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ABSTRACT

This paper examines three positions in relatiowamen’s outside earning and household bargainingaasied
by Sen (1990). Applying feminist extensions of Semotions of household in cases of gendered lagime, this paper
argues that household bargains are not only a mafitatra household relations; rather, embeddecthatitutionalised
forms of gendered relations. The paper draws ah#iure of these gendered relations conferringegssf power, agency
and entitlements. It unpacks the fact that as Empower disparity operates, outside earning atanedo little to improve
women’s household bargaining. Consequently, theepa&pncludes with an urge for additional researchiest can

contribute to unpack the whole set of power dynarttiat operate inside household.
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INTRODUCTION

Global privatisation and flexible labor market l@eated certain decentralised, low paid and ireagfdrms of
jobs in the third world and women due to limitedtiops of outside earning mostly get these jobs.sidetearning no
doubt is a good option for a woman as it givesdash money, increases her physical mobility, amdlaterself to create
social network through which she may gain cert&iliss However, does this earning uphold her staing offers with a
better bargaining position in the household? E&sénthis question leads to a strong debate wleaisting literature has

contributed to different aspects of the debate.

Viewing household as a site of cooperative confien (1990) argues that outside earning may aatfaback
position for women; through which they can assestvgr over household decision making. It gives theentain
endowments through which they could be better ledtiof their household preferences, it helps therattain a higher
perceived contribution response from other houskheémbers and as a result, strengthens their holgsbargaining
power. Nonetheless, Sen’'s model treats women asn@denous category, and ignores the critical aspettntra-
household gender dynamics; specially, the qualgdtictors that determines the limits of houselayaining. From this
standpoint, feminist theorisatibof household extends Sen’s notions of househald;apines to take into consideration
the whole set of institutions in which householddsually embedded. Therefore, to understand thgptexities of intra-

household bargaining one indeed needs to thinkugiranside and beyond the household at the sange tim

Drawing on feminist extensions of household bariggirin this paper, | focus on the three claims ffisnaed by

Sen (1990:144) in relation to outside earning om&a and household bargaining. To examine the oelship between

!See, for instance Agarwal (1997); Chhachhi (2084)bre (1988); Kandiyoti (1998) and Wolfe (1997).
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outside earning and household bargaining | empése studies of gendered labor regime, particuthidge of garment
factories; and scrutinize issues of pofyentittement and agency. Based on the case stud@wlude income is only one
component of household bargaining; which alone oarensure such bargaining. There are other qutawitand

qualitative factors rooted in specific socio-cudtiulocale which are equally important to addressttengthen women’s

fallback position within household.
OWNERSHIP AND ‘POWER TO' OWN INCOME

Income control has been identified as a criticaialde in relation to women’s wage work and fampgwer
(Kibria refers Blumberg, 1995: 290). Sen (1990:1a@rQues that access to wage income has the pétentggenerate
egalitarian shift in household gender relationsgé/mcome provides women the bargaining chips tiinovhich women
can assert power to household decision making.enerwy Sen does not consider that women’s classigrosnay have an
effect on their income control. Several studlies Bangladesh reveal that many poor female garmerkers even do not
have ownership on their wage let alone househotiside making. Kabeer (2000:144) interviewed sifdgnale garment
workers from Bangladesh and twenty nine of themtioaed that their income was grabbed by the malesédead. In
addition to that, Sen (1990) overlooks the gendesecial norms beyond household which prolongs uakegower
relations within household as is revealed by Kil§ti@§95). She draws her findings from thirty fourdepth interviews and
concludes that with exception to some young unmedrworkers, employment in the garment industry dusspose a
significant challenge to patriarchal family relatso Rather, women covertly trying to save some mdram own wage
were threatened of possible divorce by their hudbaand some were beaten badly and left alonehferéason. Hence,
women not willing to jeopardies their traditionaantal contract usually hand ver their whole wagdtisband. As Kibria

(1995:289) quotes a married garment worker:

It's natural that | give my wages to my husbands lthe customnijyom) of our society to cater to the wishes of
the husband. For a woman heaven is at her husbfesd!dn this world a woman without a husbanddshetter off than a

beggar on the street.

This sense of naturalising male control over worsevage calls our attention to Bourdieu’s concephabitus’-
some social orders are legitimised through dis@su@nd become unquestioned custom and falls uhderelm of
‘doxa’. Thus, a country like Bangladesh where pattiy and female seclusion is strong, women nedd madiation to
deal with the outside institutions. All above, aman’s identity is only counted in relation to a mahe has to be either a
daughter, or a wife, or a mother; eventually, hbse contribute to a situation of ‘doxa’. Therefdre presence of a
patriarchal web it is not so easy for a woman taimtpower even though she has an outside earifinig. points our
direction towards feminist extensions of Sen’s ledwéd model (1990), which claim that dynamics ofvpo relation
within household is not only a single issue of @agnor not earning; rather, related to social amstohical views of

normative understandings and practices of accemeer differences (Chhachhi quotes Moore, 2006).253
DOES OUTSIDE EARNING ENSURE BREAKDOWN POSITION?

According to Sen (1990:135) the power to bargaiardwusehold matters is related to individual'rmsgth or
weakness in terms of breakdown position. In thesi§ipecontext of household this breakdown positisrihe threat point

where a member threatens others to withdraw hisibetribution if the bargaining were to fail (Agaaly1997; Osmani,

2 Power is the ability to determine decisions of'smavn life and making choices. At its most basiis ithe added capacity

for action which actors gain from the existenceadial order(Haugaard, 2003:89-90).
% For detail see, Agarwal (1997), Dannecker (20B@peer (2000:39) and Kibria (1995).
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2007; Sen, 1990). What determines such contribiftora woman in the household is her outside egras claimed by
Sen (1990). He is more ambitious whilst arguingt thatside earning gives her certain entitlenenibich includes
endowments and exchange entittement mapping thredmbh she may assert her power within househiddid.( 144).

However, feminists assess intra-household dynafmice gender perspective, and opine that the relakiip of power
with outside income is a much narrow view whictfant transpires little about the complex range wdlgative and other

guantitative factors that contributes to the achaabaining power.

For instance, a comparative analysis by Wolfe (1B®7) on Javanese and Taiwanese daughters’ defree o
control over their factory wages reveals its linkagith the degree of social and economic autondmy traditionally
enjoy in household. The Javanese kinship systemoapp women’s economic autonomy where parents alwghters to
engage in economic activities; and the daughtershle to bypass, resist and defy parental coatred their labor. Thus,
their traditional kinship system acts as an endomirfer them through which they can exchange theiittement of labor
power and wage. In contrast, Taiwanese daughtemsrado a high degree of subordination to paréihisl.). They
socialize them as if they are worthless and theyaie indebted to their parents for their upbringiSince daughters
permanently leave their natal home due to marritfiey need to pay back the loan before marriages,Thaiwanese
patriarchal kinship system imposes power over dauighlabor, and takes decision concerning whenwimere to work,

and they are not entitled of their wages since fitiily controlled by their parents.

In Bangladesh, a significant study on female gatmerkers by Kibria (1995) unpacks the class infice and
male authority over wage control. Lower middle slagmen can retain their control over their wagasereas “lower
class” women relinquish to men. A “lower class” massociates a woman’s wage work with his economjmotence;
therefore, seizing control of a woman’s income fignas his economic headship. Contrary to thispadr middle class
man affirms his economic authority by allowing aman’s control over her wages (Kabeer, 2000:146yijd995: 306).
For lower-middle class women, their class status as a fallback position through which they camgai over their

wages.

Another endowment for women working outside coudheir job based entitlement. Chhachhi (2008¥fiates
from female garment workers in India, where théiorsy association with trade union influenced theira household
entittements. Through the experience of wage wank a&ollective action together, they acquired selifidence,
organizational and advocacy skills, knowledge onvtsociety works and all this resulted into imprayiwomen'’s
household bargaining. Within their households acess of democratisation of gender relation wadestavhich enabled
older women to assert areas of autonomy and imposwe well-being. Younger women were making choitesvork,
select their own marriage partners and continuekivgrafter marriage. Here, outside earning togethi¢h the social
network through trade unionism acted as a breakdwagition for these garment workers through whindytexchanged
their household entitlements. Therefore, househatdsembedded in and connected to other institsitiddding to that,
there are social norms, different kinship systeolass influence, diverse nature of conjugal righusl local cultural
conceptions of entitlement which influence womdresgaining power by determining the limits and aggh of bargain.
Accordingly, outside earning alone cannot ensursakdown position in household; rather there areadxbusehold

environmental parameters that also contributettaihousehold bargaining.

* A person’s entitlement is the full range of seegithat he or she can acquire converting his oeheéowments-assets and
resources including labour power (Devereux, 20@85)2
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PERCEIVED INTEREST RESPONSE OF “ALTRUSTIC WOMEN™-IS SUES OF AGENCY,
WELLBEING AND ALTRUISM

Sen (1990:127) argues that the outcome of bargainith be less favorable to the person who attadéss value
to own wellbeing compared to the wellbeing of oth@perceived interest response’). He views ageasydifferent from
individual wellbeing, and states that women in itiadal society attach less value to own wellbewsga-vis others in the
family. Thus, women working outside give preferente other’s choices as they are naturally alticigthey spend the
whole earning for the family wellbeing or offertd the family head to use for family purposes, tisl is how they affirm
their agencyipid.). The problem with Sen’s “altruistic image”[is it maintains a tactic silence against covert agesuch
as income-retention and non-compliance (Wolfe, 1P89). With this concern, Agarwal (1997:25) crisies Sen’s
assertion that women are unaware of their selféste rather she points to Scott’s ‘weapons ofvieak’ (Hart, 1997:20).
Scott places less emphasis than Sen does on worfases perception of their self-interest. Rathdwe pinpoints the

external constraints that impinge women'’s agenqgyriwritize individual preferences.

For instance, in Bangladesh female garment worlenerally tend to maintain secrecy, a ‘weapon efitleak’;
since the ideological space for their personal rmbmtver resources is reserved. In some househb&lsexercise covert
agency to have control over some part of their imes. Some lie to their husbands regarding actugkeveanount and
some hide overtime allowances. These women withimdttrmation about their earnings as a way of retaj secret
control over them. Kabeer (2000:150) mentions almmof cases of covert agency of the garment werkesr example,

Sahara’s husband wastes a major proportion ofdisé¢hold income on his gambling and drinking habits

In consequence, Sahara hands over her monthly wadem at his insistence but keeps secret thetioverand
saves it to her sister as her insurance for thardutRupban not only keeps back the fact of overtgarnings from her
husband, but also lies about the actual amounepfdgular wageilfid.). All these examples question Sen’s conception
that women lack a correct perception of their betdrests and bring to notice that there are malteonstraints that
persuade women to behave as such. Under the patrémd patrilineal tradition of Bangladesh the weonoccupy an
inferior status, and it is expected that they stiallvays prioritise others interests vis-a-vis theHence, drawing on
feminist extensions of Sen’s bargaining model, ulddike to opine that it is still controversial wther there is a pure
altruism, or women due to limited outside optiomsl aveak fallback position do not apply overt agenayher, seek to
maximise family welfare may be for their long teself interest. This controversy opens spaces fohdu research in this

area.
‘PERCEIVED CONTRIBUTION RESPONSE’ VS ACTUAL CONTRIB ITION

Whatever may be the reason, certainly woman spantisn portion of her income for household welfare.
However, question arises how this contribution éscpived by the household members? Sen (1990:18B)scwhilst
counting the respective outcomes if a person isgreed as making larger contribution to the ovenadhlth of the group,
the collusive solution would be more favorablehattperson, and outside earning can give women Isigtier perceived

contribution response. Sen'’s such claim calls ttention to the following apprehensions:

First of all, Sen measures household contributimaugh mainstream macroeconomic scale where omtyvpark
is treated as productive work. Thus, he maintaisgraegic silence towards women’s unacknowledged work which

essentially fails to notice that some contributimay remain hidden because of gendered social ndmmaddition,

® Agency is the capacity of people to decide andxacbrding to their own free will (Berner, 1998:4)
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perceived response also depends on symbolic meaairdjinterpretations of that income by the famigmbers (Kibria,
1995). For an illustration, in case of Taiwanesegtiers whom | mentioned before, their income dbuation was seen as
their duty to pay back to parents the cost of theiringing; and added no endowment that could lgptin@ir household

bargaining position.

Furthermore, perception about women’s contribui®also prejudiced by gendered ideologies (Agard@97).
Traditional gendered labor order which is basedsexual division of labor treats men as breadwirared women as
unskilled, supplementary labor force (Fraser, 19¢heer, 2008; Pearson, 1998). Hence, even in egehaf same labor
women receive fewer wages than men; which congbtd systematic undervaluation of women’s outsidek. Once
women enter into the household with this incoméhquerceptions also bleakly affect their perceivendtigbution response
by the household members even though they may tteldvhole income to the household. Thus, it le¢adagarwal’s
conjecture of ‘incorrect perceptions’, undervaloatiof women’s waged contribution reduce their biigg power
(Agarwal, 1997: 11).

Finally, albeit in some cases women may have pezdeiontribution response, their bargaining powi#rdsffers
in relation to the life cycle status embedded iacsfic socio-cultural norms and practices whichgisored by Sen who
considered “women as a homogenous category”. Asatihi (2006:252) recognises that gendered cultuwains and
practices may confer different degrees of power emtitlements with a sharp distinction betweenlag's in which the
income of wives and daughters are perceived vis-dheir greater autonomy. Her study in Indisid.) shows despite the
substantial and visible nature of Indian wives'néags, it did not impulsively lead to direct confitation or assertion of

absolute power over their incomes, rather theytbapply covert strategies to have control ovet phtheir income.

In contrast, daughters’ contribution to the hou$eleas more complicated as was non-recognisedn sten as
earning for dowry or a time pass before marriagiel(: 254). Yet, it still improved their househol@tts, and worked as a
fallback position for them through which they colddrgain and assert choices. It offered them a pdwechoose
particularly to taking decisions about further eatian, delaying marriage and choosing their maeripartners. In case of
wives, it was only in open marital conflict thatthovertly used their earning capacity to barghmyever this does not
mean that they took ‘exit option’. Social opprolpitattached to divorced women and the persistendisnésr male
protection in a strong patriarchal milieu in fadtd back their exit option. Therefore, in stronggence of patriarchal

ideologies the collusive solution of household larg cannot be favorable to women.

CONCLUSIONS

In this paper, | examine the correlation betweemen's outside earning and their bargaining positigthin
household. To scrutinise such correlation | chocsses from gendered labor regime and apply femaxisgnsions of
Sen’s (1990) household notions. Based on the fggjihreiterate the fact that the issue of bargairshould consider the
gendered power dynamics within and beyond houselggdlying feminist extensions on each of the thpesitions as
was claimed by Sen (1990) | comprehend there istraght forward answer whether outside earning gisa women
bargaining power or not; rather there are spedficio-cultural norms, local and cultural perceptiamf entitlements,
different kinship systems and explicit historicalrmative understandings of power that determinetwha be bargained

about. In relation to the first position, | wouldysincome earning is only one factor.

There are other factors, namely supportive kingyptem, socio-economic status, any asset, soctalorie
etcetera are likewise significant to enhance woméaflback position. Concerning the second posjtiowould opine

patriarchal socialisation process and cultural getions of entitlement also influence householduese distribution
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prioritising household wellbeing vis-a-vis individupreferences. Therefore, without addressing thesges, rather just
treating women as biologically altruistic actuaigmnforces certain patriarchal norms. Regardingtivel position, | would
argue it is very limited in the sense of ignoringtematic undervaluation of women’s contributiord ayendered power

relations within and beyond household.

Hence, examining the three positions as claime&éday (1990), | agree with feminist extensions of'Seotion
of household, which is income is only one necessamponent, and there are other quantitative armditgtive factors
within and beyond household to enhance househalgabvang. These factors are entrenched in spesdio-cultural
locale; in consequence, more empirical investigaisoneeded to understand the complex househotginang embedded

in specific context, to improve the gender reladitimereafter. To conclude, | would like to offesett of suggestions:
» Institutional changes are needed that hinder wosnewhership of income.

» Harmful cultural practices that reinforce womemnderior status should be identified and strong nmoset is

required to change those.

» Careful inquiry and strong legal initiatives needbe undertaken to provide female labours withtéeeb&vorking
condition; and they should be encouraged to take ipatrade unions as in many cases active uniorisis

improved women'’s fallback position.

» Citizenship based entitlement definitely contrilsute women'’s fallback position; therefore state eadow with
a small land or universal basic income to womera ascognition of their unpaid care work which valso

improve women'’s ‘perceived contribution response’.

» On top of all, additional research is needed to askrthe complex web of intra-household power retetiand
not only females but males as well need to be reBed to have a broader understanding of household

bargaining.
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