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ABSTRACT

In the nineteenth century, the industrial revolution was believed to have produced a
radical change for women. The industrializing process seemed to provide a mechanism for
reducing the difference between women's and men's work. By the twentieth century,
feminist writers began to recognize that the effect had been much less dramatic than had
been supposed, and some claimed that rather than being a vehicle for liberation, modern
capitalism further subjected women by excluding them from the production process. This
paper begins by identifying a model of the impact of industrialization on women which
has been developed in the twentieth century. It then shows how various scholars have ap-
proached the subject and discusses their perspectives in terms of the developing models.
Those issues which are still contentious and those which have been resolved are indicated.

I

The analysis of the impact of industrialization on female labour is still at a fairly ele-
mentary stage. Although women's past is no longer as invisible as it was in fairly recent
periods of scholarly investigation, there arc, even now, few broad interpretative works
about the effect of industrialization on women's labour. Like the debate about whether
industrialization improved or worsened social conditions, a clear conclusion about the
impact it had on women's work is hampered by insufficient empirical work. Even relative-
1 v straightforward historical problems, such as whether female labour force participation
i ncreased or decreased, cannot be agreed upon. But in spite of the disagreement on
certain fundamental issues, a general model of development based on the English experi-
ence has been developed in the twentieth century and is assumed to apply cross-culturally.
Various aspects of this model are questioned and modified over time, but its principal
outlines are generally accepted as being universally valid.

The general model of social development through the capitalist industrialization process
explains three major changes. First, industrialization separates the home and the work-
place. In the preindustrial period, the household is a productive unit with the family
working together in the production process. As industry is moved out of the household,
the home is no longer a place of production, and the family's function as a productive
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unit disappears. Second, this process brings about the increased differentiation in the divi-
sion of labour by sex. As the physical location of production separates female and male
labour, occupational and industrial segregation by sex becomes more pronounced. The
male, through productive activities outside the home, becomes increasingly responsible
for securing the family income and, over time, is increasingly able to do so. His occupa-
tion with domestic affairs becomes negligible. Productive activities for the married female
become less significant and her dependency on the male increases. Her labour becomes
characterized by maintenance activities for the family; reproduction, child-care activities,
and housework become her primary work roles. At the same time, unmarried women's
work becomes associated with market activity, although it is occupationally and industri-
ally segregated from the work of males and is, for the most part, temporary. The third
major change associated with industrialization is that a much sharper division is created
between the public and the private worlds of work. In preindustrial time, the household
is, to a great extent, the economy, and distinctions between work and life are insignificant,
as are the distinctions between the public and private functions of specific individuals
within the household. As productive work and males leave the household, they become
identified with the public sphere, and as women are confined to the household, their
work and world become increasingly privatized and isolated.

II

Early writers on the subject of women and industrialization held views which do not con-
form to the general model developed in the twentieth century. The tendency in the nine-
teenth century was to see the change for women as a dramatic one which fostered greater
occupational diversity and labour force participation. During the process of industrializa-
tion and the transformation from cottage production to factory production, the obvious
change in female employment was the extent to which women were leaving the home to
work. It appeared that industrialization was creating unprecedented wage labour for
women. Because the extent of factory work was the notable feature of the transition for
labour, writers tended to focus on the workers in these factories. There is substantial evi-
dence to show that in the early stages of factory work, workers were primarily women
and children; this fact was particularly important in cotton manufacturing, the critical in-
dustry in the industrialization process.(1)

The extent of women's work outside the home quite naturally led contemporary observ-
ers to assume that a revolution was taking place in work for women. Engels saw this as a
step towards the emancipation of women because it would permit them to spend less
time on domestic work and more on production on a large, social scale: "And only now
has that become possible through modern large-scale industry, which does not merely
permit of the employment of female labor over a wide range, but positively demands it,
while it also tends towards ending private domestic labor by changing it more and more
into a public industry."(2) Increased factory work for women appeared to be the general
trend for the future, but it was seen as a trend which was destroying the nature of the
family and traditional relationships between women and men: "In many cases the family
is not wholly dissolved by the employment of the wife, but turned upside down. The wife
supports the family, the husband sits at home, tends the children, sweeps the room and
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cooks."(3) Like other Victorian writers (4), Engels sees this as an "insane state of things,"
which "unsexes the man and takes from the woman all womanliness."(5) Women's work
outside the home affected her domestic functions, since unmarried women did not
acquire domestic skills and married women had no time to perform them. It also had
moral consequences which were "not calculated for the favourable development of the
female character"(6); it adversely affected women's health; and it increased child mortal-
ity. In short, the industrialization process was seen by contemporaries as drastically
changing women's work by removing their productive work from the home to the factory
and by drastically reducing their ability to perform traditional household duties. At the
time, it was almost universally assumed that this was bad for the entire family, although it
was recognized that there were some advantages for single women in gaining indepen-
dence from their parents and from the tyranny of having to marry for economic reasons.

By the twentieth century, the significance of the extent to which women were being
excluded from the production process as a result of industrialization was being recog-
nized.(7) Alice Clark, in Working Life of Women in the Seventeenth Century, produced
one of the most important analyses of the impact of industrialization on women's work.(8)
She develops much of her argument by comparing the change in the seventeenth century
with the development which occurred with the factory system. She establishes that
during the seventeenth century, the work of husband and wife were mutually dependent.
With industrialization, a major change took place which undermined this idea: economic
change led to the acceptance of the notion that it is the man who should provide for his
wife and children, who are not expected to provide for their own support.(9) Since Clark
sees a positive correlation between women's productive work, the value of women's
labour, and women's power and independence, the inability of most women to support
themselves and the widespread acceptance of the idea that it was inappropriate for them
to do so, resulted in a restriction of their world and a decline in their status.

I n the preindustrial economy, women's work, both within and without the household,
was more diverse than after industrialization.(10) Also, male work was more connected
with domestic affairs. While Clark is careful to admit that the wife's work was distinct from
the husband's, in a system where labour which produced for family use and labour which
produced for exchange were equally productive, there was no distinction to the family
between the value of the two types of production. So even though the wife's labour was
relatively less connected with market exchange than the husband's, the family did not
value her labour any the less. Under the factory system, however, the labour related to
production at home for use by the family became less productive than labour in the
factory.(11) But the value of women's labour on the market also decreased as industry
left the household. The acceptance of the notion of the substitution of an individual wage
for a wage which would support a family enabled men to combine on labour markets to
exclude women.(12) The result was that even when women did work for a wage, their
labour was of less value than that of men. This altered the significance of female labour to
the family: "When employed in domestic industry the whole value of what she produced
was retained by her family; but when she worked for wages her family only received such
a proportion of it as she was able to secure to them by her weak bargaining power in the
labour market."(13)
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Clark is also careful to distinguish between the change in the productive capacity of
women according to their class and marital status. In the capitalist class, as a result of a
rapid increase in wealth with the removal of the family business from the home, the role
of women changed dramatically from one of direct involvement in the family or their
own business to a life of leisure.(14) In agriculture, the wives of the wealthy yeomen
withdrew from farm work and supervisory activities as large-scale capitalist farming
gained strength. The wives of wage labourers were deprived of the income they had
formerly received from gardens and pastures and became increasingly dependent on their
husband's wage. In other crafts and trades as well, women began to withdraw as these
businesses were developed along more capitalistic lines.(15)

The textile trades are an exception to this movement of withdrawal from employment.
Spinning, which has always been dominated by women, expanded during this period and
developed into the chief source of income for married women as they were simultaneous-
ly being excluded from other occupations. Capitalist industry also dramatically changed
the nature of the work of married and unmarried women and brought about the "reversal
of the parts which married and unmarried women play [ed] in productive enterprise."( 16)
Where, in the preindustrial economy, domestic work had been performed by unmarried
girls supervised by a married woman directly engaged in the family industry, now, with
i ndustrialization the position was inverted. The married woman remained at home, depen-
dent upon the income of her husband and primarily responsible for domestic activities.
The unmarried woman, on the other hand, now worked outside the home and gained a
new economic independence.

In addition to her discussion of the change in the nature of the family as an economic
unit and women's limited role in production, Clark analyzes the decline in the political
status of all women. The effect of industrialization on women's political status is one of
the most contentious issues for writers of women's history, but it is common to see a
positive correlation between the economic process and women's emancipation.(17) How-
ever, Clark sees the concept of the family as a labour and a political unit replaced by the
concept of the individual as critical to excluding women from political consideration. In
preindustrial society, because the family, and not the individual, was the basic unit,
women were automatically included in the notion of the English Commonwealth. How-
ever, in the modern state the concept of the individual involved males only, at least in the
the early stages: "Thus it came to pass that every womanly function was considered as the
private interest of husbands and fathers, bearing no relation to the life of the State, and
therefore demanding from the community as a whole no special care or provision."(18)

Most of the features of the paradigm now accepted for the impact of industrialization on
women were formulated by Alice Clark. Like nineteenth-century commentators, she saw
the process as having a profound effect on female labour. However, unlike those ob-
servers, she focussed on the period of transformation from a preindustrial to a proto-
industrial economy. Over this long period the restrictive nature of the process becomes
evident. In contrast, Marx and Engels, by focussing on the effect of changing technology
in the factory system, exaggerated the impact of the process on expanding women's work
roles.
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Ivy Pinchbeck, in Women Workers and the Industrial Revolution 1750-1850, also focusses
on the change in female labour during the period of transition from a proto-industrial to
an industrial economy. Like other writers of the time, Pinchbeck stresses that there was a
dramatic impact on women's labour during this period, but takes issue with the widely
accepted notion that the Industrial Revolution produced the female worker.(19) The sig-
nificance of industrialization was not the increased productive capacity of female labour
(Pinchbeck sees that women's total contribution to production did not change), but in
the fact that wage-earning occupations became more numerous. This was a critical step
forward because it improved employment conditions for women who were not part of a
family, productive unit and who had to rely on their own wage labour for support. The
period immediately preceding the Industrial Revolution was a time when unemployment
for women, particularly as domestic servants, was at its worst. While married women of
this period had a share in the activities of their husbands, albeit in subsidiary employ-
ment, their position was not as oppressive as the single woman's, which was much more
insecure.

The transition period, when industry was taken from the home, was a particularly diffi-
cult period for married women, but Pinchbeck sees that, ultimately, the benefits were
considerable. As industry left the home, married women in particular were deprived of an
earning capacity in the home, and the total family income declined. She regards as exag-
gerated the nineteenth-century view that married women became employed in large
numbers in the factories.(20) This view tended to reinforce the notion that during the
period of industrialization there was a widespread deterioration in the domestic life of the
working classes because female labour was less involved with domestic activities. Pinch-
beck also takes issue with this, pointing out that cottage life, even in the eighteenth
century, provided few facilities for women, so that opportunities for "acquiring any
measure of skill in domestic management were exceedingly limited."(21)

On the whole, she recognizes the impact of industrialization on changing the economic
basis of marriage from a partnership to economic dependence for the wife.(22) Unlike
Alice Clark, she sees the acceptance of the notion that the family should be supported
out of the male's wage as an important advance because it "prepared the way for the
more modern conception that in the rearing of children and in home-making, the married
woman makes an adequate contribution."(23) The benefits she sees from industrializa-
tion by the mid-nineteenth century outweigh the decline in married women's economic
condition. These benefits are: improved domestic conditions, as women were able to
devote more time to children and housework; better employment conditions for working
women through improved conditions in the factories and higher wages; an improved stan-
dard of living; and more varied experience and interests gained by working together in a
community.(24) Clearly, what Pinchbeck is approving of with regard to women's work
outside the home is the increased possibility for some women (i.e., single women) to
achieve social and economic independence. But this was not occurring through more
diversity of female occupations; she recognizes that occupations become increasingly lim-
ited in range as the influence of capital becomes more significant. With capitalist produc-
tion and its concomitant division of labour, "women were relegated to certain occupations,
the number of which tended to be reduced as capitalist organizations developed."(25)
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She says factory work was the only expanding field of employment for women, while all
other opportunities for wage work had actually declined.(26)

Recent writers on the impact of industrialization on women's work have presented analy-
ses which fall into two main categories: there are those who stress the dramatic nature of
the change brought about with the confrontation of an established social system and in-
dustrial capitalism; and those who stress continuity in the social system in which the
family maintains its primary function and the nature of female labour remains relatively
unchanged. The analyses stressing continuity base the argument on findings which indi-
cate that the structure and size of the family has remained remarkably constant over time
and, contrary to common opinion, that the family has not evolved from an extended to a
nuclear structure as a result of the industrialization process.(27) They feel that under-
standing the function of the family is critical to assessing the impact of change on female
labour. This perspective also tends to be much more critical of the notion that the pre-
industrial economy was a golden age in which women's productive activity had equal
status with that of men. They cite evidence which shows that the exploitation and op-
pression of women was not a new feature of capitalist industry, but existed in a well-
developed form in preindustrial societies as well.(28)

Louise Tilly and Joan Scott challenge the notion that industrialization separated the
family maintains its primary function and the nature of female labour remains relatively
unchanged. The analyses stressing continuity base their argument on findings which indi-
cate that the structure and size of the family has remained remarkably constant over time
that the family remains a basic economic unit and, as an institution, is still involved in
production in that it retains its influence over the productive activities of its members.
They do, however, substantially modify the model in their assessment on the impact of
industrialization on the division of labour by sex. They make a distinction between the
nature of female labour and the pattern of female employment. Essentially, they see the
nature of female labour as being relatively unaffected by industrialization: "The aggregate
view indicates that industrialization did not change the type of work women did, nor did
it greatly increase the amount of time that women in the aggregate devoted to productive
work for market exchange."(30) They are not, however, arguing that there was no
change, but that this change can be seen in the pattern of employment (i.e., where it took
place and under what conditions) rather than in its nature, and that, most importantly,
the change was incorporated into and justified according to the ideology of the tradi-
tional family, so that the function of female labour with the family was not radically
altered.(31) The function of female labour in the production process in preindustrial
times is seen as being subsidiary to that of males: in the urban family the wife was the
husband's assistant, and in the rural family she ran the household while he worked in the
fields.(32) In the peasant economy "men and women not only performed different tasks,
but they occupied different space."(33) Industrialization, then, did not change the
division of labour by sex, rather, it intensified it.

While Tilly and Scott do see a significant change in the increased numbers of women who
worked for a wage, they interpret this as a continuation of the well-established practice of
relying on female wage labour to supplement the family income, which was a common
occurrence at various times in the preindustrial economy. This type of employment,
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generated for women through urban and industrial development, was primarily in the
traditional sectors of the economy. The initial expansion of work was a result of the
expansion of the market for consumer goods, which increased the production of piece-
work within the household.(34) Married women's work tended to be found in the least
industrialized sectors, where they were able to control the rhythm of work to harmonize
with the demands of domestic activities.(35) Industrial jobs requiring specialization and a
full-time commitment from a married woman were the last resort for income for desper-
ate families.(36) Gradually, married women began to spend more and more time on
household responsibilities, as children remained in the home longer and domestic chores
expanded. Although Tilly and Scott feel the evidence is not overwhelming, they tend to
see married women's labour force participation decreasing as industrialization advances
(at least until World War I).(37) Throughout the nineteenth century women's total labour
force participation varied little.(38) Those who were in the labour force were predomi-
nantly young and single; factory work, except for the textile industry, did not employ
large numbers of women. The general pattern throughout Europe was for domestic service
to outstrip manufacturing for increased employment for women.(39)

Over the long run, Tilly and Scott see that women's productive activity declined with in-
dustrialization, after reaching a relatively high level in the preindustrial household econ-
omy. But eventually, with the development of the tertiary sector in advanced indus-
trial countries, female productive activity reached an even higher level.(40) With the
acceptance of this notion of a U-shaped pattern of female productive activity, Tilly and
Scott's analysis decidedly conforms to the model developed earlier. Their modification is
in seeing the change as a gradual one which incorporated new economic conditions in
traditional family values. The effect on women's labour was not a dramatic one, since old
patterns of labour persisted for many years alongside the new, yet the productive activity
of women was ultimately affected.

Unlike Pinchbeck, Tilly and Scott see little or no relationship between women's political
rights and women's work. Their point is that women were a substantial part of the labour
force long before they achieved any civil or political rights. They explain the misconcep-
tion linking political emancipation to labour force participation as the tendency to look
only at the experience of middle-class women. These women formed an insignificant part
of the labour force during the nineteenth and early part of the twentieth century, and
their re-entry into productive labour did coincide with political advancement. In contrast,
most women working during this period were from the peasant or working classes.(41)
While the authors deny the impact of the ideology of individualism within industrial
capitalism as the impetus for female emancipation, they do not offer an alternate expla-
nation for the process. Their main concern is to warn of the dangers of imposing a view of
change pertaining to the middle class on the experience of all women in the past.(42)

While Scott and Tilly see the persistence of the traditional values of the family through-
out the industrialization process as a factor in minimizing change in the nature of women's
work, Hans Medick uses the same premise about the family's traditional nature to show
that in the proto-industrial stage there are important changes in the division of labour by
sex.(43) He shows how the significance of labour in the genesis of capitalism cannot be
laid to a new labour discipline introduced by the Protestant Ethic, but rather is the result
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of the tenacious resistance to change of pre-capitalistic labour. This resistance is evi-
denced by the retention of the family type of economy characteristic of agrarian produc-
tion when the agricultural base is removed.(44) Retaining the family type of economy
outside of a land-based economy necessitated a change in the family structure. It was not
property relationships, but the work capacity of both partners which became the primary
economic consideration in marriage. The productive unit itself became increasingly spe-
cialized in its work, while there was a decrease in the specialization of the individual in
production. This had a significant impact on the traditional division of labour by sex:
"The necessity to work together under adverse conditions entailed a higher degree of
functional integration and thereby also of structural cohesion than was necessary in the
peasant family."(45) While women were the vanguard of peasant household industries,
men began to return to the household and to take up occupations formerly performed by
women. The distinction between female and male labour became less rigid than in peasant
households, and in certain branches of production and in certain market conditions, the
traditional division of labour between the sexes was erased.(46)

Medick sees the traditional form of the family economy, which is retained in the proto-
industrial stage, as an important agent in the improvement in women's position through
productive activities. As women's work became more important to the family, significant
social changes occurred: egalitarian consumption patterns in the household began; prop-
erty constraints and patriarchal controls were loosened in the selection of marriage
partners; and the sexual activities and behaviour patterns of women and men became in-
creasingly similar.(47) The change from a peasant to a proto-industrial economy brought
about the increased assimilation of female and male work and a more flexible allocation
of role responsibilities for all family members. While Medick's analysis focusses on the
impact of the earliest forms of industrial production of female labour, it is less concerned
with the increase in the productive nature of women's work than it is with explaining a
change in the division of labour by sex. This is in decided contrast to Clark's analysis,
which sees the whole period of industrialization, including the period of a rise in house-
hold industry, as one in which the sexual division of labour increased and women's occu-
pational diversity narrowed. However, the critical stage for both is the proto-industrial
one.

More recently, Sheila Rowbotham reinforced Clark's approach. Her analysis shows
that women have been on the defensive since the seventeenth century and were dis-
advantaged even in early capitalism. Throughout the eighteenth and early nineteenth
centuries, as the division of labour became more complex and competition among men
i ntensified, women were gradually forced out of the more profitable trades and their
work became associated with low pay.(48) During the period of industrialization proper,
however, the impact became even more significant. Middle-class women were cut off from
production and became increasingly dependent on men, while working-class women were
forced into factories to become wage-earners.(49) However, the process of becoming a
wage earner was not an improvement in the position of the working-class woman because,
with the separation of work from the home, women were forced to carry on both roles in
different places and life became more difficult as various tasks were less easy to com-
bine.(50)
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Whether female employment increased during the proto-industrial stage and fostered a
corresponding diversity in the division of labour by sex is not the focus of the analysis
which developed the U-shaped pattern of women's economic participation. This interpre-
tation usually deals with the period from the beginning of the eighteenth century and
assumes high female participation in the agriculturally dominated economy. In the most
explicit description of the U-shaped pattern of activity, Eric Richards describes the pre-
industrial period as one in which "the utilization of women in the economy was close to a
notional maximum."(5 1) However, during the nineteenth century there was a substantial
reduction in the economic roles of women, and only in the middle decades of the twenti-
eth century did the trend of women's involvement in the economy begin to approach the
level it reached in the eighteenth century. The nineteenth century created some new op-
portunities for women, but these did not balance out the decrease in employment in the
traditional fields. He sees the rise of the factory girl as being an atypical development in
the industrializing economy, and even in textiles he maintains that as a proportion of the
labour force, women lost ground.(52) It is difficult for him, then, to give the Industrial
Revolution credit for the emancipation of women. He feels that Marx may have been
correct in identifying female employment outside the family context as the liberating
factor which was created by capitalist industry, but, since the overwhelming majority of
women did not experience this until the twentieth century, emancipation can only be
seen as a "monumentally lagged effect of industrialization."(53)

Ann Oakley, also accepting a U-shaped pattern, sees three main periods characterizing
change in the economic participation of women associated with industrialization-04) Her
analysis of women's role in preindustrial society follows that established by Alice Clark,
but she sees a sharp change occurring with the Industrial Revolution. From 1750 to
the 1840s, the family as a productive unit was increasingly broken up as the workplace
was separated from the home. During this period women followed their traditional work
outside the home.(55) In the second stage, from the 1840s to 1914, there was a decline in
employment for married women outside the home. Oakley sees the restriction of married
women to the household and the "rising popularity of a belief in woman's natural domes-
ticity," as the most significant effect of industrialization on women.(56) With this came
the emergence of the modern role of housewife as the dominant mature feminine role.
During this period, while occupations for males were expanding, those for women were
being drastically restricted.(57) She links this restriction to a variety of factors: the exclu-
sion of women from participating in their husbands' professions as work left the house-
hold; the institution of protective legislation which further restricted their labour market
activity; and the development of an ideology that favoured the male as the worker and
the female as the housewife. The third period Oakley distinguishes is from 1914 to the
1950s, when there was growing employment for women outside the home, but the pri-
mary role of women was still seen as that of being a housewife.

While there is little consensus about when women began to be restricted in their produc-
tive activities, throughout the twentieth century there has been an emphasis on the restric-
tive nature of the Industrial Revolution on women's work during the nineteenth century.
Most writers also point to the particular effect this had on married women, so that by the
mid-nineteenth century even working-class married women had retreated into the home.
(58) However, Sally Alexander, in her study of women's work in London from 1820 to
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1850, introduces some interesting evidence which, if found to apply more generally to
other towns and cities, could disprove the notion of a U-shaped pattern of female em-
ployment associated with industrial ization.(59) Alexander shows that in London, married
women continued to work and earn an income. Because industrial transformation in
London was characterized by slop and sweated trades rather than factory work, women's
work expanded in areas which had been typically female work in the past: they worked
at needlework, as chars, maids and home workers.(60) The sexual division of labour
which existed in the household economy was transferred to the newer forms of produc-
tion, so that, ultimately, the effect of modernization was "neither so uniform nor so
revolutionary in terms of the sexual division of labour as many contemporaries, including
Marx and Engels, had anticipated."(61) Alexander feels that the extent of employment
for married women has been understated because the nature of their work made it more
difficult to count. There was no single employment for women in London as there was in
the textile towns, and women were more formally excluded from skilled work. The work
tended to be intermittent, casual, and usually involved a variety of occupations which es-
caped the rigid job classifications of the census. Furthermore, because many women
worked for a wage within their own home, the census would not count this type of
work.(62) Even though Alexander feels women continued to work, she does see that
industrialization made the sexual division of labour more rigid, so that women's work be-
came unskilled and low-paid, and their occupations overcrowded and limited in range.
She has shown that in London, at least for the period between 1820 and 1850, while in-
dustrialization tended to offer a narrower range of occupations to women, it is unlikely
that the amount of work which women did for pay decreased.

As Alexander has demonstrated, because certain forms of traditional female labour were
not directly related to the industrializing process by being industrial occupations, there
has been a tendency to overlook the impact of the Industrial Revolution on increasing
these forms of labour. The most notable exclusion, until fairly recently, has been the
extent to which domestic service expanded during the nineteenth century. Ivy Pinchbeck,
for example, does not include these workers in her discussion because she feels it was one
occupation which remained relatively unchanged until late in the nineteenth century.(63)
Similarly, Wanda Neff, in her analysis of working women, includes only those occupa-
tions which had been under public scrutiny and which had experienced definite reform.
She deliberately excludes an analysis of "such hopeless slaves as the handloom weavers
and the immortally toiling agricultural labourers and domestic servants."(64) While
handloom weaving and agricultural labour declined during the nineteenth century,
domestic labour did not. Yet the implications of this were not clear even by the second
decade of the twentieth century: B.L. Hutchens, in Women in Modern Industry, assumes
that the rise of factory labour for women meant that single women became less depen-
dent on domestic service for employment.(65)

Recently, there has been much more attention paid to the increase of domestic service as
a typical pattern, cross-culturally, for female employment during the early period of the
industrialization process.(66) The striking feature is that this area of work was the fastest
growing industry for women in Britain, and was the largest employer of women throughout
the nineteenth century. It was second only to agricultural labour as the most important
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occupation for both sexes.(67) Not only were jobs increasing in this area, but the whole
industry was becoming feminized and more characterized as temporary employment.(68)

In the way that certain traditional occupations for women were invisible to those examin-
ing the process of industrialization, so was the work women performed within the home
without pay. The usual assumption is that middle- and upper-class women who became
housebound essentially led a life of leisure, while working-class women, in addition to
providing household services for their own families, were forced into the labour market
to work either in the homes of richer women or in factories. For example, John Burnett,
in Useful Toil, explains why domestic service expanded so dramatically during the nine-
teenth century by saying, "Domestic help was necessary to the Victorian middle and
upper classes, partly because wives and daughters had become virtually functionless and
partly because the accumulated paraphernalia of gentility had become so demanding of
attention."(69) In Silent Sisterhood, Patricia Branca takes issue with this notion that
middle-class housewives retreated into the home and became leisured ladies.(70) Because*
of the middle-class woman's role in the modernizing process - transforming the family
from a unit of production to a unit of consumption - and because of her role in pro-
viding a new model of child care, she was not idle. Even though domestic help was
common in these households, most hired only one worker, and with the increased de-
mands on household labour, having only one servant meant that the housewife continued
to provide considerable labour within the household.(71)

The emphasis in recent studies of women and industrialization is on those areas of female
activity which were not included in earlier analyses because they were not seen as being
directly connected with the industrialization process. While the total picture is still far
from clear, the implication is that industrialization did not exclude women from work to
quite the extent which earlier analyses had indicated. In the nineteenth century, by focus-
sing on the rise of the factory and women's disproportionate participation in the textile
industry, the process was seen as rapidly expanding women's employment opportunities
as well as permitting greater independence from men. However, by the twentieth century
it became clearer that this was a phenomenon peculiar to the textile industry; jobs for
women in other forms of manufacturing did not increase. Industrialization, then, was
seen as a process which excluded the female from those types of production which had
been a typical part of her working role when the family worked together as a productive
unit. The dichotomy in the woman's labour role increased as wage work and household
work were separated. The effect was to intensify the division of labour between the sexes
so that, over time, the typical male pattern was identified with wage work which sup-
ported the family, while the ideal female pattern of work became associated with tasks
involving family reproduction and maintenance. The fact that more women worked out-
side the home and more worked for a wage than before industrialization, did not conceal
the fact that those who remained in the home (i.e., most of the married women) were de-
nied an opportunity to participate in productive work and to contribute to the family's
income, while those who worked in the labour force were confined to a limited range of
occupations, usually in the non-industrial sectors.

The separation of the female and the male in the production process and the intensifica-
tion of the division of labour by sex are two aspects of the model of development which
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appear to meet with general approval. The more contentious issues are whether the
woman's world of the nineteenth century became increasingly privatized and restricted
and whether women's actual labour force participation decreased. When viewed in the
very long run, industrialization is seen as having a positive effect on women's political
emancipation. However, some analysts see the tremendous lag between cause and effect
as reason to question the impact of the Industrial Revolution on this process. The effect
on female labour force participation is still inconclusive, mainly because the empirical
evidence, particularly with regard to the earlier period, is not complete. While there is a
tendency to see women's participation as decreasing during the nineteenth century, there
remains some ambiguity about whether the U-shaped pattern is strictly discussing wage
labour or whether it is including women's involvement in the family economy as evidence
of high participation in the proto-industrial period. There is also a question about the
extent to which married women retreated to the home, particularly because there is some
indication that the common practice of not viewing any work other than permanent
full-time labour as work, excluded the type of labour women performed.

Marjorie Cohen, Division of Social Science, Bethune College,
York University, Downsview, Ont., Canada
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THE EVOLUTION AND EMANCIPATION OF SARAH WOODRUFF:
THE FRENCH LIEUTENANT'S WOMAN AS A FEMINIST NOVEL

DEBORAH BYRD

ABSTRACT

Many critics of The French Lieutenant's Woman have regarded Fowles's title character as
an insane or totally enigmatic figure who does not change or mature during the course of
the novel. In actuality, however, Fowles repeatedly undercuts the notion that Sarah is
mad and stresses that her emancipation from the restrictive life tyles and negative self-
images that Victorian society imposed on women are as central to the novel as is Charles's
maturation. By analyzing Sarah from existentialist and feminist perspectives, one can see
that she progresses from an unhappy, victimized woman to one who is angry, confused,
and rebellious before she achieves autonomy, self-respect, and independence.

I

In the fourteen years since its initial publication, John Fowles's The French Lieutenant's
Woman has become a best seller, has been made into a fine film, and has won critical ac-
claim as an historical novel, as a formally experimental novel, and as a novel embodying
existential themes. Yet The French Lieutenant's Woman has been ignored by feminist
literary critics, despite the fact that the novel is an almost ideal feminist fictional work.
(1) Set in mid-Victorian England, Fowles's novel contains an imaginary, but on the whole
historically accurate and psychologically authentic account of the victimization of a
number of poor and middle-class women, among them domestic servants, prostitutes,
governesses, an elderly widow, and the spoiled daughter of overly protective bourgeois
parents.(2) Fowles, however, does more than document the oppression of Victorian
women - he creates a positive role model in the character of Sarah Woodruff, a woman
of imagination, intelligence, daring, and moral integrity. Fowles traces the way in which
this young rural governess, unaware of any organized movements advocating the emanci-
pation of women, gradually develops a feminist consciousness. He shows her engaging -
with some success - in acts of political protest, and he sympathetically portrays her
difficult but ultimately successful struggle to liberate herself from the circumstances
which restrict her growth as an autonomous human being. Just as importantly, Fowles
stresses the contemporary relevance of his novel by drawing parallels between his fictional
heroine and women of the present. In so doing, he implies that just as Charles Smithson
emerges from his relationship with the mysterious Sarah Woodruff "a better and more
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