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Budgetary Management in Russian Households

Abstract

This paper reports the findings of a recent survey of Russian households (N = 4023) which included questions on household budgetary management and financial decision-making. The findings are related to comparable British research on these questions. The budgetary practices of Russian households are shown to correspond to those typical of dual-earner western households, but there is almost none of the variation according to socio-demographic characteristics of the household which has been found in British studies. In particular, there is no significant tendency for a higher degree of independence in budgeting or for men to have a larger say in higher income households or in those in which the woman defines herself as a housewife. 
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Budgetary Management in Russian Households

Management of the household budget and decision-making regarding expenditure is both an expression and a determinant of the power relations between household members. Western sociological research over the last few years has found that patterns of budgetary management and expenditure decision-making vary between different cultures, across social classes and over time. In this paper I would like to introduce the case of Russia into this comparative debate by exploring some of the findings of a recent survey of Russian households.
 The Russian case is of interest for three main reasons. 

First,  in Russia, with very few exceptions, the pattern of dual-earner households carried over from the pre-industrial peasant society directly into the industrial society that emerged in the 1930s and has been sustained through the dramatic economic and social changes of the last decade. The Russian Labour Force Survey data indicates that since 1992 the employment of men has fallen by just as much as that of women (Clarke, 1999a; Goskomstat 2000) and all the evidence suggests that the vast majority of women are determined to maintain their employment position (Ashwin and Bowers, 1997; Ashwin, 2001). We would expect this tradition to be reflected in the budgetary management of Russian households.

Second, the dramatic changes of the last fifteen years have been associated with the emergence of single-earner (and no-earner) households and on the rise of a small stratum of more prosperous households. On the one hand, the substantial fall in employment has meant that many households have to survive on one income. On the other hand, the ideological pressure on women to work outside the home has been replaced by a positive elevation of the role of the housewife so that this has become a choice available to women, a choice that is easier to take when the woman’s husband earns a good salary while her earning prospects may be very limited. In our survey, in almost 4% of households headed by couples of working age the wife was not employed and not seeking work because she ‘was engaged in domestic affairs’, and I define such women as ‘housewives’.
 It is interesting to see to what extent distinctive patterns of budgetary management have developed in single-earner and in more prosperous households.

Third, the official ideology of the Soviet system placed very heavy emphasis on the rights and responsibilities of women as workers and as mothers, while at the same time essentialist ideologies of gender identity and patriarchal ideologies of gendered obligation remained very powerful in Russian society (Ashwin, 2000). It is interesting to see which of these conflicting tendencies prevail in the sphere of domestic budgetary management. 

Control of the household budget bestows both power and responsibility. The person controlling the budget is able to make spending decisions, but is also responsible for ensuring that the needs of household members are met. In a situation in which the money available is barely sufficient to meet those needs the task of managing the household budget is more likely to be a burden than a source of power. For this reason Jan Pahl suggested that in lower-income households it is more likely to be women who have the responsibility for the household budget, into which most or all household income is likely to be placed, while in higher-income households there is likely to be a higher degree of independence and of male control in the allocation of household income and expenditure (Pahl, 1980) a hypothesis supported by Morris’s research (Morris, 1995, p. 116). In Russian households, after a decade in which living standards have fallen by as much as a half (Clarke, 1999b), there is no doubt that for most households budgetary management is a struggle to make ends meet. In our survey almost three-quarters of heads of households said that they did not have enough money to feed and clothe their households. This was the situation described by a third of the respondents even in the top income decile of households in each city.
 

In such circumstances it should not be surprising to find that the bulk of household spending is on the necessities of life. Over half the household heads estimated that spending on basic needs accounted for the entire household income.
 Over 80% of households had nothing left to put aside at the end of the month as savings or for larger purchases or vacations, and for only ten percent of households did such discretionary spending account for ten per cent or more of their monthly household income. Nevertheless, 41% of households had bought at least one new consumer durable within the previous two years (23% a colour television, 15% a videorecorder, 15% a fridge and/or a washing machine), a purchase which must have imposed a considerable burden on the household finances, even for those households which were able to borrow the required money.
 

It should be clear that in the vast majority of households the burden of responsibility attached to the management of the household budget is likely far to outweigh the power which control of household resources might bestow. With this in mind, we should examine our data on the management of the household budget. We will pay particular attention to the distinctiveness of those households in which the woman does not want to work or defines herself as a housewife and to the most prosperous ten per cent of households which enjoy a significant amount of discretionary spending.

The starting point for the relevant section of our survey was Jan Pahl’s classification of four types of household budgetary management: the whole wage, allowance, shared management and independent management systems (Pahl, 1983; Pahl, 1989). In the whole-wage system, wage-earners give all of their earnings to one household member, although they may retain or receive back a sum for their personal spending. In the allowance system the wage-earner retains the pay packet but provides a regular allowance to the housekeeper. In the shared management system some or all of the wages of all household members are put into a common pot, while in the independent management system each household member keeps control of his or her own income and takes responsibility for a particular area of expenditure. In piloting the questionnaire interviewers reported that respondents found it difficult to understand the question because it was too complex, having to be formulated to allow for multiple-earner households,
 so the question was reformulated in the final questionnaire, distinguishing households according to the form of the budget and whether or not household members put all or only a part of their incomes into the household budget. Moreover, in Russia dual-earner households are the norm, and it is typically the higher earner, whether that be a man or a woman, who is identified as the breadwinner (Clarke et al., 2000), while households will usually have a range of sources of money income, so the questionnaire focused on the disposal of all sources of income rather than giving priority to the male wage, as has tended to be the case in western studies. We did not follow up with more detailed questions on the management and control of the budget in those households which used a shared management system, but we did ask who was mainly responsible for the management of the domestic economy, in order to identify the most appropriate person to answer the household questionnaire.

Managing the household budget

The first column of Table 1 shows the household head’s characterisation of the budget formation process, the subsequent columns show the percentages of their individual incomes which male and female members of these households said in the individual questionnaires that they ‘put into the family budget’, ‘spent themselves on making necessary purchases for the family’ and ‘kept for themselves’. The claimed allocation of income, as can be seen, differs substantially by sex. The most significant feature from the present point of view is that there is a strong correlation between the budgetary process described by the head of household and the allocation of income described by household members. Although we have to be wary of collusive responses, this would seem to indicate that the characterisation of the budgetary process described by the head of household is a reasonably accurate picture of what actually goes on. The fact that women tend to spend more of their income on making purchases for the household than do men is probably a reflection of the fact that even with a pooled budget, it is, as we shall see, women who tend to take responsibility for shopping and for the day-to-day management of the budget.

Table 1: Mean percentage of individual incomes allocated to budget, spent for common needs and kept for own use by characteristics of household budget. All adults in households with more than one adult member. 

	How is your household budget formed?
	Percentage of individual income 

	
	%
	Put into budget
	Spent for common needs
	Spent on self

	
	
	Women
	Men
	Women
	Men
	Women
	Men

	All the income is put into a common pot
	67.9
	74
	91
	19
	4
	7
	5

	Everybody puts part of their income into a common pot, but keeps some for themselves
	10.1
	50
	71
	32
	9
	18
	20

	Some members of the household put money into a common pot, others spend their money independently
	4.4
	41
	70
	33
	9
	26
	21

	Everybody gives their money to one member of the household
	8.4
	42
	85
	41
	7
	17
	8

	Everybody gives some money to one member of the household and keeps some for themselves
	5.3
	44
	73
	36
	9
	20
	18

	Everybody spends their income independently
	3.8
	14
	43
	49
	16
	37
	41

	Mean
	
	63
	85
	25
	6
	12
	10

	N
	3029
	2729
	2321
	2729
	2321
	2729
	2321


It is very striking that in over 80% of households the budget is said to be controlled collectively, while in only one household in eight is it controlled by one person, and in over three-quarters of households all household members are said to put all of their money income into the household budget. British research also tends to show that this is the most common form of budgeting, particularly in dual-earner households, but a much higher proportion of households than here place the budget in the hands of one household member, with the wife more often taking responsibility for the management of the household budget.
 Western studies also find quite significant differences in the budgetary practices of households depending on household composition, the size and sources of household income and the age, education, occupational and employment status of household members.
 In our data, running a series of multinomial logistic regressions (not reproduced here because the results are so inconclusive), we find very few statistically significant correlates with differences in the system of household budgeting.
  In particular, in households headed by couples there were no statistically significant differences in the form of household budget according to the age, employment status, occupational status, education, size or sources of income of husbands and wives, either absolutely or relatively. The richest households were not significantly more likely to budget independently, although members of such households were marginally (though significant only at the p< 0.07 level) less likely to put all, as opposed to part, of their income into the household budget. Households in which a majority of household members identified the husband as the breadwinner were significantly and substantially less likely to budget independently.
 Paradoxically, the relatively few households in which neither working-age partner was working were significantly and very substantially more likely than others to budget independently, despite the fact that these tend to be the households with the lowest income. This is probably explicable as a consequence of household disintegration associated with unemployment.

The demographic composition of the household was more significant, in unsurprising ways. Households headed by older people were significantly more likely to entrust the budget to one individual, while households headed by a married couple were much less likely to budget independently and more likely to put all their income into a common pot. The more adults in the household, the more likely was one person to control the whole budget and the more likely were household members to put only part of their income into the household budget. Two-thirds of households with independent budgeting had no children and none had more than two children. Those households which defined themselves as being most in need (not having enough money to buy food and basic clothing) were more likely to put all of their income into the household budget, but otherwise income was not significant. 

It seems that Russian households are much more homogeneous in their budgetary practices than are British households, with the vast majority of households pursuing practices which reflect a dual-earner model of the household managing its budget in a shortage economy ​– in the soviet period a shortage of goods, in the post-soviet period a shortage of money. Those households which currently enjoy higher levels of income and expenditure do not seem to have adopted the budgetary practices typical of higher-income households in the West.

Although the dual-earner model of the household is still predominant, both in theory and in practice, there are households in which one partner is not working, and in some of these households the partner was on maternity or childcare leave, or said that he or she was not seeking work because he or she was engaged in domestic labour – I refer to the latter as ‘housewives’ and ‘househusbands’.
 More than half of the housewives had at least one small child and only 4 had no co-resident children. If we confine our attention to households headed by couples both of whom were either in work or of working age, we find the distribution reported in Table 2.
 However, apart from the fact noted above, that couples who are both unemployed are more likely to budget independently, there are no significant differences in the budgetary practices reported by these different types of household. 

Table 2: Distribution of household forms. Households headed by couples both of whom are working or of working age.

	
	N
	Percent

	Husband and wife both work
	1196
	67

	Husband works wife does not*
	239
	13

	Wife works husband does not*
	127
	7

	Neither husband nor wife work*
	44
	2

	Wife is on maternity leave
	91
	5

	Wife is a housewife#
	79
	4

	Husband is a househusband
	5
	<1

	Total
	1781
	100


* In the vast majority of cases the non-working partner(s) is unemployed and seeking work. There is a small number who cannot work for health reasons and a small number of discouraged unemployed.

# In 4 of these cases the husband was not working either.

Although the vast majority of household heads say that all household members put all of their income into the household budget, the responses of individual household members show that this is not entirely the case.
 Table 3 shows the results of linear regressions with the percentage of individual income allocated to the household budget, individual spending on household needs and personal spending as dependent variables. These regressions show that men tend to claim to put significantly more money into the household budget than do women, and spend correspondingly less for common needs, even controlling for other factors, and men even claim to spend a little less on themselves than do women. The person responsible for the shopping spends correspondingly more on household needs and puts less into the budget (even more so if he or she also shops regularly), so that the allocation of income of a man who is responsible for the shopping is not significantly different from that of a woman who does not have that responsibility. The regressions also show that household heads tend to spend less on themselves and to spend more of their own money on household needs than those who are not household heads, which makes sense given our definition of the household head,
 while their spouses put more into the household budget than do other household members (in both cases regardless of whether the household head is a man or a woman), while their earning children put less into the household budget and spend much more on themselves than do any other household members. Controlling for status, as people get older they tend to spend less on themselves and put more into the household budget, though at a decreasing rate. The allocation of income is not significantly different in the most prosperous households, but housewives (and those on maternity leave) tend to spend less of their income on themselves and spend more on household purchases (although almost half the housewives had no income the previous month).
 

Table 3: Survey Linear  Regression: Allocation of individual income. All members of households with more than one adult member.

	Percent
	Put into budget
	Spent for common needs
	Spent on self

	
	variable means
	B
	Std. Error
	B
	Std. Error
	B
	Std. Error

	Mean %
	
	72.6
	0.6
	16.3
	0.5
	11.09
	0.37

	(Constant)
	
	10.00
	6.51
	24.83***
	5.41
	65.17***
	5.62

	Age
	40.88
	0.94***
	0.27
	0.24
	0.23
	-1.19***
	0.20

	Age Squared*103
	1832
	-9.49**
	3.08
	-2.73
	2.66
	12.22***
	2.30

	Male
	0.46
	15.63***
	1.25
	-13.12***
	1.07
	-2.51**
	0.89

	Employment Status (reference is working)
	
	
	
	

	Unemployed
	0.11
	-3.20
	1.76
	3.24*
	1.61
	-0.04
	1.32

	Pensioner
	0.08
	0.91
	2.24
	1.14
	2.10
	-2.05
	1.39

	Maternity leave
	0.02
	1.98
	4.07
	6.63
	3.74
	-8.61***
	2.27

	Housewife
	0.02
	-1.01
	4.79
	8.63
	4.65
	-7.62**
	2.52

	Household head
	0.47
	7.10*
	3.21
	2.62
	2.40
	-9.72***
	2.62

	Responsible for Shopping
	0.42
	-10.22***
	1.18
	9.87***
	1.11
	0.35
	0.75

	Relationship to Household Head (reference is other household members)

	Spouse
	0.34
	14.33***
	3.13
	-3.18
	2.29
	-11.15***
	2.58

	Parent
	0.01
	10.26
	5.80
	1.05
	4.71
	-11.32**
	3.75

	Child
	0.14
	-6.96*
	3.11
	0.07
	2.33
	6.90*
	2.78

	Breadwinner
	0.43
	-4.69***
	1.12
	5.27***
	1.02
	-0.58
	0.73

	Form of household budget (reference is independent budgeting)
	

	Common Pot
	0.64
	42.22***
	3.03
	-19.40***
	2.64
	-22.82***
	3.07

	All part in pot
	0.11
	22.09***
	3.44
	-8.77**
	2.96
	-13.32***
	3.27

	Some into pot
	0.05
	16.15***
	3.69
	-7.72*
	3.40
	-8.43*
	3.46

	All give to one
	0.08
	22.42***
	3.51
	-6.28*
	3.13
	-16.14***
	3.33

	Give part to one
	0.06
	19.53***
	3.72
	-7.39*
	3.32
	-12.14**
	3.50

	N
	
	5118
	
	5118
	
	5118
	

	RSq
	
	.227
	
	.146
	
	.176
	


Significance of coefficients: ***p<0.001 ;**p<0.01; * p<0.05

Note: Survey linear regression (STATA svyreg) adjusts standard errors for the effect of clustering in households.

Given our definition of the head of the household, it is reasonable to presume that where one person controls the budget, that person is the head of the household. This person was a woman in 81% of those households in which the budget was handled by one person, which is not significantly different from the 80% of all households which were female-headed (the comparable figures are 78% and 76% for couple-headed households). Pahl’s hypothesis that men take more control as income rises finds some confirmation in the fact that only 71% of the households (72% of those headed by couples) who had more than ten percent of their income available for saving at the end of the month were headed by a woman, although in couple-headed households the difference was not large enough to be statistically significant. 

Even when there is a common pot, the head of household is likely to play the dominant role in the management of the household budget. This supposition is confirmed by the responses of household heads when asked which household member was primarily responsible for doing the shopping. Although almost half of all husbands claimed that they regularly shopped, in over three-quarters of couple-headed households it was a woman who was identified by the household head as being primarily responsible for doing the shopping (in over 95% of these cases it was the wife, otherwise usually a daughter). Even where the husband was identified as the head of the household, in over 60% of cases it was a woman who was responsible for doing the shopping, and where the husband was identified as being primarily responsible for shopping, almost sixty per cent of their wives nevertheless said that they shopped regularly. In households with a housewife the husband was significantly more likely to be responsible for doing the shopping than in other households, but this is largely explained by the fact that the husband was more likely to be responsible for the shopping when there were young children in the household. The husband was also significantly more likely to be identified as the head of the household if there were small children. Responsibility for shopping does not vary significantly with household income.

It would seem that no distinctive pattern of household financial management corresponding to the single-earner household has emerged in Russia. Men take more responsibility for shopping and for the management of the household budget when there are young children, regardless of whether their wives consider themselves to be housewives or are on maternity leave or not. Nor do the most prosperous households manage their affairs any differently than do those for whom financial management is a struggle for survival.

Who controls the budget?

Typically in British research, if women have the primary responsibility for the management of the budget, men have a much larger say when it comes to control. If shopping is the sphere of responsibility, control over spending bestows power when it comes to spending large amounts of money. We asked all adult household members who in their household had the decisive word when it came to spending a large amount of money. In couple-headed households there was a very high degree of agreement (in almost 90% of cases) between husbands and wives in this sphere. In 54% of households in which both partners answered the question, both said that in the event of a decision to spend a large amount of money they would decide together, with nobody having the decisive word. Joint decision-making was substantially more likely in households in which everybody put all their income into a common pot, but even in households in which all spending was independent, 40% of respondents said that they would make large spending decisions collectively. If we resolve differences of response, we find the distribution of decision-making shown in Table 4.

Table 4: Who has the final word in large spending decisions? Couple-based households

	 
	Frequency
	Valid Percent

	Mutual
	1216
	57.2

	Husband
	359
	16.9

	Wife
	521
	24.5

	Somebody else
	4
	0.2

	Disagreement
	27
	1.3

	Total
	2127
	100.0

	Missing data
	264
	

	N
	2391
	


As in the case of systems of budgetary management, there is very little variation in the location of control over large spending decisions according to socio-demographic differences. If we consider the probability that a couple will make big spending decisions jointly we find that in the multinomial logistic regressions there are no statistically significant differences according to the age, education, occupational status, income or employment status of the husband and wife, either individually or relative to one another. Nor are there any significant differences according to the size or composition of the household, whether it included children or parents, whether the wife was on maternity leave or considered herself to be a housewife, nor were the richest households significantly different from others. 

In general, controlling for a range of other socio-demographic variables, women are significantly, though not substantially, more likely than men to be identified by their spouses and by the majority of adult household members as having the decisive word in large spending decisions. Having the decisive word is much more strongly associated with being identified as the breadwinner,
 who is usually the person bringing the largest income into the household, and with being the head of the household. A woman is more likely to have the decisive word if she is responsible for the shopping. In other words, having the decisive word seems to be associated with the domestic functions of earning and spending rather than being a strongly gendered role in itself (Clarke et al., 2000). 

The probability of the man having the decisive word is a decreasing function of age, so that the man was significantly and substantially more likely than the woman to have the decisive word in households headed by people under 40.This might suggest that the Soviet ‘egalitarian’ ideology, which elevated the woman’s management of the home to a matter of state importance, has been eroded in the younger generation, or this may be a generational difference, women taking over as they get older and increasingly fed up with the unreliability of their husbands (I am grateful to Sarah Ashwin for this point, c.f. Burawoy et al., 2000). Apart from this, the likelihood of the man making the big spending decisions was not affected by the employment status, occupational status or relative ages of the partners nor by the level of income and expenditure of the household according to either objective or subjective indicators, except to the extent that such factors play a part in determining the identification of the man (or the woman) as the breadwinner. The bigger the difference in educational level between the husband and wife, the less likely was the wife to have the decisive word. The man was not any more likely to have the decisive word in the richest households, but in the poorest ten percent of households the wife was more likely to have the decisive word in spending decisions, supporting the idea that female control of the budget is more likely when the priority is economising rather than spending. 

The fact that men do not dominate household expenditure decisions does not necessarily imply that those decisions are taken to the benefit of both partners equally, let alone of women as opposed to men. As Sen has argued in relation to economists’ models of decision-making, the problem of the perception of interests is an acute one. For example, women typically deny themselves an equal entitlement to resources because they perceive it as being appropriate that other household members should have first claim on those resources (Sen, 1990). We therefore have to complement the study of respondents’ perception of the decision-making process with a study of the decisions they actually take. It is very difficult to identify patterns of intra-household resource allocation, particularly on the basis of a few questions in a survey. The expenditure data suggests that the overwhelming bulk of spending in most households is for basic household needs. The other expenditure data from our survey which can give us some insight into the issue concerns the ownership of consumer durables. We asked the head of the household which of a list of durables the household owned and, for each one, how old it was. The pattern of ownership of consumer durables is not particularly striking, with the highest levels of ownership being for domestic appliances, with many fewer households owning cars, motorcycles and garages: there are very few households which have a car but do not have a washing machine. When we look at the relative age of the various items, there is no evidence that men have been buying themselves new cars and motorcycles while denying their wives a new washing machine (a woman is responsible for the washing in 96% of couple-headed households): the most recent purchases of most households have been new televisions, video recorders and domestic appliances. However, the fact that so many households on the brink of destitution have recently made large purchases might suggest that feeding and clothing the family, which many women feel to be their responsibility, has not necessarily been the highest priority in household spending. The hypothesis that such purchases are an expression of male priorities is supported by the fact that, controlling for household income, households in which the man had the decisive word were much more likely to have made such a purchase in the last two years than those in which the wife had the decisive word (62% compared to 47%, against 50% in the case of households with mutual decision-making, and 56% to 21% in the bottom income decile).

For most households, expenditure decisions concern not so much what to buy as what to cut out. We asked every adult household member whether the family had experienced financial difficulties in the past two years and, if they had, which of a series of steps they had taken to cope with those difficulties.
 The responses of husbands and wives to these questions were very similar. Wives were slightly but significantly more likely to say that they had experienced difficulties (83% against 81%), in response to which they had reduced expenditure on food and/or on household goods or that they had sold household property. Husbands were more likely to have worked overtime or to have taken any acceptable job going in order to make ends meet. Wives were slightly more likely to say that they had turned to relatives for help.
 There were no significant differences in relation to cutting spending on leisure activities and hospitality, the renting of property, reducing savings or incurring debt. Thus wives were slightly more likely to have responded by cutting expenditure, husbands by looking for ways to increase income. A similar pattern was found in households in which the husband or the wife was identified as the breadwinner or head of household or having the decisive word in spending decisions. The ranking of steps taken to overcome financial difficulties was very similar whoever had the decisive word, but households in which the wife had the decisive word were significantly more likely to have cut spending on food (74% as against 60%, according to the wife’s response). Where the wife had the decisive word, she was also much more likely to have worked overtime (9% as against 5%) or to have taken any job to make ends meet (16% as against 11%) or to have gone into debt (55% as against 13%) and marginally more likely to have turned to relatives for help (41% as against 34%, significant at p<0.10 only). The location of decision-making has less impact on the husband’s responses (the coefficient of variation of their answers according to decision-making status averages 0.11 for men as against 0.14 for women), but more of the variation is accounted for by differences that arise when a man has the final word, the difference between mutual decisions and the woman having the final word being less, again suggesting that when women have the power of decision they tend more than do men to use it to the benefit of (their perception of) the interests of the household as a whole.

From the data of our survey we can say little about the distribution of resources within the household, but we can say something about the allocation of labour-time, which provides unequivocal evidence of the inequality of outcomes in this sphere. In dual-earner households, husbands work an average of about 10% more hours in paid employment than do their wives, but their wives on average perform two and a half times more domestic labour, so that overall wives work about 15% longer hours than their husbands. In relation to domestic decision-making this discrepancy is particularly striking since the allocation of domestic labour is the sphere of decision-making regarding labour-time which is the most amenable to the joint decision of husband and wife. However, Russian women do not seem to have made this choice under coercive pressure from their husbands. Although women are more satisfied with the domestic division of labour the less work they do and the more their husbands do (Pearson for the negative correlation between satisfaction and the relative workloads is 0.18), two-thirds of wives reported that they were more or less satisfied, and only ten per cent that they were more or less dissatisfied with the division of domestic labour. The men were happier, 85% being completely satisfied, but their satisfaction bore no relation to the relative hours worked by husband and wife. Nevertheless, the domestic division of labour does not seem to be a zero-sum game since there was a significant positive correlation (Pearson 0.21) between the satisfaction of husbands and wives.

Russian households in comparative perspective

Women in the soviet period were notoriously subject to the ‘double burden’, but their responsibility for bearing and rearing children was primarily to the state, and the state (at least in principle) provided extensive support to encourage women to combine their roles as workers and as mothers. Many commentators have suggested that, following the withdrawal of much of this support and the sharp fall in employment and incomes, women would be forced back into the home, so that many Russian households would move from a dual-earner to a breadwinner-housekeeper model. However, despite the well-documented discrimination against women in the labour market, women have maintained their role as income-earners, while they have continued to take primary responsibility for the management of the domestic economy, a task which has become increasingly difficult as prices rise faster than incomes and income-earning opportunities become more difficult to find. 

The image presented by this data is one of households in which most expenditure is on household needs, in which the household budget is usually held in common and important spending decisions in most households are taken jointly, while women have primary responsibility for managing the domestic economy and carry the bulk of the burden of domestic labour. There is a small tendency for women to respond to financial difficulties by seeking to cut expenditure and for men to seek to increase income, corresponding to a weak domestic division of labour between the roles of breadwinner and household head (Clarke et al., 2000),
 but in most couple-based households the wife keeps working until or beyond retirement age (80% of wives and 90% of husbands who have not retired are working, and the majority of both men and women who are not employed are looking for work). Thus the dual-earner household persists, both in reality and as the ideal. 

Michael Burawoy has suggested that Russian households have become polarised between female-dominated poorer households, in which men have lost their role because they are unable to provide, and the male-dominated households of the New Russians (Burawoy et al., 2000: 59–60). It is certainly the case that the husband (or the wife) is more likely to have the decisive word if he/she is the breadwinner, and households in which a woman is the breadwinner are significantly more likely to be poor, while financial pressure is always a potent cause of family breakdown, particularly if men are unable to live up to the expectation that they will provide for their families. However, we have found no significant differences in the budgetary practices of households according to their income, nor in those households in which the woman considers herself to be a ‘housewife’ (or simply does not want to work). Although the woman is significantly more likely to have the decisive word in the poorest ten per cent of households, there is little evidence that the wives of New Russians are being ‘returned to domesticity to become slavish appendices and sexual adornments’ (Burawoy et al., 2000: 60–1). Of course, the New Russians comprise a tiny stratum, but the wives of the top 1% of male earners in each city in our sample (declaring earnings between $690 and $3000 a month) did not differ significantly from others: 14 of the 22 wives (64%) were working (even though those working earned on average only one-tenth as much as their husbands), four of the 22 did not want to work, two were looking for a job, and two could not work for health reasons. It is by no means clear that the wives of New Russians have been any more willing than other women to accept the role assigned to them by media stereotypes and, perhaps, desired by their husbands (Meshcherkina, 2000).

The patterns of household budgetary management in Russia are quite similar to those found by British researchers in dual-earner households, but we do not find any of the variation according to income, education, occupational or employment status that has been found in British studies.
 It seems that these patterns are culturally embedded, so that they persist even in Russian single-earner households. This is perhaps the reverse of the British situation, in which expectations are still defined by the breadwinner-housewife household model so that mutuality is less common, even where both partners work full-time (Morris, 1995; Vogler, 1994), than it is in Russia. 

Most British researchers have interpreted the patterns of social differentiation of forms of budgetary management and financial decision-making as evidence in support of a resource theory of power, while recognising the significance of normative factors, particularly socialisation into gender roles (Vogler, 1994). The fact that there is little differentiation among Russian households according to the resources at the disposal of household members should not lead us to a hasty rejection of a theory that is well supported by comparative data. Although women tend to have the final say in large spending decisions, bringing the main income into the household considerably increases the likelihood of having the decision-making power, whether for a man or a woman. However, it is one thing to have the power of decision-making, but how and in whose interests that power is exercised is quite another matter. We should recall Jan Pahl’s distinction between management and control and Sen’s stress on the distinction between perceived and ‘objective’ interests. We cannot conclude from the fact that budgetary management and financial decision-making is primarily in the hands of women that it is women who have power to dispose of household resources on the basis of their narrow self-interest.

Women tend to control a unitary household budget, with mutual decision-making regarding large purchases, perpetuating the soviet model of the woman-centred household. Apparently egalitarian decision-making does not necessarily imply egalitarian gender relations, the egalitarianism is as likely to be born of necessity as households struggle to survive in conditions of scarcity and egalitarianism is sustained by the bargaining power that women derive from their commitment to the labour market. However, the rise in unemployment and economic insecurity and the enormous growth in wage inequality has penetrated the household economy, increasing the relative power of the person bringing in the main income, and this is reflected in the location of decision-making. The husband had the final say in large spending decisions in 23% of the households in which he was identified as the breadwinner (58% of all couple-based households), but in only 7% of households in which he was not. Although overall the wife was more likely than the husband to have the decisive word, her priorities do not appear to differ much from those of households in which decision-making is mutual. However, we have seen that when the man had the decisive word the household was much more likely recently to have purchased consumer durables, even when the household could not meet its basic needs. We cannot say that such an exertion of patriarchal prerogative is new because we have no comparable data from the past, but a man who bought a new TV while his family starved and his children went to school in rags would most likely have been admonished in the soviet period while today he is only celebrating his property rights and consumer freedom. 

We have seen that budgetary management is a matter of bare survival for the vast majority of Russian households, around 95% of whom say that they have no more than enough to meet their needs for food and clothing. Moreover, Russian women have inherited a deeply embedded commitment to the household from the soviet period, which is identified more with providing security for their children than comfort for their husbands (Ashwin, 2000). There is no evidence from our data that women use such power as they have to serve their own interests. The data suggests that women in Russia prioritise the needs of the household over their own needs and rely in the first instance on their own efforts, rather than looking to their husbands, to meet those needs.
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NOTES


� The survey was conducted in April and early May 1998 and was financed by the Department for International Development, within the framework of a larger project on employment restructuring and the formation of a labour market funded by the Economic and Social Research Council. A total sample of 4,023 households across four cities (Samara, Kemerovo, Syktyvkar and Lyubertsy, a satellite of Moscow) was drawn randomly from a computerised database, originally derived from registration records, in each city. Three basic questionnaires were used in each household: a household questionnaire, preferably administered to the head of the household, a worker’s questionnaire was administered to all those over the age of 14 currently working or on leave from their jobs, and a non-worker’s questionnaire was administered to all those of working age who were currently not working and all retirees who had worked within the last three years. In addition a reduced form of questionnaire was used to get information on those temporarily absent, retirees and household members who refused to answer the full questionnaire. The process of interviewing took about three hours per household. In cramped Russian apartments it was not feasible to insist that individuals were interviewed out of earshot of others. A longer version of this paper (including more tables and regression results), full details of the survey and the survey data are available from the project website.


� A slightly smaller number of wives below retirement age said that they did not want to work, but unfortunately they were not asked the reason for this decision. The reported findings are not modified if we include all of these women as ‘housewives’. According to the Russian Labour Force Survey, in May 2000, 11% of the economically inactive population (22% in Moscow) were such because they had domestic responsibilities (Goskomstat, 2000: 274). No breakdown by age and gender is provided in the published data, but in the 1997 Labour Force survey data for the four regions covered by our research those who were not looking for work or were unable to take up work because of domestic circumstances were, as might be expected, overwhelmingly married women in the age range 20–50.


� A household was defined as a group of people, whether related or unrelated, who shared a common ‘domestic economy’. In case of doubt the interviewer was instructed to identify the household by the existence of shared income and expenditure. This might be expected to bias the responses in favour of a common household budget, but at 95% of addresses all the residents belonged to a common household. A third of the remaining households were residents in hostels or had rooms in a communal apartment and almost half were single-adult households.  


� Heads of household were asked to give a breakdown of household spending, and were also asked how much they spent on ‘basic needs’.


� Forty-three per cent of households had received money from others during the previous year as a gift or loan, the average sum received amounting to more than two months’ household income, but those who had made recent large purchases were not significantly more likely than others to have received money. A few households may have received durables in lieu of unpaid wages, having rejected the alternatives of redeeming the money owed in some other form or selling the durable acquired.


� Piloting extended for a period of four months with the questionnaires going through twelve drafts. 


� The household head was identified at the beginning of interviewing as ‘the person mainly responsible for the management of the domestic economy’. The household questionnaire was completed by the household head in over 90% of cases. Who completed the questionnaire is not a significant variable if inserted in the regressions. Morris found quite a high level of disagreement between husbands and wives in their characterisation of the budgetary process, centred on the interpretation of ‘sharing’ as against sole management of the budget (Morris, 1995, pp. 112–3). Vogler reports similar disagreement regarding the management of supposedly jointly managed budgets (Vogler, 1994, p. 229). 


� Pahl reported in her review of early research findings that most studies had found that only a fairly small minority of households used a ‘shared management’ system, with the norm being for the budget to be in the hands of one person, usually the female head of household (Pahl, 1983). However, Lydia Morris found that 40% of households (almost 50% where both were employed full-time) used a ‘shared management’ system and 35% a female-managed whole-wage system in her sample (Morris, 1995, pp. 114, 116). The UK Social Change and Economic Life project found a very similar distribution with half the households (62% where both partners were employed full-time) using a ‘shared management’ system and 26% a female-managed whole wage system (Vogler, 1994, p. 244). 


� See Morris, 1990, Chapter 6, for a review of British and US research.


� All relationships identified in the text are stable in regressions and significant at least at the p< 0.05 level, unless otherwise indicated.


� The identity of the breadwinner did not affect the distribution between the other budgetary forms. This is in contrast to Vogler’s British findings that the identity of the breadwinner is of considerable significance in determining the form of budgetary management, a finding that she relates to the gendering of the role (Vogler, 1994, pp. 259–60). Although in Russia there is an expectation that the man should be the primary breadwinner, in practice the breadwinner is identified primarily on the basis of relative income and gender is not a significant variable in such identification (Clarke et al., 2000).


� The wives of the top ten percent of male wage-earners were less likely than the average to work and much more likely to define themselves as not working because of their domestic responsibilities. The husbands of those on maternity leave did not earn significantly more than the average. 


� Part-time work is still very rare in Russia, usually taking the form of casual supplementary employment – among the couples, 44% of husbands and 21% of wives who did not have regular jobs had some form of casual employment, although only about a third of these people had worked at this in the last month.


� Culturally, there is a fairly well-established understanding in Russia that secondary earnings are at the disposal of the individual. This practice would appear to be confirmed by the fact that in households with declared secondary earnings, but not in those without such earnings, the sum of the declared individual incomes of household members is significantly higher (by almost 20%) than the household income reported by the head of household. This would imply that only about a third of individual secondary earnings are at the disposal of the household. However, the coefficient on a dummy variable for secondary employment is not significant in the regressions.


� All the variables apart from age and age squared are dummies. Education and socio-economic status are not significant if included in the regression, nor is the level of the individual income significant, apart from a tendency for individuals in households at both ends of the income range to spend more on themselves (individuals in top and bottom quintiles by household income per head spend about 13% of their income on themselves, middle income groups about 9%), indicating that the allocation of individual incomes does not differ across social strata. 


� Almost half the housewives received a meagre child benefit, 8% had some part-time earnings, 15% had income from a pension and a handful had alimony or other income.


� There is no gender bias in the pattern of disagreement. For the purposes of the following analysis we resolve disagreements between husband and wife (or non-response on the part of one or both) as follows: first, we refer to the nominations of all other adult household members. If this fails to resolve the issue, if the husband or wife is nominated by one partner, but the other is a non-response, nominates somebody else or claims that decision-making is mutual, we take the former vote as decisive. This resolves the issue in 99% of couple-based households in which one or the other partner responded.


� The breadwinner was identified in the same way as the person having the decisive word, on the basis of the nominations of all adult household members.


� The question did not specify whether this had been an individual or a household response (c.f. Vogler, 1994, p. 234, where the responses solicited were unambiguously individual). The correlation between husband’s and wife’s responses to various questions suggests that the questions regarding employment (working overtime or taking any job) were interpreted as referring to the individual and the remaining questions more to the household. 


� The 1998 Russian Longitudinal Monitoring Survey asked household members which of a series of steps they had taken to adjust to new conditions and the same gender differences mark their responses: men were significantly more likely to have changed jobs or taken on additional work, women to have sold household property, cut spending on food and clothing and turned to relatives or to the state for help (although there was no difference between men and women in the probability of turning to friends for help). 


� In half the couple-based households the husband is identified as the breadwinner and the wife as the head of household, in 18% of households the husband and in 21% the wife combines both roles. Although men are expected to be the breadwinners, in fact they are more often identified as the breadwinner not because they are men but because they tend to earn more than do women (Clarke et al.: 2000).


� Most of these studies have involved very small samples. Even the studies of larger representative samples do not normally undertake multivariate analysis or test for the significance of the differences that are reported (apart from Vogler, 1994: 255–60). In our regressions the standard errors tend to be large, indicating substantial unexplained variation, so only quite large differences are statistically significant. 
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