefs. The more time and caring and equal frames were used to depict the relationship as 

loving and fair. The gender frames of difference/sameness and the justice rules of 

equity/equality were also invoked in other parts of the interviews. Here I only coded within the 

segments already coded as “housework.” In Table 3.2 I list the frequency of frames invoked by 
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gender: women tended to talk about housework more than men and also invoked a greater 

variety of frames than men, as I will discuss. 

Table 3.1: Coding within housework excerpts 

Narrative Frame/Rule invoked Frequency 
Separate Spheres Gender difference  53 

Female Independence  Gender sameness 16 

More Time Equity as justice 41 

Caring and Equal Equality as justice  20 
 
 

 

 

 

RESULTS 

Separate spheres 

 When first asked about housework, many partners began speaking in terms of gender 

difference and separate spheres. I coded over 50 instances of the separate spheres frame. 

Understandably, the separate spheres frame was common when the wife was not in the labor 

force and did all of the housework (N=4). Yegor, 56, a wealthy TV director, married for twenty-

five years, commented, “When our second daughter was born, my wife stayed with children at 

home. The whole house is basically on her and we are a little bit spoiled because of that.” His 

wife Tatiana assumed housework was her responsibility, simply remarking, “well, somebody had 

to stay with our children.” In fact, it was often difficult to prompt respondents to elaborate upon 

their housework practices when they adhered to separate spheres. Respondents did not seem to 

think their habits needed any explanation. For example, when I asked Nestor, a 65-year-old 

Table 3.2: Totals instances by gender 

Gender Instances Frequency 

Men 52 40.3% 

Women  77 59.7% 
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pensioner, married for thirty-nine years with two grown children, who does the housework, it 

was a very short conversation:  

Interviewer: Do you often cook at home? 

Nestor: My wife cooks. 

Interviewer: Always? 

Nestor: Mostly. I can cook sometimes but rarely.  

Interviewer: And who usually cleans the house? 

Nestor: My wife. 

Interviewer: And, has it always been like that? 

Nestor: Yes, yes. 

Nestor’s wife, Fedosia, 64, also retired, simply told me, “Yes, I cook and clean. The same as I 

did when I worked. I did all these things when I worked as well, but I used to do them quicker.” 

Even though I paused, asked fellow-up questions, and generally tried to get Nestor and Fedosia 

to elaborate on these responses, they refused. This supports my theory that some gender beliefs 

are schematic—unconscious and taken-for-granted. Most of the separate spheres respondents did 

not voice explicit beliefs that legitimated their practices. Instead of invoking some larger 

discourse, theory of the self, or justice rule, they simply assumed the interviewer would 

understand.  

 When respondents did elaborate on their practices, women usually claimed authority over 

the private sphere and men deferred to this authority by engaging in “helping” tasks. Women 

positioned themselves as domestic experts, emphasizing their skills or how much their family 

“needs” them. Natasha, a 30-year-old housewife, commented: 

I can cook something delicious for dinner. Or I can ask them in the morning, ‘What delicious 
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thing you want me to make?’ They say, ‘We want delicious salad. We want this or that’. And 

so I’d rather cook them something nice, healthy and delicious once a day. And it’s like our 

tradition. I cook meals only by order.  

Similarly, Emma, 27, a wealthy consultant married for three years, bragged about her husband’s 

dependency on her: “My husband doesn’t even know how to make tea. And I cook lunch for him 

as well, because now it’s also economical, so he takes lunches with him for work. But it was 

always like that, actually, because he doesn’t like the cafeteria.”  

Similar to what Potuchek (1997) finds in her study of dual-earner couples, partners divide 

responsibilities by gender, but share these responsibilities by “helping” each other. Husbands 

“help” with housework; wives “help” pay the bills. Ira, a 22-year-old seamstress living together 

with her fiancé Max for two years, said:  

Actually everything about the house is on me but Max can help me. I mean with things like 

cleaning and the like. As for cooking, it’s completely my responsibility but again Max can 

help. I ask him to peel potatoes or pull out wet laundry from the washing machine. So, it’s all 

on me, I am a facilitator and he is a helper, an assistant. 

Ira eloquently sums up Potuchek’s main findings. Moreover, discussing “helping” behavior is a 

method of signaling that the relationship is loving, if not explicitly “fair.” 

  Men who adhered to separate spheres also claimed to “help,” but clearly gave their wives 

credit for doing most of the work. Ira’s fiancé, Max, said, “The only thing I do is wash the 

dishes.” Cleaning the dishes was one unspoken method of signaling gratitude for women’s 

cooking. Yakov, a 50-year-old sailor married for twenty-five years, explained, “I just make 

coffee or tea.” When home, Yakov usually woke up earlier than his wife and made sure to have 

the coffee ready for her after she woke up. In this sense, men spurred on women’s efforts in the 
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home, caffeinating them when necessary. Similar to how “breadwinning” money took on special 

symbolic meaning in the home, these smaller acts—washing dishes, making coffee—also 

function as symbols, signaling husbands’ care and gratitude to their wives. Of course, a symbolic 

act required less labor than an equal division of housework.  

 Two men did not follow the “helping” rule. Boris, the 46-year-old telephone repairman 

from Chapter 1, made a point of showing how much he did not do in the home.  

Interviewer: And who does chores more? 

Boris: My wife. 

Interviewer: Do you do anything at all? 

Boris: I don’t like tidying and all that. Sometimes when I am in the mood, I can do 

something, but usually she does it. Like taking care of the shoes, and clothing, and washing 

the clothes. I don’t even put things in the washing machine. Well, I can but hardly ever do it. 

Children can wash the clothes and we make them do the washing up. 

Boris and Inna were one of the “conflict” couples I outlined in Chapter 1 where the husband 

drifts towards more Cossack-oriented beliefs. In this quote, Boris brags that he doesn’t “even” 

put the laundry in the machine—he makes his children do that. Moreover, he doesn’t try to 

justify this behavior by saying he’s too busy or does not have time. He simply says that he 

doesn’t “like” cleaning. He only does it when he is “in the mood.” Similarly, Yuroslav, a 40-

year-old construction worker married for nineteen years, reflected on his time in his wife’s rural 

village, before they moved to Kyiv: “No, there I cooked only when I was in the mood for 

cooking. And as for washing up – never. That’s like, beneath me. The dishes were our daughter’s 

responsibility.” Ironically, Yuroslav voices very different ideas when discussing his current 

situation, which I discuss later. Boris and Yuroslav were rare exceptions, not the rule. Overall, 
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these quotes demonstrate that men rarely mobilize separate spheres—and gender difference—to 

assert status with regards to housework. Instead, men try to position themselves as helpers or 

simply take separate spheres for granted. In Table 3.3, I show how the separate spheres frame 

was invoked by gender. Women invoked the separate spheres frame more often than men.  

Table 3.3: Instances of separate spheres by gender 

Gender Frequency Percent 
Men 19 36% 

Women 34 64% 
Total 53 100% 

 

Female Independence 

 Assertions of female independence often came immediately after the module of questions 

on housework. After discussing the household finances in detail and giving a general description 

of how labor was divided at home, several respondents felt the need to follow-up their statements 

with how much they believed gender equality or adhered to feminism. I argue these assertions 

were a mechanism to give status to the wife. Natasha, 30, and Denis, 32 have been married for 

nine years and have two daughters. Denis is a manager at a construction company and Natasha 

sells Avon and orders shipments of clothing to resell from home. Natasha also still receives 

maternity money from the government for her three-year-old daughter. Interestingly, both Denis 

and Natasha express the desire for Natasha to work somewhere. Denis says:  

I would like my wife to work somewhere…of course it should be some work she likes and 

works with pleasure. It’s just, I don’t know, to be able to regulate our income and be able to 

save at least 1,000 dollars per month. I mean, for us together. Or to save my salary, so that it 

is put away and to live on her salary or vice versa.  

Denis admits that he would really like the money Natasha could make if she worked outside the 
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home. Similarly, even though Natasha aligned herself with a more “separate spheres” position 

throughout the entirety of the interview, she concludes with a very strong assertion of her 

independence.  

Denis used to think that I don’t have to work because I have children, but I made him realize 

that when a woman works, she is a better personality and there is even some sort of challenge 

between a husband and a wife. They can prove each other that they are worthy and in that 

case they respect each other more…it’s a great advantage for a woman to go out and 

communicate with people. I am a human being and I have to communicate. If you just lock 

me in a house, even if it’s a big estate with servants, so lock me there and I am going to die. I 

will not want this manicure, pedicure, nor will I want a car. I will want nothing if I don’t 

have communication. It’s just my nature. 

Natasha is able to clearly articulate at least a portion of the feminist ideology. The irony, of 

course, is that she and Denis do not adhere to feminism in the slightest. Natasha is a housewife 

who practices separate spheres, despite acknowledging other types of beliefs. Denis is away from 

home much of the time, leaving his wife to take care of the home.  

Like Denis and Natasha, Pavel, 31, and Diana, 30, acknowledge a more egalitarian 

ideology, but do not follow through with it in practice. As musicians, Pavel and Diana have 

traveled abroad in Western Europe to perform, but are quite poor and live in small dormitory. 

When asked about how he and Diana communicate, Pavel says: 

We don’t have situations when someone is absolutely right, and the other one is absolutely 

wrong. I think, we both have the same rights. I was influenced by people abroad, their way of 

life. People here still think that women can only sit at home and do some housework, and the 

men do the rest of the [paid] work. I am absolutely equal persons with my wife. Sometimes 
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she makes me change my mind and agree with her. Sometimes I need a couple of days to 

understand that she was right.  

Pavel claims that he is absolutely “equal” with his wife, and even notes that women are not 

destined to “sit and home and do some housework.” However, Diana happens to do all the 

housework in their home. Pavel says:  

I: Who cooks and cleans at home? 

Pavel: My wife does. I don’t want to say that I am awkward, that I cannot do anything. I 

am able to clean the house or to cook some dishes. But it was the initiative of my wife. 

After our marriage Diana insisted on her participation in cleaning and cooking. In this 

respect she is very similar to her mother. I even think that my wife cooks better than her 

mother. She is very scrupulous at the cooking process. She can cook very dainty dishes.  

Here, Pavel shifts frames, invoking separate spheres. Both frames give status to Diana. In the 

first instance, Pavel comments that Diana has the “same rights” as he does. In the second 

instance, Diana is simply a wonderful, “scrupulous” cook who is very talented and can cook 

“dainty” dishes. The first frame gives Diana status via gender sameness; the second gives her 

status via gender difference. In a way, Pavel is rhetorically positioning Diana above himself, but 

this rhetoric may conceal the fact that as a couple, they go along with schematic Soviet habits 

and practices.  

 Tamara, a wealthy 26-year-old consultant living with her fiancé, Ben, for four years, also 

distanced herself from what she saw as “Soviet” beliefs. She said, “you know, in the Soviet 

Union, the ideal was that the man would come home and give all his salary to the woman, and 

she was like giving him back some share which he can spend for himself.” After pausing and 

thinking about this for a moment, she added, “Now, men might not think this [arrangement] is 
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very good, they want to be in charge in terms of money.” Tamara implicitly acknowledges that 

the Cossack ideology has gained momentum since the fall of the Soviet Union. She contrasts 

these beliefs with the fact that she and her fiancé split their expenses 50/50, something she says 

is “very rare” in Ukraine.  She says: “When I started to date my fiancé, he had a very equal 

approach to payments, and then I got used to it. And now I like more. It is like being the subject, 

not the object, you know?” Yet, while Tamara gives Ben credit for making her more egalitarian 

with money, they do not share housework equally. When I asked her who does the cooking and 

cleaning, she responded: 

 It’s actually a big problem, I’m actually considering hiring a person to clean, I don’t think 

it’s only my responsibility. Always, it’s like, “Hey you should help,” and he is like, “No I 

don’t want to.” Actually I was thinking of having some woman come clean, and pay her 

myself—easier to do that than get into this discussion of should we hire someone. 

Tamara wants to adhere to egalitarianism consistently, in both finances and housework. But so 

far, she has failed to get Ben to cooperate—even though, according to her narrative, Ben was the 

one who introduced her to ideals of feminism in the first place.  

 These discussions of female independence are assertions of gender sameness. However, 

they are uniquely one-sided. Respondents make the point that women are the same as men, not 

that men are the same as women. In fact, I coded for all instances of “autonomy” and 

“independence” in my transcripts (n=193 segments). While a full analysis of these coded 

segments is not warranted here, I argue that the concept of “independence” is gendered. Men are 

assumed to be independent, their independence needs no explanation: it is schematic and taken-

for-granted. However, women are assumed to be dependent, and therefore, their independence 

needs to be remarked upon and explained—typically by mobilizing some larger ideological 
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discourse. These practices highlight my argument that scholars need to distinguish between 

ideology and gender schemas. My more educated respondents used the ideological discourse of 

feminism to distinguish themselves from what they “know” is a commonly used gender schema. 

Mobilizing the feminist ideology in conversation signals status and high cultural capital; it 

distances the respondent from the “Soviet” or traditional masses. However, being able to 

articulate the ideology in an interview does not mean that the respondent exerts effort to put the 

ideology into practice at home. In Table 3.4, I show how women invoked the concept of female 

independence much more frequently, sometimes in conjunction with the separate spheres frame.  

Table 3.4: Instances of Female Independence by gender 

Gender Frequency Percent 
Men 4 25% 

Women 12 75% 
Total 16 100% 

 

More Time and Caring and equal 

More Time  

  Donavan, a 34-year-old statistician married for six years, explained that before he and 

his wife had kids, they split housework equally. Then, after the children were born, they 

divvied up childcare versus housework because there were two toddlers at home. However, 

their five-year-old just started kindergarten and they recently put their three-year-old in 

daycare in the mornings. Donavan describes how these changes affected work at home: 

Before, when she was alone with two children, she didn’t have as much time for cooking 

and she didn’t always cook. But now she tries to cook every day, and we came to this more 

traditional household where the husband is earning and the wife is cooking…But before 

that, when we both were working, I think we both did it. And I think I even did it more 
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because I like cooking. But sometimes we just ate out because we didn’t have children, we 

didn’t have to go home at once. It depends. 

Donavan admits that currently they have a “more traditional” household, but he does not see 

this divide due to essential gender differences or women being biologically superior at 

cooking, etc. His wife simply has “more time” now that she is on maternity leave. This quote 

also exemplifies Vespa’s (2009) findings that beliefs shift over the life-course: marriage has an 

egalitarian effect when not coupled with parenthood.  

  Demands of work frequently made it easy to rationalize who did what around the home. 

Svitlana, 42, and Dmitri, 47, both acknowledged that Dmitri worked at all hours, frequently 

getting called away in the evenings or early morning to do his work as a repairman. Svitlana 

worked at a bookstore thirty hours a week, much less than Dmitri. While they ‘divided’ 

different responsibilities around the house, Dmitri did not always do his part. When the 

interviewer asked Svitlana if she ever wished that Dmitri did more housework, she responded: 

Well, to wish for it is one thing and to have the possibility for it is another thing. Because I, 

for example, come home from work earlier, and I can be doing something and think that 

it’s his job. But when he comes home, completely exhausted, so what if I thought it’s a job 

for him if I see that he is just not capable of doing it right now? 

Dmitri acknowledges the constraints his work places on his time at home. He gives Svitlana 

credit for doing most of the housework and acknowledges he should probably do more: “I 

come from work and can wash dishes… [but] I would like to work less and spend more time 

for my family and for housework.” This couple agrees that things are not necessarily “equal” 

with regards to housework, but that is okay because Dmitri puts in more time at work. 

According to the equity rule, this implies that he can get away with doing less at home.  
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  Natalia, a wealthy 38-year-old woman married for fifteen years, worked more hours at 

a prestigious international firm than her husband did working as a copy-editor. She said, “He 

cooks often. Like during weekdays, for example. When we come back from job, school, it’s 

around 6 or 7pm and I take care of my son and his lessons etc., and other stuff like laundry and 

something like this, and we need to feed our kids and there is not so much time, so he can 

cook.” Galina, another wealthy 32-year-old woman married for fives years, noted that before 

her husband changed jobs, he did most of the housework because he had more time: “When he 

wasn’t earning a lot of money, he had quite flexible schedule, he could work from home which 

most of the scholars are doing. So every time when I was coming home, my husband would be 

cooking dinner for me.” 

  Generally, the “more time” frame drew heavily upon the idea of equity. If someone 

worked more outside the home, it justified them working less inside the home. Of course, I 

suspect that my respondents were giving me a more generous image of their relationship than 

reality warranted. Nor is the “more time” frame equivalent across genders. Galina was much 

more grateful to her husband for making dinner than Max was to Ira. What was considered 

“fair” was skewed, disadvantaging women. 

  Like Hochschild found in her study of housework, it matters greatly whether a person 

compares herself to an ideal (e.g. feminism), or compares herself to other wives (e.g. schematic 

practices) (Greenstein 1996). This is another reason why distinguishing between ideology and 

unconscious gender schemas matters a lot for understanding how gender constrains action. 

Gender schemas determine the acceptable reference categories, regardless of what an 

individual may want or feel. Third order expectations—what the individual thinks “most 

people” believe—heavily shapes how people evaluate their own positions and behaviors 



CHAPTER THREE 

 101 

(Berger et al. 1998). The gender schemas of dominant culture create the analytical yardsticks 

that everyone, even ideologues, must either use or actively reject when measuring fairness and 

normalcy in their own relationship. In Table 3.5 I show how men and women used the “more 

time” frame in similar amounts. As I showed in Table 3.2, women discussed housework more 

than men in general. 

Table 3.5: Instances of “more time” by gender 

Gender Frequency Percent 
Men 19 46% 

Women 21 54% 
Total 53 100% 

 

Caring and Equal 

  The caring and equal frame was used to give the image of comradery and 

companionship by invoking the equality rule. I discovered three methods through which 

respondents claimed to be caring and equal: different-but-equal, communal-and-equal, and 

switching-but-equal. For different but equal, respondents admitted to having a division of 

labor, but claimed that the division was equal. Ruslan, a 29-year-old bartender married for 

eight years, said: “We all have our responsibilities. I am more in charge of physical work. My 

wife does the cooking, washing. Mother helps her. I usual vacuum clean, take away the 

garbage. Or if something breaks, I try to fix it myself, do what I can.” Living with his mother-

in-law, the two women in the house divided the housework while Ruslan did the more 

masculine activities of taking out the trash or fixing appliances. However, his wife Julia also 

describes their practices as different but equal: 

We all have something to do. I do the cooking. Ruslan’s mother can also cook something 

when I am away but I try to be on time and cook myself. My husband handles all the 
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physical work. I will not drag the vacuum cleaner. I don’t like vacuuming at all. So, he 

vacuums and mother washes the floors. My responsibilities are cooking, washing and 

tidying the clothes. All the free time I try to devote to my child. 

Housework scholars argue that men tend to do domestic work on their own time while women 

are “on the clock” (Hochschild 1989). Mowing the lawn or taking out the trash are not as time-

sensitive as feeding the kids. Women also tend to do more daily tasks, cooking, tidying, 

bathing, etc. whereas men tend to do less frequent activities. My data confirm all of these 

findings. However, I add to this literature by elaborating on how couples justify this divide. 

Men do symbolic work, just like men give money as a symbol of their gratitude and respect for 

their wives. Husbands give their wives symbols of deference while wives give their husbands 

their labor. I discuss the repercussions of this dynamic fully in Chapter 5.  

  Some respondents simply stated that housework was completely communal. Nastya, a 

45-year-old masseuse married for twenty-four years, said:  

If I make my mind to cook something I start harassing them with questions like what do 

you want to eat, I will look for an inspiration. But if it is something ordinary, then my 

husband will fry potatoes. But if we all start cooking together, then it works out on its own. 

Someone washes the dishes, another person cuts onions, everyone helps.  

This image of cooperation appears very idealistic and communist. After all, Marx claims that 

in communist society: “nobody has one exclusive sphere of activity…[it is] possible for me to 

do one thing today and another tomorrow, to hunt in the morning, fish in the afternoon, rear 

cattle in the evening, criticize after dinner” (Tucker 1978: 124). This rhetoric denies that there 

is a division of labor in the first place; instead, everyone simply helps one another.   
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  Other couples employed the concept of “switching” to gain equality. Grigory, a 25-

year-old shop owner shares a small food kiosk with his wife, Veronika. They have been 

married three years and have a three-year-old son. He explains that they take turns doing 

housework and childcare versus running the shop.  

We switch and decide who will be working. And usually my mum can stay with him…[so] 

we both clean. Usually in Ukraine it’s normal for the wife to do everything in the house. I 

don’t know how it is in the US. But [in Ukraine] the man just comes, takes the remote 

control and watches the TV all the time. But I try to help…from working as a waiter I 

know how to wash dishes, they need to be clean and shiny. 

This idea of switching also upholds the equality rule. Also, like the respondents who discussed 

female independence, Grigory distances himself from what he sees as “typical” Ukrainian 

beliefs. He acknowledges that his wife is not the only one who knows how to do housework 

well; he learned how to wash dishes in his old job.   

  In some ways, my results are a study of social desirability bias. Respondents tried to 

make a positive impression on the interviewer in one of three ways: 1) by making themselves 

or their spouse out to be clever, witty, empowered, or independent, 2) by making their 

relationship out to be loving, fair, equal, and stable, or 3) both. Separate spheres and female 

independence where methods of making the Self, or the other partner, seem authoritative, 

skilled, or independent using the frames of gender difference or gender sameness. In some 

cases this meant the husband depicted his wife as skilled or independent. Conversely, 

respondents used the “caring and equal” and “more time” frames as methods to make the 

relationship seem loving and fair. I argue that respondents implicitly invoked justice rules—

either equality or equity—to make sure they depicted their relationship as “fair.” In Table 3.6 I 
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show how men and women invoked the caring and equal frames in exactly the same amounts. 

Given the fact that women overall talked about housework more than men, I argue this shows 

that men were particularly likely to invoke the caring and equal frame when they did talk about 

housework.  

Table 3.6: Instances of “Caring and Equal” by gender 

Gender Frequency Percent 
Men 10 50% 

Women 10 50% 
Total 20 100% 

 

Matching frames between partners 

  Not all individuals used the same frame as their partner.6 Out of the thirty couples, 

approximately half started discussing housework by using a different frame from their partners. 

However, these partners sometimes switched frames in ways that made them align with their 

partners. For example when first prompted, three women admitted they “did everything” in the 

home, using the logic of separate spheres. Hurriedly, they backpedaled from this initial 

asymmetric description, adding that their husbands helped or did important work too. Elena, 

21, a recently married German tutor, first admitted, “I’m doing everything…I clean everything, 

cook meals. It is more interesting for me.” Then she paused and switched to the caring-and-

equal frame, saying, “Artem also has responsibilities. He carries water, picks up things from 

our parents. We kind of have a conventional balance. Actually we don’t have a lot of 

housework.” Elena contradicts her initial response by concluding that really, they “don’t have a 

lot of housework.” Conversely, Artem, 24, her husband and also a tutor, used both “more-

																																																								
6 I only have data on frame “matching” for the thirty couples for which we have partner-partner data. 
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time” and “caring and equal” frames, saying, “We don’t have a strict distribution of duties.”  

He elaborated: 

It depends on the occasion. I mean if we’re in the mood for cooking or not…I’m studying in 

the second shift [night class] that’s why I have a tendency to wake up later… She just gets up 

earlier than me…[but] we try to divide all the responsibilities. I feel the need to clean more 

often than she does. When I cook meals I don’t need to cook something special or tasty. I 

may cook a lot of food at once. And Elena may cook meals in small portions. So we try to 

divide. 

Artem begins by saying that Elena has “more time” –he legitimizes the fact that she always 

cooks breakfast by saying that he stays up later. Then he switches to saying that they actually 

divide “all” responsibilities, trying to convey a picture of caring equality in the relationship.  

Similarly, when first asked who did the housework, Margarita, a wealthy 33-year-old 

woman admitted: “I do. Necessarily. My young man cooks only when he likes to. This happens 

really seldom (laughing). This really doesn't burden me, I’d even say I like it.” Margarita affirms 

separate spheres, but then backtracks to make the relationship seem more equal.  

Because his character is so specific, meaning he is not active and fast, he is does the things 

that require attention very well…he vacuum cleans and washes the floor. He also cleans the 

dishes. Always. I can’t really wash the dishes. No way. He does that. Or the dishwashing 

machine. 

Regressing from her original image of separate spheres in the home, Margarita proceeds to list 

the various things her husband does, shifting into the “caring and equal” frame. 

 In one telling case where interviewing conditions were not ideal, I interviewed a Yana, 

35, and Eduard, 40, in their house. I requested that the interviews be conducted separately, but 
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the Yana occasionally passed by the kitchen where I was seated with her husband, eavesdropping 

on his interview. She interrupted our module on housework. 

Interviewer: And who usually cleans the house? 

Eduard: Sometimes we clean together and sometimes she cleans alone. It depends. 

Interviewer: I see.  

Yana: [yelling from other room] It’s not true!  

[Yana enters room] 

Eduard: [turning to face Yana] Not true? You want to say that I don’t clean at home? Every 

evening I clean with this vacuum cleaner. Damn! [pause] No? Gosh, what are trying to say? 

Yana [sarcastically]: Oh yeah, every evening. 

Eduard [flapping hand]: Yeah, yeah. 

This kind of disagreement demonstrates the privileged perceptions men can have about the 

home: they can pretend things are equal even when they are not. Out of the thirty couples where 

we have partner-partner data, eight of them resembled this kind of mismatch where the wife at 

first admitted to having separate spheres but the husband took on the “more time” or “caring and 

equal” frames.  

The prevalence of this pattern may reveal several things about discourse and gender. 

Foremost, women distance themselves from the idea of domestic subjugation, claiming that that 

they “like” cooking or that housework is “more interesting” for them than for their husbands. 

Secondly, it demonstrates a type of “situated knowledge” in the sense that the husbands are 

capable of “seeing” equality that may or may not be present (Haraway 1988). Standpoint theory 

suggests that those with privilege are less likely to “see” their privilege (Collins 1998). Thus, 

men can deny that sexism exists, and whites can claim to be “color-blind” in ways that women or 
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people of color cannot. Men, in their lack of attention to the home, can easily adopt the “more 

time” or “caring and equal” frames without feeling as though these frames contradict their own 

experiences. Artem and Eduard genuinely believed that they shared housework with their wives. 

The separate spheres frame resonates more with women’s experiences because they are 

more directly aware of doing much more labor than their husbands. However, this does not mean 

that they do not also come up with other ways to construct the relationship as equal. Many 

women positioned themselves as domestic experts, but simultaneously claimed that they 

“couldn’t” do anything dirty or hard, like carry heavy bags, handle dirty dishes, “drag” the 

vacuum cleaner. For Margarita and Elena, they mobilize conceptions of gender difference to 

rationalize needing “help.” Elena can’t lift the heavy bags; Margarita can’t drag they annoying 

vacuum cleaner. By drawing on older, schematic beliefs about gender essentialism, they get out 

of at least some of the work.  

 

Differences across Strategies   

  In this section, I also outline how individuals switch frames as they move from 

discussing finances to discussing housework. This kind of switching is analytically interesting 

because it shows how easily individuals can craft strategies to suit their situation: i.e. an 

individual’s set of practices will largely impact the beliefs she chooses to articulate, even if it 

means expressing contradictory beliefs. Furthermore, I argue that people are variably 

inconsistent. Ideologues (e.g. feminists, Cossacks) need comparatively high levels of internal 

consistency—they want their beliefs to match their actions and all their strategies to utilize the 

same beliefs.   
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  Yuroslav, 40, and Luda, 38, have two teenage children and been married for nineteen 

years. Originally from a small village in the eastern oblast of Lugansk they fled the area when 

fighting and shelling occurred near their town. Yuroslav, discussed earlier in this chapter, is the 

respondent said that doing dishes was “beneath him.” Now living in Kyiv, the couple’s 

practices have changed dramatically. Yuroslav makes ~4,000 doing construction jobs for 

friends and Luda works in a metro stall, selling pastries, and makes 3,000 a month. Yuroslav’s 

schedule varies dramatically, sometimes his work means traveling back East with goods and 

supplies for Ukrainian soldiers, whereas Luda has a very rigid, inflexible schedule. She works 

from 7am to 9pm in the metro stall everyday. She commits to work on a weekly basis, so she 

takes at least one week off a month, but she does not have weekends, nor is she allowed to 

miss work due to illness. Because of this, Yuroslav does some of the work of helping their 

daughter at home.  

Interviewer: What about the household chores? Are there things that you are in charge of 

now? 

Yuroslav: Well, it’s like, when my wife found work, and I didn’t tie myself with any work 

because I was on the road all the time, going to the East very often. So, sometimes there 

were periods when I was home for 2 weeks, so everything was on me. I would wash up, 

and I can cook very well, so things like that. And what else here? 

Luda agrees, and acknowledges that housework is done by whoever has time.  

“Housework depends on our free time. Who has time – does housework. That’s 

all…Whoever sees some urgent housework – does it. For example, with food: if I work 

– my husband cooks. If he works – I cook. We even don’t discuss it. He may call me 

and ask what to cook.” 
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Both couples draw on gender sameness and the “more time” frame with regards to housework. 

However, with money, Yuroslav defers to Luda’s expertise in managing the family finances.  

I: Can you say that you have some any rules as to the discussion of your purchases?  

Yuroslav: No, there are no rules. Basically, my wife plans everything, I can only tell 

her what I need. As for the children, my task is to make money, that’s it. I’m the 

breadwinner. 

Luda agrees with Yuroslav that she is the “lady” of the home and as has more domestic 

expertise than him. 

“After marriage, he gave all salary gave to me. Then in 5 years I was tired of this 

system and said: ‘leave some money for your needs.’ Because sometimes he needed 

some pocket money but didn’t even know where I saved it, and didn’t even ask! He 

gave money to me with these words: ‘you better manage it, you know what our family 

needs.’ So I proposed that he leave some money in his pockets. Men should have 

pocket money. Because he even asked for money to buy cigarettes! That’s why I 

proposed that he keep some pocket money from his salary. My husband always gives 

all money to me and I manage with it.” 

In this case, the couple’s financial strategy is highly gendered. Yuroslav thinks of himself as a 

breadwinner and Luda takes responsibility of the family’s financial affairs. However, their 

current domestic strategy is not gendered. Because of the extreme constraints of their paid 

work, both Yuroslav and Luda do domestic work when they have time. Moreover, Yuroslav no 

longer sees domestic work as an affront to his masculinity, even though when they lived in a 

small village, doing dishes was “beneath” him. Moreover, while they use the equity rule for 

housework—using the “more time” frame—this does not impact their financial strategy. 
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Yuroslav still performs the role of the breadwinner by symbolically providing for the family 

and turning his money over to Luda. There is equity within a strategy (housework) but not 

across strategies (housework does not impact finances). Yuroslav and Luda do not cognitively 

“connect” their strategies.  

   Marina, 27, and Vlad, 27, have been married for six years and have a seven-year-old 

daughter. Marina’s parents gave the couple an apartment three years ago after the couple 

struggled to get by paying rent. Marina works as an office manager and makes 5,000 UAH a 

month. Vlad has held a variety of jobs, mainly in marketing and retail. A week before the 

interview, he received a job as a salesman for restaurant equipment, making 3,500 base pay 

plus commissions from sales. However, the three months prior to the new job, he was 

unemployed and searching for work. His haphazard income caused problems for Marina, who 

resented living off of her income alone for three months. Towards the end of the interview, she 

states, “a husband should earn more and provide for the essential family needs…he should 

think how to best provide for the family.” In this quote, Marina aligns herself with the gender 

difference frame, stating that it is logical for men to have special responsibilities. The 

interviewer, probing further, asks Marina to elaborate what she means by this statement. She 

says: 

If a wife is happy focused on family responsibilities, it’s okay. And certainly if she 

takes care of the home and children completely, it’s really very hard work. It’s not like 

she is sitting and doing nothing. It takes a lot of time and effort so, of course, it should 

be compensated and she should be provided for by her husband… Women have to have 

a job that they can balance with family. And the husband can be completely focused on 

work. That’s why his salary should be higher, so he can give more time to his work. 
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Here, Marina draws on a number of different concepts. She affirms the difference frame by 

legitimizing men’s higher pay, acknowledging that men should be “completely” focused on 

work. She also implicitly adopts the equity rule—saying that women do a lot of work at home, 

and therefore “should be compensated” and “provided by” by a husband. For Marina, women 

earn their husbands’ money, not simply because they de facto deserve it (equality rule) but 

because they work “very hard” (equity rule). Nevertheless, with Vlad out of the labor force 

temporarily, Marina was forced to rely on family members and her own income. She wanted 

Vlad to be a breadwinner, but he is not. 

  Marina voices a different opinion about housework. Namely, she shifts frames from 

gender difference to gender sameness. She explains: 

“Sometimes I wish my husband did more work about the house. But it’s not about money, I 

just wish he were more motivated and took the lead. I mean I wish I didn’t have to make 

him do things, that he wanted to do it out of his own will. Like when I am at home, I know 

that I have to do this and that. And when he is at home he just doesn’t care. If I tell him, he 

will do it, but if I don’t tell, he will never even think of doing it.”  

Marina adopts the sameness frame by situating herself and Vlad similarly—they are both “at 

home” frequently. Yet Vlad does not do housework like she does. While Marina claims, “it’s 

not about the money,” she does connect housework with time spent at home. To her, it’s not 

“fair” that Vlad be home the same amount as her but do less housework. She adds, “The more 

times he spends at work, the less time he has for housework, naturally. Because he has less free 

time.” This is a continuation of the equity rule. Because Vlad is not ‘out’ in the labor force 

more, he does not deserve to get out of doing housework.  
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  In contrast, Vlad gives a general picture of equality and sameness when discussing 

housework: 

I mean we don’t have it like – you must clean. If you don’t want to clean – okay, don’t do 

it now. But still there comes time when you have to clean. Sometimes if one of us is not 

feeling well, we can help each other…sometimes I can clean the stove, or the wife cleans 

the stove. Mostly she cleans the stove but I sometimes can do it too, and it’s something I do 

most often for her than other things. Or I can be sick and I ask her to wash up. But it’s also 

not very often. We don’t have it like that. If you don’t feel like doing it for some reason, if 

it’s hard or something, you can do it later or ask the other one to for it. That’s our way. 

Here, Vlad does not voice the idea that there are gendered responsibilities in the home. Vlad 

does take credit for “washing up” and vacuuming, but when the interviewer first asks, “Do you 

have a housework routine?” Vlad responds, “Well, we don’t have this.” He prefers to stick to 

his image of communal, caring and equal engagement with housework. Vlad also voices 

different opinions about money than Marina. He claims everything in the home is “common 

money.”  

We used to get two salaries, mine and my wife’s, and we waited till we get all the money 

and then we divided it in two halves – one for the groceries, one for entertainment. And 

that last one we also divided in two for each of us. It used to be like that. And now we just 

spend my wife’s salary on groceries and everyday expenses and my salary is divided by 

halves for the two of us for entertainment. 

While Vlad tries to play this system of management as “equal,” this conceals the fact that he’s 

been out of work and there has not been any “entertainment” for the family recently. In short, 
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Vlad sticks with the frames of sameness and equality, while Marina sticks with equity, but 

shifts from difference (finances) to sameness (housework).   

  In wanting to adhere to equity across strategies, Marina reveals some desire for 

consistency. For Marina, separate spheres is only “justified” when the man works more and 

makes more money—she connects her financial and domestic strategies. Instead they have 

what Vlad wants, so-called “equality” in both spheres. They blindly pool their money and Vlad 

ignores his smaller contribution, moreover, he believes they share housework equally. Marina 

cannot convince him that they do not, in fact, share housework. Their difference in outcomes 

(rewards at home) invalidates the equality rule for Marina. Her lived experience denies her the 

ability to perceive their contributions at home as equal.  

  Schematic beliefs and practices give people specific forms of “situated knowledge.” 

For Marina, the knowledge that she does more housework than Vlad blocks her from using the 

equality rule—an otherwise important “tool” in her cultural repertoire. More broadly, perhaps 

men are free to use either the equality or equity rules to discuss their practices, while women, 

fully aware of difference and unequal outcomes, can only mobilize the equity frame if they 

want to perceive fairness. Marina does exactly this, using the equity rule to argue that Vlad 

should be out there, making more money in the labor force. Of course, for Marina, the equity 

rule upholds separate spheres and assumptions of gender difference. 

 

Becoming an ideologue: Wanting Consistency 

Lyudmila, 33, and Kirill, 31, have been married for two years and live in a small 

apartment in an expensive area of Kyiv. Lyudmila inherited the apartment from her father, but 

notes that, with only one room, “we cannot have children, it will be too crowded, it will not be 
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comfortable.” Lyudmila has impeccable English and works as an international consultant, 

helping European companies conduct business in Ukraine. Her income depends upon her 

ongoing projects, but she says, “Normally I don’t take anything under 500 [hryvnias] a day.” 

This puts her minimum monthly income at 15,000 UAH. Kirill works with his father distributing 

goods from Turkey to local markets. His income is highly variable—“not the stability you get 

working for a big company”—but usually ranges from 10,000-20,000 a month. Lyudmila says, 

“He makes more than me, as long as he makes a profit.”  

 Lyudmila breaks down Ukrainian culture for me, saying, “The general idea behind 

spending is—a woman potentially might get pregnant, might give birth to children. A man 

should demonstrate that he has sufficient money to take care of babies.” With regards to her own 

marriage, she admits, “I had no idea how it would work when we got married…because in the 

beginning he was earning very very little, just peanuts, just enough to survive. [But] it kind of 

coincided that we married and they got a large order, he moved to my place.” Regarding how 

they share money, she says, “I kept paying bills for the apartment, I never insisted he does. He 

bought a car, everything related to the car is for him, I pay all utilities, but per month, it’s less 

than the car needs.” Because the apartment is hers, not his, she thinks it’s logical for her to pay 

utilities. But she is quick to point out that he pays a larger joint expense—gas and maintenance 

for the car.  

 Lyudmila says they rarely talk about money the in household: “We don’t really discuss 

who is paying for what, I have this [brokerage] account, he gave me part of his money to put on 

my account, that’s how I have the account. I like the monthly interest payment that I am 

receiving, the conditions are very good…I have this account in case we need to do something 
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big.” Other than this account, they do not share money. She pays utilities and he pays, according 

to Lyudmila, “everywhere we go together.”  

However, Lyudmila acknowledges that when they first started living together, it was 

different:  

“At the beginning…I would paid for everyday expenses and he would paid for large 

purchases—he gave me an iPhone for New Year’s. I felt extremely uncomfortable with this 

arrangement at the time, covering uninteresting expenses… then I think we had a bit of an 

uncomfortable situation with our first trip abroad, I was a little worried this trip was too 

much on me, taking into consideration the whole house is on me.” 

I ask her what she means by “the whole house.” She explains in more detail: 

He’s a feminist by conviction, but he grew up in a family where his mother was doing 

everything, cooking cleaning, and his father was earning. Neither he nor his brother has the 

habit of doing anything in the house, she never asked them to do anything, it’s a very 

traditional family. It turned out, convictions are not enough, you really have to have the 

habit. He knows he should maybe cook and clean, but his threshold of tolerance of when to 

cook and to clean—and when we need to eat sandwiches—is much higher than mine. So it 

is me that is me who is cooking and cleaning…he is embarrassed about it, he thinks he 

should, but somehow he is always tired, maybe later, something to be done, so we have this 

issue that is still unsolved. 

Lyudmila then connects this issue with how they do their finances: 

When we first started [our relationship] we had more switching, in terms of one time I pay 

next time he pays…. but then time went by and I started doing more at home, so we shifted 

into this traditional mode…I thought, well, if it’s basically all on me, then he should be 
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taking more responsibility financially. Now, if we go shopping together, he usually pays. If 

I go shopping on my own, I just pay with my card. 

During the “uncomfortable” situation abroad, Lyudmila comments, “we had some brief 

exchange about it, and it was quickly resolved…We shifted into this mode I described, where 

he pays for more.” Lyudmila negotiated and demanded that the terms of the relationship 

become more “fair.” If “the whole house” is her responsibility, then Kirill needs to pay the 

bulk of their expenses. However, this does not mean Kirill has to pay for “everything.” 

Lyudmila says, “I think have some idea of balance. I think I would feel uncomfortable if my 

husband paid for everything, or if I paid for everything. Maybe my idea of balance is not 

everybody’s—maybe it’s more feelings than logic.”  

  Lyudmila and Kirill exerted time and effort to coordinate what financial exchanges 

were “appropriate” to their relationship. Lyudmila stopped the natural progression of their 

money management and demanded a more equitable arrangement. Now she keeps conscious 

track of their relationship “balance”—i.e. whether or not she feels like he owes her. She notes 

that, in the event Kirill needs to use her money, “He still tries to pay me back, but I don’t take 

it if I think the balance is still there.” This gives her a tacit means of control to re-establish 

balance should she ever feel “uncomfortable” again. But this control does not extend to getting 

him to participate at home: “I think he can’t switch into tuning into the household, it’s easier 

for instance, for him to be more willing to pay more expenses.”  

   Lyudmila does not depict Kirill as a breadwinner. She is proud of her own high 

earnings and very insistent that they each have financial autonomy. She admits that he now 

pays for more expenses than she does, but as recompense for not chipping in more at home, not 

as a gender performance. Looking forward to the future, Lyudmila notes, “I cannot really 
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imagine what it will be like when we have kids, because I certainly don’t want to be the only 

person doing everything. I want to be independent. I really don’t look forward to being 

financially dependent on my husband, that would make me feel extremely uncomfortable with 

that, but so far we are kind of working on it.” A child will likely trigger another set of 

negotiations about what is “fair” and equitable.  

  Lyudmila and Kirill want to use the gender sameness frame—they are both feminists 

“by conviction.” Yet, when it comes to doing housework, Kirill does not follow through with 

his touted ideology, he relies on more schematic beliefs. As a reaction, Lyudmila connects 

their financial strategy and domestic strategy—if there is “unfairness” in one domain, they can 

have the opposite “unfairness” in the other domain to achieve balance. Lyudmila sticks with 

the idea of gender sameness, and then draws on the equity rule to legitimize differential labor 

and rewards. She assumes that because she does more housework, she deserves more rewards. 

Here, that reward is money. However, this exchange dynamic is her second choice, she clearly 

wants to use the sameness frame and the equality rule. But because Kirill will not do 

housework, she switches to the equity rule and achieves fairness via a different method, 

ironically, through gender-differentiated tasks. 

  Miriam, a 36-year-old manager at an international education organization, has been 

married for six years to her husband Vasily, 34, a technician at a large bank. Miriam makes 

approximately twice as much as Vasily, in part because she is paid in dollars while he is paid 

in hryvnia. They have two small children, ages two and six. Both go to school/daycare. Miriam 

explains that their finances changed a great deal when she went back to work after having their 

first child. Currently, Vasily pays all their rent and utilities while Miriam pays for food. 

Miriam says: “Before, I used to pay rent, I mean, we used to split rent. Now he wants to pay 
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rent and all the utility bills. I pay for the phone and the internet.” I asked Miriam why Vasily 

pays for all the rent when she makes twice as much as her husband. She told me the following 

story: 

We had a quarrel, it was pretty serious, we talked about divorce, he realized he wasn’t 

doing enough for the family. I was paying for almost everything. I not only was paying 

for everything, I was doing everything at home. All the responsibilities were on me, plus 

my child. Before my child was born it was ok, it was just the two of us—it’s nice to care 

for each other. But when my child was born, it got very difficult to continue work. I was 

working, working at home, working with child, and it was really difficult for me. I only 

had work in my life, not fun. After that our marriage was on the verge of falling apart. So 

I said, “I’m not happy.” My life is only responsibilities and work. I felt like I didn’t love 

him anymore. I feel like love is when you care for each other. And he would say “I love 

you,” but he does not care, like, I work and he is resting all the time, that’s a weird kind 

of love that I don’t need…In the morning I would wake up early and cook for soup for 

the baby, I need to feed her, but then she is up, demanding my attention, I had to 

physically hold her with one arm, and with my second arm I had to prepare the food, and 

he was sleeping. And this kind of situation would repeat everyday… So, he decided to do 

more, this [paying for rent] is the way he could do more.  

This story powerfully captures the connection between the domestic and financial strategies. 

Both Miriam and Lyudmila discover that they can get their husbands to “cooperate” by 

demanding more money for the family, but they cannot get their husbands to participate more 

in housework. Kirill, Lyudmila’s husband, was a self-proclaimed feminist and yet this did not 

translate into changing his practices in the home. Schematic beliefs shape the ways and manner 
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in which individuals can demand and request cooperation from others. Like Hochschild finds, 

men can be “egalitarian” on the surface but traditional underneath. My findings parallel her 

data, however, I suggest that there is a better analytical framework with which to understand 

these findings. Namely, men can mobilize egalitarianism in conversation—signaling cultural 

capital and distancing themselves from the more sexist masses—but this does not necessarily 

equate into action.  

  Both men and women are capable of drawing on frames that they do not actually use in 

action. Furthermore, while women may have become feminist ideologues in greater numbers 

than men, this does not mean that every self-proclaimed feminist does not occasionally 

mobilize other, more traditional, frames depending on the situation. For example, some women 

may mobilize feminism to get out of housework, but still demand that men financially provide 

for them. In other words, neither men nor women have a monopoly on ideology. Not all 

women have ideological gender beliefs.  

  Lastly, I discuss a case where the husband was more ideological than his wife. Anatoly, 

38, and Olya, 37, have been married for thirteen years and have a twelve-year-old son. Olya 

works from home and internet cafes as a poet and writer while Anatoly works as a guide in a 

circus attraction, also doing small gigs as a guitarist and singer. Olya makes approximately 

3,000 while Anatoly makes on average 5,000 hryvnia. They practice as his-then-hers method 

of spending, where Anatoly earmarks his salary mainly for rent, and Olya can “help” if he 

needs extra. His money is kept in a special envelope in the closet, but Olya can draw from it if 

need be. Olya does most of the cooking and cleaning, but can ask Anatoly to “help” cook 

dinner for their son if she is working late. However, Olya explains that this was not always 

how they managed money.  
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  Coming out of the Ukrainian Army, Anatoly had very Cossack-oriented beliefs when 

they first married. Olya explains: “Anatoly was against me working right from the start…he 

said, ‘You’re a woman, so you must keep the house’.” Olya explained that before their 

marriage, she also had more egalitarian beliefs.  

Before I met Anatoly, I used to think that a woman has to have a career. I was a bit over 20 

then and I thought I still had time to study in college, to become something. I can say that I 

was quite an ambitious girl. But when our child was born I found myself with a family. 

And I didn’t want career anymore. 

Olya independently reoriented herself to more Soviet schematic practices, specializing in the 

home, taking care of her son. However, Anatoly adhered to the Cossack ideology and wanted 

to dominate the public and private spheres. He was “quite authoritarian,” according to Olya. 

She describes how things used to be in their household: 

Olya: So, the very first month that we started living together – we lived together for some 

period before the wedding – I earned some money and kept it for myself. I said, ‘Anatoly, I 

have earned some money and it’s here, I have it’. And he said, ‘Okay. I have it too’.  

Interviewer: “I have it’ – whose money is it? 

Olya: Anatoly’s…I was surprised and said, “So, we each have separate money? But, I need 

pantyhose and I need hair spray.” He said, “So, how much do you need?” He took out 

money from his wallet and said, “So, 20 hryvnias for pantyhose and 10 for hairspray,” and 

counted it out. I didn’t say anything then but I was cut to the quick. Then the next month 

the situation repeated.  

Interviewer: And who was buying groceries and paying for the apartment all that time? 
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Olya: We both did, we put some money together for those expenses. But when it came to 

my spending, I could spend what I earned but if I needed more, if I didn’t have enough 

money for something, I had to beg for it. And I had to give some reasonable grounds why I 

needed it: “Have you worn it out? You bought it only last month? Do you need a lipstick 

again?”  

Interviewer: So, there was some argument? 

Olya: Yeah. I would say, “Why do I need to report to you? Yes, I need it.” It’s humiliating 

for a woman to come to her husband and explain to him how she tore her pantyhose.  

Interviewer: And what would Anatoly say? 

Olya: Anatoly would say, ‘It has always been like this in the family’…I said, ‘I am 

sorry…’ I loved him and I didn’t want to have a conflict. I tried to become wiser. I asked 

my mom for advice. She said, “Break up with him. He is a tyrant. You won’t be happy with 

a man like that. He is a fool.” But I said that I would try to gradually change it. I said, 

“Anatoly, let’s make it like this – neither you, nor I will have this money. Don’t give it all 

to me.” So, I initiated this tradition. I said, “Here we have a closet, let’s put money there. 

You see? It’s there. And you will put your money here as well. If we need anything, we are 

going to take money from here. Because it’s not right, it’s indecent when I have to explain 

to you why I need new pantyhose.” 

Interviewer: And what did he say? 

Olya: He said, “Why? A man must dole out money in the family…what you earned, you 

can spend on yourself. But what I earned, I will grant to you…I manage it.” 

Interviewer: Oh wow.  
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Olya: And then I said, “Okay, then I’m going to earn and rent a separate apartment for 

myself.” 

Interviewer: Oh, and what was his reaction? 

Olya: And he backed down. The next month he came and without saying anything put the 

money in the closet…And that was it. He stopped doling out money to me. I don’t know, 

maybe he didn’t like it, but he stopped behaving like that.  

This long excerpt gives exceptional insight into the negotiation that can occur as power and 

control become contested in marriage. Here, Anatoly defies schematic notions of gender. The 

Soviet rules demanded that husbands turn over their paychecks to their wives. As I described in 

Chapter 1, this exchange helped build trust and affection in the home. Men’s money became 

symbolic of their commitment and respect for their wives. Women, in turn, felt that receiving 

breadwinning money meant that their husbands appreciated and gave deference to their 

domestic expertise. When men try to control the family money, this exchange cycle is broken. 

Olya wanted to employ the Soviet practice and found his more Cossack-oriented practices 

insulting. Eventually, she stood up for herself and threatened to leave unless he demanded a 

different arrangement. Now the couple uses the system Olya proposed.  

  This example demonstrates that schematic gender beliefs can work in favor for women. 

Olya was able to gain Anatoly’s cooperation because she was mobilized the taken-for-granted 

schematic beliefs still dominant in Ukrainian culture. Anatoly’s stance was atypical, and thus 

more easily defied. It is worth noting that none of the men I talked to were truly feminist 

ideologues, in the sense of wanting their practices to line up with their beliefs. Similarly, none 

of the women I talked to were Cossack ideologues. While unsurprising, this suggests 

something important about how ideologies appeal to different groups. Namely, ideologies exist 
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in part to give more privilege and status to particular groups. The Cossack ideology increases 

the existing levels of male privilege. The feminist ideology functions to destroy male privilege. 

It makes sense that men and women would be differentially attracted to these beliefs. That 

being said, women might still mobilize Cossack beliefs in order to gain status, for example, 

among a group of male peers. Men might mobilize feminist beliefs in order to gain status with 

female peers. Yet this ability to discuss the ideologies in conversation does not mean that 

individuals adhere to the ideology in practice. 

 

CONCLUSION 

In Ukraine, feminism and the Cossack ideology are locked in a cultural battlefront with 

more schematic Soviet beliefs—a clash that generates a vast variety of tools individuals can use 

to legitimize a particular strategy of action. Gender difference and gender sameness are widely 

known frames that most individuals can articulate and convey in conversation, as are the justice 

rules of equity and equality. I demonstrate how individuals can be inconsistent in a variety of 

ways: 1) by saying one thing but doing another (also discussed in Chapter 1), and 2) mobilizing 

contradictory beliefs within and across different strategies of action. These inconsistencies 

demonstrate that the link between gender beliefs and action is nuanced and context-dependent. 

Swidler’s toolkit approach to culture is well suited to deal with the nuances of how 

gender impacts daily life. Hochschild recognizes that people can be inconsistent in what they say 

versus what they do. Yet her theoretical framework is overly simplistic. There are not just two 

ideologies in a given culture, nor are all gender beliefs ideological. As Swidler (1986) argues, 

beliefs do not “drive” action like an engine. Not all people form stable, solid gender ideologies in 

their adolescence and carry on with them throughout the life course. People shift and change 
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depending on their circumstances. People even shift depending on what domain of activity is 

under discussion. That being said, some experiences might prompt more ideological beliefs. 

Nancy Holt, from The Second Shift, was a staunch feminist in part because her mother was a 

“door-mat”—Nancy was determined never to fall into that position. Such an experience may 

make people eager to rigidly adhere to a single ideology. But such stories are exceptions, not the 

rule. Many people rely on much more fragmented, much less coherent gender beliefs. 

Schematic beliefs reside in the normal habits, routines, and dispositions people take for 

granted and implicitly understand. Moreover, schematic beliefs shape how and when individuals 

can gain the cooperation of others. These beliefs are constituted through practice and therefore 

often unconscious. Ideological beliefs, by contrast, must be explained and negotiated. They are 

comparatively “new” and therefore involve transaction costs to put into action. Cooperation 

becomes costly and difficult instead of smooth and seamless. This means that gender beliefs 

affect action indirectly: by making certain strategies easy or difficult. I have shown that women 

have limited means to obtain cooperation—i.e. they can ask for more money from their 

husbands, but they cannot ask for more labor at home. This constraint forces women to adopt 

specific strategies and frames to legitimize action, strategies that sometimes unwittingly 

reproduce schematic beliefs of gender. 

To conclude, distinguishing between schematic and ideological gender beliefs opens the 

door for more theory and better international research. I suspect that, like Ukraine, many nation-

states do not have a simple dichotomy between “traditionalism” and “egalitarianism.” Evidence 

from the Middle East and post-Soviet regions suggest there is a patriarchal renaissance occurring 

in may places around the world, similar to the “Cossack” ideology in Ukraine. Often connected 

to religion, like Islam or Orthodoxy, these beliefs conflict with older, less-patriarchal schematic 
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beliefs of gender. Simultaneously, dominant discourses of the UN and World Bank have not only 

exposed the world to western feminism, but also to the market ideology. Gender scholars should 

take it upon themselves to map out gender schemas vs. ideology in a given culture. This mapping 

process allows scholars to better capture the clash between the status quo and the push for 

change. Ideologies attempt to change practice: gender schemas inherently preserve it. Men and 

women can mobilize both types of belief to fight for strategies they prefer, but the ones who use 

gender schemas will have an advantage when gaining cooperation from others.  
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Chapter 4 

How Class Impacts Financial Strategies 

 

INTRODUCTION 

 In Chapter 3, I outlined how gender beliefs often impact action indirectly: individuals 

face an easier time gaining others’ cooperation when they draw on schematic gender beliefs 

rather than ideological beliefs. I also demonstrated how individuals mobilize gender frames and 

justice rules inconsistently. However, this analysis of “frames”—examining individuals’ post-

hoc descriptions of their practices—becomes perilously tautological when inspected for 

causality. In other words, when individuals use gender schemas, their practices shape their 

unconscious gender beliefs, and these tacit gender beliefs reinforce their practices. To some 

sociologists, this endogeneity does not offer a satisfying causal story.  

 In this chapter, I move beyond beliefs to examine how class impacted individuals’ 

financial strategies. Couples’ material resources heavily influenced the ways couples were able 

to spend, save, and share their money. While I do not have longitudinal data, I have enough rich, 

retrospective data from women about financial practices in the home to discuss how and why 

some financials strategies developed instead of others. Unfortunately, I have much less data from 

men. Interviews with men were on average shorter and less detailed than interviews with women. 

Men tended to spend much more time discussing their job and their salary, and refused to 

elaborate how money was spent and saved in the home, even when probed. Thus, while I do have 

some excellent, in-depth interviews with men, these are the exception more than the rule. Due to 
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this constraint in the data, I focus exclusively on explaining how women came to adopt a 

particular financial strategy.  

 I identify three main primary strategies women used to spend, save, and share money in 

the home 1) kinship, 2) breadwinning, and 3) negotiation. These strategies represent ideal-types: 

not all my female respondents used only one of these strategies. Moreover, women sometimes 

changed strategies over time. However, these three strategies correspond to different constraints 

and material resources faced by women in the home: class explains much of the variance 

between these strategies. In this chapter, I outline how class impacts money management by 

describing a prototypical example of each strategy. Thus, while I do give some brief statistics on 

who used which strategy in my larger, my approach is primarily descriptive.  

 

MOVING THE FAMILY FORWARD 

On a snowy Sunday afternoon in February, Olga and I meet in a café in central Kyiv. The 

café is blissfully warm but deserted. We sit and I glance at the menu—65 hryvnias ($2.50) for a 

cappuccino. Few locals can pay prices like this, not since the war with Russia wrecked the 

Ukrainian economy. I hope Olga will let me pay the bill. Bright-eyed and rosy-cheeked, Olga 

looks younger than 30. As we start the interview, she smiles and speaks with a kind of 

determined, forceful optimism. Her husband, six years older, is still job-hunting. She admits, 

“We talk a lot about money, where to find a job, how to do it all…[but] we live in Ukraine, he 

has two higher educations and he cannot find a job. He was so disappointed, but I try to 

encourage him not to lose faith in himself, because he was on the edge of being in a huge 

depression.”   
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Olga works as a secretary for an American company and makes $600 (15,000 hyrvnias) 

every month. Dima, her husband, receives a “black” salary—i.e. cash envelope—of 5,000 

hryvnia doing unofficial jobs for an IT company. However, Olga proudly tells me how talented 

and resourceful he is at work. “To my mind he deserves much better, because he’s very smart, 

he’s very responsible…He was looking for work for many years. But getting the perfect job is 

still a problem. I really hope and keep my fingers crossed and pray every day.” When I ask Olga 

about their finances before her current job, she seems to lose a little of her cheery glow. “For me 

they were the most terrible and hard years, because at that time he didn’t earn much…You know, 

for a man to lose a job, and not to bring as much money as he brought before, is hard. And I 

always told him—‘Oh, you are the best, everything will be okay, we are alive and we have a 

house and that’s the main thing’—all the time. And I keep up our spirits.”  

Olga, Dima, and their six-year-old son live in a small studio apartment Dima inherited 

from his grandmother. When I ask her about Dima’s family, she instantly warns me to be wary 

of mama’s boys. “It’s the main problem here. You know, when I met Dima, for him, making a 

decision was such a hard thing to do. Just about some small thing: [scolding] Make a decision, 

you are the man here! Why are you taking so long!?…so I brought him up the way I needed for 

myself. Now he’s the man of the house.”  Interested, I ask, “Because you kind of pushed him?” 

and she responds, “Yes, I pushed him from his mother…I always push him forward, always.” 

Prioritizing family is an emotional strategy individuals use to endure hardship (Cooper 

2014). During my fieldwork in 2015, I encountered many women like Olga who felt they had a 

duty to keep their families moving “forward.” Between the imminent threat of war, crippling 

inflation, and precarious work, moving the family forward often required creativity and 

flexibility. Many families attained a sense of normalcy by insulating the family from the outside 
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world. Some felt comfortable engaging in a traditional gender division of labor, especially when 

it minimized conflict and increased feelings of stability and trust in the home. Others grew 

disillusioned and frustrated with their seemingly uncooperative partners. Ukrainian women in 

particular were charged with the emotional labor of generating family cohesion, a task that 

required patience and ingenuity.  

 I use Swidler’s definition of a strategy of action as “general solutions to the problem of 

how to organize action over time, rather than specific ways of attaining particular ends.” 

Financial strategies are the general patterns of action women discovered and used to solve the 

problem of how to organize money in the home: i.e. how to spend, save, and share money in 

ways that both ensured the family’s survival and bolstered family members’ spirits. Women 

often took on the invisible emotional labor of creating and pursuing financial strategies that 

warded away others’ depression, anxiety, and fears. Thus, for women, to pursue a financial 

strategy also meant pursuing a specific emotional strategy—one that implied certain patterns of 

debt, gratitude, and well being among different family members.  

Discussing women’s strategies allows me to highlight women’s agency while permitting 

a broader discussion of structure and constraint within the family. In many ways, examining 

women’s strategies indirectly takes men’s strategies into account. As I described in the last 

chapter, women often reacted to men’s actions, including their willingness or unwillingness to 

cooperate. Men were, at times, simply one more constraint women had to cope with in their 

efforts to ensure the family’s survival and emotional well being. When men discussed money, 

they often neglected to describe the emotional undercurrents of financial exchange. This is one 

reason why my interviews with men generated less detailed data than my interviews with 

women. Even my male interviewer received better data from women than men. Many women 
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were like Olga, responsible for cheerleading on their husbands and pushing the family 

“forward.” This meant that women were highly conscious not only of the financial constraints of 

the family, but also of each family member’s mental health and sense of security on a daily basis. 

In fact, some women had to tiptoe around their husbands, concealing their family’s financial 

dilemmas, in order to maintain a façade of stability that reassured the rest of the family. Their 

ability to maintain this façade, however, depended on the family’s class location and material 

resources. 

 

CLASS AND MATERIAL RESOURCES 

 In Ukraine, class is a difficult concept to measure. While I have detailed information 

about the amount of money earned by each family member, income alone did not determine a 

family’s material well being. To use the Weberian concept of class as an individual’s number of 

“life chances” or opportunities given by one’s economic or structural position, I need to examine 

a variety of components other than income. The macro-level context of Ukraine mattered a great 

deal as well. I conducted my fieldwork in 2014, when Russia invaded Ukraine. The economy fell 

apart, inflation doubled, and many Ukrainians feared they would lose their livelihoods, their 

families, and, in some cases, their lives.  

Given this context of extreme fear and uncertainty, I argue that a sense of stability and 

security dramatically helped an individual’s life chances. The ability to leave Ukraine, if desired, 

helped individuals feel stable. This ability was not reducible to income: contacts abroad, 

knowledge of a foreign language, and transferable work skills also mattered. Home ownership 

enabled families to focus on purchasing food and heat, reducing fears that they would be 

homeless if they lost their jobs. Official jobs, with pensions and unemployment benefits, 
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considerably helped individuals feel less panicked and uncertain. International work paid in 

dollars or Euros helped people feel less anxious about rising inflation levels—“hard” currencies 

like dollars and Euros enabled couples to actually save money. Couples that earned hryvnia often 

felt unable to save. Even if they tried, couples worried that their savings would be worth a 

quarter of the original amount in a few months. Such couples often invested their money in 

durable goods and other things that would retain value. However, money offers much more 

liquidity than durable goods. Couples earning and saving dollars had many more options and 

opportunities than those who sank their money into dachas, cars, or electronics.  

Based on my observations and fieldwork in Ukraine—data drawn from my interviews but 

also from living and working in the country for nine months—I outline three broad class 

categories, corresponding to varying levels of stability and constraint. I exclude the truly 

destitute from this description. I did not interact with anyone starving or homeless, although 

there were increases to this underclass population during my time in Ukraine. There were always 

a large number of beggars in the streets. The poorest category I examine I label the “day by day” 

workers. These individuals had neither savings nor steady jobs. They earned cash daily by doing 

odd jobs, like being a guide in the circus, a truck loader, a make-up artist, or a deliveryman. They 

often lived with relatives or family members who already owned a home, squeezing into already 

cramped rooms. Several day-by-day respondents lived in a one-bedroom apartment with three to 

five other family members. Their incomes ranged from ~1,000-5,000 hryvnia a month [$40-

$200]. 

The month-by-month respondents had steady jobs and were more likely to live as a 

nuclear family in their own apartment, rented or owned. The month-by-month respondents were 

corresponded more or less to the concept of the “working poor.” They worked 40 or 50 hours a 
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week as policemen, teachers, salesmen, secretaries, etc. but still earned very little money. Month-

by-month respondents were usually paid every two weeks, but the also engaged in some day-by-

day activities as side jobs (“подработа”), increasing their monthly earnings. Sometimes a 

month-by-month couple would divvy up the risk: keeping one partner in official employment but 

letting one partner engage in more risky financial endeavors. This helped increase the monthly 

income of the household.  A month-by-month individual earned 3,000-10,000 hryvnia [$120-

$400] a month.  

Lastly, the year-by-year respondents had genuine security. They worked for international 

corporations—like a German social science institute, an American software company, or the US 

embassy—or they occupied highly prestigious jobs that allowed them to pursue a variety of 

employment possibilities—like a university professor, a former CEO, or the daughter of the 

Secretary of Education. These individuals had the option to leave Ukraine if they wanted to, but 

did not due to family, a sense of belonging, or patriotic duty. They earned a wide variety of 

incomes, ranging from 10,000 to 100,000 hryvnia a month [$400-$4,000]. These individuals 

constituted Kyiv’s economic elite, a very small percentage of the overall population. Due to my 

position as a Fulbright student associated with the most prestigious university in Kyiv, I had 

privileged access to this population. Thus, in my 110-person sample, there is an over-

representation of the year-by-year population as compared with the general Ukrainian 

population.  

 

METHOD 

 I discovered the three ideal-types of women’s strategies in the process of analyzing and 

coding for different patterns of money management. The existing money management literature 
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emphasizes whether money is pooled or kept separate between partners (Treas 1993; Kenney 

2006). Examining the couple as the unit of analysis, I coded each couple’s system of 

management as “independent,” “pooled,” or “partially pooled.” Given the level of detail I had in 

my data regarding money, these categories quickly became insufficient to capture the variance 

across my respondents. For example, I found that the very wealthy and the very poor were more 

likely to have “independent” money, but for very different reasons. The day-by-day respondents 

did not pool money because there were no savings to pool in the first place. The logic of 

“pooling” inherently implies savings. Day-by-day workers, by default, had “independent” 

money, but not because of the reasons discussed in the research on more affluent countries 

(Ludwig-Mayerhofer et al. 2011).  

Meanwhile, for families that did manage to save money, these savings were often 

gendered. As I demonstrate in Chapter 1, men’s money was pooled while women’s money was 

often not pooled. I could have labeled these couples as simply having a “partial pool,” but such a 

label ignores the gendering of money in the household. Men’s money was deliberately kept 

accessible in ways women’s money was not. Simply describing the “location” of money in a 

gender-neutral way (e.g. “partial pool”) obscures the gendered nature of exchange in the home. 

Similarly, my year-by-year respondents were more likely to have independent money—e.g. 

separate bank accounts—but they occasionally pooled their money together to make joint 

purchases. Again, ambiguity arose in the coding process. Do I code these wealthy couples as 

“independent” or as a “partial pool”? Changes and alterations to the money management system 

occurred so frequently that pinning down a single, static “picture” of the couple’s financial 

arrangements was very difficult. This was particularly true given the level of inflation in Ukraine 
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during the time of my study. Many couples were in the process of withdrawing their money from 

banks and/or buying dollars to hide away in attempts to not lose their savings.  

Additionally, there arose the complication that there is no such thing as joint bank 

account in Ukraine: one partner is always the primary owner of the account. Even if a husband 

orders his bank to issue a second card that he can give to his wife to use, her usage of this card is 

not symmetric with his. She cannot check the account balance with the copy of the card. 

Moreover, every time she uses the card, he receives a text with the location and the amount of 

money spent by her card. This enables asymmetric monitoring. Admittedly, some husbands 

disabled this “text notification” process and gave their wives their usernames and passwords to 

check the account balance online. But couples had to proactively work to achieve the kind of 

“joint” account system Americans take for granted.  

In short, I had to throw away the categories of independent, pooled, or partial pooled 

because they were not nuanced enough to capture the variation in my data. Instead, I used 

inductive coding to analyze why my respondents had a particular pattern of money management. 

It became clear that different constraints produced different “strategies” of management. In this 

chapter I only analyze the main three strategies I found across my female respondents. I argue 

that these strategies were produced, in part, by the respondent’s class location. The day-by-day, 

month-by-month, and year-by-year workers all faced different constraints and therefore invented 

different methods of managing money in the home. However, these strategies were also 

produced by their partner’s class location. Specifically, when men were precariously positioned 

or at risk of anxiety or depression, women mobilized a financial strategy that doubled as an 

emotional strategy. Women’s financial strategies were often formulated to push the family 

forward and make men feel better about their lives.  
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In Table 4.1, I share the approximate class location of the women in my sample. Here I 

only include the female respondents, however, their class location is determined, in some cases, 

by their household level of income. Typically, the month-by-month couples were the most likely 

to share incomes and take advantage of their pooled incomes to save and spend as a couple. For 

the very poor and very rich, pooling was less common and less relevant. Thus, for measuring 

class location, the outcome for the very rich and very poor was the same regardless of whether or 

not I used the individual or the couple as the unit of analysis. As a general rule, I used the 

household as a unit of analysis to determine class location if the couple shared their money, and 

the individual as a unit of analysis if the couple did not share their money.  

 

Table 4.1: Class location of women, nested in couples 

Class Frequency Percentage 
 Day-by-day 26 42% 
 Month-by-month 22 36% 
 Year-by-year 13 22% 
Total 61 100 
 

 In Table 4.2 I list the financial strategies used by the women in my sample. In this table, 

the individual is the unit of analysis. That being said, women’s financial strategies took men’s 

decisions and incomes into account, therefore the strategy itself is a product of the couple’s 

interaction and decision-making process. Breadwinning was by far the most popular and 

common strategy, as I emphasized in Chapter 1. Kinship and negotiation were used much less 

frequently. In the following sections I demonstrate that, while breadwinning was most popular 

with the month-by-month women, women in other class locations occasionally used 
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breadwinning as a strategy as well. Kinship was most commonly used by the very poor, and 

negotiation was generally only used when women had high, independent incomes.  

Table 4.2: Financial strategies of women  

Financial Strategy Frequency Percentage 
 Kinship 7 11%  
 Breadwinning 41 67% 
 Negotiation 12 20% 
 Ambiguous 1 2% 
Total 61 100 
 

STRATEGIES 

I discovered three primary financial strategies women used to cope with uncertainty and 

ensure their family’s survival: kinship, breadwinning, and negotiation. The kinship strategy 

functioned well amidst times of extreme uncertainty and economic hardship. With this strategy, 

women created a diverse portfolio of family, friends, and acquaintances they relied upon for 

money, goods, and care. Men, perceived as too unreliable or selfish to be dependable sources of 

income, were peripheral to this strategy. Groceries and bills were paid by “whoever had cash” at 

the time and money was not pooled in the household. Women using this strategy were usually 

day-to-day workers, the least likely to be married and most likely to originate from rural or 

impoverished areas. 

With the breadwinning strategy, women actively constructed their husbands as successful 

breadwinners—regardless of actual income or labor force participation. Like Olga, several of 

these women made more money than their husbands, but still depicted their husbands as “the 

man of the house.” This strategy effectively increased men’s attachment to their wives and their 

families. Men became proud of their status of breadwinners and motivated to spend their money 

on shared household expenses. In turn, men’s money was given special deference in the 
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household and earmarked for important expenses like rent, utilities, and food. Some women 

spent even men’s money “first” every month, saving their own money for emergencies or an 

apartment. By hiding their own money out of sight and glorifying their husband’s money, 

women successfully used the breadwinning strategy to maximize their family’s dual income. 

These women were most likely to be month-by-month workers.  

The negotiation strategy was used predominately by high-earning, ideological women. 

Financially secure enough to survive without their husbands’ incomes, these women invested 

heavily in their careers. They were most likely to mention the ideals of self-fulfillment, 

autonomy, and independence. When the terms of their relationship did not suit them, these 

women negotiated with their partners to demonstrate equal care and commitment to the family. 

Women in these relationships frequently had an organized system of partial pooling or separate 

accounts and a detailed method of earmarked spending. Emotionally, these women showed more 

ambivalence than women using other strategies, often torn between putting their desired 

ideology into practice and resolving conflict in the home. Only the year-by-year workers adopted 

the negotiation strategy.  

These strategies demonstrate that Ukrainian women use money in ways that both 

maintain their relationships and grants them access to future resources. In the kinship strategy, 

money is used to create a network of trusted exchange partners. By signaling “care” to a variety 

of others with heterogeneous forms of capital, individuals endured hardship and uncertainty. 

With the breadwinning strategy, money was used to signal the boundary between husband and 

wife, but also between the nuclear family and everyone else. When monetary exchange is 

constrained within the nuclear family, the family can benefit independently from good fortune, 

but also must cope with risk and hardship without the immediate assistance of extended kin. 
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With the negotiation strategy, money in the family more closely resembles money in the 

market—it can be used to bargain for desired goods and services.  

The three strategies mark different degrees of the individualization of money, from 

kinship, the most broad, to negotiation, the most narrow. Each offers a different point at which 

money “should” be shared without first negotiating a price—within broad network, within the 

nuclear family, and finally, not at all. Women in my study did not choose a strategy at random: 

strategies were highly contingent upon how each woman perceived her own constraints and 

opportunities. My research examines how women used these strategies to solve their most 

pressing problems—how to survive, how to push the family forward, and how to create a sense 

of stability and security in uncertain times.  

I share one story of each strategy: kinship, breadwinning, and negotiation. These stories 

exemplify how different modes of economic exchange produce different transaction costs, and 

how and when money signals gender performance. They also demonstrate how economic 

exchange can produce commitment and cohesion within families. After the presentation of these 

examples, I discuss how different demographic factors shape the perceived attractiveness of each 

strategy. Finally, I argue that these strategies are not unique to the Ukrainian case.  

 

Kinship 

Lena, 35, has been working at a small convenience store in Kyiv for four years, mainly 

selling bread, milk, and cigarettes. Born in a small rural village two hours away from the capital, 

she commutes into the city every two weeks to work, and then returns for two weeks to live in 

her village: “the salaries cannot be compared - I made 1000 per month in the village, and here I 

can get 2000 UAH per 2 weeks. It’s a great difference.” Oleg, her partner of nine years, 
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accompanies her most of the time, working on an old laptop. However, for the two weeks they 

work in Kyiv, they live in the shop—complete with a small bathroom but no shower or bedroom. 

“We don’t want to look for a flat every time we come here, because our salary would be very 

useless.” Regarding Oleg’s work, Lena admits, “He deals with the advertising, [but] I have no 

idea what he does.” 

Lena got pregnant with a boy in her village when she was 15. Pressured by her mother, 

they married and she gave birth to her daughter, Sofia. Lena explains, “We lived together for five 

years and then divorced. He started to drink, there were some cases of manhandling. I was very 

young, but still I did not want to suffer anymore. I was 20 years old and very afraid of him.” 

Lena is not eager to get married again, although Oleg asked: “Oleg wanted to [get married] very 

early on. Well, I told him, wait five years and if we’re still together we’ll make it official. Then 

after five years he forgot about it.” Lena and Oleg live together in the village with Oleg’s mother 

and grandfather. Lena’s daughter Sofia had her own child at seventeen, and she and the baby live 

with Lena’s mother, five miles away from Oleg’s family. Lena visits them often with Oleg, 

taking her grandson gifts and giving her daughter small sums of money. Lena details the 

exchanges she has with her family: 

“My mother repaired her apartment recently. When I first visited to help, I thought of 

buying wallpaper, but then I realized that a chandelier was more necessary. Next time I 

will give her wallpaper plus the glue. If I have some extra money, I will buy her tiles for 

the kitchen. We always try to help each other. Good relationships are more valuable than 

money.” 
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Lena says she does not share money with Oleg, “we don’t join our money for products. We don’t 

wait and save for 100 UAH, for example, and then have a common budget for food. We don’t 

even have a plan for what to buy… We don’t save money at all.” 

 In his interview, Oleg confirms Lena’s story and does not seem overly concerned about 

their financial situation. Like Lena, he also makes 2,000 UAH a month: 

“Mainly I spend my money on food. We don’t have the common family budget as other 

families have… We don’t discuss these topics. We don’t divide money on different 

expenses. We all have our own money that we control. Of course, we give money each 

other when it is possible—500, 800 or 1000 hryvnias. But now our main spending is on 

food.” 

He notes that in the village, it is easy to get food from neighbors. Lena’s mother gives them 

rabbit meat and eggs, and they buy milk from their neighbor. Oleg’s mother is also their financial 

back-up in a crisis: “If somebody needs to buy something important, my mother can give some 

sum from her secret place. She says – take this money and don’t give it back to me. If we 

counted how much she gave us, we would need to work for a whole lifetime to return the debt. 

But—mother is mother.”  

Lena and Oleg survive not through pooling money together, but minimizing their 

expenses and exchanging goods and money with extended family and friends. Money is a tool 

they use to build a network of trusted exchange partners. Their exchanges are subtly gendered—

for example, Oleg accepts money from his mother and mainly spends it on himself and his car, 

while Lena saves her money so she can give presents to her mother, daughter, and grandson and 

perform the role of devoted mother and daughter. Within the extended family, Oleg’s 
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grandfather behaves like a breadwinner, paying for the heat and electricity with his pension, 

while Oleg’s mother cooks and spends a large portion of her income on food.  

Lena’s resistance to pool their income or get married signals several things about her 

relationship with Oleg. She likes her autonomy and ability to leave the relationship at will. 

Moreover, with their present relationship, their finances require very little coordination. They 

avoid transaction costs by avoiding joint action in the first place. In many ways, Lena is defying 

“schematic” gender expectations that dictate that partners should share or that men should 

provide for their wives. Both Lena and Oleg realize they diverge from norm, admitting that they 

know “other families” do things differently. However, they have very little money to save. 

Furthermore, pooling money to save up for a house or child would involve committing to the 

relationship more than she wants. Oleg accepts this position from Lena, likely because he is 

content with his life and also enjoys the autonomy he has with his earnings. Their strategies align 

and their pattern of transactions indicate a high-autonomy, low commitment union. In Table 4.3, 

I show that only seven women used the kinship strategy, and all of them struggled to earn and 

survive day by day.  

Table 4.3: Class location of women who utilized a kinship strategy 

Class Frequency Percentage 
Day-by-day 7 100% 
Month-by-month 0 0% 
Year-by-year 0 0% 
Total 7 100% 
 

Breadwinning  

Nastya, 45, and her husband Niko, 47, have been married for twenty-four years and live 

in Lviv, western Ukraine’s largest city, near Poland. Nastya works as a masseuse at a state-run 
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polyclinic and Niko makes deliveries and installations for a local Internet company. They have a 

22-year-old son Victor who still attends school and lives at home. When first asked and their 

income, Nastya claims she makes “1,400” while Niko makes “3,000” every month. But this is 

their official taxable income, not their true salary. As a masseuse, most of Nastya’s income 

comes in cash from private clients. She finally acknowledges, “I think, mine is about 8,000 

UAH, my husband’s is 4,000, I guess.” But Niko does not keep track of her income. She says, 

“He was never interested in that. He knows that I earn, and I earn good money.”  

Nastya and Niko generally share money without discussion, “See, we have a certain place 

at home, where we put our money. The one who needs it takes the money. We never shared 

money saying, ‘this is yours and this is mine.’” However, she hints that it is mostly her money in 

the “pool” at home: “We have some small money in the makeup-bag, some thousand… If he 

knows he has to pay for this or that he’ll take from our money. If I see that I have more than I 

should in my purse, then I put the extra money to the make-up bag.” Later in the interview, she 

contradicts herself, saying, “Everything is in one’s pockets. We don’t have common money. If 

anyone needs something, than we share.” Assuming both her statements are true, this is in fact a 

partial pool. While most money sits in their separate bank accounts and wallets, Nastya indirectly 

exchanges money with Niko via the make-up bag, which is then constructed as “their” money.  

Recalling the most recent month of transactions, Nastya says they spend her money when 

Niko’s money runs out every month, “You know, my salary is a sort of a patch that I use in order 

to buy something special or cover some extras. As a rule, it’s for some small things.” She 

proudly notes they have never fought over money, “He buys food on his way home, he fills the 

petrol…[sometimes] when I know we need to buy something, I try to give him money, but he 

says: ‘No, save your money, I can pay with mine so far.’ We never had those issues [of fighting 
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about money].” Nastya credits Niko for many of the household expenditures: he usually does the 

shopping—“I make a list of what to buy, and then he goes shopping after his work” and his first 

monthly paycheck is earmarked for utilities, “he [usually] returns and tells me, ‘there, I paid the 

gas’.”  

Nastya deliberately downplays her earnings and highlights the ways Niko provides for 

the family. By spending his money “first” every month, earmarking his income for important 

monthly expenses like utilities and food, and concealing her own higher earnings, she constructs 

Niko as the male breadwinner. Like Olga, she keeps her family’s spirits up and pushes them 

forward: “Niko doesn't strive for something. All this [progress] is my poking in his back.” 

Nastya is eager to show her appreciation for Niko, “For me, my husband is a big supporter. To 

be honest, I can't think of anyone else who’d suffer all my particular issues.” But it is equally 

obvious, if unstated, that she provided stability and support for her husband, just like Olga. When 

asked about the future, she says, “We survived 1990s, we will survive these years. Most 

important is that there is no war. I don’t know how would I make it without my husband.” 

This financial strategy indicates that Nastya and Niko are highly committed to the 

relationship. They also refuse to accept gifts of money from their extended family. In doing so, 

Nastya is able to keep their money within the family and save to make important purchases. By 

masking her transfer of money to him as “their common pool” of money, Nastya allows Niko to 

give a masculine gender performance—paying for gas at the post-office, filling the car with 

petrol, buying her food at the supermarket. If asked, she can even claim Niko makes more money 

than her because his “official” income is higher. Moreover, earmarking “his” money for utilities, 

food, and their car helps minimize transaction costs. They do not need to discuss how to spend or 

save money, they simply rely on schematic Soviet practices. When his money runs out, they 
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spend “their” money in the make-up bag. This delicately disguised method of within-household 

exchange gives Niko the money he needs to continue performing the breadwinning role while 

simultaneously concealing the fact that he is using his wife’s money. Finally, Nastya expresses 

gratitude to Niko, not for the amount of money he earns, but for working and trying to provide 

for the family in the first place. This motivates Niko to prioritize his family when it comes to 

sharing his meager income.  

 In Table 4.4, I show how women from all class locations used the breadwinning strategy. 

The high number of day-by-day women who used the breadwinning strategy reflects a 

significant number of poor couples that live with extended family, make very little money, but 

act as an autonomous sub-unit within the larger household. The wife may live with her mother or 

mother-in-law, but she manages her husband’s earnings and manages to retain some autonomy 

within the household by cooking and managing household affairs separately for herself and her 

husband. The seven year-by-year couples are a mix of wealthy women who still defer to their 

husbands as the “provider,” and a set of wives who are out of the labor force all together but 

whose husbands earn high incomes.  

Table 4.4: Class location of women who utilized a breadwinning strategy 

Class Frequency Percentage 
Day-by-day 17 41% 
Month-by-month 17 41% 
Year-by-year 7 17% 
Total 41 100% 
 

Negotiation 

In Chapter 3, I discuss two of my strongest cases of negotiating women: Lyudmila and 

Miriam. Lyudmila, 31, is childless but keeps internal track of the “balance” between her and her 
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husband. She thinks that because the “whole house” is on her, Kirill should pay for more things 

in the home. Miriam, mother of two, is very much like Lyudmila, except she threatened to leave 

Vasily if he did not “contribute more” to the family. Vasily decided to start paying rent and 

utilities, even though he only makes half as much as Miriam. Miriam and Lyudmila represent 

two cases where women negotiated for a different system of money management. More 

importantly, material resources played a role in who was “ideological” and who was not. 

Schematic beliefs are easier to put into practice than ideological beliefs because cooperation 

requires no explanation or communication. Ideological beliefs must be constantly discussed, 

debated, and negotiated in order to coordinate joint action. In short, ideologies were only 

available to those respondents who could “pay” the associated transactions costs. In my sample, 

the year-by-year class of women with lots of money and high status jobs felt more comfortable 

pushing for the ideology of their choice, even if their negotiations were only partially successful. 

In this section, I describe one more additional case where a woman was actively in the 

process of negotiating with her husband at the time of the interview. Kendra, a 25-year-old real 

estate agent in Kyiv married for six years, wanted to negotiate with her husband Mark, 32, for a 

more egalitarian relationship. Kendra believed that splitting costs 50/50—not “relying” on 

Mark—would help them obtain a more egalitarian marriage. Kendra explained to me: 

I prefer to have my personal money, to support myself. I think it’s right, you can avoid 

some problems that can come from money…[so] I usually try to pay him back if I use his 

money. But he doesn’t understand me. He prefers Soviet model of family, when the 

father is just working, supporting all the family, and he is the “hero”…you know—he 

comes home from work, sits on the sofa, and he is a hero because he was at work, and the 

girls—his mom, his grandmother—[Kendra puts hands up and starts bowing] “Thank you 
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for the money!” It’s stupid. I hate it. I can earn money myself. I shouldn’t just ask [for 

money]. I am absolutely an independent person. 

Kendra really wanted to receive credit for making money. She also wanted to be the family 

“hero.” However, Kendra only recently started earning enough to be independent. Mark 

worked as a dentist, consistently earning 15-20,000 hryvnia a month. Kendra only earned 

6,000 officially, but she made 20-25,000 hryvnia on commission selling apartments. So, 

when Kendra had a “good” month, she earned more than Mark. Kendra noted that their home 

life was different before she started earning commissions. Previously, she had been more of a 

typical housework, staying home with their young daughter and depending on Mark for 

money:  

It was hard when I was pregnant it was hard to ask for money, we had some quarrels 

about it I didn’t ask for much money, I just sat at home, I didn’t need much money…for 

example, when I was just at home, I was cooking three different dishes a day, washing 

dishes, ironing, and he got used to this. Because his mom did the same, his grandma, and 

he’s the only child. As for me, I didn’t pay attention because I was so tired from the baby, 

with the house.  

Kendra claims that she did not “notice” how much she was doing when she first was taking 

care of the baby. But that changed when she went back to work.  

Then I went to work and started working and understood that I shouldn’t do all of this 

[housework]. If I am tired all the time, I shouldn’t do this, it’s not right. I work too, he 

works, we can come home, clean, cook something, why should I come home and do all 

this [housework] while he is sitting and watching a movie. It’s stupid!...Of course he 

didn’t like it. He told me, “Oh! You went to work, you became so confident. You have so 
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many opinions, you changed so much.” I want to have a full life, I don’t want my life to 

be just pans and dishwasher, I want to travel, I want to visit some theaters, cinemas, have 

time for me and myself. Of course when I come home I can cook something or clean, or 

load the dishwasher, but it can’t be everyday work. It destroys relationships, this 

everyday routine. 

Kendra was clearly frustrated by Mark’s unwillingness to discuss and change the terms of their 

relationship now that she earns as much as him and works as many hours as he does. She thought 

that paying for her ‘fair share’ would prompt Mark to re-think about the terms of their marriage. 

However, they lived in an apartment Mark inherited, and Mark paid utilities. While they bought 

food and clothing separately, Kendra admitted that Mark paid for a lot of their 6-year-old 

daughter’s school and extracurricular expenses.   

 Kendra is clearly ideological, deeply wanting her egalitarian beliefs to match her actions. 

She draws on the equity rule and notes that, if she works just as many hours outside the home, 

she and Mark should work just as many hours inside the home. But achieving this split requires 

negotiation and debate. Part of this difficulty is that Mark refuses to engage in conversation:  

We have a very difficult relationship, we are two different people, different types. I am very 

active, purposeful…He is not interested in my words at all…He is calm and slow, and he is a 

dentist, they don’t speak, they just do what they think they should. They don’t have any 

respect for people, they think they are always right, it is very difficult to find some common 

points or to compromise.   

Kendra’s point that Mark does is not “interested” in her words demonstrates how Mark does not 

want to negotiate. He wants to draw on tacit, schematic understandings of how work should be 
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organized in the home. Kendra rejects this. She feels personally insulted because he refuses to 

engage in negotiation with her.  

Lyudmila, Miriam, and Kendra demonstrated an uncommonly high level of self-interest 

compared to many of the other women in my sample. Then again, their husbands, Kirill, Vasily, 

and Mark, were not in jeopardy of depression, suicide, or leaving the family. These three men 

had official jobs that paid above-average salaries. Unlike Dima, Olga’s husband, they were not in 

danger of anomie and despair. Thus, men’s precariousness—whether or not they seemed “at 

risk” of emotional or psychological disorders—motivated women to behave differently. 

In Table 4.5 I show the class locations of the women who used a negotiation strategy in 

the home. The single day-by-day woman listed here is Olya; the poet from Chapter 3 who argued 

with her husband and negotiated to changes their system of money management over time. 

Arguably, Olya is a hybrid case because she used negotiation to get what she desired—a 

breadwinning strategy. However, she is exceptional in the sense that she explicitly discussed 

money in the home and forced her husband change on her behalf. For this reason I include her as 

a negotiator. The month-by-month women who negotiated made similar amounts to their 

husbands and also demanded change regarding what money meant and symbolized in the home. 

The year-by-year women were all independently wealthy, and the most likely to link together 

money and housework to negotiate for something they felt was “fair.” 

Table 4.5: Class location of women who utilized a negotiation strategy 

Class Frequency Percentage 
Day-by-day 1 8% 
Month-by-month 5 42% 
Year-by-year 6 50% 
Total 12 100 
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DISCUSSION 

When men were “stable” emotionally, other concerns like fairness and equality could 

enter the picture. These concerns often provoked disagreement: negotiation occurred when there 

was ambiguity over what “should” be done be done in the home. With the kinship strategy, no 

cooperation was necessary: each partner acted independently and each partner’s actions needed 

no discussion. With the breadwinning strategy, both partners drew on tacit, schematic 

understandings of how money should be managed. Cooperation occurred because partners 

implicitly understood one another without discussion. In contrast, negotiation occurred when 1) 

partners needed to cooperate and 2) one or both partners did not want to use tacit, schematic 

practices. Both the Cossack ideology and the feminist ideology triggered negotiation. Ideologies, 

as systems of belief that seek to change the status quo, generated ambiguity and uncertainty—

inciting negotiation and debate.  

Comparing my Ukrainian cases to Hochschild’s results in The Second Shift, I hypothesize 

that the urge or willingness to negotiate is a culturally acquired skill. Anthropological work on 

social exchange emphasizes that reciprocal exchange is much more common in non-industrial 

societies than negotiated exchange (Molm et al. 2000). With reciprocal exchange, an individual 

gives to another without knowing when or how the other will reciprocate. Negotiated exchange 

requires a specific cultural toolkit; one I believe is very much connected to the market. 

Lyudmila, Miriam, and Kendra were much more heavily embedded in market practices than 

many of their peers. The market ideology encourages viewing others as competitors and 

demands that individuals bargain in cost-benefit way. Intertwined with the market ideology is 

the equity rule: perceiving justice as a ratio of inputs and outputs. It is possible that the women 

who used the negotiation strategy were not necessarily feminist at all; they were strictly adhering 
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to the market ideology. Lyudmila, Miriam, and Kendra demanded that their money “buy” them 

something in the home. However, due to lack of cooperation of their husbands, money enabled 

women to receive more of men’s money.  

More broadly, one of the paradoxes of the market economy is a strange discrepancy in 

orientation in the market versus the home. The market advances the equity rule in the labor force, 

but somehow expects individuals to leave that epistemological orientation at the door and adopt 

the rule of “equality” at home. For some, this inconsistency is perfectly acceptable. In Chapter 3, 

I demonstrated how many individuals are perfectly content with inconsistency. However, the 

more ideological individuals desire to apply equity across all spheres and take the market home 

with them. Women like Kendra are still learning how to bargain and negotiate to get what they 

want. Yet, arguably, the market is still ideological for women in the U.S. as well. The U.S. 

constrained the market in the 19th Century by gendering it: women “preserved” the altruistic 

home. The second wave of feminism, in some respects, transformed women into market-oriented 

ideologues: bargaining for their interests, insisting on more money, and demanding that their 

money convert into rewards. In this sense, Ukrainian women were more or less willing to 

negotiate depending on how much they admired and adhered to the market ideology.  

 

What’s at stake? The logic of choosing a strategy 

  While many idiosyncratic factors played into the adoption of a strategy, two 

dimensions explain much of the variance among my respondents: 1) material wellbeing and 2) 

the perceived likelihood one’s partner will cooperate or defect. So, each strategy corresponds 

to differing perceptions of risk. However, I make no claims that this process of choosing a 

strategy is rational or conscious. Our respondents varied in how conscious they were of their 
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own strategy. The negotiators were by far the most conscious. But what “felt” right and 

appropriate to the individual often hinged upon their perceptions of their own material 

wellbeing and their perceptions of their partner’s cooperativeness.   

  The kinship strategy is the least risky in that it entails spreading out one’s dependencies 

among a large group—the failure of one person to reciprocate does not damage the group as a 

whole. The breadwinning strategy prioritizes the nuclear family: the conjugal unit shares risk. 

Moreover, cooperation within the family is assured in the sense that gender performance does 

not hinge upon income. Wives continue constructing their husbands as breadwinners regardless 

of income, and husbands contribute money to the family regardless of how meager the 

earnings might be. The negotiation strategy individualizes risk in the sense that negotiating can 

go badly. Voicing problems and requesting changes to the relationship violates the fictive 

jointness of self—it reveals that the conjugal unit is in fact two individuals with potentially 

divergent wishes and desires, not a cohesive unanimous whole. Therefore, negotiation risks 

making conflict salient, increasing the chance that one partner will defect and exit the 

relationship. Thus, if a woman needs her husband’s money to survive, and sees little chance 

that her husbands would cooperate if she did try to negotiate, then the negotiation strategy is 

effectively unavailable.  

  In many ways, men made the decision to cooperate or not, and women strategized 

around that decision. Men’s cooperation ranged from total willingness to renegotiate the terms 

of the relationship, to complete resistance to share money or labor. Men were routinely judged 

and evaluated by their cooperativeness: cooperative men were “men,” uncooperative men were 

“boys” and very infantilized. For instance, one young woman resented her husband for both 

making so little money and keeping most of it to himself. She clearly wanted to use the 
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breadwinning strategy but was forced to adopt a kinship strategy instead. This is not to say that 

women’s strategies did not affect men. In another case, a middle-aged man bemoaned the fact 

that his wife kept giving away his money to her relatives. He gave her money so they could 

jointly enact the breadwinning strategy, but she disrupted his gender performance by paying all 

the household bills herself, preferring to depend upon her mother, not her husband, if she 

needed financial assistance.  

 

Why Breadwinning? Using gender schemas to save men 

  Over fifty of my eighty-four female respondents adopted the breadwinning strategy. 

They did so for many reasons. Ukrainian men had “further to fall” when the Soviet Union 

collapsed (Ashwin 2000). Many of the jobs that were formerly masculine—like mining or 

metallurgy—are gone or bankrupt (Kotkin 2008). Ukrainian women, already positioned as 

mothers and wives, simply “turned inwards” towards the home and tried to ignore the anomie 

that grew in the vacuum of the state. Men were less fortunate. Glorified as workers, not fathers, 

Ukrainian men faced emotional and psychological hurdles before they could direct their 

energies into the new private sphere. Alcoholism and suicide rates among Russian and 

Ukrainian men soared in the 90s (Brainerd 2001). As economic inequality rose to benefit a few 

but marginalize the masses, unemployment and divorce rates surged while fertility dropped 

(Perelli-Harris 2008). 

  Ukrainian women are highly aware of the challenges faced by Ukrainian men. The 

breadwinning strategy was a clear, concerted effort by women to “save” their men. By 

increasing men’s attachment to the family, women hoped to ward off the fearful spectres of 

alcoholism, depression, and suicide that plagued the lives of so many others. Women tried to 
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make the family a “safe” haven for their husbands and children; a place of stability, security, 

and cohesion. Maintaining a strict gender boundary was one method of fostering this sense of 

stability. 

  Women’s concerns for men reveal how they prioritize the relationship as a whole. 

Women are not just looking after themselves in order to avoid downward mobility. They also 

are highly aware that their men might not “make it” in the event of divorce. This risk is often 

not one women are willing to take. Instead, they choose to bolster men’s flagging spirits and 

opt to exchange money in ways that highlight the importance of men’s earnings. In this sense, 

patterns of exchange feel “right” when they take into consideration the risks and benefits 

associated for every member of the family, not just the self.   

  By that same token, women who use the kinship strategy cannot risk sharing money 

with their spouse. Such women need their extended network of family and friends in order to 

survive—investing in a nuclear family is not feasible. When choosing between a kinship and 

breadwinning strategy, women must decide whether their husbands will actively contribute to 

the family or not. Like studies of impoverished Black communities (Stacks 1975) or of welfare 

mothers in the U.S. (Edin and Lein 1997), the women choosing the kinship strategy were the 

most financially destitute. Men who defect and spend only on themselves force women to 

adopt the kinship strategy. Lena, whose previous husband abused her, had little reason to trust 

men in general. She did not want to share money with Oleg or get married again. With so much 

at stake, she believed investing with her mother and daughter was a far better strategy than 

pooling finances. 

  Given the dangers and hardships men faced in the outside world, few women felt they 

could “afford” to use the negotiation strategy, even if they liked the market ideology. Such a 
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strategy simply involved too much risk. First and foremost, women had to feel secure enough 

in their own lives and work to justify adding a layer of uncertainty to their marriage or 

partnership. Women who worried that their husbands were “on the brink” of depression or 

alcoholism were unlikely to try to negotiate with them at home. The negotiation strategy was 

largely only available to independently affluent women; women who knew they could face 

divorce without destitution. However, negotiation was more likely at particular points in time, 

especially for educated women. The arrival of a child or the purchase of a home naturally 

triggered discussions on how to share and what money “should” mean in exchange. 

Unfortunately for many of these women, these conversations often occurred right as they gave 

birth and dropped out of the labor force, the moment when they possessed the least bargaining 

power. 

  Lastly, I believe women chose breadwinning because it provided both partners with the 

greatest sense of security and stability. Research on religion and nationalism has shown that 

uncertainty prompts individuals to seek clear, immutable identities that guide behavior and 

offer reassurance that one’s reality “rests on solid ground” (Kinnvall 2004: 747). Therefore, 

feelings of insecurity should impact what strategies individuals mobilize into action. If culture 

functions as a “defense against meaninglessness,” then high levels of anomie and uncertainty 

should galvanize individuals to “fall back” upon symbols and meanings that give a sense of 

security and purpose in life—like a gender boundary (Geertz 1973).  More research is needed 

to examine how uncertainty and instability affect gender relations. It seems likely that gender 

boundaries become “useful” to individuals in times of uncertainty because boundaries can help 

foster a simpler, less ambiguous sense of self. If this is true, then it may not just be that more 

education “exposes” individuals to ideals of egalitarianism. It could instead be that social 
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privilege reduces the risk and repercussions of breaking down the gender boundary. In 

particular, if men are at risk of depression or anomie, women may construct gender boundaries 

in order to reel men back into social life, giving them a defense against meaninglessness.  

 

CONCLUSION 

  As we wrap up our interview, Olga excitedly tells me about a potential job prospect for 

Vlad next month—“with an American company!” she exclaims. Engaged in the conversation, I 

fail to notice the server bringing the check. Olga pays before I can even reach into my purse. 

As I attempt to give her cash, she gives me the characteristic lecture about my being a guest in 

her country. I push, but only to a point. Olga would be offended if she felt I could “buy” her 

participation with a cup of coffee. I switch tactics, smile, and express my gratitude for her 

hospitality, complimenting her café choice and the delicious coffee. She beams and returns to 

telling me her plans for the future. In five years, she hopes to move to Florida: “You see, I have 

a plan… I even made a map of wishes, I have a picture there of a hand handling dollars…and I 

will have two children and own a house.”  

  As an American somewhat depressed by the poverty and hardship constantly 

surrounding me in Kyiv, I cannot help but be impressed by her optimism. I voice no doubts or 

words of caution. Instead, I wonder how many American women are like her—how many have 

found it necessary to default to an insistent optimism, a cheery drive used to mobilize and 

motivate their family members out of despair. Deindustrialization has steadily deprived 

working class men of manufacturing jobs since the late 70s. The Great Recession of 2008 was 

even nicknamed a “mancession” for how dramatically it affected men’s jobs. Are working 

class American women constructing their underemployed husbands as breadwinners? Do they, 
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like Olga, feel that their husbands are at risk of alcoholism—or, in the American case, drug use 

and violence—without a supportive wife, cheerleading her “man” back towards paid labor and 

masculinity?  Time will tell, but as uncertainty and risk increase in the labor market, it seems 

logical that women will strive to preserve the family as a safe haven. They will continue to 

push their families forward.
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CHAPTER 5 

 

Power, Status, and Control: Legitimation Processes in Marriage 

 

INTRODUCTION  

As the smallest possible social unit, the dyad offers some advantages to researchers 

interested in power dynamics. Power in marriage is particularly likely to be “misrecognized” for 

two reasons: 1) the home is culturally constructed as a site of equality, and 2) marriage has a 

closed, stable structure that endures over time. Combined, these factors present a dilemma for 

partners. On the one hand, individuals seek and occupy positions in different hierarchies and 

strata in the outside world. On the other hand, rarely are the positions of two romantic partners 

genuinely comparable or equal, or, if they are, such equality exists only temporarily. Partners 

shift positions, drift in and out of the labor force, join new networks, and yet are still expected to 

return and act as loving “equals” in the home. Marriage forces partners to routinely and 

resolutely ignore difference while simultaneously using difference to rationalize many aspects of 

the domestic division of labor. Examining these dual processes—through which partners both 

ignore and perform difference—can help illuminate how power becomes legitimated over time.   

In this chapter, I explore the dynamics of social power, status, and control in couples. 

Drawing on social psychological definitions of these terms, I identify power imbalanced 

relationships by observing how much or how little effort or labor each partner invests into an 

otherwise “fair” exchange. I demonstrate how the discourses of trust and communication serve to 

conceal unequal amounts of labor invested in domestic exchanges. Men need only “trust” women 
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to obtain cooperation, while women must monitor, manipulate, and control men to obtain 

cooperation. This asymmetry allows men to delegate labor to women, often transforming the 

dyad into one resembling a principal-agent relationship. I find that men can exchange symbols 

(like money) for labor in ways that women cannot, forming the basis of power in the dyad. 

However, both parties believe these exchanges are fair, legitimizing male power in marriage.  

THE MONEY MANAGEMENT LITERATURE 

The current money management literature broadly examines two dimensions of a couple: 

1) to what extent the couple pools or does not pool their money, and 2) to what extent one 

partner controls his/her own income and that of their partner. Researchers attempt to explain how 

different systems of management reinforce or undermine power and gender inequality in married 

and cohabiting relationships (Vogler 1998). However, the links between monetary organization, 

control, and power are difficult to establish. Implicitly, this research falls back upon older 

conceptions of marital power that use decision-making, control, and outcomes of conflict (e.g. 

who wins arguments) as indicators of power (Blood and Wolfe 1960). In short, much of the 

money management research assumes that partner who makes decisions and controls the money 

has some level of power in the relationship.  

Originally, the money management literature emerged as a reaction to economists’ 

assumptions that money was altruistically shared and distributed in the home (Becker 1981). In 

her long-term research agenda (1980; 1990; 1994; 1995; 2005) British sociologist Jan Pahl gives 

ample evidence that family members can hoard money—access to money in the home should not 

be taken for granted. In her initial study (1980), Pahl interviews the victims of domestic abuse in 

women’s shelters in the U.K. By asking them about their past experiences with their abusers, 

Pahl documents how men hide money, steal women’s money, and use coercion to monopolize 
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control of money in the home. Such data radically contradicted economists’ assumptions of 

altruism. Galvanized by Pahl’s work, other sociologists began to research money management in 

households, confirming that economists’ models of family cooperation carried little empirical 

weight (Vogler 1995).  

Later theories of marriage and the family emphasize that power is often “hidden” within 

cooperation between partners (Kompter 1989). Thus, power may be unrelated to who makes 

decisions about money. While recent research on money management has tried to address this 

issue, scholars continue to focus on how couples organize money—whose money sits where, 

why, and for how long (Kenney 2006; Ashby and Burgoyne 2008). This snapshot of monetary 

organization ignores the larger ‘give and take’ of dyadic exchange—neglecting what money 

means and symbolizes to each partner. In a parallel fashion, the much of the literature on 

housework also ignores the symbolism behind domestic exchanges, instead focusing on partner 

discrepancies in income versus hours spent on domestic labor (Greenstein 1996; Bittman et. al. 

2000). A better picture of the home captures the symbolism behind labor and money to 

illuminate the full exchange dynamic between partners. With such information, scholars can 

avoid conflating power, status, and control.  

 

POWER, STATUS, AND CONTROL 

In his seminal work outlining a status-value theory of power, Thye (2000) bridges two 

historic lines of sociological inquiry by demonstrating how status and power interact in 

exchange. Thye notes that status “spreads” across people and objects. The desk of Louis the XIV 

is immensely valuable not because of the wood used or the gold emboss, but because someone of 

great status touched and used the desk. In social exchange, high-status individuals “spread” their 
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status to their resources, making their resources even more valuable to others. Thye shows how 

status differences produce “power events”—indicated by “unequal exchange ratios between 

actors” and how low-status actors exercise less power than high-status actors when they occupy 

structurally advantageous positions (409).  

In line with this work in social psychology, power can be defined as “a structural 

potential that enables some actors to earn favorable resource distributions at the expense of 

others” (Thye 2000: 411). Conversely, status is defined as “an actor’s relative standing in a 

group based on prestige, honor, and deference” (Berger, Cohen, and Zelditch 1972). Because I 

examine status in marriage, the romantic dyad constitutes the “group” wherein the husband and 

wife each have a relative standing vis-à-vis one another. The individual’s status within the 

marriage may not correspond identically to their status in other groups external to the household; 

however, they are related. Status in groups external to the marriage often affects status within the 

marriage.7  Lastly, in the literature on strategic alliances, control is “a regulatory process by 

which the elements of a system are made more predictable through the establishment of 

standards in the pursuit of some desired objective or state” (Das and Teng 1998: 493). For the 

purposes of examining dyadic relations, I define control as a regulatory process through which 

one partner monitors and seeks information about the other partner in the pursuit of obtaining 

the other’s cooperation. This definition of control, while narrower than the definition offered in 

the organizational literature, offers several advantages, the most important of which is its 

pronounced difference from our definition of power. With these definitions in hand, I can now 

discuss power, status, and control in marriage.  

																																																								
7 This is especially true with respect to status characteristics, which are widely held cultural beliefs and expectations 
regarding the competence and expertise of individuals in different social categories—e.g. race, gender, age—in 
society (Correll and Ridgeway 2006). 
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Structurally, marriage is a relatively static dyad that endures over time, in part because 

costs of exiting the relationship are high. Marriage is akin to what Thye (2000) labels a 

“structurally isomorphic” dyad. For the purposes of this chapter, I do not address infidelity or 

polyamory, both of which would open the dyad to a larger network structure. However, as 

partners move in and out of different groups and networks, members of the dyad may gain and 

lose status over time. This can create status inequality within the marriage. Thye’s experiments 

demonstrate how status-inequality in a dyad—where one partner is high-status and one partner is 

low-status—“produces power events,” i.e. “unequal exchange ratios between actors.” Because 

Thye works in an experimental setting, these “unequal exchange ratios” are quite clear because 

money is the only resource exchanged—one partner gains more money than the other. In a 

natural setting, I argue that labor is a key resource that becomes unequal during power events. I 

show how the process of balancing and redistributing status within a dyad involves labor, and 

this process is part of what legitimizes power and stabilizes authority in exchange.   

To understand the basics of power, status, and exchange, I turn to “Exchange and Power 

in Social Life” (1964) by Peter Blau. As many anthropologists noted before him, Blau outlines 

how the act of giving is also a means of indebting someone. To give is an assertion of status, 

which can be undone when the recipient returns the gift with one that is greater than or equal in 

value to the first gift. He notes that if the exchange becomes untenable, people simply leave the 

relationship. Power occurs when the recipient has nothing to give back to the giver except his 

cooperation and obedience. Take for example a dyad, wherein partner A begins to give small 

gifts to partner B, who reciprocates some of A’s gifts but cannot return them all. As A gives 

more to B over time, B becomes more grateful to A and begins to offer A deference and courtesy 

in interaction. Eventually, as A gives a steady stream of resources to B, B simply offers A his 
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labor in exchange for maintaining the relationship. In Blau’s conception of this dynamic, the 

exchange is equal. Partner A can expect B to cooperate with A’s wishes, to a degree. The level of 

obedience of B must be commensurate with the rewards B receives from A. As this exchange 

dynamic stabilizes, both A and B are happy with outcome and thus continue with the 

relationship. In instances of exploitation, A demands too much obedience from B, at too high a 

cost to B, and B revolts and leaves the relationship. However, Blau’s larger point is that power is 

legitimate when both partners perceive the exchange dynamic as “fair.” 

Blau’s conception of power is unique in that he outlines how different types of resources 

produce different dynamics of exchange. For example, labor and social status are two highly 

differentiated resources that, when exchanged, can produce a power-dynamic. If partner A is 

high-status and partner B is not, B may offer his labor to A simply for associating and spending 

time with him. To be sure, the exchange may be equal—A and B may feel they receive equally 

good outcomes—yet because B offers his labor to A, A has some power in the relationship. 

Thus, Blau notes that an imbalance in power can still lead to perceived equality in exchange.8 

Individuals may enter into exchange and come out equally satisfied, having received something 

of equal value, however, one partner may have had to exert a great deal of effort to engage in the 

exchange while the other did not have to invest any effort at all.  

																																																								
8 This conceptualization of power contrasts strikingly with Emerson’s power-as-dependency paradigm (1972). 
Emerson defines power as the inverse of dependency, the more dependent B is on A, the more power A has over B. 
Dependency is measured by how much B values the resources of A, and how easily B could obtain those resources 
from other sources. Emerson would argue that, in a truly closed dyad, power simply depends on which actor has 
greater resources. However, in social exchange theory, resources are also defined relationally. For example, money 
may generally be considered as a resource in a market economy. But as I demonstrate in Chapter 1, many husbands 
do not value or want to possess their wives’ money. According to exchange theory, this means women’s money is 
not a resource in the dyad, i.e. men are not willing to enter into exchange to obtain wives’ money. I agree with Thye 
(2000) and Blau (1963) that social status is a particularly important resource. More importantly, Thye’s theory 
implies that men’s status spreads to their money, making men’s money more symbolically important than women’s 
money. 
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I believe that this inequality in labor is one of the prevailing methods through which 

individuals “misrecognize” power. People deliberately ignore and downplay the effort and 

energy involved in otherwise “equal” exchanges. Bourdieu discusses symbolic power as “that 

invisible power which can be exercised only with the complicity of those who do not want to 

know that they are subject to it or even that they themselves exercise it” (1991: 164). Such power 

is “capable of producing real effects without any apparent expenditure of energy.” Bourdieu’s 

emphasis on energy is pivotal, and lies at the heart of Blau’s insights about legitimation. Power, 

in this sense, is the ability to effortlessly obtain equal exchanges rather than fighting, negotiating, 

and giving up one’s labor for an equal exchange.  

While labor can be commodified, bought, and sold in market context, the exchange of 

labor not only predates markets but also extends far beyond market boundaries. Outside the 

market, labor often goes unnoticed and unrecognized as a resource. Individuals can deliberately 

play up or casually dismiss the amount of labor they exert in attempts to appear overwrought or 

careless. As Bourdieu notes, energy can be “invisible.” Bourdieu notes that symbolic power 

functions to define what “counts” as a resource in the first place. On the level of discourse, both 

Bourdieu and Foucault argue that the ability to define some labor and categories of people as 

legitimate while casting others as illegitimate yields considerable power. Moreover, in market 

societies, the most dominant method of legitimizing labor is to pay for it (Zelizer 2010). For both 

the state and the market, giving money serves as a social mechanism to grant status and 

legitimacy to the labor of certain actors, while providing labor gives the individual a means of 

earning status and legitimacy (Willer 2009; Zelizer 2010).  

This leads to a paradoxical relationship between power and control. By control, I mean 

attempts to monitor and seek information about the other partner in the pursuit of obtaining the 
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partner’s cooperation. This can take the form of asking the partner questions, watching and 

observing the partner, keeping tabs on the partner when he or she is away, and generally ensuring 

that the partner acts in accordance with one’s expectations. Control, by definition, requires labor. 

Ironically then, control is a method for a disempowered partner to seek power and obtain an 

equal exchange with a more powerful partner, not a manifestation of power itself. Kanter (1977) 

finds a similar trend in her analysis of organizations in a large corporation. The workers in 

disempowered positions of the corporate hierarchy exhibited the most controlling behavior in the 

sense that they were most likely to monitor their inferiors and gather information about others.  

Control is the struggle to establish a pattern of cooperative behavior, not a manifestation 

of legitimized power. While it is true that gathering information allows one to manipulate and 

guess others’ motives, monitoring and surveillance are costly and time-consuming, particularly 

in a dyad. Control requires a great deal of energy. When power is fully legitimized in the form of 

authority, cooperation is a matter of fact—the empowered (partner A) need not exert energy or 

effort to obtain cooperation from other (partner B). Control can be more accurately 

conceptualized as an attempt of B to gain power. With such information, B can better alter his 

behavior to reward A and gain A’s cooperation.9 By definition, B’s desire for control implies that 

A’s cooperation is not taken-for-granted, and the power-relationship is not yet legitimate.  

In the following pages I show that two methods of establishing cooperation— namely, 

trust and communication—actually can serve to conceal power dynamics in marriage. 

Communication can serve as an effort to monitor and survey the actions of the other. Thus, I 

argue communication and control are alike. Asymmetrical communication, wherein partner B 

demands to know the intentions and actions of partner A, manifests as control. On the other 

																																																								
9 This distinction I make between control and power can be compared to Thibaut and Kelley’s (1979) distinction 
between behavioral control (control-as-labor) and fate control (power).  
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hand, trust requires no effort. Partner A can trust B and simply assume B will cooperate. So, 

while partners may cooperate in marriage, and even pointedly comment how their established 

patterns of cooperation are “fair” and equal, unidirectional trust or control can indicate power. If 

A can simply “trust” B to cooperate, but B must exert energy and alter his own behavior to 

reward A and ensure A’s cooperation, the dyad is not power-balanced. According to Blau, this 

asymmetry in labor implies a power-imbalanced relationship. 

 

MARRIAGE AS COOPERATION 

 The dyad faces many of the same social dilemmas as larger social units. Two individuals 

may have different expectations, different desires, different understandings of behavior, and yet 

somehow they must coordinate joint action to survive and function as a single unit. In many 

ways, social uncertainty is the main stumbling block of joint action and cooperation. If actor A 

has no knowledge of actor B’s intentions, A cannot be sure that B will cooperate and act in A’s 

interests. Unless partners are with each other at all times and thoroughly negotiate every action, 

some level of uncertainty will pervade the relationship. Trust is one possible “solution to the 

problems caused by social uncertainty” (Yamagishi, 1994: 131). Trust has two elements: the 

expectation of goodwill and the expectation of competence (Yamagishi, 1994). These 

expectations can be mistaken; thus trust involves risk.  

An alternative strategy for reducing uncertainty about others is control (Das & Teng, 

1998). If A knows that A controls B’s outcomes in some capacity, A might be more certain of 

B’s actions, even if A has no information about B’s intentions. This is similar to what Yamagishi 

calls “assurance,” or “the knowledge of the incentive structure surrounding the relationship” 

(131). Trust obviates the need for control. When it is possible to fully trust a partner, “there is no 
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need to control his behavior. Control comes into play only when adequate trust is not present” 

(Das and Teng, 1998: 495). However, some forms of control can increase trust while others can 

decrease it. Formalized measures of control, including rules, goals, procedures, and regulations 

that specify desirable patterns of behavior, signal distrust and create stress, thereby reducing 

overall levels of trust. Softer, more social measures of control, like group norms, socialization, 

and shared values, can increase trust (Das and Teng, 1998). Soviet-style schematic beliefs and 

practices, discussed in the previous chapters, certainly function to decrease uncertainty and 

increase trust. 

I am interested in these alternative methods of reducing uncertainty, because they imply 

different levels of labor and exertion of the actors involved. As discussed previously, control is 

labor intensive. Trust is labor-free. Within a dyad, the partner who simply “trusts” that his 

partner will cooperate does not have to exert very much energy to exchange and coordinate 

action with her. But the partner who tries to affect her partner’s behavior via control must exert a 

lot of energy. Taken together with Blau’s observation that power can take the form of unequal 

amounts of energy exerted for a seemingly equal exchange, I predict that the more powerful 

partner in a dyad will simply “trust” her partner to cooperate. The less powerful partner in a dyad 

will have to monitor, observe, and communicate with the other—exert control—to obtain 

cooperation.  

 

SETTING, DATA, AND METHOD 

Ukraine is a useful site to study power in couples for three main reasons. Foremost, the 

objective levels of poverty in Ukraine force most families to cooperate: they cannot “afford” to 

defect and act independently. Many couples in Ukraine need to strategize and cooperate to 
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survive. Secondly, Soviet culture has left Ukrainians with strong, normative ideals of equality. 

However, despite this cultural legacy of equality, the gender structure in Ukraine is particularly 

rigid. Culturally, women are cast as lower status than men (Hankivsky and Salnykova 2012). 

Marketization has prompted a more pronounced gender segregation of the labor force, a larger 

gender gap in pay, and a “patriarchal renaissance” reinforcing gender essentialist beliefs 

(Shekhovtsov 2011). In line with the “Cossack” gender ideology outlined in previous chapters, 

gender essentialist beliefs legitimize the “gender difference” frame discussed in Chapters Two 

and Three.  

Combined, these three factors produce several dilemmas for partners. On the one hand, 

couples need to cooperate and want to obtain some semblance of equality in their marriage. On 

the other hand, gender beliefs cast women as truly different and ultimately lower status than 

men. Couples cope with these dilemmas by inventing methods of exchange that maximize 

cooperation and allow women to gain status in the home. I demonstrate how couples usually 

manage this by positioning men as breadwinners and women as domestic and shopping experts.  

For this chapter, I only include the sixty individuals where we have partner-partner data 

(a total of thirty couples). This subsample of my larger dataset permits me to quantitatively 

compare the transcripts of men versus women. Two undergraduate research assistants and myself 

coded all transcripts in MaxQDA. In preparation for this chapter, we coded instances of trust, 

communication, control, and cooperation. I also conducted lexical searches of “trust” and 

communication in the form of “I ask”, “I tell”, “s/he asks”, and “s/he tells.” These lexical 

searches allowed me to examine the directionality of exchanges between men and women—i.e. 

who trusts whom, who communicates with whom, and any gendered asymmetries that may exist 

across partners.  
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RESULTS 

 Respondents frequently discussed their beliefs of what a healthy, stable marriage 

entailed, despite the fact that we never prompted them for these views. These beliefs centered 

upon two dominant, albeit sometimes contradicting, discourses: trust and communication. Both 

husbands and wives elaborated on how trust and communication mattered to relationships in 

general. Olya, a 37-year-old writer and poet married for thirteen years said:  

We trust each other completely, I think we are united. We make a whole. Because as I see 

it, there are people who have secrets from each other, they have their own stashes [of 

money]. We have, I’m not sure whether it’s good or bad, but we have common funds and 

we have common goals. 

Likewise, Sofia, a 37-year-old seamstress married for four years, said it’s “normal” when “the 

wife and the husband both trust each other.” In this, Sofia distanced her “normal” marriage from 

any relations where partners did not “understand” or communicate with one another. Similarly, 

Lilya, a 30-year-old accountant married for eight years directly contrasted her “good” 

relationship with her sister’s marriage: “We [my husband and I] trust each other. In my sister’s 

family, for example, everybody has his or her own secret place of saving money… they don’t tell 

each other about every expense or additional sources of income.” While Lilya does not directly 

say so, she clearly believes her marriage is superior to her sister’s because of both the high level 

of knowledge she has about her husband’s income, and the “trust” they have in their marital 

relationship.  

 Men discussed general trust and communication as well. When asked if there was 

anything he would like to change in his relationship, Roman, 29-year-old PhD candidate in 
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biotechnology, said, “There is no ideal model. I think the ideal model is the process of 

dialogue...mutual understanding and trust are important.” Anatoly, Olya’s husband, said: “I am 

all for democracy in relationships and for complete trust in each other” after he admitted he did 

not know exactly how much Olya earned every month. When I asked Timur, 31-year-old 

computer scientist married for four years, how his wife managed to find the money to buy him 

his birthday present, he said: 

 I think it’s just probably based on the universal trust in the family. So we know for sure 

that we are not going to spend money on something we don’t need, and nobody is 

actually arguing about being aware of how much the other spends. If I need to know, I 

just ask. 

Timur knew that his wife Katya had a secret stash of money, but he did not see it as troubling or 

disconcerting. Similarly, Katya did not have access to Timur’s bank accounts, however, Timur 

claimed she “could ask” anytime if she wanted to know.  

 Across the data, the trust and communication discourses emerged as methods of 

rationalizing and explaining different financial practices. However, as the quotes above illustrate, 

women were more likely to perceive trust as communication. For Olya and Lilya, trust meant 

not keeping secrets. I call this the communication frame. By contrast, men were more likely to 

discuss trust as a reason why they did not know something about the household, as Anatoly did 

when he did not know Olya’s income. Men also cited trust as a reason why secrets and private 

money stashes were acceptable. I call this the trust-as-independence frame. However, these 

trends were not absolute. Women discussed trust with respect to men’s private stashes, and men 

occasionally discussed the importance of communication. More precisely, trust-as-independence 
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rationalized keeping money separate and not sharing it within the home. Conversely, the 

communication frame rationalized pooling money and the need to discuss joint expenditures.  

Respondents used the trust-as-independence and the communication frames at will, 

depending on which practice they felt they needed to explain to the interviewer. However, as I 

discuss in Chapter 1, couples took great pains to position men as the financial “givers” in the 

relationship, even if the wife out-earned her husband. Of the thirty couples included in this 

analysis, only three did not attempt to position the man as the financial “giver” in some manner. 

In this chapter, I analyze how men and women rationalized their actions and the actions of their 

partner using the trust and communications frames. These frames clearly impacted how each 

partner perceived the relationship as a whole. 

Due to the gendered nature of monetary exchange in the home, men and women felt the 

need to explain different aspects of their financial practices. All but five men attempted to 

explain why they “gave” money to their wives, and why they did not know how money was 

spent or saved in the household. In contrast, most women were eager to explain how 

“responsible” and trustworthy they were as the family money managers. In addition to 

emphasizing the various ways they spent and saved wisely, women also signaled trustworthiness 

by stressing how frequently they communicated and reported the status of financial affairs back 

to their husbands. Thus, the gendered nature of monetary exchange prompted the use of different 

discourses: women more heavily used the communication frame while men more heavily used 

trust-as-independence frame.  

The asymmetry between husbands and wives becomes starker once we analyze the 

directionality of trust and communication. As I have shown, respondents of both genders 

occasionally mentioned how trust and communication were generally important to relationships. 
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However, trust and communication can have a separate subject and direct object—i.e. “he trusts 

her,” “she communicates to him.” Six husbands said, “I trust her,” but none mentioned, “She 

trusts me.” Wives upheld this asymmetry by saying, “he trusts me” twice as often as “I trust 

him.” Likewise, both partners were more likely to mention an instance when wives 

communicated to husbands than vice versa when interviewers pressed respondents for a recent 

example of a conversation about money. In the following pages, I give evidence for these 

asymmetries before discussing what these discourses mean for the misrecognition of power in 

married and cohabiting couples.  

 

“He trusts me”: Wives assume responsibility  

  In twenty-five of the thirty couples, women either managed the couple’s money or were 

considered “more responsible” with money than their partner. As managers, women often 

controlled the expenditures of the home and had direct access to men’s money. Elena, a recently 

engaged 21-year-old German tutor, mentioned trust when asked if she had access to her fiancé’s 

bank account: “Well, if I need it, he can give me the card, because he trusts me. But I don’t 

remember specific cases.” Sofia, the seamstress, said “He trusts me with his wages… indeed, he 

brings all the money home. So, first comes the apartment, the rest depends on current needs.” 

Katya, the 25-year-old English teacher married to Timur, proudly told me that Timur registered 

their car in her name, commenting, “It’s complete trust.”  

 Women discussed being trusted and their trustworthiness with pride and a sense of 

accomplishment. Their husbands trusted them to act on their behalf even when absent. Dasha, a 

23-year-old social marketer, noted: 
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All financial things [are my responsibility]: paying a rent for a flat, paying for public 

services, something like that. And family finance planning. Sure at times I discuss 

everything with Alex, but it is my responsibility. Alex told me that he trusts me, and if I 

want to put 500 hryvnia that we have in savings into the bank [checking account], I can 

do it. 

Dasha makes sure to tell the interviewer that she communicates with her husband, but then she 

explains that she can move money around without telling him, because he trusts her. Control, in 

the sense of gaining information and monitoring the activities of others, was enhanced via 

women’s positions as money managers. Women were able to monitor the most if not all the 

financial activities in the home.  

 Two women commented that they had to establish their trustworthiness and reputations 

with their husbands at the beginning of their relationship. Tanya, a 28-year-old factory worker, 

explained that when they first lived together, her husband complained about how much money 

she spent at the supermarket.  In response, she started jotting down the prices.  

I noted everything down and gave it to him to look over. He looked at the notes and said 

that I spent a lot. I said: “Look, I wrote up the prices, if you don't trust me I can save 

receipts.” But when he started to visit supermarkets with me he stopped quibbling, 

because he saw the prices. I remember when he asked: “how did you spend 100 

hryvnias?” I answered: “take 100 hryvnias and go to the shop. Buy some sugar, tea and a 

pack of coffee.” He bought and said: “Oh, I spent 80 hryvnias!” Any questions? No. 

Similarly, Natasha, a 30-year-old housewife married for nine years, commented how at first her 

husband did not trust her with money. As the only daughter of a wealthy military officer, her 

husband’s family thought of her as spoiled and somewhat careless with money. However, she 
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persuaded her husband to let her try controlling the money after the birth of their second 

daughter:  

For the first 6 years of our marriage my husband managed the family budget. We had 

like a war between a mother-in-law and a daughter-in-law [mimicking] –“Don’t give 

money in her hands. How can you give her money – you will remain with nothing left. 

She thinks only about manicures!” My mother-in-law is like a person brought up with 

KGB thinking. So we had like a little war [laughing]. But then I made him realize – let 

me try! Because he only then realized [I’m good with money] and he started to call me 

a miser. 

 This need to establish credibility was one-sided: women talked about establishing 

trustworthiness with their husbands, but men did not talk about establishing trustworthiness with 

their wives. Then again, often there was no need for men to establish trustworthiness, because 

men overwhelmingly lacked direct access to women’s money (see Chapter 1). This unilateral 

transfer of money from men to women in many ways made it necessary for women to be 

trustworthy—to ensure that “family money” was not needlessly spent “on manicures” and other 

frivolity. Tanya, the factory worker, noted that she felt very guilty the one time she did spend 

money selfishly:  

You see, I have already had perfume that Ivan and my mom presented to me. But I 

spent money and bought the new one. Ivan asked: “why did you do that?” I said: “I 

don’t know.” I liked the smell and bought it. My friend Natasha bought herself 

perfumes and what should I do? Just look at her? Ivan said that he wouldn’t trust me 

to go shop alone. It was a joke to be sure, but I realized that it was waste of money, it 

would be better to save this money.  
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In this sense, women internalized the demand to spend money responsibly and altruistically on 

family needs. Indeed, three women discussed how their “personal” wants ranked last in their 

overall money management scheme, saying “children and husband come first, and then me” or “I 

put my needs last.”  

 

“It’s not that I don’t trust him…” 

 Women mentioned trusting men to do very specific things, like earn money. Olya, the 

poet, specifically mentioned that she trusts her husband to pay the rent, “He proved that he can 

provide for the family, actually. Even without me working, he proved that I could trust him.” 

Other than earning money, women trusted men not to do a variety of things, including: not 

keeping too much money back, not hiding money, not drinking, not gambling, and not cheating. 

This negatively defined trust was much narrower in scope than the ways women discussed being 

trusted. Men trusted women to completely act in their stead, whereas women simply trusted men 

to bring the money home. This asymmetric dynamic is similar to what organizational scholars 

call a principal-agent relationship. The principal trusts the agent to act on his behalf, in his stead. 

But the agent only trusts that the principal will follow-through with the payment. This parallel 

has many implications for theorizing about power within dyads, as I will discuss shortly.  

 Two women made a point of hedging, telling the interviewer “it’s not that I don’t trust 

him but…” Svitlana, a 42-year-old clerk in a bookstore, commented that even when she sends 

her husband Dmitri to the supermarket to buy food, she tells him what to purchase: “Because I 

know where to buy things that taste good, those we like, so I tell him where exactly to go. But 

mostly I do the shopping. And not because I don’t trust my husband but because I have time for 

that.” This theme was echoed in other interviews with women, who legitimized their roles as the 
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money managers due to the constraints of work and the demands of family. Their narratives 

followed a similar theme, namely, “It’s not that my husband is untrustworthy, it’s just natural for 

me to take on the responsibility of managing money.” Later in the interview, Svitlana hedged a 

bit differently. She told the interviewer that sometimes she “knows” Dmitri keeps some of his 

paycheck back: 

There can be something like, “I know that he earns 3,000, and he can give me 2,000. And 

I know that I have some money and he has some money.” I only know—it’s not that I 

don’t trust him—I only know, for example, that he wants something for himself and it is 

quite pricey. 

Here, Svitlana notes that Dmitri sometimes keeps something back for himself. But she also 

makes sure to tell the interviewer that this action does not make Dmitri inherently untrustworthy.  

 While social desirability bias certainly plays a role in these data, I believe that these 

asymmetric discussions of trust indicate something larger about gender and morality. Namely, 

women face a higher burden of proof to “show” that they are morally good and trustworthy. For 

men, responsibility with money is somehow decoupled from their overall standing as moral 

individuals. Men can spend selfishly or foolishly without family members or others immediately 

thinking, “what a horrible person.” By contrast, when women spend selfishly, family members 

and others instantly make the assumption that she is a bad or untrustworthy individual (e.g. the 

mother-in-law’s assumptions about Natasha). This demonstrates a gendered attribution bias, 

wherein women’s selfish behavior is presumably caused internally (e.g. her character, her nature, 

her moral worth), when men’s selfish behavior is presumably caused externally (e.g. he had a 

hard day, it was the holidays, there was peer pressure).  
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 This bias puts pressure on women to “prove” that they are trustworthy, whereas men can 

exhibit foolish behavior yet still be considered trustworthy by their wives. Oksana, a 29-year-old 

housewife married for nine years, said:  

If it’s some urgent need or some impulsive purchase, “I just want it and that’s it,” 

that’s a good enough reason for us. For example, my husband says, “I needed 

it”…even if it’s an impulsive purchase, there is no doubt in that. My husband could 

buy some clothes and then didn’t feel comfortable in them—it was when he bought 

them without me. I laughed afterwards, ‘You see what happens when you go without 

me?’ But it was like once or twice. But it’s not because we don’t trust each other. So 

if we buy something it means that we really needed it at that moment. 

Oksana discusses the fact that she and her husband Denis do not need to communicate if there is 

some urgent need. Moreover, she emphasizes that absence of communication does not indicate a 

lack of trust. Yet the example she gives suggests that Denis goes off and makes purchases 

without communicating sometimes, and that this behavior is ultimately foolish. As she does not 

offer a counter-example where she goes off and does the same, Oksana likely does not foolishly 

spend money on herself—she knows that such behavior would make her seem inherently 

untrustworthy. However, for Denis, spending foolishly does not impact his reputation or 

trustworthiness in the relationship.  

 

“I trust my wife completely”: Husbands delegate labor 

 Men’s stories mirrored women’s stories in that they stressed how much they trusted their 

wives. Leo, a 29-year-old gym teacher married for three years to his wife, Marta, said: 
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I prefer to bring money home and give it to my wife, so she can manage the money. 

She is the lady of the house, she knows a thing or two about money...I completely 

trust my wife in this field. She knows what is necessary. She consults with me. 

This quote has several elements—Leo trusts that Marta is competent (“she knows what is 

necessary”) but he also trusts her because she “consults” with him. In this, Leo actually blends 

together the trust-as-independence and communication frames. Marta is doing the labor of telling 

him about the purchases in the home, assuring him that his money is being spent wisely. In doing 

so, Leo has no need to check or control Marta, because she already tells him about her actions.  

 Men also mentioned trusting their wives to legitimize granting women access to their 

money. Max, a 27-year-old clerk at a car company living together for two years, mentioned that 

at first, he did not give his card to his girlfriend Ira. However, now he finds that it is easier.  

Interviewer: So, she knows your PIN-code? 

Max: Yes. She didn’t know from the start but then I told her. I trust her. 

Trusting their wives made husbands’ lives easier because it meant that they did not have to do 

the labor of shopping, price-checking, and stretching the family budget. This trust also signaled a 

level of symbolic deference to women’s knowledge and expertise about money and household 

affairs. Vlad, a 27-year-old salesman, married for six years, said: “I just obey her in terms of 

shopping because it’s the family budget and my wife can manage it professionally, so she is like 

authority for me in that respect. If she says that I am a spendthrift, then I am a spendthrift. I trust 

her judgment about that.” Because women positioned themselves as the domestic “experts” in 

the home, men trusted their knowledge of money management.   

 As I discuss in Chapter 1, men rarely had direct access to women’s money. If women 

wanted to give men money, they often did so indirectly, by contributing to a pool of cash in the 
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home. However, most women had money that was not accessible to family members, either in 

the form of a bank account or as a private stash for a rainy day. Men mentioned trust as a reason 

why such privacy was legitimate. Pavel, a 31-year-old opera singer and musician, noted that he 

does not have access to his wife’s bank account, nor does she have access to his: “I know my 

passwords, my wife knows hers. Of course, we are trying to build our relationship on trust.” 

Matvei, a 23-year-old graduate student married for one year, commented that his wife Vera had a 

private bank account even though he did not: 

Interviewer: And do you know how much money she puts in this account? Do you 

have access?  

Matvei: Well, if I wanted to know this information I would know. It’s not a secret. 

The point is I trust Vera. I know that she would not spend that money for her own 

needs. I know all her expenses. 

Interviewer: Are you sure? How do you know about her expenses?  

Matvei: She tells me. 

Like Marta and Leo, part of the reasons Matvei trusts Vera is because Vera communicates to 

Matvei how she spends and saves money. This quote from Matvei is also interesting because he 

invokes the ideal of the selfless, altruistic woman—one who does not spend money “for her own 

needs.” This reinforces the idea that women have internalized the social constraint that they must 

behave cooperatively and selflessly. Like the women who claimed they “ranked last” in 

importance in the household, Matvei trusts that Vera will spend money for the family, not for 

herself. No husband mentioned that his wife trusted him. As Table 5.1 demonstrates, there is 

clear asymmetry towards “trusting wives” from both men and women. 
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Table 5.1: Lexical search of “trust” in 60 transcripts by gender* 

 Women # Men # 

Husband trusts wife “he trusts me” 8 “I trust her” 6 

Wife trusts husband “I trust him” 4 “She trusts me” 0 

Reciprocated “trust each other” 15 “trust each other” 8 

Total  28  14 
 

*Table 5.1 only captures instances when the word trust (доверяю, доверять, доверие) was articulated. It 

does not distinguish between trust-as-independence versus trust as communication.  

 

Gendered Communication  

For women, the relationship between trust and communication was nuanced. When 

women wanted to appear in control, they discussed their autonomy and how they did not need to 

communicate with their husbands. This trust-as-independence frame helped women position 

themselves as competent equals to their partners. However, when women wanted to convey the 

idea that they had a healthy, normal marriage, they made of point of emphasizing 

communication. Combined, these two strategies allowed women to position themselves as loved, 

respected, and in control, which cast the story of their relationship in a positive light.  

When women described communication in the household, they tended to convey it as 

going both ways, emphasizing the transparency and openness they had in their relationship.   

Everything is clear, we haven’t secrets. We haven’t quarrels about money. I mean all our 

earned money is common. Not mine nor my husband’s. Just common. If we need something 

we buy it. We don’t make unplanned big purchases. (38-year-old shopkeeper, married 19 

years). 
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Concerning money and some purchases, we are very serious. We discuss everything. We 

always ask for advice each other. (30-year-old musician, married 5 years) 

We talk it over and discuss what we want to buy, what not to buy. Like, for example, I may 

say, that I need this thing and I want to buy it. He says, ‘yes, buy it, go ahead’. Or he will ask 

me like ‘There is something like this and that, I need you to look at it. Do you like it? Do you 

think it’s good?’ – ‘Yes, buy it’. So, it happens like that. We don’t buy behind each other’s 

back. If it’s like grand purchases, like you say more than 1,000. We only talk and discuss 

such purchases with each other. (44-year-old cashier, married 20 years) 

This image of transparency and open discussion was somewhat lost in the men’s 

transcripts. While men did talk about mutual communication, they also cited many examples 

where women reported to them and communicated to them the status of the household and the 

home.  

If I am at work at the time, my wife calls me and says that she is going to take money. I ask 

how much she is going to take and what for. Sometimes I can say, let’s talk about it on my 

day off, we will discuss and decide whether we need this purchase or not. And if we do need 

it, we will go and buy it together. (29-year-old bartender, married 8 years) 

For example, when she is at work and I know that we need this and that, some groceries. So I 

go and buy without telling her, and she comes home and says, ‘Oh, you have bought’. I say, 

‘Yes’. That’s it. (40-year-old construction worker, married 19 years) 

She tells me everything. For example when she goes to the shop she tells me what she had 

bought. I don’t ask her to do it, really. She tells me how much money she gave to her mom or 

spent in the supermarket. Also I get a message on my phone. It’s a bank report about cash 
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withdrawal. Then she tells me what she bought: some food, household supplies. (25-year-old 

server, married 3 years) 

Table 5.2: Instances of Communication  

 Women # Men # 
Husband communicates to 
wife “he tells me” 4 “I tell her” 0 

Wife communicates to 
husband “I tell him” 14 “She tells me” 8 

Mutual communication “we tell each other” 29 “we tell each other” 15 

Total  47  23 

 

In Table 5.2, I list the directionality of communication. Overall, these instances of 

communication tell a gendered story—namely, while couples do think mutual communication 

matters, women communicate much more to men than men do towards women.  

 The imbalance in communication might indicate that men have more information about 

the household than women. I suggest otherwise. While women may tell their husbands what they 

do in the home, this does not mean that their husbands pay attention. I structured the interviews 

to ask respondents specific questions about their financial practices in the home. Women 

overwhelmingly gave more detailed, deliberate answers than their partners. Women also gave 

more accurate estimates of men’s incomes than men gave of women’s incomes. Because we 

have partner-partner data, it was quite easy to observe which partner had more information about 

the household—women’s interviews were frequently five-eight minutes longer than men’s 

interviews, even when the interviewer was male.  

 Women took on the burden of communicating how money was spent and saved in the 

home, but in doing so, I hypothesize that they also took on the responsibility of asking and 

soliciting information from their husbands. However, these requests for information were 
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generally hidden within the larger dynamic of “mutual communication.” Women did not want to 

sound like they interrogated or nagged their husbands. So, while women described instances 

when their husbands voluntarily communicated with them, it is possible that women in fact 

requested or asked for information. This would explain the counterintuitive finding that women 

had more information about the household than men, but men never mentioned reporting or 

communicating directly to women.   

 

ON TRUST, CONTROL, AND POWER  

 By trusting their wives, men delegated responsibility and avoided exerted energy in 

exchange. By taking on the labor of controlling other family members, communicating their 

actions, and managing the money, women exerted a great deal of energy in exchange. In Chapter 

1, I argued that men’s breadwinning money symbolized men’s respect and deference for 

women’s labor in the private sphere. This chapter demonstrates how this exchange inherently 

implies a power dynamic. I argue that the transfer of money from men to women is also a 

transfer of status. Men’s transfer of money symbolized men’s recognition of their wives as 

smart, financially savvy, domestic experts. Money affirmed women’s sense of self and signaled 

women’s trustworthiness and the legitimacy of women’s labor in the private sphere. Through this 

exchange, husbands and wives positioned themselves as status equals, albeit with different 

spheres and different domains of expertise. At the same time, by trading their labor for status, 

women consented to an imbalanced power dynamic in the home. Taken together as a whole, 

these results suggest a number of things about the power dynamic in the home: 1) the husband-

wife relationship can be compared to a principal-agent relationship, 2) while both partners may 

view the pattern of exchange as “fair,” the exchange of labor for money implies a power 
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imbalance, and 3) the trust and communication frames obscure and legitimize the hierarchical 

nature of the exchange.  

 In studies on organizations in economics and sociology, the principal-agent problem 

refers to a misalignment of interests. A principal may pay an agent to carry out a task and act in 

the principal’s interests, however, the agent may have divergent interests and may choose to act 

in ways that are not beneficial for the principal. Organizational scholars emphasize that the form 

of the payment to the agent must be structured very carefully as to motivate the agent not to 

deviate from the principal’s wishes (Jost 1993). More importantly, scholars have documented 

that, beyond a certain point, control is futile. The principal may attempt to monitor and control 

the agent, but such attempts are costly and/or fail. As Das and Teng note, such controlling 

behavior usually signals distrust, leading the agent to be even less inclined to cooperate with the 

principal.  

 The husband and wife dyad resembles a principal-agent relationship in several ways. In 

twenty-five of the thirty couples, wives acted on behalf of husbands in some manner, usually 

taking managing men’s money and the home. As I have shown, women trusted men to earn 

money and not “keep too much back,” while men trusted their wives “completely” to act in the 

family’s interests. This resembles the exchange dynamic of a principal-agent relationship. 

However, unlike the dyads researched by organizational scholars, couples seemed to have 

“solved” the conflict of interests inherent in a principal-agent relationship. In this, I argue that 

the gender structure functions like an assurance structure as discussed by Yamagishi (1994). As 

Yamagishi notes, trust involves risk because betrayal is possible. Partner A does not know the 

intentions and actions of partner B, so A simply trusts B and hopes B will not betray A. 

However, when there is an assurance structure in place, A can rely on external norms and 
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sanctions to penalize B if B defects. Actors outside the dyad play a role in enforcing B’s 

cooperation. Because of this external pressure, A is relatively “assured” that B will cooperate 

regardless of B’s intentions.  

 Similarly, the husbands in my study were relatively “assured” that their wives would 

cooperate. As I have discussed, women’s responsible behavior with money appeared to be tightly 

coupled with others’ assumptions of their worth and morality. If a wife defected and spent her 

husband’s money foolishly or selfishly, she faced penalties and stigma from individuals outside 

of her marriage. These external expectations of gender combined to force women to cooperate 

irrespective of their actual wants or desires. However, in most cases in my data, women 

internalized the gendered constraints of cooperation, as evidenced by women admitting that their 

needs “ranked last” in the household.  

 By Yamagishi’s definition, husbands were not, in point of fact, “trusting” their wives. 

Husbands were assured of their wives cooperation, risk-free. Not only did women internalize the 

need to cooperate, they also communicated the state of monetary affairs to their husbands on a 

regular basis. However, couples still interpreted the exchange as risky; in part because it allowed 

partners to continue to perceive deep levels of trust in the relationship. Furthermore, because 

wives did not subjectively experience the demand for cooperation as constraint, they were able to 

frame their husbands’ breadwinning money as a sincere gesture of respect. The emotional 

responses invoked from “being trusted”—namely, satisfaction, pride, contentment, gratitude, and 

affection—appeared to make wives happy to perform the labor of managing money in the home.  

In fact, when men did not allow women to manage money, conflict often ensued.  

 Part of the reason husbands and wives perceived the exchange as “fair” was because both 

partners cooperated. If partners’ interests came into conflict, sometimes men got their way, 
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sometimes women did. Both partners made decisions in similar frequencies. This reaffirmed 

partners’ sense that they were status-equals. Men maintained their power by trusting women 

(which gave women status) and by letting women exercise control (granting women voice and 

decision-making abilities). Subsequently, via this control, women were able to gain men’s 

cooperation. However, the amount of labor women needed to exert to get men to cooperate was 

considerable, while the amount of energy men needed to exert to get women to cooperate was 

almost non-existent. This exchange dynamic, in which women traded their labor for status, was 

obscured and misrecognized as mere trust (on his part) and communication (on her part). Thus 

the trust and communication frames concealed the larger power dynamic within the exchange.  

 Unlike many social theorists before him, Blau sought to explain the stability of power, 

not its propensity towards conflict and change. Using social exchange as a theoretical starting 

point, he outlines how the dynamics of reciprocity and indebtedness legitimize power imbalances 

over time.  Specifically, exchanges within a power-imbalanced relationship can still be “fair.” In 

fact, it is this perception of fairness that legitimizes power in the first place. Partners clearly 

wanted to be perceived as status-equals more than they wanted to have a balanced power 

dynamic. Unequal labor, ironically, was a fair price for this “equality.” However, what happened 

in reverse, when women were higher-status than men? Did men exert labor to be equal status 

with their high-status wives? My data suggest that yes, they did, but in ways not symmetric to 

the gender-normative dyads.   

 

ANOMOLOUS COUPLES 

 Five of the thirty couples did not resemble the others; two of these are the “conflict” 

couples discussed in Chapter 1. Boris, married to Inna for seventeen years, hoards his paycheck 
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and does all the shopping and bills himself, despite Inna’s protests. Roman, married to Alina for 

2 years, makes very little money but still tried to control Alina’s purchases and income. Alina 

resists Roman’s control by keeping much of her money in a bank account and out of his hands. 

In both cases, men display an unusual amount of controlling behavior. I argue this behavior is 

indicative of a lack of power. Roman is often unemployed, the second husband to Alina whose 

son is from another marriage. When Boris earned a middle-class income, he gave his salary to 

Inna so she could take care of the household. As his income shrank and prices rose due to 

inflation, Boris became more worried and more controlling. Inna, for her part, resents this 

controlling behavior and emotionally distances herself from her husband. Like Jan Pahl’s stories 

of abused women, these instances of conflict show how cooperation breaks down when men feel 

a lack of power. When Roman and Boris try to control the household income, it provokes 

resentment on behalf of their wives. Inna and Alina do not cooperate like many of the wives in 

this study: they do not build up their husbands as breadwinners, they do not attempt to signal 

how “equal” and fair their marriage is to the interviewer, and they openly voice discontent with 

their relationship.   

 The other three anomalous couples were cases where men managed the money at the 

request or consent of their wives. Katya, the 25-year-old English teacher married to Timur, the 

computer scientist, trusted Timur to do the budget, saying: “I am a huge waster. I am horrible 

with money. I think it is better, I can input a certain amount of money and I can ask for how ever 

much I want. I give the responsibility to him, because if I have money, I will quickly waste it.” 

While Katya did have a separate bank account, Timur paid rent with Katya’s earnings and 

handled daily finances. Of course, Timur and Katya are one of the wealthiest couples in the 
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sample, earning $3,000 a month (75,000 hrvynia). While Timur earned three times more than 

Katya, she was independently wealthy and able to support herself without his income.  

Their situation is atypical in that Katya frames herself as child instead of a domestic 

expert: “I do need this kind of control, because I love shopping very much.” Timur also frames 

Katya as a child, saying: “I have one kid and that’s quite enough. I mean, Katya.” In this way, 

Katya and Timur embrace status-inequality. They position themselves as parent and child, 

reinforcing gender inequality in the home. However, in doing so, they actually have a more 

balanced power dynamic than most couples—Katya and Timur exert similar amounts of labor in 

exchange. Timur works from home, saying: “there is no such thing as ‘she cleans the house’. No 

routine, no pattern.” Both cook and clean, but Katya drives around the city, teaching and 

conducting workshops with Ukrainian professionals. Katya is able to shop and spend money, 

worry-free, while Timur tells her when they should spend and save.  

Galina and Dan, married five years with a two-year-old son, have a similar but not 

identical dynamic. Dan recently changed his work from a research assistant to a software writer. 

This raised his monthly salary dramatically. However, Galina has always earned more than her 

husband.  

 “When he wasn’t earning a lot of money, he had quite flexible schedule, he could work from 

home which most of the scholars are doing.  So every time when I was coming home, my 

husband would be cooking dinner for me. And it was such an amazing period of time. You 

are going home, waiting for this lovely dinner, you just arrive, he is like, ‘Okay, get some 

rest, here is the dinner.’ Like I am blessed by my husband.” 

But there were limits to how much the role reversal could go. Dan did not want his wife to 

provide for him.  
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 “Actually he lived always on his own income and I lived on my own income [when he made 

less money]. For example, if we went to the grocery store and I was earning more, I would 

pay for it and it’s like [together]… but if he goes on his own, he would pay on his own. If he 

needed to buy new shoes, he would plan from his own income and, for example, if we go to 

some shop and I am like, ‘Hey, look at this coat, it’s cool.’ And he says like, ‘I don’t need it, 

I have one.’ And I like, ‘Hey, I am going to pay for it.’ And he is like, ‘No, no, no.’ He didn’t 

like for me to pay for him.” 

Dan does not mention how they managed money before he got his new job. Instead he 

emphasizes how, by living on his salary and saving her money for the last two years, they 

managed to buy an apartment. 

 “My wife has her salary in dollars and until recently I had my salary in hryvnias. So until 

recently all my wife’s money went to savings. Well, almost all. So first of all we spent my 

money, so we spent hryvnias and we lived off my salary. And if it wasn’t enough we took 

money off the account. Although we don’t have any distinct division between my money and 

her money, of course.” 

Both admit that Galina is more the “spender” while Dan is more of the “saver” in the 

relationship. Galina says she has “a bad memory for numbers” while Dan is a mathematician and 

remembers everything.  

Dan: My wife doesn’t pay attention to prices. She usually buys some fruit or something like 

that at the market on her way from work. And if you ask her how much it costs she wouldn’t 

tell you, because she doesn’t remember.  

Interviewer: And do you remember? 
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Dan: I remember every product, how much is it and where I bought it. And where it is 

cheaper and where it is more expensive [laughing]. 

Dan manages the money and nags Galina to spend less. Galina says: 

“Yeah, at some point of time when we just got married he was like, we need to start planning 

how we are going to buy an apartment. He even made a program, you know, he is a software 

guy. He made a program and said, “okay, this is how much we are spending on clothes, on 

food, on this, on this, on this.” For example, if I go to work, he will ask me, do you have 

enough cash to go and have lunch? Do you have enough cash for this and that? So that’s why 

I have [cash], but sometimes if by accident I need to do something and I need this amount of 

money, I will go and withdraw it. He won’t be very happy about that, but he does not need to 

know the details.” 

 Managing money allows Dan to make a status claim—he is the “financial expert” in the 

home. This assertion of status is one that demands labor but also makes him feel more equal with 

his wife. Galina spends carelessly and without concern, while Dan strategizes how to save and 

afford an apartment. He also switched jobs in order to make his salary more equal to hers. So 

although Galina has more prestigious work, speaks multiple languages, and comes from a 

wealthier background than Dan, they create an exchange dynamic in which they are able to feel 

like equals. Nevertheless, Dan refuses to be “paid for” by Galina. He does not position himself as 

an expert in the domestic sphere, nor does he want to live on Galina’s salary.  

Lilya, 30, and Taras, 31, have been married for eight years and live in a rented apartment. 

Taras says he wants children, but Lilya says not now. Both have unstable piece-meal work—

taking odd jobs, working day to day. Lilya has worked as a secretary, make-up artist, sales clerk, 

and accountant. Taras has worked as courier, taxi driver, flyer distributer, office clerk, and 
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photographer. They both earn 4-5,000 hryvnia in cash a month. For the most part, they 

completely pool their incomes. Taras explains, “We have common income. Everyone can take 

money.” The system of management they use is interesting because on the one hand, Lilya 

complains about the way Taras manages money, but on the other hand she insists that he should 

manage it in the first place, stating quite clearly: “I want my husband to do all the money 

management.” She expresses disinterest in financial affairs.  

Interviewer: “Do you always know how much money is in the pile?” 

Lilya: “Not always. Sometimes I am not interested. I do not want to worry about it. I 

understand that he controls it, and everything is all right. 

In a way, Lilya and Taras are similar to Katya and Timur. Lilya embraces a child-like foolishness 

with money, forcing Andrei to do the labor of management. By playing up gender inequality—

deliberately positioning herself as girlish and incompetent—Lilya and Taras end up exerting 

equal amounts of labor in the home.   

Lilya: We have divided our duties. At first, I was cooking, he was washing. Sometimes we 

changed duties, when I was not in the mood to cook something. Sometimes we order pizza, 

when we both don’t want to cook and wash…He used to say that cooking is my duty, 

because he didn’t live in a dormitory. He was living with his mother, so he used to think that 

the wife has to cook every time. He could not cook anything. 

Interviewer: What about now? 

Lilya: Now he can cook… and he is still responsible for washing. He promised to buy a 

washing machine. I said that that’s a good idea, but he should save his own money to buy it. 

Over time, Lilya was able to exert less labor in the relationship. She also insists that Taras handle 

the money management, even thought she admits that he does not always do a good job.  
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Generally, across these three couples, there was more ambiguity surrounding the relative 

statuses of the partners than in the rest of the sample. True, the gender structure functions to 

grant men more status than women, but Katya, Galina, and Lilya came from more affluent 

backgrounds and had more education than their husbands. These wives simply trusted that their 

husbands would manage the money properly. The husbands worked to control their wives and—

in Taras’ case—stretch the family budget. Then again, these couples are not merely the gender 

“inverse” of the rest of my sample. For example, Dan outright refused to accept Galina’s money. 

As a symbol of status, money could legitimize the unequal power dynamic between him and his 

wife. Instead, Dan downplayed his labor in managing, emphasizing instead the new apartment 

and his new high-paying job. Galina’s interview exposed the underlying subtleties of their 

relationship, revealing that they do not exert equal labor in exchange. For Timur and Taras, the 

labor of money management was a small price to pay for assurance that they were higher-status 

or at least equal status with their wives.  

These couples have implicitly renegotiated the terms of their exchange in ways that feel 

fair, just like the couples in the rest of my sample. The main difference is that women accept an 

unequal power dynamic more readily—they want men’s money to legitimize their labor in the 

private sphere and to demonstrate that they are status equals with their husbands. Men do not 

accept women’s money, but want reassurance that they are not lower status than their wives. 

They are willing to take on responsibilities and labor—including communication and money 

management—to be seen as higher status than their wives. At the same time, these men conceal 

their unpaid labor and do not want it legitimized or given “value” the way that the women did.  

 

THE FUTURE OF MONEY MANAGEMENT RESEARCH 
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 More recent studies of money management show that couples may have shifted towards 

more “individualized” systems of organizing money at home (Vogler et al. 2006; Lauer and 

Yodanis 2011). For example, Swedish couples primarily use an independent money management 

scheme, chipping in for joint expenses, but largely keeping their money separate. Treas (1993) 

argues that the organization of money in the home reflects the constraints and transaction costs 

of the couple. As couples have children, joint property, and other forms of “sunk” costs, it makes 

more sense to pool money to avoid transaction costs. However, cohabiting couples or couples 

without children may have little incentive to pool incomes. The Ukrainian case is atypically 

“old-fashioned” in the sense that Ukrainians still adhere to many gender essentialist beliefs 

proclaiming that men should provide for women’s reproductive labor. This normative 

expectation may have disintegrated in countries with stronger feminist movements.  

 As stated previously, couples face the dilemma of signaling to external parties that their 

marriage is “fair” and equal despite differences in education, income, and other dimensions of 

status. However, in more marketized societies like the U.S., one mechanism of signaling 

“fairness” might actually be keeping money separate. Women might make a point of not 

accepting money from men to assert a status-claim—one that signals autonomy, independence, 

and self-sufficiency. However, this interrupts the cycle of social exchange. With individualized 

money, husbands do not delegate responsibility and trust wives to cooperate. As I have shown, 

when husbands give responsibility to their wives, this gives wives a mechanism of control. In 

their positions as managers of the home, women can seek out information and monitor the 

actions of others. With greater information, women can control men, thereby gaining men’s 

cooperation. If women do not have this control, or if men do not consent to being controlled, 

cooperation may break down. On the other hand, women could also question the gendered 
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need/demand to cooperate. If women stop cooperating, men could stop trusting them, and this 

would interrupt the exchange dynamic as well. 

 Despite the best intentions, individualized money creates dilemmas because most 

contemporary societies do not systematically reward reproductive labor. In the U.S., all carework 

and childrearing has been privatized. Historically, domestic and reproductive labor has been 

“worth” however much a man is willing to privately pay for it. In Ukraine, the state still pays 

small sums of money to mothers, but this sum is so small as to be borderline useless for many 

couples. Instead, the internal transfer of money from men to women is an imperfect means to 

give value to such labor. In short, the market does not offer clear solutions to the problem of 

valuing reproductive labor. Moreover, the spread of market-oriented logic promotes competitive 

behavior, self-interest, and negotiation. As more women enter the market, the shift towards 

individualized money could reflect women’s adoption of more competitive—rather than 

cooperative—strategies of action. 

 Competition in the home implies contested power, prompting more negotiation and 

conflict. For example, if men’s authority were delegitimized, I would hypothesize that men 

would react with control: control is an attempt to reestablish cooperation. Unfortunately, many 

forms of control signal distrust, and women are more likely to react with resentment, provoking 

a further breakdown in cooperation. In short, individualized money interrupts the exchange of 

labor and status, which deprives dyads of a crucial mechanism through which trust, commitment, 

and cooperation emerge. The answer, perhaps, lies in making men more cooperative, not in 

making women less cooperative. However, this involves challenging and suppressing 

individualism and the competitive logic of the market.  
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CONCLUSION 

 As Bourdieu (1989) and Foucault (1982) emphasize, discourse shapes how people 

perceive value, and thus, what objects, labor, and capital can be used as resources in exchange. 

In many cultures, discourse and symbolic power position men as higher status than women 

(Ridgeway 1991). Status, as a resource, can then be used in exchange for labor: creating patterns 

of exchange that produce stabilized social structures. This exchange dynamic is highly 

legitimate, not only because discourse renders initial inequalities in status as natural and 

inevitable, but also because social exchange provides a mechanism for individuals to position 

themselves as status-equals through labor. It renders inequality in labor fair and “invisible.” By 

outlining a clear, tacitly understood process of cooperation, the exchange of labor for status also 

solves many of the collective action problems economists label social dilemmas. The actor 

offering labor must cooperate with the actor granting status.  

The trust and communication frames serve to conceal and obscure the delegation of labor 

by men and the control exercised by women in the home. Combined, delegation and control 

allow couples to avoid conflict and position themselves as equals. Thye’s (2000) status theory of 

value demonstrates how men’s status “spreads” to men’s possessions, including men’s money. 

Possessions imbued with status can, in turn, give status to new owners and imply the status of 

old owners. In Chapter 1, I show how men’s money is rendered more visible and more important 

than women’s money via a variety of financial practices. Women want their husbands to be high 

status, because, through exchange, women’s unpaid labor also gains higher status.  

This framework of power in dyadic relations is limited in scope. My theory does not 

address coercion, rape, or domestic violence, although hypothetically these behaviors could be 

conceptualized as extreme and unstable forms of control. Nor do I address cultures where the 
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subjugation and obedience of wives to husbands in marriage is legitimate and socially 

encouraged. Ukraine provides an interesting case due to its strong norms of equality—including 

the desire to have equality in the home—coupled with a very rigid gender structure that casts 

women as much lower status than men. Combined, these factors encourage couples to strike their 

own balance, largely through the exchange of labor for status. Moreover, if women feel like they 

are exerting too much labor in the relationship for it to be “fair,” they can demand more money 

in exchange (see the “negotiating” couples in Chapters Three and Four). These exchanges permit 

trust and commitment to develop in marriage. When women have more status than men, perhaps 

when women make more money and/or have more education then men, the exchange might shift 

to favor women. However, until men accept status from women—i.e. are willing to take money 

from women and reciprocate with labor—it seems likely that the existing gender structure will be 

reproduced.  
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CONCLUSION 

 

I began my research agenda with a fairly simple question, “How is money management 

in families distinct from control?” With this question, I wanted to untangle the relationship 

between money, gender, and power in families. Yet, as I conducted more interviews, I realized 

that the patterns of cooperation and conflict described by my respondents were not a simple story 

of how the couple spent, saved, and shared money. Money is simply one among many resources 

exchanged in the dyad. My analytic focus shifted towards the couple as a whole rather than 

solely on the couple’s system of finances. Two dyadic processes became very important when 

analyzing my data: 1) the couple’s overarching exchange dynamic and 2) how partners 

legitimized this exchange dynamic. Fortunately, the structure of my interviews captured both of 

these processes due to my focus on daily practices—e.g. asking respondents to describe a typical 

week in the home, their activities last month, etc.  

Couples’ monetary exchanges generally reflect their relationship. Studying money offers 

researchers the ability to glimpse deeper, more embedded characteristics of the couple, like trust, 

cohesion, commitment, power, and control. However, the current money management literature 

overwhelmingly treats money as a causal independent variable (e.g. relative income), or as a 

static dependent variable (e.g. “pooled” vs. “independent”), neglecting the importance of the 

larger exchange. Scholars instead should acknowledge that money gives the researcher an 

imperfect “window” into the couple’s affairs. Future studies that take money as an object of 

analysis should be cautious about reifying and/or de-embedded money from exchange. Money 

gains value through exchange. Taken out of context, it means very little.  
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As I broadened my analytic focus to include the larger exchange pattern used by the 

couple, I attempted to overcome older definitions of marital power that centered upon the 

outcomes of conflict, bargaining, and negotiation. My data suggest that conflict is more the 

product of contested power. To study legitimate power, one needs to investigate couples’ 

patterns of cooperation, not conflict. In Chapter One, I described how couples exchanged money 

in ways that upheld men’s breadwinning status, irrespective of relative income. Schematic 

gender beliefs—like the idea that men should give money to women—were preserved even when 

women out-earned their husbands. In Chapters Two and Three, I outline how gender beliefs can 

be variably ideological. Different individuals used different frames and justice rules to claim 

status and discuss fairness in their relationship. Respondents sometimes invoked contradictory 

gender beliefs to legitimize different types of exchange in the home. This demonstrates that 

people can be flexible in the ways they interpret and adapt to a given pattern of exchange. I also 

show how the individuals that mobilized schematic gender beliefs had an easier time 

coordinating joint action in the home compared to the more ideological individuals.  

In Chapter Four, I outlined three different financial strategies—kinship, breadwinning, 

and negotiation—and argued that different constraints pressured women to adopt particular 

strategies. I showed that negotiation generally only occurs when partners feel comfortable adding 

a layer of uncertainty to their lives. This happened when partners disagreed about the meanings 

of money and labor. In Chapter Five, I demonstrate how power often arises in cooperative 

practices. Men and women exert different amounts of effort to engage in otherwise “fair” 

exchanges. Men needed only to “trust” women to gain their cooperation. In other words, women 

were socialized to regulate themselves. They exercised self-control in ways men did not. This 

speaks to the effects of social hierarchy. Namely, if low-status individuals hope to gain status, 
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they need to demonstrate cooperativeness and loyalty to the group. High status individuals 

intrinsically have the reward of status to offer others in exchange for others’ cooperation.  

Future research should acknowledge that money management is labor, and research on 

money management should be holistically integrated with the literature on domestic labor and 

housework. To understand money, gender, and power, one needs to analyze the entire division of 

labor adopted by the couple. Researchers could ask, who coordinates joint action in the family? 

How did the couple decide how labor would be divided in the home? Did one partner dictate the 

division of labor more than the other partner? How does the labor of each partner become 

imbued with meaning? Do partners contest the meanings and significance of their labor? 

Ultimately, these are far more interesting research questions than, “Is money pooled or kept 

separate?” Money should never be studied in isolation from the social context. 

The processes I outline—couples’ patterns of exchange and the legitimation of those 

exchanges—are important processes to examine in other contexts. In the introduction, I 

suggested that Ukraine still has a “new” market, where employers have not yet discovered the 

importance of imbuing their workers’ labor with meaning and symbolic significance. In affluent 

countries, employers may take special precautions to situate the individual within the larger 

whole: to ensure that each worker understands the value of his or her labor. Employers’ actions 

can change how the family divides and assigns value to labor in the home. I would like to 

conduct an additional study in the U.S. to see how couples exchange labor and money when 

partners have secure, meaningful work.  

Speculating broadly, I can imagine a type of “ontological” stratification based upon how 

free or constrained the individual is in giving meaning to his or her own labor. For the privileged, 

the employer takes on the burden of creating narratives and rituals that connect the individual 
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worker with her fellow workers. The workplace becomes a place where individuals feel empathy 

and gain a larger sense of purpose through their work. Durkheim’s vision of interdependency and 

morality applies; each individual understands her part in the larger whole.  

For the exploited, this rosy picture of the workplace does not apply. Instead, Marx’s 

gloomy prediction of oppression is more accurate. Employers do not care about workers’ sense 

of purpose; they make no efforts to explain why workers’ labor is valuable. Workers feel 

alienated and disconnected as their labor becomes meaningless and valueless. Money becomes 

the only reason to continue working. For the exploited, the family becomes the only way to 

imbue labor with meaning. Individuals sacrifice their own wellbeing to create a better life for 

their children. This “saves” individuals from complete alienation. Workers may not see any 

intrinsic value in their labor, but they do see value in supporting their families. The family, rather 

than the employer, becomes the institution that creates narrative and rituals that casts the 

individual’s labor valuable and socially significant.  

I suspect that this type of stratification—whether meaning is generated in the workplace 

or in the family—changes how individuals perceive the moral value of labor in the public versus 

private spheres. For the privileged, their paid work is sacred and meaningful. The public sphere 

becomes the center of their lives. Reproductive labor and domestic labor becomes profane and 

mundane. The privileged do not see their reproductive labor as valuable as their labor in the 

public sphere. For the exploited, the public sphere is hostile and uncaring. Their paid work may 

be humiliating, repetitive, and profane. However, their work sustaining and raising a family is 

meaningful and treasured. In the process, reproductive labor becomes inherently sacred and 

worthy. 
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Gender at once provides a solution and a dilemma for this ontological stratification. It 

provides a solution because men and women can specialize, form a social unit, and take on the 

task of imbuing one another’s labor with value. However, gender is a dilemma because the worth 

of women's private labor depends on men in a way men’s worth does not. Dorothy Smith (1987) 

argues that the public sphere “stands in authority” over the private sphere. Moreover, language, 

ideas, and “legitimated knowledge” are all produced in the public sphere. This is one reason why 

women are not “free” to autonomously imbue their own reproductive labor with value. A 

bachelor who has a career still has important work. But a housewife without a husband is no 

longer a housewife: she is a “single mom.” Furthermore, a single mom who does not work in the 

public sphere is something even more profane: a welfare queen.   

Ontological stratification—having many or few sources of meaning for one’s labor—

produces problems for specific subsets of the population, such as career-oriented women and 

working class men. A professional woman faces competition: both her public and private labor 

asserts that it is the “most” valuable and meaningful in her life. Ultimately, the contradiction 

between the two may produce alienation in one sphere or another (she either feels like a “bad” 

mom or a “bad” worker). Conversely, working class men who labor in mundane, repetitive jobs 

may find it difficult to imbue their paid work with meaning. Working class men depend upon the 

family to imbue their public labor with value in ways middle and upper class men do not. As I 

demonstrate in Chapters One and Four, Ukrainian men need to be breadwinners for the family or 

face depression, alienation, and anomie. Women, aware of the risks faced by men, strain to 

ensure men feel connected with the family. Using specific practices of earmarking, saving, and 

communication, women imbue men’s labor with symbolic significance.  



CONCLUSION 

 201 

Clearly, these concepts could have applicability outside of Ukraine. Men in other 

countries may have difficulty imbuing their public labor with social significance. Without 

meaningful labor and a sense of connectedness, both Marx and Durkheim agree that individuals 

become alienated. However, they disagree what happens next. Durkheim sees the decline of 

morality and the rise of suicide and Marx sees the revolution. I suggest that both theorists 

underestimate the family and the ability of women to save men from alienation. Women can 

construct gender boundaries that reassure men that their labor is valued and meaningful, 

irrespective of their pay or conditions in the labor market. However, in doing so, women solidify 

the conditions of their own oppression. Instead of fighting ontological stratification, they 

stabilize it. 

A radical feminism would not necessarily fight to integrate all women into the market. 

Mandating that women “must” derive value from paid labor is nearly as bad as mandating that 

women “must” derive value from reproductive labor. Then again, pushing to eradicate the 

division of labor, as Marx does, seems equally problematic. Durkheim is right in noting that a 

division of labor can produce morality, trust, and a sense of connectedness. Yet, he does not 

envision any particular type of labor as being worthless or profane. Within his framework, the 

division of labor makes salient the extreme interdependency of all individuals. Privatizing the 

family makes women unilaterally dependent upon men, without acknowledging that society 

depends upon women to engage in reproductive labor. In short, the market has not yet resolved 

the dilemma of how to value reproductive labor. If there were methods of commensurating 

reproduction, carework, and working-class labor outside of the market, perhaps men and women 

would be ontologically “free” to imbue their labor with value and significance. Women would 

not be men’s dependents, nor would they need to save men from alienation.
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APPENDIX A 
INTERVIEW SCHEDULE 

Basic demographic 
information of R 

Place of birth 
place where they grew up  
family/siblings/religion/etc.  
how old are you 
tell me about yourself  
what school/university (highest level of education) 

Employment information 
for R 

What do you do for a living? 
brief work history 
how long, what they did previously 
job title 
day to day routine (what kinds of interactions) 
how often paid, hryvnias or dollar equivalents 
how they get paid-> cash, salary, unofficial vs. official 
bonuses 
exact amount paid every month/week 
how often need to visit bankomat (what % leave in bank) 
secondary jobs/third jobs 
pensions/government money/self-production (non-market 
exchange) 
Legitimate work or not (attitude towards job) 
worries about job, do you wish you had a different job 

Household Household structure—who you live with, how long,  
Whose apartment, rent vs. own 
Kids, age of kids 
All sources of income in household 
Employment of household members 

Basic Demographic 
information of P 

How did you meet? Age of P 
When did you get married (if married)? plans to get married  
How long have you been living together? 
Where born? Education? 

Employment information of 
P 

What does s/he do? 
job title 
how often paid (do you know?) 
cash vs. salary 
exact amount paid every month/week (exact amount known?) 
secondary jobs/third jobs 
Legitimate work or not (attitude towards job) 

Money management in HH Who usually pays bills? (rent/utilities/food/clothes/children) 
who usually manages the money 
whose money do you usually save 
Example of major purchase (process of decision making)  
Bank accounts/credit cards 
shared account 
Chornii den—savings, who likes to save, do you save in 
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dollars/Euros or hryvnias 
envelopes of cash at home (one envelope/two/three?) 
typical month/week (ask about last month) 
whose money do you save? 
history of management (if pooled, when did they decide to pool) 
Worried about banks? 

Control of money Shared rules 
how much do you discuss purchases/management 
scolding/disapproval of purchases 
monitoring—feeling watched or observed (check or prohibit 
purchases) 
sanctioning—negative consequences if rules are disobeyed or 
spouse is upset 
any disagreements (ever) or tension 
who is the spender and who is the saver? 
who is more “responsible”?  
is there anything they wish they could change about the money 
management system? 
Borrowing—and paying back each other 
Information asymmetry—access to partner’s money (and 
information about partner’s money) or not 
Share money--asking permission vs. telling, telling before vs. 
telling afterwards 

Housework Daily routines 
Who does more? 
Who does childcare (pays for it?) 
Does money relate to housework? 
Does work ever interfere with time at home?  
 (relate money to housework) 

Parental system of money 
management 

How did your parents manage money? Do you remember? 
[optional] 
What did your parents do? Occupations 
what did your partner’s parents do? 
grew up wealthy or poor?  

Gifts/help from friends and 
family 

Do parents help couple? Did parents purchase apartment? 
Do parents require help from couple?  
Direction of cash flow—in or out?  
Ever disagree about how much to give or accept?  
Did P grow up richer/poorer than R? 

Trust [DO NOT ASK 
DIRECTLY] 

Perceptions of competence and benevolence? 
Worries about behaving irresponsibly 
Dishonesty or stupidity 
Hiding—do they conceal information from each other 
Level of reporting, level of open communication 
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Other examples Do you know other couples who use different management 
systems? 
Have you ever heard of interesting stories about couples fighting 
or having problems? 

Future orientation Where do you see yourself in 5 years? 
Plans for future? Will you buy a car or apartment? More babies? 
Ask about savings, what are you saving for 
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APPENDIX B 
CODING SCHEME 
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