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ABSTRACT  

In this thesis I explore how ageing, gender and sexuality intersect to influence 

equality in later l ife, in relation to older lesbian, gay and bisexual individuals and 

non-labelling individual s in same-gender relationships (LGBN). In particular I 

argue that temporality and spatiality shape uneven outcomes in later life by 

informing the discursive and per formative production of ageing, gender and 

sexuality, which in turn influence access to resources, recognition and 

representation in older age contexts. Taking a feminist socio-legal perspective, 

my thesis addresses four questions: 1) How are the lives of older LGBN 

individuals framed in regulatory contexts? ; 2) How do these regulatory 

frameworks inform ageing LGBN subjectivities and kinship formations? ; 3) 

What are the main concerns of older LGBN individuals in relation to ageing? ; 

and 4) How are the lives and concerns of older LGBN individuals represented by 

activists working on their behalves? 

To address these questions, I analyse the regulatory contexts relevant to 

LGBN ageing (Chapter Two). Methodologically, I expand understandings of 

ageing, gender and sexuality in later life through utilising qualitative data from 

interviews with older LGBN individuals and activists working on their behalves  

(Chapter Three). I analyse data from these interviews to consider: LGBN ageing 

subjectivities (Chapter Four), ki nship constructions (Chapter Five) and 

anticipated care futures (Chapter Six), and to explore activistsô representations 

of older LGBN individualsô lives, issues and concerns (Chapter Seven).  In the 

final chapter I consider the implications for social pol icy and future research 

(Chapter Eight).  
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CHAPTER ONE:  INTRODUCTION  

1. Introduction  

In this thesis I explore how ageing, gender and sexuality intersect to influence equality 

in later life, in relation to older lesbian, gay and bisexual individuals and non -labelling 

individuals in same-gender relationships (LGBN individuals )1.  In particular I argue 

that temporality and spatiality shape uneven outcomes in later life by informing the 

discursive and performative production of ageing, gender and sexuality, which in 

turn  influence access to resources, recognition and representation in older age 

contexts.  

My research takes a feminist socio-legal perspective. I propose a new cohort 

model to explain how past and present interact to produce differing outcomes in later 

life, nuanced by age, gender, sexuality and class. I show how the cohorts inform 

ageing subjectivities, kinship formations and access to informal intergenerational 

support in later life. In addressing older LGBN individualsô concerns about future 

formal care needs, I locate them in spatial terms, in relation to anticipated inequalities 

in older age care spaces, and consider this in terms of both power and resistance in 

those spaces. In considering activistsô representations of LGBN ageing subjectivities, 

kinships and concerns, I propose that homogenising and integrationist strategies 

privilege the narratives of older gay men and marginalise the voices of older women, 

bisexual individuals, those individuals with more fluid and non -labelling sexualities, 

and those with more radical resistance narratives. I argue that the place of gender in 

                                                 
1
 A detailed explanation of this acronym follows later in this chapter. 
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LGBN ageing has been marginalised in research, activism and social policy, and 

suggest ways in which this could be addressed. 

In this introductory chapter I outline key concepts (ageing, gender and 

sexuality; family and kinship; activism) and theoretical frameworks (equality, feminist 

socio-legal perspectives; intersectionality; temporality; and spatiality). I summarise 

the research context, identify gaps in knowledge, and explain how my thesis addresses 

those gaps. I then offer an overview of my thesis, in terms of research questions, 

design and a brief outline of each chapter.  

2.  Key Concepts  

In this section I shall briefly outline how I shall mobilise the following key concepts in 

my thesis: ageing, gender and sexuality; family and kinship; and social movements. 

2.1. Age(ing), gender and sexuality 

Older LGBN individuals experience later life at the nexus of age(ing), gender and 

sexuality which, separately and together, óserve as organizing principles of powerô 

(Calasanti and Slevin, 2007: 10). Chronological age is one of the most powerful ways 

in which we are socially organised (Fredman and Spencer, 2003), with normative 

behaviours, rights and responsibilities based on age, varying widely according to 

historica l and cultural contexts (Reed et. al., 2006: 893). There are also different 

dimensions to older age itself, from the perspective of functionality:  

The National Service Framework for Older People (DH, 2001) suggests 
ÔÈÒÅÅ ÇÒÏÕÐÉÎÇÓȟ ÎÁÍÅÌÙȡ ÔÈÏÓÅ ȬÅÎÔÅÒÉÎÇ ÏÌÄ ÁÇÅȭ ×ÈÏ ÌÉÖÅ ÁÃÔÉÖÅ ÁÎÄ 
independent lives; those making the transition from independence to 
frailty, and those individuals who are frail and may have accompanying 
conditions that require care and support. (Ward, Pugh and Price, 
2011:6) 
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Older age is, in many cultures, particularly in the Western world, often a time of 

cultural devaluation  (Featherstone and Hepworth, 2005) . Older people, especially in 

very old age, often shift from economic and social productivity to economic and social 

dependency, diminishing their cultural and social worth in capitalist societies (Estes, 

1979 & 1993; Townsend, 1981; Phillipson, 1998; Estes, et. al., 2001). This is nuanced 

by processes of cumulative advantage and disadvantage across a lifetime (Dannefer, 

2003).  

The intersection of gender with ageing is profound. Women writers (Germaine 

Greer, 1991; Barbara MacDonald and Cynthia Rich, 1991; Betty Frieden, 1994; Gloria 

Steinem, 1995; Simone de Beauvoir, 1996) have highlighted the cultural devaluation 

of older women for several decades. Susan Sontagôs article in the 1970ôs, óThe Double 

Standard of Ageingô (Sontag, 1972) argued that ageing women are stigmatised and 

marginalised both by ageing and by being ageing women. Merryn Gott wrote, 30 years 

later, 

3ÕÓÁÎ 3ÏÎÔÁÇȭÓ Ȭdouble standardȭ of ageing is alive and well in the 21
st
 

century in that physical ageing continues to disenfranchise and 
desexualize women in a way that it does not men. (Gott, 2005: 33) 

Prevailing discourse about gender and ageing is underpinned by heterosexist 

assumptions (Cronin, 2006). Older people, if they are seen as having a sexuality at all, 

even if it is seen as a retrospective one, are generally assumed to be heterosexual 

(Roseneil and Budgeon, 2004). However there has been a very recent growth of 

inter est in óhow ageing mediates lesbian and gay experiences and relationshipsô 

(Heaphy, 2009: 135) and in how gender and sexuality mediate the ageing experience. 
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Despite modern day binary constructions of hetero- homo- and bi- sexualities, 

sexuality is far more complex, fluid and socially, historically and contextually 

contingent (Richardson, 2000a; Weeks, 2010). Since Kinseyôs early work (Kinsey, 

1948 & 1953), there has been a growing recognition of the overlap between the hetero- 

and the homo- and of sexual fluidity in individual lives (Sedgwick , 1990), particularly 

the lives of women (Kitzinger, 1987; Diamond, 2008). Sexuality itself is a contestable 

term (Weeks, 2009), in terms of whether it describes a behaviour, an orientation 

(innate or acquired), a strat egic identity (Bernstein, 2009), an actual identity (Calzo, 

2011), with/out a politicised component (Adam, 1995; Power, 1995), a broader ethos 

(Blasius, 1994), or possible combinations of all.  In this thesis I shall work with the 

concept of sexuality as plural, gendered and socially, temporally and spatially 

contingent . 

Language is crucial here. It can be challenging to find ways of encompassing 

both people who identify as lesbian, gay, bisexual or queer and individuals who have 

same gender desires and/or engage in same gender sexual relationships, but who do 

not mobilise  a lesbian, gay, bisexual or queer identity (Stein, 2012). Some authors 

have used the concept ónon-heterosexualô (e.g. Heaphy, Yip and Thompson, 2004), 

but this positions same/bi gender sexualities in a deficit position (Harding, 2008), i.e. 

in terms of what they are not, rather than what they are. Another option is to talk 

about óqueerô as a global term (Gamson, 1995). But queer is a term many individuals 

do not identify with, particularly older individuals who associate it with h istorical 

pejorative language, and it is often rejected by those feminists who consider it to 

obscure and/or undermine gender politics (Jeffreys , 2003). Another possibility is to 
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talk about óminority sexualitiesô (e.g. de Vries, 2014). But this implies fixed positions 

of minority and majority sexualities (Herman , 1994), when in reality each position is 

socially constructed and can shift across time.  Jeffrey Weeks has observed,  

We now know that heterosexual is not only a preference; it is an 
institution, so embedded in the ways we think and act that it is almost 
invisible, unless you try to escape it. Homosexuality may have come out 
into the open, it may have made institutionalized heterosexuality 
porous, but even in the advanced cultures of the West it is still 
subjected to the minoritizing forces that excluded it in the first place. 
(Weeks, 2007: 12) 

So another possibility, in recognition of these óminoritizing forces, ô might be to use the 

term óminoritised sexualit ies.ô  However this would invisibilise lesbian, gay and 

bisexual cultural practices and social experiences, particularly the importance for 

some of ócoming outô as an ongoing, iterative, interactional process2. It also does not 

take into account the politi cal dimensions of sexuality, particularly the elective 

sexualities of some radical feminist lesbians.  I have therefore chosen to use the 

acronym óLGBN,ô which stands for lesbian, gay and bisexual (LGB) individuals and 

those individuals in same-gender relationships who do not (N) label their sexualities. 

As will be seen later, this is of particular relevance for a number of the interview 

participants in my research. 

There has been considerable progress in the legal recognition (and regulation) 

in the lives of LGBN individuals in recent decades, particularly in the UK (Weeks 

2010; Harding, 2011), and in rights affecting women (including LGBN women, of 

course). In terms of womenôs rights, there were major developments in legislation in 

the late 1960s and early 197os (e.g. the Abortion Act 1967; the Divorce Reform Act 

1969; the Equal Pay Act 1970; free contraception under the NHS Reorganisation Act 



Chapter One: Introduction  

6 
 

1974; the Sex Discrimination Act 1975; and the Domestic Violence Protection Act 

1976). In terms of sexuality/sexual  identity, h omosexual acts between consenting men 

aged 21 or over were decriminalised in 19673, with the age of consent being reduced to 

16, the same age for heterosexuals, in 20004. Homosexuality was declassified from the 

Diagnostic and Statistical Manual  (DSM) II  in 19735.  

A previous Conservative government had introduced óSection 28ô6 which 

prohibited the ópromotionô of homosexuality (which impacted upon a lot of 

information and education services) but this was repealed by a Labour government in 

2003 7. The current Conservative Prime Minister under the UK coalition government 

recently apologised retrospectively for Section 288. The ban on serving in the military 

was lifted in 2000. Sexual orientation discrimination at work and in vocational 

training was prohibited in 2003 9 and in the provision of goods and services in 200710 

and subsequently as a protected characteristic under the Equality Act 2010. Same-

gender couples were allowed to adopt in 200211 and in 2004, the Civil Partnership Act 

was passed, providing the same legal recognition as heterosexual marriage. Under the 

Marriage (Same Sex Couples) Act 2013 and the Marriage and Civil Partnership 

(Scotland) Act 2014, same-gender couples are also now able to marry12. This thesis is 

                                                                                                                                                         
2
 Thanks to Rosie Harding for this insight. 

3
 The Sexual Offences Act 1967. 

4
 The Sexual Offences (Amendment) Act 2000. 

5
 Homosexuality was declassified from the seventh print of DSM II in 1973 (McCommon 2009). 

6
 Ψ{ŜŎǘƛƻƴ нуΩ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ [ƻŎŀƭ DƻǾŜrnment Act 1988. 

7
 Repealed earlier in Scotland, in 2000. 

8
 http://www.guardian.co.uk/politics/2009/jul/02/david-cameron-gay-pride-apology 

9
 Employment Equality (Sexual Orientation) Regulations 2003. 

10
 The Equality Act (Sexual Orientation) Regulations 2007. 

11
 Adoption and Children Act 2002. 

12
 With exclusions for the Church of England and an opt-in clause for others religious organisations. 
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located within the context of  these major changes and how older LGBN individuals 

have navigated and constructed their lives through  them.   

This thesis does not address trans ageing. This is not to deny the overlap that 

there can be between LGBN ageing and trans ageing issues at times, nor the very real 

and unique concerns which affect trans individuals, particularly transsexuals, as they 

age (Bailey, 2012; Grant, 2010; Cook-Daniels, 2006). However my conceptualisation 

of gender highlights the tensions between many feminist and trans academics 

(Fineman, Jackson and Romero, 2009). While I respect and support the right of every 

trans individual to define themselves, and to assume whatever gender identity feels 

right for them, in whatever way feels right for them, and do not uphold the mor e 

extreme radical feminist positions on trans issues (Bindel, 2014; Jeffreys, 2014), my 

theoretical analysis of gender nonetheless does not sit comfortably alongside some 

aspects of trans gender analyses (Whittle, 2006; Currah, 2009).  

My understanding of gender is that it is a social and cultural construction of 

normative behaviour based on notions of femininity and masculinity. Gender is to me, 

as Judith Butler (Butler, 1999) has argued, an issue of performance, rather than an 

expression of particular inn ate qualities.  Gender performance is, according to my 

theoretical conceptualisation, reproduced by disciplinary processes which serve to 

reinforce binary gender-based norms and compulsory heterosexuality (Rich, 1980). I 

am interested in how binary notions  of gender, and the gender inequalities which they 

underpin, are played out in relation to LGBN ageing. To have addressed trans ageing 

issues in the context of this particular analysis would have risked obscuring and/or  
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conflating issues of gender inequalities, which, according to one of the main 

arguments of my thesis, are already marginalised in óLGBô/óLGBTô ageing discourse.  

2.2. Family/kinship d iscourse 

Part of my analysis of LGBN ageing involves consideration of the kinship networks of 

older LGBN individua ls, particularly intergenerational kinship . The historical denial 

of access to family life has been central to the (historical) social exclusion of lesbians 

and gay men (Calhoun 2000). Prior to the Civil Partnership Act (CPA) 2004 there was 

no legal mechanism in the UK for same gender couples to secure legal recognition for 

their relationship (Harding 2011). The post -WW2 welfare state13 produced and 

reinforced a particular notion of family, that of the heterosexual male breadwinner 

providing for an economically dependent stay-at-home heterosexual wife and their 

children (OôDonnell 1999; Carabine 2000). This was further entrenched as the 20 th 

century progressed, through various forms of legislation14 which served to maintain 

óthe very idea that lesbian and gay families are essentially different and, indeed, 

deficientô (Hicks 2005: 165).  

Non-heterosexual parenthood was also difficult to access: firstly due to 

technological limitations in the early part of the 20 th century, and then when advances 

in conception and fertility treatment in the late 20th century potentially opened up 

pathways for lesbians and gay men to become parents (Zanghellini 20100) legal 

                                                 
13

 Heterosexuality was reinforced by welfare provision (Family Allowance Act 1945), tax benefits for married 
couples (i.ŜΦ aŀǊǊƛŜŘ aŀƴΩǎ ¢ŀȄ !ƭƭƻǿŀƴŎŜύΣ ǇŜƴǎƛƻƴΣ ǇǊƻǇŜǊǘȅ όŜΦƎΦ ǘƘŜ wŜƴǘ !Ŏǘ мфттύ ŀƴŘ ƛƴƘŜǊƛǘŀƴŎŜ ǊƛƎƘǘǎΦ 
14

 Under the  Family Law Act 1991, divorce law reforms further entrenched institution of heterosexual marriage 
ό/ƻƭƭƛŜǊ нлллύ ǿƘƛƭŜ ǘƘŜ мффу DǊŜŜƴ tŀǇŜǊ Ψ{ǘǊŜƴƎǘƘŜƴƛƴƎ CŀƳƛƭƛŜǎΩ ΨǾƛǊǘǳŀƭƭȅ ƛƎƴƻǊŜǎΩ ό/ƻƭƭƛŜǊ нлллΥ мтоύ 
cohabiting couples, be it heterosexual or gay. The Children Act (1989) which established the enduring 
responsibilities of biological parenthood post-divorce, and the Child Support Act (1991), which established 
economic accountability of absent fathers served to entrench the place of biological fathers in family life. 
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constraints15 then limited their access to associated professional services. Adoption 

was not an option in those years when homosexuality was still criminalised, vilified 

and regarded as a psychiatric disorder and/or perversion and when there was a 

conflation, for gay men in particular, of homosexuality and paedophilia (Hicks and 

McDermett 1999).  Prior to the Ado ption and Children Act 2002 only married couples 

or single individuals were allowed to adopt, and there had continued to be a wariness 

in supporting lesbian or gay adoption (Skeates & Jabri 1988) entrenching the 

heterosexual marriage as the primary couple form for child -rearing (Donovan 2000).  

Self-insemination networks enabled more lesbians to become mothers in the 

1970ôs and 1980ôs, sometimes co-parenting with gay men (Clarke 2008). However 

Section 28, the conservative backlash to both this, and increasing lesbian and gay 

visibility (Cooper and Herman, 1995), explicitly stated that ólocal authorities should 

not promote the teaching in schools of the acceptability of homosexuality as a 

pretended family relationshipô. This was emphasised in parliamentary debate when, 

for example, the Earl of Caithness said:  

Local authorities should not be using their powers under section 17 of 
the Education (No. 2) Act 1986 to encourage the teaching that 
relationships between two people of the same sex can and do play the 
same role in a traditional family. (Earl of Caithness 1988)16   

                                                 
15

 The Human Fertilisation and Embryology Act (1990) made it a requirement that doctors should take account 
ƻŦ ŀ ŎƘƛƭŘΩǎ ƴŜŜŘ ŦƻǊ ŀ Ŧather before giving women access to any licensed fertility services .  This stance clearly 
denied lesbians access to fertility treatment. Additionally only one partner of a same sex couple could be named 
ŀǎ ǘƘŜ ŎƘƛƭŘΩǎ ǇŀǊŜƴǘ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ōƛǊǘƘ ŎŜǊǘƛŦƛŎŀǘŜΣ ǿƛǘƘ the other partner required to apply to the courts to adopt 
their child. The Human Fertilisation & Embryology Act 2008 subsequently removed the father requirement, 
requiring consideration be given to 'supportive parenting' instead. In addition, both partners in a same-sex 
couple undergoing clinic-based fertility treatment could be named as parents on the child's birth certificate.  
16

 Lords, Hansard, 16 February 1988, 627 
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The upshot of this is that for many LGBN individuals for most of the last century a 

lack of discursive and performative space meant parenting outside a heterosexual 

relationship was a rarity.   

Additionally, those LGBN individuals who had children in heterosexual 

marriages and then tried to leave those marriages often came into difficulties in terms 

of child custody, many lesbians in particular losing custody of their children 17 through 

being considered óunfitô mothers (Wyland 1977; ROW 1984; Bradley 1987; Radford 

1992; Beresford 2008). By the turn of this century when partnerships were legally 

recognised, adoption and reproductive assistance comparatively more accessible, 

most older LGBN individual s were already in the late fifties, or older. While 

partnership recognition was accessible, parenthood was not, because they were, in a 

sense óout of timeô to reap the benefits of associated legal changes. This then is the 

historical background to older LGBN individualsô current engagement with ófamilyô 

issues. 

                                                 
17

 In Re P (A Minor)(Custody) [1983] 4 FLR 401 a court placed children with their lesbiaƴ ƳƻǘƘŜǊ ƻƴƭȅ ŀǎ ŀ Ψƭŀǎǘ 
ǊŜǎƻǊǘΩ ŀƭǘŜǊƴŀǘƛǾŜ ǘƻ ƭƻŎŀƭ ŀǳǘƘƻǊƛǘȅ ŎŀǊŜ όhΩ5ƻƴƴŜƭƭ мфффύΦ ¢ƘŜ ƛǎǎǳŜ ƻŦ ǇƻǘŜƴǘƛŀƭ ΨŎƻǊǊǳǇǘƛƻƴΩ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŎƘƛƭŘǊŜƴ ōȅ 
ǘƘŜƛǊ ƳƻǘƘŜǊΩǎ ΨŘŜǾƛŀƴǘΩ ǎŜȄǳŀƭƛǘȅ ǿŀǎ ƳƛǘƛƎŀǘŜŘ ƻƴƭȅ ōȅ ƘŜǊ ŘƛǎŎǊŜǘƛƻƴ ǿƛǘƘ ǊŜƎŀǊŘ ǘƻ ƘŜǊ ǎŜȄǳŀƭƛǘȅΣ ƛΦŜΦ ƛŦ ǎƘŜ had 
ōŜŜƴ ƭŜǎǎ ΨŘƛǎŎǊŜǘŜΩ ǎƘŜ ǿƻǳƭŘ ƘŀǾŜ ōŜŜƴ ŎƻǊǊǳǇǘƛǾŜ ŀƴŘ ǎƻ ƴƻǘ ƎǊŀƴǘŜŘ ŎǳǎǘƻŘȅ ό.ŜǊŜǎŦƻǊŘ нллуύΦ Lƴ ŀ ƭŀǘŜǊ 
court case, (B v B (Minors)(Custody, Care and Control) [1991] 1 FLR 402, while the issue of deviance had faded, 
the issue of corruption had not. While awarding custody  to a lesbian mother, the court distinguished between 
ƭŜǎōƛŀƴǎ ǿƘƻ ŘƛŘ ƴƻǘ ΨŀŘǾŜǊǘƛǎŜΩ ǘƘŜƛǊ ƭŜǎōƛŀƴƛǎƳ όǎǳŎƘ ŀǎ ǘƘŜ ƳƻǘƘŜǊ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŎŀǎŜύ ŀƴŘ ΨƳƛƭƛǘŀƴǘ ƭŜǎōƛŀƴǎ ǿƘƻ 
tried to convert ƻǘƘŜǊǎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǿŀȅ ƻŦ ƭƛŦŜΩ ώŎƛǘŀǘƛƻƴϐΦ LƳǇƭƛŎƛǘ ŀre both the notion that same sex parents/ 
sexualities are potentially contaminatory and that it is undesirable to grow up lesbian or gay (Norrie, 2001) and 
explicit is the idea that lesbian and gay parents must be extremely private about their sexualities in order to be 
allowed custody of their children (hΩ5ƻƴƴŜƭƭΣ мфффύΦ  Lƴ wŜ 5 ό!ƴ LƴŦŀƴǘύό!ŘƻǇǘƛƻƴΥ tŀǊŜƴǘǎΩ ŎƻƴǎŜƴǘ) [1977] AC 
слнύΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ ŎƻƴŎŜǊƴŜŘ ŀ Ǝŀȅ ŦŀǘƘŜǊΩǎ ǊŜŦǳǎƛƴƎ ǘƻ ƎƛǾŜ ŎƻƴǎŜƴǘ ǘƻ Ƙƛǎ ǎƻƴΩǎ ŀŘƻǇǘƛƻƴ ōȅ Ƙƛǎ ŜȄ-ǿƛŦŜΩǎ ƴŜǿ 
husband, the court held ǘƘŀǘ ΨƴƻǊƳŀƭΩ ŦŀƳƛƭȅ ƭƛŦŜ ǿŀǎ ǇŀǊŀƳƻǳƴǘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ƛƴǘŜǊŜǎǘǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŎƘƛƭŘΣ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŀǘ ŀ Ǝŀȅ 
ŦŀǘƘŜǊ ŎƻǳƭŘ ƴƻǘ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜ ǎǳŎƘ ΨƴƻǊƳŀƭƛǘȅΩ ό.ŜǊŜǎŦƻǊŘ нллуύΦ Lƴ C v C (A Minor)(Custody: Appeal) [1991] 1 FLR 223 
an initial judgement granting of custody to a lesbian mother was overruled by the court of appeal for not giving 
sufficient weight to the mother being in a lesbian relationship. A heterosexual family context was assumed to be 
ŎƭƻǎŜǊ ǘƻ ΨƭƻǾƛƴƎ ŀƴŘ ǎŜƴǎƛōƭŜΩ ǘƘŀƴ ŀ ǎŀƳŜ ǎŜȄ ƻƴŜ ǇŜǊ ǎŜ ό.ƻȅŘ мффнύΦ ! ƴŜǿ ƘŜŀǊƛƴƎ ǿas ordered, with the 
father (and his new wife) awarded temporary custody, although at the subsequent hearing C v C (Custody of 
Children) No.2 [1992] FCR 206, custody was again awarded to the mother, on the basis that her sexuality was 
only one of a number of factors to be taken into account.  
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In this thesis, I have sought to navigate a cautious path in relation to the use of 

language in regard to kinship . The word ófamilyô itself is problematic not only because 

it is so closely tied to heteronormative family models (Roseneil and Budgeon, 2004; 

Smart, 2007), but also because of the increasingly fluid ways in which families are 

performed (Weeks, Heaphy and Donovan, 2001). It is this fluidity and variety of 

family forms that causes some queer theorists to argue that there is an ongoing 

breaking down of heterosexual family structures. óFamily of choiceô (Weston, 1991; 

Weeks, Heaphy and Donovan, 2001) is also a problematic term, in several ways: in the 

inclusion of the word ófamilyô with its het erosexual overtones; because same-sex 

family structures are themselves diverse, some taking more traditional forms, others 

less so; because although the term is used to describe same-sex families, it can apply 

to heterosexual families too; and because some of the purported core qualities of 

ófamilies of choiceô have been brought into question, e.g. egalitarian structures and 

reciprocity (Carrington, 1999). In this thesis, I shall be using the term ófamilyô in 

qualified ways e.g. referring to extended biological family, when that is what I 

specifically mean, and ópersonal communitiesô (Pahl and Spencer, 2003) or ókinship 

networksô (according to context) when referring to broader relationship networks.  

A key theme in this thesis is the enduring privileging of  the conjugal couple and 

the nuclear family form (particularly in regard to regulatory contexts, Chapter Two, 

and kinship performance, Chapter Five). I shall argue that this continues to 

marginalise of other forms of personal relationships, such as:  

Non-normative intimacies ɀ between friends, non-monogamous lovers, 
ex-lovers, partners who do not live together, partners who do not have 
ÓÅØ ÔÏÇÅÔÈÅÒȟ ÔÈÏÓÅ ×ÈÉÃÈ ÄÏ ÎÏÔ ÅÁÓÉÌÙ ÆÉÔ ÔÈÅ ȬÆÒÉÅÎÄȭȾȬÌÏÖÅÒȭ ÂÉÎÁÒÙ 
classification system. (Roseneil and Budgeon, 2004: 138).  
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We do not as yet have a vocabulary to describe these new relationship forms (Almack 

et. al., 2010). I have chosen to deploy the acronym óSLIFsô (Supportive and Loving 

Intimate Friendships) to describe them, not out of a wish to categorise in a 

reductionist sense, but for conceptual convenience and to aid comparison. I also 

consider the significance of uneven access to intergenerational relationships in terms 

of both resources and recognition in later life, and use the term óchildfreeô rather than 

óchildless,ô and óchildwith ô rather than ówith children ,ô in order to avoid colluding with 

notions of non-parenthood as a deficit identity (Reynolds, 2011).  

2.3. Activism  

In the last decade there has been a dramatic growth of activism in relation to older 

óLGBTô (lesbian, gay bisexual and trans) issues in the form of national and local formal 

and informal networks and organisations in Australia, Canada, the UK and the USA 

(see Appendix Eight for full details). These networks and organisations, the most 

developed of which are in the USA (Concannon, 2009) have been engaged in a wide 

range of activities, including: networking; campaigning; providing direct services; 

developing training tools and delivering organisational training and/or consultancy; 

and, more recently, the creation of specialist housing projects overseas (Harrison, 

2002; Adelman, 2006; Landers, Mimiaga and Krinsky, 2010; Espinoza, 2011b; 

Knocker et. al., 2012).  

These activities have been paralleled by growing interconnections between 

óLGBTô academic-activists (Herman, 1994) and community activists (Blomley, 1994; 

Oliver, 1997; Wilson, 2001; Witten and Eyler, 2012). These have involved various 

forms of óthink tanksô (Bagdett, 2001: 359), i.e. academic programmes, academic 
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departments, research funds, lecture series, conferences, workshops, journal and book 

series and research centres, and joint projects including participative activist research 

(Fenge, 2010).  In addition, a number of film -makers (in USA, UK, and India) have 

produced documentaries18 and/ or fictional narratives 19 about LGB/T ageing, and 

some local service providers have also produced short films about their projects20.  It 

is this activism in which I am interested in terms of how LGBN issues are represented 

within it, what norms and normativ ities are deployed, and, from an equalities 

perspective, whose voices are prioritised and whose are not. 

3.  Theoretical F rameworks  

In this section I shall explore and consider the theoretical frameworks which I shall be 

drawing upon in in my analysis of how ageing, gender and sexuality inform unequal 

outcomes for older LGBN individuals, namely: equality; feminist socio -legal 

perspectives; intersectionality; temporality; and spatiality.  

3.1. Equality  

Numerous lists and categories have been proposed to define the ówhatô of equality 

(Baker et. al., 2009). Nancy Fraser has clustered it into three main umbrella 

groupings: distribution (economic resources); recognition (cultural) and 

representation (political) (Fraser, 1996, 1997, 1998, 2007 & 2008a). Fraser repeatedly 

refers to their inter -relatedness throughout her writing. However Fraser 

                                                 
18

 Out Late (2008) (http://www.imdb.com/title/tt1341764/ ); GenSilent (2011) 
(http://stumaddux.com/GEN_SILENT.html); Out Late (2008) (http://www.imdb.com/title/tt1341764/ ) ; Project 
Bolo (2013) (http://www.youtube.com/show/projectbolo)  
19

 Hannah Free (2009) (http://www.imdb.com/title/tt1315214/?ref_=fn_al_tt_1);  Cloudburst (2011) 
(http://www.imdb.com/title/tt1466054/?ref_=nv_sr_1); Rufus Stone (2013) 
(http://www.rufusstonemovie.com/). 

http://www.imdb.com/title/tt1341764/
http://stumaddux.com/GEN_SILENT.html
http://www.imdb.com/title/tt1341764/
http://www.youtube.com/show/projectbolo
../../Dropbox/(http:/www.imdb.com/title/tt1315214/?ref_=fn_al_tt_1
http://www.imdb.com/title/tt1466054/?ref_=nv_sr_1
http://www.rufusstonemovie.com/
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controversially asserted in 1996 that lesbian gay and bisexual equality was a problem 

of recognition, not redistribution (Fraser, 1996, 13 -14). This, not surprisingly, aroused 

considerable debate (Olson, 2008) particularly with Judith Butler (1997) and Iris 

Marion Young (1998). Butler, in her paper óMerely Cultural,ô emphasised the 

interrelatedness of óthe reproduction of goods as well as the social reproduction of 

personsô (Butler, 1997: 40) and Iris Marion Young conceptualised cultural recognition 

not as an end in itself but óa means to economic and political justiceô (Young, 1998: 

148). Fraser did acknowledge in a footnote in a paper in 2007 óeven sexuality, which 

looks at first sight like the paradigm of pure recognition, has an undeniable economic 

dimensionô (Fraser, 2007: 27, footnote 3) indicating that she had somewhat shifted her 

position in response to these criticisms.  

Davina Cooper has proposed an alternative óequality of whatô that is 

overarching and does not rely upon discrete categorisation, namely óequality of powerô 

(and by power, she means economic, social, cultural and relational power, rather than 

just political power). She proposes an understanding of equality as no-one having óan 

inherent right to impact more on their social and physical environment than anyone 

elseô (Cooper, 2004: 77). However this looser description makes it more difficult, I 

would suggest, to focus on particular aspects of inequality for analysis (Harding, 

2011). If one does narrow-in, then I think the categories Fraser has described (or ones 

similar to them) will still end up being deployed. For this reason, despite her uneasy 

relationship with sexuality, I consider Fraserôs central framework helpful in 

structuring an analysis of equality and use it in this thesis.  

                                                                                                                                                         
20

 Opening Doors London (http://www.openingdoorslondon.org.uk/); Latecomers by the Older and Out project, 
Age Concern Lancashire (http://www.fiftyfiveplus.org.uk/index.php/permalink/3352.html).  

http://www.openingdoorslondon.org.uk/
http://www.fiftyfiveplus.org.uk/index.php/permalink/3352.html
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In her analysis of resources, Fraser placed emphasis on the (re-)distribution of 

economic resources. While access to material resources is extremely relevant in 

informing later life outc omes, particularly as they are closely related to being able 

access social resources (Heaphy, 2009), I suggest that other resources are of equal 

significance, particularly to older people. Health, physical and cognitive functioning, 

social networks and informal social support all have direct impact upon well -being in 

late life (Glaser, 2009; Bond & Cabrero, 2007; Frederikson et. al., 2013; Cronin and 

King, 2013). Access to formal care and housing is another key resource in older age, 

engaging with issues of affective equality (Lynch, Baker and Lyons, 2009) and 

understandings of equality of care from the perspectives of feminist care ethics 

(Tronto, 1993; Kittay, 1999; Sevenhuijsen, 2003; Held, 2006; Lynch, 2007 and 2010). 

The Stonewall-commissioned study (Guasp, 2011) reported that older óLGBô people 

were most concerned about getting older in relation to:  needing care; independence; 

mobility; physical health; housing; and mental health. These are clearly significant 

resources in the context of LGBN ageing. So in the context of this thesis, my 

conceptualisation of resources includes both material and financial resources and 

these broader personal resources as well.  

Equality of recognition involves social status, cultural visibility and cultural 

worth (Young, 1990; Fraser, 1996; Nussbaum, 2010). Ageing LGBN individuals are 

affected by issues of recognition relating to gender, sexuality and older age, as well as 

other intersecting social divisions. They are, in turn, affected by ageism (Nelson, 2005) 

at its intersection with sexism (Arber and Ginn, 1991) and heterosexism (Slevin, 

2006). Heterosexism (the systematic privileging of heterosexual identities) is a 
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ópervasive cultural phenomenonô (Peel, 2001: 544) operating individually, culturally 

and institutionally . Individually , heterosexism is maintained through everyday 

interactions: the operation of norms (Butler, 1999); mundane heterosexism in 

óeveryday talk-in-interactionô (Kitzinger, 2005: 221) and in the ódiscursive 

reproduction of homophobiaô (Gough, 2002: 219).  Institutional heterosexism is 

óexpressed through societyôs structure, institutions, and power relationsô (Herek, 

2004:11). Within specific institutions this involves the systematic discursive and 

performative reproduction of heterosexism, heteronorma tivity (the assumption that 

heterosexual identities and relationship formations are the norm) and homophobia. 

Institutional heterosexism is of particular concern to older LGBN individuals with 

formal care needs, and this the subject of analysis in Chapter Six.  

In terms of representation (Fraser, 2008b), theorists have emphasised social 

and political participation and access to justice (Young, 1990, 2000; Lister 1995; 

Donovan et. al., 1999; Cooper, 2006 & 2007) as key equality issues. The history of 

lesbian and gay activism (Adam, 1995; Power 1995; Jeffreys, 2003; Weeks, 2007; Cant 

and Hemmings, 2010; Stein, 2012) is fraught with tensions relating to identity 

categories and particular tensions within the óLGBTô movement between queer 

theorists and feminists,  particularly radical lesbian feminists (Walters, 1996; Jeffreys, 

2003; Garber, 2006; Whittle, 2006; Fineman, Jackson, and Romero, 2009). The 

mobilisation of fixed identity categories, based on their ópolitical utility ô (Gamson, 

1995: 402) raises issues relating to the marginalisation of more transgressive 

presences in social justice movements (Sears, 2005). óLGBTô activists use social 

science data óto claim legitimacy and render  queer worlds visible in the policy processô 
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(Grundy and Smith, 2007: 294). How ever the question is which óqueer worldsô are 

rendered more or less visible through that process: 

By constructing gays and lesbians as a single community (united by 
fixed erotic fates), they simplify complex internal differences and 
complex sexual identities. They also avoid challenging the system of 
meanings that underlies the political oppression: the division of the 
world into man/woman and gay/straight. On the contrary, they ratify 
and reinforce these categories. They therefore build distorted and 
incomplete political challenges, neglecting the political impact of 
cultural meanings, and do not do justice to the subversive and 
liberating aspects of loosened collective boundaries. (Gamson, 1995: 
400) 

Fixed categories, while reflecting an important set of experiences among some LGBN 

individuals can also exclude more fluid sexuality narratives, such as those of: 

People whose sexes, genders, and sexualities did not align in 
conventional ways: by gays and lesbians who had straight sex, straights 
who had gay and lesbian sex, gays and lesbians who had sex with each 
other, people whose gender and sexual preferences changed over time, 
individuals who rejected binary gender and sexual categories, and trans 
people and their partners. (Stein, 2012: 184) 

This has particular relevance for LGBN ageing. The emphasis on sexuality and age as 

the key distinguishers for older óLGBô individuals iterates the tensions relating to 

gender within sexualities rights discourse (Power, 2010). A key criticism among 

lesbians of the gay liberation movement was that it was dominated by gay men and gay 

menôs issues and paid little attention to issues of gender and class, which privileged 

gay men over lesbians. Many lesbians believed that gay men would be óhappy to leave 

the system of male domination intact ô (Adam, 1995: 99). This is also a concern in 

relation to LGBN ageing, discourse about which, I shall argue in this thesis,  

marginalises the experiences of older lesbians21, bisexual and sexually fluid women 

                                                 
21

 Including the experiences of those women who understand themselves to have chosen a lesbian identity as 
part of their resistance to patriarchy (Dixon, 2010). 
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and fails to take into account how gender itself shapes the experiences of LGBN 

women and men.   

3.2. Feminist socio-legal scholarship  

My interest in gender, in the context of LGBN ageing, is located in feminist soci0-legal 

scholarship, which has revealed and rejected the gendered constructions of law (Smart 

1989), the impossibility of masculinist objectivity (Harding, 2004), and óthe view of 

the subject of law as an atomised, self-interested, competitive beingô (Hunter, 

McGlynn & Rackley, 2011: 21), emphasising instead relationality and lifelong inter -

dependency (Fineman, 2004). Feminist socio-legal theorists have shown how, in its 

application and interpretation, law is often contingent upon the subjective 

perspectives of (predominantly male) law makers (Hunter, 2011), and in the legal 

constructions of the public/private divide and its consequent variable protections for 

women and children (Graycar and Morgan, 2002).  

Sexuality as a dimension of (feminist) socio-legal scholarship (Herman and 

Stychin, 1995; Stychin and Herman, 2000) has been considered in relation to such 

areas as: the lesbian and gay rights movement (Herman, 1994; Ball, 2009 ; Knauer, 

2011); discrimination law (Badgett and Frank, 2007; Knauer, 2009); family law and 

parenting rights (e.g. Harding, 2011; Taylor, 2011a; partnership r ecognition (e.g. Boyd 

and Young, 2003; Stychin, 2006; Harding, 2006, 2008, 2010a and 2010b, 2011; 

Barker, 2006 and 2012; Auchmuty 2009); tensions between religious and lesbian and 

gay sexuality rights (Herman, 1997; Cobb, 2006; Stychin, 2009; Clucas, 2012); 

governmentality and (local) politics (Cooper, 1995 & 2006; Monro, 2010; Monro and 

Richardson, 2011; Nussbaum, 2010); equality and diversity discourse and practices 
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(Cooper, 2004; Richardson and Monro, 2012); and the contested notion of citizenship 

(Richardson, 2000a, 2000b and 2004; Conaghan and Grabham, 2007; Cooper, 2007). 

Very little attention has so far been given to ageing, which this thesis addresses. 

There is a tension within feminist socio -legal studies, as within the broader 

frame of feminism  (Fletcher, Fox and McCandless, 2008a), between those who 

interrogate the (re)production of gender (i.e. the gendering of women and of men) and 

the discursive and performative production of gendered practices at an embodied level 

(Fletcher, Fox and McCandless, 2008 b), and those who focus more on the gender 

binary and issues of inequality between women and men (Samuels, 2009). Both 

perspectives are drawn upon in this thesis. For example, the reproduction of gender 

norms and normativities are considered in relati on to older lesbian invisibility, 

particularly through the lens of ócompulsory grandmotherhoodô (Chapter Five). 

Inequalities between LGBN women and GB(N) men, are also considered, in terms of 

gendered differential access to resources, recognition and representation in later life  

(addressed across Chapters Four to Seven).  

3.3. Intersectionality  

Intersectionality is central to my analysis of how ageing, gender and sexuality work 

with and through one another to produce uneven outcomes in later life. The concept of 

intersectionality emerged from Black feminist writers, ( Kimberlé  Crenshaw, 1989 & 

1991; bel hooks, 1982; Patricia Hill Collins, 2000) who argued that the experiences of 

Black women could not be understood in terms of racism and sexism alone: Black 

women experience sexism differently from W hite women and racism differently from 

Black men. The work of these early authors has developed into a wide-reaching 
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intersectionality paradigm (Davis, 2007) which encompasses a number of different 

approaches exploring inequalities which work with and through one another:  

Intersectional approaches look at forms of inequality which are routed 
through one another, and which cannot be untangled to reveal a single 
cause (Emily Grabham et. al., 2009: 1). 

Intersectionality is óuseful as a handy catchall phrase that aims to make visible the 

multiple positioning that constitutes everyday life and the power relations that are 

central to itô (Phoenix & Pattynama, 2006: 187), and enables consideration of ómore 

than one aspect of identity at a timeô (Kath Weston, 2011: 16). It is the starting place 

for explanations:  

Intersectionality refers to the mutually constructed nature of social 
division and the ways these are experienced, reproduced and resisted in 
everyday life. A successful intersectional practice thus explores 
relational and reinforcing inclusions and exclusions, the first steps of 
×ÈÉÃÈ ÁÒÅ ÔÏ ÉÄÅÎÔÉÆÙ ÁÎÄ ÎÁÍÅ ÔÈÅÓÅȭȢ ɉ9ÖÅÔÔÅ 4ÁÙÌÏÒȟ 2009: 190) 

Intersectionality can be problematic because of its complexity (McCall, 2009) and can, 

if over-simplistically applied,  imply a neat and ordered interaction between identity 

combinations, which can mask the óintimate interconnections, mutual constitutions 

and messiness of everyday identifications and lived experiencesô (Taylor, Hines and 

Casey, 2011: 2). There is a risk of an assumption of equality in different axes of 

oppression (Erel et. al., 2011) and distinction between axes that may imply that they 

operate separately and in a detached way, when in fact they operate together (Cooper, 

2004) and ómutually reinforce each otherô (Grillo, 1995: 27).  

Some theorists have rejected intersectionality as a workable tool. Conaghan 

(2009) has proposed that intersectionality has outlived its usefulness, arguing that it 

fails to take into account the multi -dimensional nature of intersecting inequalities and 

of oppressions. Nancy Ehrenreich (2002) has argued that it cannot  simultaneously 
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meet the needs/interests of conflicting groups; that it invites oppressions to compete; 

that it poses the óinfinit e regress problem,ô i.e. we are all ultimately reduced to singular 

individualities. Her most powerful argument is that intersectionality suggests that we 

are all oppressed in some ways, and although this is initially óappealingé it is also 

dangerously depoliticising, for the logical implications of a notion that everyone is 

oppressed, is that no-one isô (Ehrenreich, 2002: 271). This latter point was also made 

by Judith Butler (1999) when she criticised the óetc.ô that often ends lists of identity 

categories, arguing that it demonstrates the limitlessness (and therefore futility) of 

such classification. Several theorists argue that intersectionality is fundamentally 

essentialising and excluding because it requires assignment to group identities (Monro 

& Richardson, 2011: 115).  

Other authors have suggested that intersectionality may offer mediation 

between feminist and queer theories (Jackson, 2006) by enabling an understanding of 

how differently oppressed identities intersect and their intersection shapes the ir 

oppression. I share Yuval-Davisô view (Yuval-Davis, 2006) that some degree of 

categorization is necessary in order to locate and distinguish between processes of 

inequality. However we need to constantly interrogate which categorisation is 

mobilised, and how, in order to ensure its continued utility. Properly applied, 

intersectionality still has much to contribute in engaging simultaneously with the 

complexities of multiple dimensions of identity and how they work with and through 

one another to produce inequality.  

The intersections which are central to this thesis are those between older age(s), 

gender and sexuality. As I shall argue, these intersections are temporally, spatially, 
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culturally, and personally contingent, nuanced by other intersections (e. g. with class, 

ethnicity, culture, and religion), working together in complex ways to produce uneven 

outcomes in later life.  

3.4. Temporality  

Temporality is of growing interest to older LGBN scholars (McBean, 2013), in relation 

to historical contexts (Weeks, 2007), older age (Binnie and Kleese, 2012) and óthe 

interplay of the social context and historical times as well as the nature and 

consequences of linked and interdependent livesô (Fredriksen -Goldsen & Muraco, 

2010: 402). History, temporality and time all ótangle togetherô (Nealan in Dinshaw et. 

al., 2007: 179).  Nancy Knauer has suggested that temporality is the ófourth dimension 

of intersectionalityô (Knauer, 2013: 300) demonstrating its significance to LGBN 

ageing as follows:  

The indelible Ȭtime stampȭ that exists on every rendering of intersecting 
identities carries significant explanatory value. A seventy-five year old 
white woman in a long-term relationship with another woman stands 
at a complex intersection of race, gender, age, and sexual orientation. It 
goes without saying that our analysis (as well as her experience) would 
differ considerably if the snapshot of identity captured the intersection 
in 1963, 1983, or 2013. (Knauer, 2013: 300) 

In order to understand ageing LGBN subjective experiences, then, we need to know in 

what temporal context(s) those experiences are located.  

Temporality is often understood as the linear progression of times past, 

present, and future (Hoy, 2012), but it also involves the perception, experience, and 

social organisation of time. These are often non-linear (Adams, 2004) and involve 

different times, e.g. traditional, modern and postmodern time ( Bryson, 2007), clock 

time and event time (Adkins, 2008).  John Harrington (2012) has shown how time is 
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social (actively produced by various social practices), plural (specific to different 

contexts, locations, and activities), and rhetorical (a strategic process of persuasion, 

e.g. clock time). Harrington has proposed that t ime and law are mutually implicated 

in an óintertemporal st ruggleô (Harrington, 2012: 496). For example, precedent binds 

the present with the past, while contract binds the present to the future. Law also 

engages with the life cycle, partly in the legal regulation of rights and responsibilities 

determined by chronological age, but also in matters of life and death, ranging from 

reproductive to end-of-life issues. Many feminist authors have argued that time is 

gendered (Felski, 2000), proposing, for example, that clock time is in conflict with 

(womenôs) caring time (Tronto, 2003).  

The intersection of age(ing), gender and sexuality is implicated in time: 

Halberstam (2005) has proposed the ideas of óreproductive timeô (óruled by a 

biological clock for women and by strict bourgeois rules of respectability and 

scheduling for married couples,ô Halberstam, 2005: 5) and óinheritance timeô 

(ógenerational time within which values, wealth, goods, and morals are passed 

through family ties from one generation to the next,ô Halberstam, 2005: 5). 

Subsequent queer discourse about óstraight timeô and óqueer timeô has had óa tendency 

to reproduce rather rigid and stereotypical interpretations of queerness and 

heterosexualityô (Binnie and Kleese, 2013: 584) and over-emphasise the queering of 

reproduction, e.g. Lee Edelmanôs exhortation to queers to embrace óthe death driveô 

(Edelman, 2004). Linn Sandberg has argued that, drawing upon Butlerian notions of 

performativity, queering the performance of older age can overcome the abjection 

associated with it (Sandberg, 2008). I would argue that this is overestimating the 
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power of queering: even queer cannot overcome morbidity and mortality, which 

underpin many of the negative associations with older age (Nelson, 2005). 

Nevertheless, the concept of reproductive time is one to which I shall refer when 

considering older lesbian invisibility.  

Temporality is thematically present in this thesis in a range of ways: in my 

analysis of the various age standpoints of older LGBN individuals at their intersection 

with historical regulatory and socio -cultura l contexts, and the development of a new 

cohort model; in considering the inter -relationship of the past, present and future in 

LGBN individualsô subjectivities, kinship construction and concerns about care needs; 

and in considering the significance of int ergenerationality for gendered recognition 

and access to resources in later life. 

3.5. Spatiality  

Temporality and spatiality are inextricably linked (Casey, 2013). Judith Butler has 

explored how temporality is organised along spatial lines in that different ótimesô can 

simultaneously co-exist in different places (Butler, 2008). Additionally spaces change 

across time; the same spaces are differently experienced and attributed with meaning 

across their own time (Valentine, 2007); the same spaces are differently occupied 

according to personal chronological time (Simpson, 2012); and different spaces are 

occupied at different personal chronological times (Simpson, 2013a).  

Previous understandings of space among sexualities geographers have 

distinguished between lesbian and gay spaces (bathhouses; cruising spaces; public 

sexual spaces, urban commercial sexual spaces) and of other spaces normalised as 

heterosexual (Bell and Binnie, 2000).  However there has been, more recently, a 
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growing appreciation that space is co-occupied and co-produced (Browne & Bakshi, 

2011), a site of discursive and performative production of intersecting identities of 

varying spatial power and dominance (Podmore, 2013).  Gill Valentineôs case study 

with a deaf lesbian, for example, showed how she felt marginalised by disablism when 

among hearing lesbians and gay men, and by heteronormativity and homophobia 

when among heterosexual deaf people (Valentine, 2007). Spaces occupied by older 

LGBN individuals are significantly under -researched, particularly older-age health, 

housing and care spaces (Casey, 2013). In this thesis, I utilise spatial analyses to 

deepen understandings of queer presences and absences (Taylor and Addison, 2013) 

in relation to spaces occupied by older people, and to consider their equality 

implications, particularly in relation to formal older age care spaces (Chapter Six) .  

3.6. Power and resistance in institutional contexts  

In my analysis of older LGBN individualsô concerns about anticipated future care 

needs (Chapter Six) and activistsô representations of those concerns (Chapter Seven), I 

address issues of power and resistance. I consider normative and disciplinary power in 

older age care spaces and consider how resistance can be both compromised by older 

age care needs and care spaces while at the same time having the potential to 

transform them.  

There is a substantial body of literature on power (Haugaard, 2002). Foucault 

emphasised the disciplinary processes and productive nature of power and 

ógovernmentalityô, i.e. the practice of social control through normative power in 

institutions (Foucault, 1991 and 1994), which has been developed further in relation 

to older age care contexts in Julia Twiggôs work on embodiment and care (Twigg, 
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1997, 1999, 2000 & 2004). In contrast with power , however, resistance is 

comparatively under -theorised (Raby, 2005), including by Foucault himself (Sawicki, 

1991). Rosie Harding has suggested that to separate resistance from power is to óreify 

powerô (Harding, 2011: 44) and emphasises the interconnected nature of power and 

resistance, with resistance modifying power, and power resisting that modification, so 

that power can also be resistance and resistance can also be power. This connects with 

Davina Cooperôs understanding of power óas a social relationship of inequality and 

dominance é [and] as a matrix of forces structuring social lifeô (Cooper, 1995: 2).  

Harding has proposed three types of resistance: stabilising; moderating and 

fracturing. Stabilising resistance, according to Harding, involves non -normative 

practices (being lesbian and gay parents, being óoutô at work, gender non-conforming 

behaviour) which do not disrupt the status quo. Moderating resistance on the other 

hand, is óa form of resistance that attempts to tame powerô (Harding, 2011: 47). This 

would include public marches and protests, both against something (e.g. anti-

mandatory retirement age) or for something (e.g. gay pride), and also pressure group 

and social activist campaigning. Fracturing resistance, the third kind of resistance in 

Hardingôs model, involves power being broken, even if only temporarily, as in the 

overthrow of a dictatorship, for example.  

In my analysis of resistance, I wish to contribute to the dialogue Harding has 

opened up in her innovative analysis by suggesting certain enhancements to her 

model. Firstly, I wish to propose an alternative to Hardingôs analysis of stabilising 

resistance. Increased visibility of non-normative identities does not maintain the 

status quo, in my view, but rather modifies it, by incorpora ting the non-normative 
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into the normative. It is, in effect a form of moderating resistance, in that, however 

gently, it serves to ótameô power. So, for example increasing the visibility, inclusion 

and acceptance of older LGBN individuals in care spaces where they are currently 

invisibilised and/or subject to discrimination tames heteronormative power by 

changing conceptualisations of ageing care-recipients to being potentially both LGBN 

and heterosexual-identifying individuals.  

My understanding of power is  also angled slightly differently from Hardingôs. I 

understand power to be both relational and a force which operates through and is 

operated within relational dynamics. This echoes Iris Marion Youngôs understandings 

of power as relational, but also in terms of domination (i.e. the oppressive use of 

power) in the context of social and institutional structures (Young, 1990).  Because of 

this nuanced difference in our respective understandings of power, I understand 

concealment (Seidman, 1999) to be a form of resistance, and one which maintains the 

status quo. For centuries LGBN lives and relationships have been preserved and 

maintained through clandestine existence, as a protective strategy in the face of an 

overwhelmingly dominant heterosexist culture. Drawi ng on the idea of prefigurative 

communities (Boggs, 1977, Rowbotham, 1979), protective resistance also involves 

living out a desired future in parallel with an oppressive regime (Maeckelbergh, 2011), 

with the hope of one day overthrowing that regime, rather than seeking to become a 

part of a modified version of it (Anahita, 2009; Brenner, 2009).  The dominant 

culture is resisted, not by challenging it, but by avoiding it. Resistance by 

concealment, which I shall call óprotective resistance,ô is not about doing something to 

heteronormative power: it is about creating a shield from  heteronormative power. It is 
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this type of resistance, rather than Hardingôs co-existing óstabilising resistance,ô which, 

in my opinion,  serves to maintain the status quo. I propose replacing Hardingôs 

category of óstabilising resistanceô with the category of óprotective resistanceô instead. 

At the other end of the spectrum of resistance, I also propose adding an 

additional  category of a more radical type of resistance.  I propose recuperating a 

radical vision of transformation (Segal, 2007 & 2013) in terms of ótransformative 

resistance.ô Transformative resistance is an extension of fracturing resistance. 

According to Harding, f racturing resistance involves power being broken, if only 

temporarily. T ransformative resistance does something more: it reconstitutes power, 

engaging with the deconstruction of systems of power and oppression (Solorzano & 

Bernal, 2001). Transformative resistance changes the dynamics of power, the 

relational web of power, the architecture and landscape of power. This is the domain 

of radical activism, including that of radical feminists:  

Radical feminists do not accept that we are constrained by discourses, 
able to do no more than accept or resist them, but instead emphasise 
the importance of identifying who has the power to authorise those 
discourses, of challenging oppressive structures, and of a 
transformative politics which seeks to build new structures based upon 
equality. (Derry 2007: 321) 

In other words, in a radical feminist framework, the goal is not to reposition oneself 

within existing power structures, but to change the power structures themselves. So, 

in the case of older age care provision, for example, rather than simply aiming to make 

existing care systems more accepting of older LGBN individuals, the systems 

themselves would be overhauled. This is explored in Chapter Six. So, in this thesis, I 

shall apply this enhanced model of resistance in my analysis, using the following 

categories: resistance by concealment (óprotective resistanceô); resistance by taming 
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power (ómoderating resistanceô); resistance by breaking power (ófracturing 

resistanceô); and resistance by transforming power (ótransformative resistanceô). 

Issues of resistance also engage with normativity (Richardson, 2005) and 

homonormativity (Rosenfeld 2009; Ghaziani, 2011) debates. The normativity debate 

involves, on the one hand, those who propose that equality is achieved by integration 

and normalisation (Sullivan 1995) emphasising the simil arities between LGBN 

individuals and heterosexual-identifying individuals óbut forô a partnerôs gender 

(Taylor, 2011a: 587). Others have argued that the price of such an integrationist 

approach is loss of identity, loss of difference, and further marginali sation of those 

who do not conform to the conventions of heterosexual relationship norms, gender 

conformity and óbanalized respectabilityô (Warner, 1999: 66). Warnerôs arguments 

were taken up by Lisa Duggan, also opposed to Sullivanôs conservatism, who described 

óthe new homonormativity ô as, 

A politics that does not contest dominant heteronormative 
assumptions and institutions, but upholds and sustains them, while 
promising the possibility of a demobilized gay constituency and a 
privatized, depoliticized gay culture anchored in domesticity and 
consumption. (Duggan 2003: 50).  

Homonormativity has subsequently been deployed more broadly by a range of authors 

(Herman, 2003; OôBrien, 2008; Browne and Bakshi, 2013) to describe culturally 

acceptable forms of LGBN behaviour which map most closely with heterosexual 

norms. The concept of homonormativity is not without its critics (Oswin, 2008), 

particularly for obscuring the specificities and spatial contingencies of the 

(re)production of (homo)normative discourses an d practices  and because it óleaves 

little space for seeing practices that operate outside of, or counter to its logicsô (Brown, 

2012: 1066). This can create a Catch-22 argument, in that it is impossible for LGBN 
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individuals who adopt lifestyles similar to  heterosexual-identifying individuals to 

avoid being accused of homonormativity. Rosie Harding, for example, rejects the 

notion that inclusion in basic social norms is óinherently anti -progressiveô (Harding, 

2011: 42-3).   

I agree that integration does not necessarily mean the adoption of hetero-

norms, but instead a widening of those norms so that they become both óheteroô and 

ónon-heteroô (apologies for the unavoidable mobilisation of binaries in making my 

point).  But on the other hand, I do think there a re issues relating to differences 

between órespectableô lesbian and gay individuals (privatised sexual performance, 

gender conformity, nuclear coupledom, monogamy on a public level at least, 

domestication) and óunrespectableô LGBN individuals (including th ose who perform 

sex in public, including cottaging, and in saunas and in bathhouses; gender non-

conforming and/or gender queer; polyamorous, non -monogamous and sexuality 

fluid; undomesticated, maybe with a touch of outrageousness thrown in)  and 

processes of queer óotheringô (Casey 2007). I am not persuaded that creating more 

space at the fire of social inclusion will somehow also create widening warmth for 

those with óunrespectableô lives. Instead, my concern is that they (and their lived 

radical critiques of gender and sexuality binary norms) are pushed further onto the 

margins, further away from the fire of social inclusion.  This is a particular concern, in 

the context of this thesis, in terms of whose lives, relationships issues and concerns 

are being represented in older LGBN activism, which I argue, is invested in promoting 

the interests of órespectableô older lesbians and gay men and not those of their more 

óunrespectableô peers. 
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4. Research Context 

This section provides an overview of: older LGBN research; statistical profiling of 

older LGBN individuals, their lives, issues and concerns; older LGBN individualsô 

concerns about health and social care provision; and diversity  among older LGBN 

individuals.  

4.1.  óLGB ageingô research: Overview 

There has been a dramatic growth of interest in lesbian, gay and bisexual (LGB) 

ageing in recent years (de Vries and Croghan, 2014). There is now a growing body of 

literature on óLGBô or óLGBTô ageing (Herdt and de Vries, 2004; Kimmel, Rose and 

David, 2006; Fredriksen -Goldsen and Muraco,  2010; Knauer, 2011; Ward, Rivers and 

Sutherland, 2012; Witten and Eyler, 20 12; Sears, 2013; Kimmel, 2014). This has 

primarily emanat ed in the UK, from sociology and social work (Heaphy Yip and 

Thompson, 2004; Cronin, 2006; Heaphy and Yip, 2006; Fenge and Fanin, 2009; 

Browne and Lim, 2009; Almack, Seymour and Bellamy, 2010; Cronin and King, 2010 

and 2013; Cronin et. al., 2012; Jones, 2013; King, 2013; Simpson, 2012, 2103a, 2013b 

& 2014; King and Cronin, 2013; Fenge, 2014).  

In addition to this growing academic body of work, the voluntary sector  has 

also produced a range of documents on the needs of, and issues affecting, older óLGBô 

individuals (Hubbard and Rossington, 1995; Smith and Calvert, 2001; Knocker, 2006 

& 2013; Guasp, 2011; Carr and Ross, 2013). The remainder of research has come from 

overseas, primarily the USA (Rosenfeld, 2003; Kimmel, Rose and David, 2006; 

Metlife, 2006 & 2010; De  Vries and Blando, 2004; DôAugelli and Grossman, 2001; 

Berger, 1996; DôAugelli and Patterson, 1995; Averett, Yoon and Jenkins 2012; SAGE 
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2010; Fredriksen-Goldsen, et. al. 2013; Orel, 2014) but also Canada (Brotman et. al., 

2003; Brotman et. al., 2007; Grigorovich 2013), Australia (Hughes, 2007 & 2009; 

Tolley and Ranzijn, 2006; Harrison, 2006; Robinson, 2008 & 2013), the Netherlands 

(Fokkema & Kuyper, 2009) and Ireland (GLEN, 2011).  

The earliest waves of research sought óto challenge the image of the lonely and 

bitter old queerô (Hughes, 2006: 57) and ósuggested that older gay men and lesbians 

are not alone, isolated, or depressed but benefit from navigating a stigmatized identity 

through crisis competenceô (Fredriksen-Goldsen and Muraco, 2010: 402), which also 

informs resilience in dealing with inequalities associated with older age. Subsequent 

authors questioned the positive bias which may have been present in some of these 

initial studies (Berger, 1996). More recent research has focused on social support and 

community based needs (Ward, Pugh and Price, 2011).  

By contrast with this growth of sociological research, other scholarship has 

lagged behind. In UK gerontology, for example, there continues to be a óqueer 

absenceô (Cronin, 2006: 107) produced by a órhetorical silencingô of ageing LGBN 

sexualities (Brown, 2009: 65). There are similar gaps in socio-legal scholarship:  

óElder Lawô (Doron, 2009; Doron and S oden, 2014) does not address diversity in 

general, nor sexuality specifically (Westwood, 2012); sexuality discrimination 

literature (Badgett & Frank, 2007) does not address (older) age; and age 

discrimination literature (Fredman & Spencer, 2003) does not a ddress sexuality. 

Feminist critiques of family law (Diduck & OôDonovan, 2006) have focused on same-

sex parenting and partnership recognition, but have not yet taken into account the 

later life family formations of LGBN individuals. So while there is a grow ing interest 



Chapter One: Introduction  

33 
 

in LGBN ageing, very little attention has so far been from an equalities perspective 

(Binnie and Kleese, 2013). This thesis addresses this gap in knowledge.  

4.2. Statistical profiles  

In terms of the general profile of older LGBN individuals, accor ding to the YouGov 

survey of over 1,000 óLGBô identifying people over 55, commissioned by Stonewall 

(Guasp, 2011), óLGBô  people aged over 55 are: more likely to be single (gay and 

bisexual men are almost three times more likely to be single than heterosexual men); 

more likely to live alone (41% of óLGBô people compared to 28% of heterosexual 

people); less likely to have children (just over 25% of gay and bisexual men and 50% 

of lesbian and bisexual women have children compared to almost 90% of heterosexual 

men and women); less likely to see biological family members on a regular basis (less 

than 25% of óLGBô people in the sample saw their biological family members at least 

once a week compared to more than 50% of heterosexual people). The finding echoes 

those from an earlier UK study reported by Heaphy, Yip and Thompson (2004) and 

also studies from the USA (SAGE 2010).  

The problem with these statistics is that they are often mobilised to paint an 

overarching (homogenised) picture of older LGBN individuals w hich obscures the 

lives and experiences, for example, of those individuals who are in couples, do share 

homes, do have children, and do see family members on a regular basis. Significantly, 

these obscured narratives are more likely to be those of older LGBN women than 

LGBN men (Averett and Jenkins, 2012). Apart from the Stonewall study, most 

research on older LGBN individuals has tended to be small scale and short-term 

(Grossman 2008). It has also tended to privilege the experiences of older men over 
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older women, with women being under -represented (Averett, Yoon and Jenkins 

2012), and bisexuality rarely addressed beyond the óLGBô acronym (Jones 2011). It is 

this gap in knowledge which my thesis also addresses. 

4.3. Health and social care provision 

There is an expanding body of literature about older LGBN individualsô fears and 

concerns in relation to older -age older age health, housing and social care provision 

which is perceived as ill-equipped to recognise and meet the needs of older LGBN 

individuals (Hubbard and Rossington, 1995; Harrison, 2001; Langley, 2001; Heaphy 

et. al., 2004; Knocker, 2006 & 2012; Harrison and Riggs, 2006; Tolley and Ranzijn, 

2006; Brotman et. al., 2007; Hughes, 2007 & 2009; Price, 2008; Concannon, 2009; 

Stein, Beckerman, and Sherman, 2010; Fenge and Hicks, 2011; Guasp, 2011; Ward, 

Pugh and Price, 2011; Cartwright, Hughes & Lienert, 2012; Fish, 2012; NRC, 2012; 

Pugh, 2012; Walker et. al., 2013; Valenti and Katz, 2014). There is also a lack of choice 

in housing and/or care provision , with no  specialist options currently available in the 

UK (Carr and Ross, 2013). These inequality issues (Ward, Pugh and Price, 2010; 

Cronin et. al., 2011) have not yet been explored from a socio-legal perspective. This 

thesis addresses this gap. 

4.4. Distinguishing between older óLGBô lives: Cohort models 

Several authors have mobilised the idea of cohorts in relation to older LGBN 

individuals to: distinguish between older and younger generations of lesbian/gay 
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individuals (Parks, 199922; Robinson, 2008 23; Vaccaro, 200924); differentiate among 

older gay/ lesbian and gay individuals (De Vries, 2014; Dentato et. al., 201425); or 

describe different socio-historical eras which have been occupied by older gay/ lesbian 

and gay individuals (Plummer, 201126; Hammack and Cohler, 201127). Plummer 

additionally refers to age standpoints:  

Our social sexual worlds always lie at the intersections of our 
generations (along with other locations such as class, gender, nation, 
and ethnicity). All sexualities dangle from an age perspective. They 
are situated in age standpoints. At any moment of thinking about 
the sexual, we will usually find at least five generations helping shape 
that moment. And these are just the living generationsɂto this there 
will also be the legions of dead generations, whose ghosts may still 
be heard speaking past sexual stories. (Plummer, 2011:165) 

Plummerôs age standpoints involve a series of successive and/or overlapping age 

generations. However age standpoints can also be understood more broadly, in terms 

of personal chronological age, generation, socio-historical context, life stage, and, 

some authors have suggested, cohorts. 
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Generation X (born between 1961 and 1981); and Millennials (born after 1981). 
25

 Pre- (born 1900ς1920) and post- ²²LL Ψ.ŀōȅ .ƻƻƳΩ ƎŜƴŜǊŀǘƛƻƴ όōƻǊƴ мфпсς1964) 
26

 мύ Ψ/ǊƛƳƛƴŀƭΣ ǎƛŎƪΣ ŎƭƻǎŜǘŜŘ ǿƻǊƭŘǎΩ όмфлл-мфслΩύΤ нύ Ψ/ƻƳƛƴƎ ƻǳǘ ƻŦ ŎƭƻǎŜǘŜŘ ǿƻǊƭŘǎΩ όŜƳŜǊƎŜƴǘ gay affirmative 
generations, 1950s -мфтлǎύΤ оύ ΨDŀȅ ƭƛōŜǊŀǘƛƻƴ ǿƻǊƭŘǎΩ όǇƻƭƛǘƛŎƛǎŜŘύ Ǝŀȅ ƭƛōŜǊŀǘƛƻƴ ƎŜƴŜǊŀǘƛƻƴ ƭŀǘŜ мфслǎ - 1970s);  
пύ ΨIL±κ!L5{ ǿƻǊƭŘǎΩ όǘƘŜ ŘŜŀǘƘ ƻŦ ȅƻǳƴƎ Ǝŀȅ ƳŜƴ ŦǊƻƳ !L5ǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ мфулǎύΤ рύ ΨvǳŜŜǊ ǘǿƻ ǿƻǊƭŘǎΩ όΨǉǳŜŜǊ 
ƎŜƴŜǊŀǘƛƻƴ ǘǿƻΩ ǎǘarted to arrive in the late 1980s and aimed to deconstruct any stable sense of gender or 
ǎŜȄǳŀƭ ŎŀǘŜƎƻǊȅΩΣ tƭǳƳƳŜǊ нлммΥ мтрύΤ сΦ Ψ/ȅōŜǊ ǉǳŜŜǊ ǿƻǊƭŘǎ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ǇƻǎǘŎƭƻǎŜǘ ǿƻǊƭŘΩ όƛƴǘŜǊƴŜǘ ƴŜǘǿƻǊƪƛƴƎ 
from the mid-κƭŀǘŜ мффлǎ ƻƴǿŀǊŘΧ ΨǘƘŜ ƴŜǿ ƎŜƴŜǊŀǘƛƻƴ ŦƛƴŘǎ less and less difficulty in coming out or, indeed, 
ŜǾŜƴ ǘƘŜ ƴŜŜŘ ǘƻ ŎƻƳŜ ƻǳǘΩ tƭǳƳƳŜǊ нлммΥ мтрύΤ тύ ΨǎƻƳŜǘƘƛƴƎ ƴŜǿΩ ǘƘŀǘ tƭǳƳƳŜǊ Ŏŀƴƴƻǘ ȅŜǘ ƛŘŜƴǘƛŦȅΦ  
(Plummer 2011) 
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 IŀƳƳŀŎƪ ŀƴŘ /ƻƘƭŜǊ όнлммύ ƘŀǾŜ ǇǊƻǇƻǎŜŘ ǘƘǊŜŜ ŎƻƘƻǊǘǎ ǘƻ ŘŜǎŎǊƛōŜ ǘƘŜ ΨƴŀǊǊŀǘƛǾŜǎ ƻŦ ŘŜǎƛǊŜ ŀƴŘ ŜȄŎƭǳǎƛƻƴΩ 
όIŀƳƳŀŎƪ ŀƴŘ /ƻƘƭŜǊ нлммΥ мснύ ƻŦ ΨŦƛǾŜ ƎŜƴŜǊŀǘƛƻƴǎΩ όIŀƳƳŀŎƪ ŀƴŘ /ƻƘŜǊ нлммΥ мсоύ ƻŦ Ǝŀȅ ƳŜƴ ǎǇŀƴƴƛƴƎ ŀ 
сл ȅŜŀǊ ǇŜǊƛƻŘΣ ŦǊƻƳ ŀ ǇǳōƭƛŎ ǇƻƭƛŎȅ ǇŜǊǎǇŜŎǘƛǾŜΥ όмύ ΨCǊƻƳ {ƛƭŜƴŎŜ ŀƴŘ {ƛŎƪƴŜǎǎ ǘƻ ŀ Dŀȅ LŘŜƴǘƛǘȅΥ /ƻƳƛƴƎ ƻŦ !ƎŜ 
in the 1950s and мфслǎΩΤ όнύ ΨCǊƻƳ ΨDŀȅ Lǎ DƻƻŘΩ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ΨDŀȅ tƭŀƎǳŜΩΥ /ƻƳƛƴƎ ƻŦ !ƎŜ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ мфтлǎ ŀƴŘ мфулǎΩΤ ŀƴŘ 
όоύ ΨΨ±ƛǊǘǳŀƭƭȅ bƻǊƳŀƭΩΥ /ƻƳƛƴƎ ƻŦ !ƎŜ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ мффлǎΦΩ 
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 Dana Rosenfeld distinguished between two distinct lesbian and gay cohorts ï 

pre-Stonewall stigmatised, ódiscreditedô and closeted identities and post-Stonewall 

ógay affirmative,ô accredited and more visible identities (Rosenfeld, 2003), 

emphasising the significance of stigma in lesbian and gay identity development. Ann 

Cronin proposed a third cohort, that of previously married women (and to a lesser  

extent men), often with children, who ócome outô in later life (Cronin, 2006). In doing 

so Cronin emphasised the significance of personal chronological age, gender and life 

stage in informing an individualôs experience of ócoming outô and/or forming same -

gender relationships. 

While Rosenfeld was interested in identity discourse, Cronin and colleagues 

argued for a destabilisation of discrete identity categories (Cronin et. al., 2011), 

focusing more on performative specificities, and the implications of diff ering cohorts 

implications for ósocial capitalô (material and social resources) in later life (Cronin and 

King, 2013). While Rosenfeld flags the very powerful shift from a discredited identity 

to the possibility of an accredited one, she mobilises a very distinct pre - and post- 

Stonewall binary around a single historical event, which does not take into account 

wider socio-legal contexts, the intersection of gender and sexuality, nor how sexuality 

discourse and performance is itself historical produced and continuously changing 

(Halperin, 2013). While Cronin and King offer an added layer to conceptualising 

LGBN ageing, their óbinary plus oneô analysis (i.e. pre-post-Stonewall identities plus 

women with children who ócame outô in later life) still only encompa sses a very limited 

range of experienced and narratives. 
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Cohort models hold the disadvantage of the risk of over-generalisation and 

failing to take individual variation into account, potentially smoothing over those 

narratives which do not neatly fit into a particular cohort.   But they also offer the 

advantage of providing a descriptive framework upon which to hang clusters of 

commonalities in complex group processes. All of these cohort models bring 

something to an understanding of the role of time in the  production of LGBN 

sexualities/ sexual identities: the differences between older and younger generations 

in the discursive and performative possibilities available to them; the significance of 

personal chronological age, life-stage, and socio-historical context, for those 

discursive and performative possibilities; the significance of the navigation of stigma 

and the alternatives created by newer, more affirmative identity discourse (and more 

recent queer discourse). Ken Plummer in particular mobilises the very useful concept 

of age standpoint, highlighting how each individual is personally located in their own 

particular temporal contexts. However none of the accounts provide an analysis which 

takes all  of these factors and their intersections into account.  Additionally, none of the 

above cohort models capture the full range of sexuality/sexual identity narratives and 

performances produced by older LGBN individuals, including:  the narratives radical 

feminist lesbians (Jeffreys, 2003) enacting the órage of oppressionô (Kitzinger, 1987: 

115) who elected to take on a lesbian identity (in contrast with the dominant romantic -

liberationist stories of emancipation which prevail in lesbian and gay history discourse 

- Plummer, 1995);  the various forms and understandings of bisexuality (Halperin, 

2009); sexual fluidity, which is particularly associated with womenôs sexuality 

(Diamond, 2008); and those individuals who mobilise a non -labelling narrative about 
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sexuality28. In Chapter Three, I draw upon temporality to cons truct an 

identity/performance narrative cohort model which, I propose, does take all of the 

above into account.  

5. Thesis Overview 

So there are gaps in knowledge in LGBN ageing in terms of: analysing it from an 

equalities/socio -legal perspective; exploring diversity among and between older 

LGBN individuals, particularly gender diversity; taking an intersectional approach to 

LGBN ageing; locating and understanding LGBN ageing in temporal and spatial 

contexts. In approaching these gaps in knowledge my thesis addresses four questions: 

1) How are the lives of older LGBN individuals framed in regulatory contexts? 2) How 

do these regulatory frameworks inform ageing LGBN subjectivities and kinship 

formations? 3) What are the main concerns of older LGBN individuals in  relation to 

ageing? 4) How are the lives and concerns of older LGBN individuals represented by 

activists working on their behalves? 

In addressing these questions, I analyse the regulatory contexts relevant to 

LGBN ageing (Chapter Two). In Chapter Three I address methodological issues and 

my use of qualitative data from interviews to explore these regulatory contexts at the 

level of lived experience. In Chapters Four to Seven I analyse data from the interviews 

to consider: LGBN ageing subjectivities (Chapter Four), kinship constructions 

(Chapter Five), anticipated care futures (Chapter Six), and activistsô representations of 

                                                 
 
28

 /Ŝƭƛŀ YƛǘȊƛƴƎŜǊΩǎ CŀŎǘƻǊ όнύ ƎǊƻǳǇ ƻŦ [D.b ǿƻƳŜƴ ǿƘƻ ōŀǎŜ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǎŜȄǳŀƭƛǘƛŜǎ Ψƻƴ ǘƘŜ ōŜƭƛŜŦ ǘƘŀǘ Ψ²ƻƳŜƴ 
ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘ ǘƻ ΨǘƘŜ ǇŜǊǎƻƴΣ ƴƻǘ ǘƘŜ ƎŜƴŘŜǊΩ ŀƴŘ Ψƛǘ ŀƭƭ ŘŜǇŜƴŘǎ ǿƘƻ ȅƻǳ Ŧŀƭƭ ƛƴ ƭƻǾŜ ǿƛǘƘΩΩ όYƛǘȊƛƴƎŜǊΣ мфутΥ млнύΦ 



Chapter One: Introduction  

39 
 

older LGBN individualsô lives, issues and concerns (Chapter Seven).  In the final 

chapter I consider the social policy and future research implications (Chapter Eight).  

A number of working assumptions emerged from my initial review of research. 

Firstly, that differing retrospective age standpoints inform recognition and resources 

in relation to the subjective present, kinship construction , and anticipated future care 

needs. Secondly, that past and present discursive and performative possibilities 

interact to inform ageing LGBN individualsô subjectivities and kinship formations in 

the present day. Thirdly, that older age has spatial implications for resources, 

recognition, power and resistance, both in terms of the navigation of normative space 

and which normative spaces are navigated.  Fourthly, that those representations by 

activists of older LGBN individualsô issues and concerns are located in norms and 

normativities which produce particular sites of inclusion and exclusion. And lastly, 

but most importantly, that gender is a key differentiator in these age standpoints, 

discursive and performative possibilities, temporal and spatial dynamic s, and issues of 

representation. 

6.  Concluding R emarks  

In this introductory chapter I have addressed key concepts and theoretical 

frameworks, summarised the research context, identified gaps in knowledge, and 

explained how my thesis addresses those gaps. I have outlined my thesis, in terms of 

identifying the main research questions, how my thesis addresses these questions, and 

describing the overall structure of my thesis. The next chapter, Chapter Two, 

addresses the first of my research questions, in relation to how the lives of older LGBN 

individuals are framed in regulatory contexts.  
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CHAPTER TWO: REGULATORY CONTEXT  

1. Introduction  

In this chapter I address the first of my research questions - How are the lives of older 

LGBN individuals framed in regulatory co ntexts? ï by examining the regulatory 

contexts through and against which older LGBN individuals experience and construct 

their lives. The purpose is threefold: to provide context for an analysis, in subsequent 

chapters, of data produced from my empirical r esearch; to identify gaps in law and 

social policy; and to consider the implications of those gaps for older LGBN 

individuals. The chapter offers an analysis of law and social policy affecting older 

people, approached through the lens of gender and sexual identity, and of law and 

social policy affecting LGBN individuals, approached through the lens of older age. I 

show how older age can both iterate previous gender and sexuality inequalities and 

produce new ones. 

My analysis of regulatory contexts offers new insights in three main ways. 

Firstly, in an analysis of material and financial regulations affecting older people, I 

have found that there is now a four tier system of relationship recognition in UK law, 

which disadvantages relationships most likely to comprise older LGBN individualsô 

personal communities in later life. Secondly, through an analysis of health and social 

care law, I demonstrate how the ageing legal subject is constructed in ways which 

serve to privilege ageing heterosexual-identifying indi viduals and marginalise ageing 

LGBN individuals. Thirdly, I show how the Equality Act (EQA) 2010 disadvantages 

older LGBN individuals in two main ways: in the construction of sexuality as a single 

strand óorientationô; and in the exemptions from protection  from harassment outside 
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of the workplace, which disproportionately affect older (non -working) individuals, 

especially those living in closed care settings.  

In presenting my arguments specifically in this chapter, I draw upon the 

concepts of ónodesô and óflowsô to show how regulatory nodes shape uneven flows of 

recognition and resources to older/LGBN individuals. I briefly outline the conceptual 

tools of ónodesô and óflowsô in Section Two. I then address: relationship recognition in 

those areas of law which are of particular relevance to older people (Section Three); 

the construction of the ageing legal subject in health and social care law (Section 

Four); and uneven access to protections for older LGBN individuals under the EQA 

(Section Five).  

2.  Nodes and F lows  

Regulation as an object of inquiry can be usefully analysed using the concepts of 

ónodesô and óflowsô as a way of articulating forces that produce differing access to state-

organised recognition and resources. óNodesô and óflowsô have so far been utilised in 

three main areas: social network analyses (Scott, 1992; Borgatti, 2009; Prell, 2011), 

including actor -network theory (Law, 1994; Mol and Law, 2004; Latour, 2007) and 

ómeshworksô (Escobar, 2001); global cultural flows (Appadurai, 2003; Braziel and 

Mannur, 2003); and nodal governance (Shearing and Wood, 2003). Social network 

analyses are predicated upon the notion that óindividuals are embedded in thick webs 

of social relations and interactionsô (Borgatti, 2009: 892) and seek to understand 

different e lements and aspects of them. Analyses have shifted, across 80 years of 

study, from mathematical and geometric mapping of nodes (individuals and/or 

groups) and flows (the connections between them) to analyses of nodes as structural 
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positions (rather than pe ople or groups). They have been applied in a wide range of 

contexts, including management consultancy, public health and criminology. Social 

network analyses have moved, in recent years, beyond the structural and more 

towards the discursive production of social identities:  

Networks can be seen as apparatuses for the production of discourses 
and practices that connect nodes in discontinuous space; networks are 
not necessarily hierarchical but can in some cases be described as self-
organizing, non-linear and non-ÈÉÅÒÁÒÃÈÉÃÁÌ ÍÅÓÈ×ÏÒËÓȣ ÔÈÅÙ ÃÒÅÁÔÅ 
flows that link sites which, operating more like fractal structures than 
fixed architectures, enable diverse couplings (structural, strategic, 
conjunctural) with other sites and networks. (Escobar, 2001:174) 

Governance discourse seeks to analyse the mechanisms (the institutions, norms and 

practices) through which social systems are produced in more complex ways than 

simply through formal constitutions and laws (Cooper, 2002). In this context, the 

concept of nodes ï nodal governance - is understood as points on networks 

constituted by óinstitutions with a set of technologies, mentalities and resources that 

mobilize the knowledge and capacity of members to manage the course of eventsô 

(Burris , Drahos and Shearing, 2005: 35). Nodal governance focuses on both state and 

non-state authorities and interventions in such areas as security and policing 

(Dupont and Wood, 2007), restorative justice (Wood, Shearing and Froestad, 2011), 

and human rights discourse (Sokhi-Bulley, 2011). 

 The third way in which nodes and flows have been mobilised is in relation to 

notions of global cultural flows (Castells, 2000) which have broadened from  an 

analysis of the movement of peoples and cultures in a global context to the 

movements of óthingsô, including ideas. These have been broadly classified by 

Appadurai (2003) under five main headings: óethnoscapesô (people who move 

between nations); ótechnoscapesô (technology, linked to larg e multinational 
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corporations); ófinancescapesô (global economy); ómediascapesô (electronic and new 

media) and óideoscapesô (official state ideologies and counter-ideologies) (Appadurai, 

2003). Various other óscapesô have been proposed as add-ons to those proposed by 

Appadurai. Of particular interest here are ócarescapesô (Milligan and Wiles, 2011) or 

ólandscapes of careô (Milligan, 2012), which describe both flows of care, and the 

terrain of care itself, which are directed /shaped in particular ways by nodes 

constituted by moments/points of governance, determining the (sh ifting) borders of 

care (McEwan and Goodman, 2010).  

 In this chapter I mobilise nodes and flows to identify nodal points in 

regulatory contexts relating to older to people in order to show how they shape flows 

of recognition and/or resources towards parti cular relationship forms and particular 

ageing legal subjects. In Section Three I show how regulatory nodes and flows shape 

a four-tier privileging of relationships in the UK. In Section Four I show a) how 

regulatory nodes shape flows of recognition and resources to certain types of 

(heterosexual) older age care networks and not (LGBN) others; and b) how 

regulatory nodes are based on constructions of particular types of ageing legal 

subjects, which in turn shape flows of resources, in the form of formal care, away 

from older LGBN individuals. In Section Five I propose that the Equality Act 2010 is 

positioned upon nodes which shape uneven flows of protections towards older LGBN 

individuals, disadvantaging them in comparison with both older heterosexual -

identi fying individuals and young LGBN individuals.  
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3.  Four -Tier Privileging of (Ageing) R elationship Forms  

My analysis of law and social policy affecting older LGBN individuals has led to me 

identify that there is now a four-tier relationship recognition system in  the UK, 

reflected in different flows of finances, health and social care and housing, routed via 

nodes of relationship status. A key aspect of this is the privileging of the sexual couple 

and the comparative lack of access to recognition and resources by Supportive and 

Loving Intimate Friendships (óSLIFsô)29. The four-tiers of privilege which I have 

identified are as follows: 

1. The fully legally recognised couple.  Positioned at the first, most 

privileged, tier is the legally recognised civil partnership 30 or married 31 

couple, which now sits alongside the previous heterosexual spousal default 

mechanisms in tax, welfare benefits and pensions, inheritance law, 

housing policy and provision, and in health care decision making;  

2. The partially legally recognised couple  At the second, less privileged, tier 

is the partially  legally recognised non-registered same-sex couple which 

has a degree of recognition, albeit less than the married/civil partnership 

couple, in various contexts which incur both privilege (e.g. some aspects of 

health care decision-making for cohabiting couples) and disadvantage 

(e.g. welfare benefits assessment for cohabiting couples); 
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 SLIFs are outlined in Chapter One. 
30

 Civil Partnership Act 2004, applied throughout the UK, granted same sex couples the same rights and 
responsibilities as married heterosexual couples. 
31

 According to the Marriage (Same Sex Couples) Act 2013, in England and Wales, and the Marriage and Civil 
Partnership (Scotland) Act 2014, same gender couples may now marry. In Scotland civil partners who now wish 
to marry may do so. There is currently a government consultation process regarding the futures of civil 
partnerships in England and Wales, with three options on the table; i) abolish civil partnerships and convert 
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3. Potentially legally recognisable SLIFs. At the third, even less privileged, 

tier, are non-conjugal, non-biological/fili al, intimate relationships, i.e. 

SLIFôs,  for which there is no formal legal provision and which are not 

automatically recognised in legal defaults, but for which partial 

recognition can be created through mobilising law (e.g. via nominations in 

private pensions, in Wills, Lasting Powers of Attorney, etc.); and  

4. SLIFS which cannot be recognised in law.  At the fourth, least privileged, 

tier, are non-conjugal, non-biological/filial, intimate relationships, i.e. 

SLIFôs,  for which there is neither formal legal provision nor any means for 

remedying this through mobilising law (e.g. non -recognition under mental 

health legislation óNearest Relativeô rules, no recognition of non-conjugal, 

non-biological relationships of care and support under intestacy rules, no 

tenancy rights upon death, etc.). 

Running in parallel to this are the biological/filial family defaults in many areas of 

law, just behind the married/civil partnership couple, sometimes ahead of the 

conjugal couple, sometimes behind, according to different areas of law, but always 

ahead of SLIFôs. I shall now explore this further by considering each relationship tier 

in greater detail.  

3.1. The fully legally recognised couple 

At the top tier of legal privilege is the legally recognised sexual couple, with 

spousal/civil partner default mechanisms in tax, welfare benefits, pensions, and 

                                                                                                                                                         
existing ones into marriages; ii) stop any further civil partnerships being formed, but retain existing ones; and iii) 
keep civil partnerships and open them to opposite-gender couples. 
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inheritance law. Married couples and civil partners are entitled to: a state pension on 

the basis of a partnerôs National Insurance Contributions; automatic access to a 

partnerôs occupational pension when they die32; the Married Coupleôs Allowance and 

tax benefits (enabling the transfer of savings to a partner who pays no tax or tax at a 

lower rate)3334.  

Civil partners and spouses, enjoy exemption from  Inheritance Tax liability , and 

are recognised under Intestacy Rules and Housing Tenancy succession rules. Under 

the Inheritance Tax Act 1984, which applies across the UK, a surviving spouse is 

exempt from Inheritance Tax 35. Following the Civil Partnership Act 2004 (CPA) this 

benefit was also extended to civil partners36. In cases of intestacy, the spouse/civil 

partner is allowed to apply to become an executor of the deceased partnerôs estate and 

to inherit under intestacy rules 37. Spouses and civil partners are also entitled to make 

a claim under inheritance legislation 38. Under the changes made by the Inheritance 

and Trusteesô Powers Act 2014, due to come into effect on 1 October 2014, in the case 

of married and civil partnered couples, the whole estate passes on intestacy to the 

surviving spouse or civil partner, where there are no children or descendants. In terms 
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 It is possible for anyone to be named as a beneficiary of a private pension upon death, but not for a state 
pension. 
33

 Sections 35, 36 and 37 of the Income Tax Act 2007 (ITA) provide a non-transferable personal allowance. 
Sections 45 and 46 ITA provide for married couple's allowance to married couples or civil partners where one or 
both spouses or civil partners were born before 6 April 1935. Sections 47 to 52 ITA provide for the transfer of 
married couple's allowance between spouses or civil partners including the transfer of unused relief.  
34

 There is one financial advantage to not being married or in a civil partnership for older LGBN women 
ǇǊŜǾƛƻǳǎƭȅ ƳŀǊǊƛŜŘ ŀƴŘ ǿƛŘƻǿŜŘΥ ǘƘŜȅ ǊŜǘŀƛƴ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǿƛŘƻǿΩǎ ǇŜƴǎƛƻƴΣ ƛŦ ǘƘŜȅ ŀǊŜ ƛƴ ǊŜŎŜƛǇǘ ƻŦ ƻƴŜΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ ǘƘŜȅ 
would lose upon marrying or entering a civil partnership. 
35

 Section 18(1) Inheritance Tax Act 1984; Tax and Civil Partnership Regulations 2005. 
36

 Tax and Civil Partnership Regulations 2005. 
37

 Administration of Estates Act 1925, England and Wales; Succession (Scotland) Act 1964, as amended by the 
Law Reform (Miscellaneous Provisions) (Scotland) Act 1968 and the Succession (Scotland) Act 1973; 
Administration of Estates Act (Northern Ireland) 1955. 
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of tenancy rules39 spouses and civil partners are entitled to take over a deceased 

spouseôs/ civil partnerôs council tenancy and housing association tenancy, but not 

private assured shorthold tenancies (unless their name is also in the tenancy 

agreement). They may be entitled to succeed under assured and regulated private 

tenancies. 

The legally recognised couple is also prioritised in medical decision making, 

mental health and mental capacity legislation. In terms of medical informatio n-

sharing and decision-making, ónext of kinô remains a powerful óright of entryô to 

visitation, information and decision -making participation regarding someone in 

hospital, care or nursing homes, which is of particular relevance to older LGBN 

individuals. Although there is an absence of legal clarity about who is next of kin, 

anyone, including a friend, can be nominated as such. However, in practice, 

particularly in consultation over treatment issues, it is the spouse or civil partner or 

blood/filial relation who usually take priority (Royal College of Nursing, 2003).  

Older people can be detained under mental health legislation, especially those 

with dementia (McPherson and Jones, 2003). Under mental health l egislation, the 

óNearest Relativeô has a range of rights and responsibilities in relation to someone 

with mental health difficulties. Under Section 26 Mental Health Act 1983 (MHA): to 

apply for admission to psychiatric hospital; to be informed of an admiss ion to 

psychiatric hospital; to be consulted by the Approved Social Worker (ASW) before 

admission under Section 3 or guardianship; to require Social Services to direct an 
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 Inheritance (Provision for Family and Dependants Act) 1975 (England, Wales and Northern Ireland) (as 
amended by the Law Reform (Succession) Act 1995) and Family Law (Scotland) Act 2006. 
39

 Housing Act 1988 ς England and Wales; Housing (Scotland) Act 2001; Housing (NI) Order 1983.  
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ASW to apply for admission; to discuss decisions not to admit; to discharge; to apply 

to the Mental Health Review Tribunal.  

In this area there is again the four-tier relationship recognition construct, with 

the legally recognised conjugal couple, and then the biological/filial relationships, 

being privileged in England and Wales, where there is a strict hierarchy of óNearest 

Relativeô recognition. Under s 26(6) MHA this hierarchy is: (1) Husband, wife or civil 

partner; (2) Son or daughter (adult); (3) Father or mother; (4) Brother or sister (over 

18); (5) Grandparent; (6) Grandchild (over 18); (7) Uncle or aunt (over 18); (8) Niece 

or nephew (over 18). Partners are also included (including same sex partners) where a 

couple have been living together as husband and wife or as if they were civil partners 

for six months or more, unless one of them is married and not permanently separated. 

We can think of a node as each relationship recognised in law, and each node as 

directing flows of rights, responsibilities and resources. In terms of later life finances, 

inheritance law, and mental health legislation, the primary nodes, i.e. those most 

commonly present and consistently prioriti sed via a range of defaults, are those of the 

legally recognised married or civil partnered couple. These nodes shape flows of 

recognition, rights and resources first and foremost to married couples and civil 

partners, and to a lesser extent in a range of defaults to biological family members. 

These flows are not equally well directed to other relationship forms.  

3.2. The partially legally recognised couple 

Cohabiting partner s do not enjoy the same privileges as married couples or civil 

partners. They are not entitled to a state pension on the basis of a partnerôs National 

Insurance Contributions; they do not have automatic access to a partnerôs 
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occupational pension when they die (although they can be named as beneficiaries in 

private pension schemes under which anyone can be nominated as a beneficiary); and 

they do not benefit from Married Coupleôs Allowance and tax benefits. Unlike married 

couples and civil partners, cohabiting partners do not enjoy exemption from  

Inheritance Tax liability 40, meaning that they are at greater risk of financial penalties 

and housing insecurity when a partner dies. Under the current rules, without a valid 

will, unmarried couples living together ha ve no automatic inheritance right to a 

partnerôs estate. The Law Commission of England and Wales proposed a revision to 

this state of affairs (Law Commission, 2011) and the Inheritance (Cohabitants) Bill 

was proposed which would have given cohabiting couples certain automatic 

inheritance rights, particularly those with children 41. The proposed Bill was rejected 

by the government in 2014 meaning that there are still no automatic legal inheritance 

rights for cohabiting partners (Stowe, 2014).  

Cohabiting partners have limited protections under the Inheritance (Provision 

for Family and Dependants) Act (IPFDA) 197542. According to the IPFDA, those who 

are entitled to make an application for financial provision from a deceased personôs 

estate are: spouse or civil partner; former spouse or civil partner who has not 

remarried or formed a new civil partnership; a child of the deceased or someone 

treated as a child of the deceased; any person maintained by the deceased immediately 

prior to death; a person who had cohabited (as a couple) with the deceased for the two 

years immediately prior to their death.  

                                                 
40

 Section 18(1) Inheritance Tax Act 1984; Tax and Civil Partnership Regulations 2005. 
41

 Unmarried partners who have lived together for five years, or two years if they had children, would have had 
ǘƘŜ ǊƛƎƘǘ ǘƻ ƛƴƘŜǊƛǘ ǳǇƻƴ ƻƴŜ ǇŀǊǘƴŜǊΩǎ ŘŜŀǘƘΦ 
42

 Inheritance (Provision for Family and Dependants Act 1975 (England, Wales and Northern Ireland). 
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Currently, any claims for dependency have to show that, on balance, the 

deceased made a greater contribution to the shared finances than the surviving 

person. However, under the changes made to the IPFDA by the Inheritance and 

Trusteesô Powers Act 2014, due to come into effect on 1 October 2014, a person may 

now be eligible to make a claim if the deceased made a substantial contribution to that 

personôs needs43 and no longer has to show that the deceased contributed more to the 

relationship than the claimant did. The requirement to show that the deceased had 

assumed formal responsibility for the applicant has also been removed44. However 

cohabiting partnersô claims will have to be balanced against the claims of others, 

including those who have inherited the estate. In this way there is a very clear 

financial incentivisation for cohabiting couples, particular those for whom death is 

more salient (i.e. older couples), to get married or form civil partnerships.  

In terms of tenancy rules45 cohabiting partners can take over a deceased 

partnerôs council tenancy and housing association tenancy, but not private assured 

shorthold tenancies (again, unless their name is also in the contract). Cohabiting same 

gender partners not married or in civil partnerships and on means -tested benefits are 

also less well-off following the Civil Partnership Act (CPA) 2004. Prior to the CPA, 

cohabiting same gender partners on welfare benefits, unlike cohabiting opposite 

gender partners, were assessed as single people. Since the CPA, cohabiting same-

gender partners, whether in a civil partnership or not, are assessed as couples, 

                                                 
43

 Section 1(3), IPFDA 1975 as amended by paragraph 3, Schedule 2, ITPA 2014. 
44

 Section 3 IPFDA 1975 as amended by paragraph 5 of Schedule 2 to the ITPA 2014. 
45

 Housing Act 1988 ς England and Wales; Housing (Scotland) Act 2001; Housing (NI) Order 1983.  
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resulting in reduced income (payments for a couple being less than payments for two 

single people)46. 

These issues implicate class, gender and race/ethnicity. Just as the CPA itself 

has economically privileged winners (i.e. those in employment) and economically 

disadvantaged losers (i.e. those dependent upon state benefits) (Stychin, 2006), this 

too applies to older age, for both heterosexual and same sex couples. The more 

affluent couples who have private pensions ï whose beneficiaries are not contingent 

on partnership status ï are the winners, and the less affluent couples who are reliant 

on state pensions ï whose beneficiaries are contingent on partnership status ï being 

the losers (Boyd and Young, 2003). It also intersects with gender, privileging middle 

class men on relatively higher pensions, for example, over working class women more 

likely to be reliant on state benefits (Jackson, 2011). It further intersects with race and 

ethnicity: older people from Black, Asian and minority ethnic (BAME) backgrounds, 

especially older women, being amongst the most socio-economically disadvantaged in 

the UK (Evandrou, 2000) and so more likely to be reliant upon state pensions.  

In terms of mental health legislation, under the Mental Health Act 1983, as 

outlined in the preceding section, partners who have lived together for more than six 

months can be recognised as the óNearest Relativeô47 in England and Wales48. Partners 

who do not cohabit, or who have cohabited for less than six months, are not entitled to 

                                                 
46

 Under Section 136 Social Security Contributions and Benefits Act 1992, the income and capital of a member of 
the claimant's family is treated as that of the claimant for the purposes of a claim for benefit. Section 137 
defines 'family' as a married or unmarried couple and their dependent children. The definition of 'couple' in 
s137 was amended to include civil partners and those living together as if they were civil partners. 
47

 Section 26(6) Mental Health Act 1983. 
48

 The Mental Health Act 2007 gave greater rights to cohabiting partners (same gender and opposite gender) as 
ǿŜƭƭ ǘƘŜ ƻǇǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ŀǇǇƭȅƛƴƎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ŎƻǳǊǘ ǘƻ ƘŀǾŜ ŀ ΨbŜŀǊŜǎǘ wŜƭŀǘƛǾŜΩ ǊŜǇƭŀŎŜŘ ƛŦ ƘŜκǎƘŜ ƛǎ ƴƻǘ ŀ ΨǎǳƛǘŀōƭŜ ǇŜǊǎƻƴΩ 
(Mental Health Act 2007 s23 and s24 amending Mental Health Act 2003 s29). 
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be recognised. In Scotland however, under the Mental Health (Care and Treatment) 

(Scotland) Act 2003, a person over 16 can nominate a ônamed personô to support 

her/him and to protect her/his interests in any proceedings under the Act, which 

means a non-cohabiting partner or a partner with whom the person has cohabited for 

less than six months could be nominated. 

 In this way, in terms of finances, inheritance law, and mental health legislation, 

there are fewer nodes positioning cohabiting partners in the direction of flows of 

recognition, rights and resources compared with married couples and civi l partners, 

and biological family members. There are also different nodal systems in England and 

Wales compared with Scotland in terms of the óNearest Relativeô, with relatively static 

non-elective nodes of recognition in England and Wales, and more flexible, elective 

nodes in Scotland. 

3.3. Potentially legally recognisable SLIFs 

Surviving SLIFs have even fewer automatic rights than married, civil partnered and 

cohabiting couples. As well as having no pension rights (unless named as beneficiaries 

in private pension schemes), no tax benefits and no Inheritance Tax privileges, they 

also have no tenancy claims. Under tenancy rules, in England and Wales49, apart from 

spouse and civil partner, the only other people who have tenancy succession rights to 

council and housing association tenancies are other ófamily membersô (providing a 

spouse or civil partner is not living in the property, and the family member had been 

living there for over a year). óFamily membersô comprise cohabiting partners, children, 

parents, siblings and most other óclose relatives,ô but not friends.  
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 Housing Act 1988 ς England and Wales; Housing (Scotland) Act 2001; Housing (NI) Order 1983.  
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In terms of inheritance, friends also have few rights. They have no claim under 

the IPFDA and Family Law (Scotland) Act 2006, unless they can show that they had 

been financially reliant upon the deceased immediately prior to their death. Notably 

in England, Wales and Northern Ireland, friends who may have provided financial 

and/or other support to the deceased person have no automatic rights to a claim at all 

(Anderson, 2011), although they might be awarded a discretionary grant from the 

Crown, if they chose to apply for one50. 

While friendships are excluded through inheritance defaults, wills can override 

that exclusion. The option of opting out from heteronormative and/or couple -based 

defaults through wil l-writing is often used to argue against the significance of 

potentially discriminatory succession rules (Monk, 2011). However disputed wills and 

discretionary awards under intestacy rules remain problematic. This is partly because 

the court is required to  be able to have the mindset of the deceased and in the case of 

LGBN individuals may not be able to do so (Anderson 2011). While Humphreys et. al. 

(2010) recently surveyed attitudes in the UK to inheritance by spouse/civil 

partner/children/extended family under intestacy rules, their study did not ask 

research participants their sexual identity/sexuality, and there is little data on LGBN 

attitudes towards inheritance. With a lack of information a predominantly 

heterosexual and heterosexist judiciary (Hunter  et. al., 2010) would find it difficult to 

make well-informed judgments. It is most likely courts would instead default to a 

heteronormative family paradigm (Foster, 2001) which would not necessarily reflect 

the perspectives of LGBN individuals (Gallanis, 1999). 
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 In terms of the Mental Health Act, it is very difficult, in England and Wales, for  

a friend be recognised as the óNearest Relative.ô Under s 26(7) MHA, an individual, 

other than a relative, who has been living with the person for a period of no less than 

five years, will be treated as if they were a relative, after all the other list of biological 

family members has been considered. In Scotland however, under the Mental Health 

(Care and Treatment) (Scotland) Act 2003, as noted above, a person over 16 can 

nominate a óNamed Personô to support him/her and to protect his/her interests in any 

proceedings under the Act. This can be a friend if they wish. If no-one is chosen, then 

the óprimary carerô will be the óNamed Personô: óThis is the person who provides all or 

most of the care and support for the service user, without receiving any paymentô51. 

This might be a friend. Only if there is no nominated person or primary carer would 

the personôs nearest biological relation become the named óNearest relative.ô
52

 

Friends can also be nominated to assume rights and responsibilities, in the case 

of mental incapacity53. Through Lasting Powers of Attorney (LPAs) (Property and 

Financial Affairs/ Personal Welfare) in England and Wales, and a Power of Attorney 

in Scotland, a person can nominate individuals including friends, to make decisions 

about their property and finances and/or about their care should they lose the 

capacity to do so for themselves. Prior to these Acts no-one had the right to consent to 

treatment on behalf of someone else, but now, under a Personal Welfare LPA, 

attorney(s) can do so. The Acts also make provision for advance decision making54. In 
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 Scottish Government 2008: 3. 
52

 Scottish Government 2005. 
53

 Mental Capacity Act 2005 (England and Wales) and the Adults with Incapacity (Scotland) Act 2000. 
54

 Advance Decisions in England and Wales (Mental Capacity Act 2005, ss 24ς26) and Advance Directives in 
Scotland (Adults with Incapacity (Scotland) Act 2000 s 47(2)) enable a person to make decisions with regard to 
medical treatment at end of life. 
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England and Wales, an advance decision is legally binding (unless overridden on Best 

Interests grounds under M CA) and must be respected by medical teams (although it 

can also be overridden under the Mental Health Act 1983). In Scotland advance 

directives are not legally binding, however they must be taken into account by medical 

teams and others making decisions on a personôs behalf. 

Lasting Powers of Attorney, Powers of Attorney, Advance Decisions and 

Advance Directives, and Wills all take on particular significance for individuals who 

do not want their conjugal/biological/filial default relationships to become pr ivileged 

in decision making should they lose mental capacity. This is of course of particular 

significance to older individuals. However, this is likely to be unevenly distributed by 

class: better-educated and more affluent individuals are more likely to b e aware of and 

able to afford to deploy these options than those who are less well-educated and/or 

socio-economically disadvantaged. 

 In nodal terms, then, there are fewer default nodes for friendship shaping flows 

of recognition, rights and resources in later life.  However, there are elective nodes (in 

relation to Lasting Powers of Attorney, Powers of Attorney, Advance Decisions and 

Advance Directives, and Wills) which enable an individual to nominate a person to a 

node of recognition, rights and/or resou rces. By mobilising law, and individual may 

create their own nodes, and nominate relationships of their choosing to those nodes 

under certain circumstances. There are also different nodal systems in England and 

Wales compared with Scotland in terms of the óNearest Relativeô, with relatively static 

non-elective nodes of recognition in England and Wales, and more flexible, elective 

nodes in Scotland. 
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Although SLIFs have very few default recognitions, in the areas of law outlined 

above, there are certain legal mechanisms which can be mobilised to opt them in to 

legal rights and recognitions. There are some areas of law where such an opt-in is not 

possible, which is addressed in the next section. 

3.4. Legally unrecognisable SLIFs 

In certain areas of law, SLIFs are excluded and there is no way they can be opted in. 

This includes coupleôs tax benefits, Inheritance Tax privileges, and tenancy claims, as 

outlined in the previous section. In England and Wales, a friend cannot be appointed 

as óNearest Relativeô unless that person has been living with the person concerned for 

at least five years55. The privileging of biological family and/or the conjugal couple 

and the lack of facility to remove the óNearest Relativeô in England and Wales has been 

challenged in the courts. In R (M) v Secretary of State for Health56, a psychiatric 

patient, sexually abused by her biological father in childhood, was unable to have him 

removed as her óNearest Relativeô, despite him being able to read her medical records 

in his capacity as óNearest Relativeô, and her psychiatrist attesting that this had a 

detrimental effect on her mental state. She successfully obtained a declaration by the 

court that the Mental Health Act 1983 s 26 and s 29 (relating to replacing the óNearest 

Relativeô) were incompatible with the Human Rights Act 1998 57. This case was 

preceded by JT v United Kingdom58 and FC v UK59 both cases also relating to alleged 

abuse by óNearest Relatives.ô In JT the government had written to the European Court 

of Human Rights (ECtHR) stating it wo uld amend existing legislation (reflecting an 
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 Section 26(7) MHA. 
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 R (M) v Secretary of State for Health [2003] EWHC 1094 (Admin). 
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 Human Rights Act 1998 Sch. 1 Part I Art. 8 (respect for private and family life). 
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out of court settlement), but had not yet done so. The government had initially 

proposed introducing new mental health legislation which would give patients (with 

capacity) the right to nominate their óNearest Relative,ô but subsequently retreated 

from this promise (Hewitt, 2007). The government has left it open to the cour ts to 

interpret the meaning of ósuitable.ô Lord Hunt offered some clarification in parliament 

during the consultation stage:  

We have in mind ÓÉÔÕÁÔÉÏÎÓ ×ÈÅÒÅ Á ÎÅÁÒÅÓÔ ÒÅÌÁÔÉÖÅȭÓ ÏÃÃÕÐÁÔÉÏÎ ÏÆ ÔÈÁÔ 
role and its powers under the Act pose a real and present danger to the 
health or well-being of the patient. Where a nearest relative has abused 
the patient, for instance, he should not be allowed to exercise the rights 
of the nearest relative.

60
 

The Joint Committee on Human Rights (JCHR) considered the definition of 

suitability overly restrictive:  

It is too narrow to enable a patient to displace a nearest relative with 
whom they emphatically do not get. al.ong, unless there is some 
undercurrent of abuse. (JCHR, 2007: 16) 

The definition certainly leaves a person no space to elect to have a supportive friend, 

rather than a biological family member, as his/her óNearest Relative.ô The óNearest 

Relativeô can delegate his/her rights to someone else (who need not be a relative) by 

providing notice in writing 61. But it is not inevitable that a family member would be 

willing to do so, particularly if there are fractured relationships in the first place 

(Monk, 2011). 

This holds particular significance for older LGBN individuals. Many of the 

oldest LGBN individuals will have spent a significant part of their adult lives living in 
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 JT v United Kingdom (application 26,494/95), 30 March 2000. 
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 FC v UK 37,344/97. 
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 HL Deb 17 January 2007: Column 672. 
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 Section 32(2) MHA 1983 and Regulation 24 of the Mental Health (Hospital, Guardianship and Consent to 
Treatment) Regulations 2008. 
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a mental health regulatory context which historically treated homosexuality as a form 

of mental illness (Goldberg, 2001), possibly forcibly detained at the behest of family 

members, and for whom psychiatric assessment, treatment and containment 

(especially against their wishes) are sites of particular vulnerability. They may be 

uniquely sensitive to the inability to nominate as óNearest Relativeô a friend who may 

be far more validating and respectful of their sexual identity and personal and social 

circumstances than a biological family member might be (Rapaport 2004; Rapaport 

and Manthorpe, 2008).  

A further gap in the recognition of friendships is with regard to care home fees. 

If a person is unable to pay for their care home fees, and has moved permanently into 

a care home (i.e. for more than 12 weeks), then their home may be taken into 

consideration in the local authorityôs assessment of their assets62. It may have to be 

sold, or a charge placed on it so that, when it is eventually sold, the local authority can 

claim back the care home fees that it has paid on the personôs behalf. Even with a new 

cap on total care fees, under the Care Act 2014, many people will still need to sell their 

homes to pay for care (Long, 2014). Under current rules a personôs home is exempt 

from being taken into account when occupied by a spouse, civil partner or cohabiting 

partner, a óclose relativeô under the age of 16, or over the age of 60; a relative under the 

age of 60 who is disabled; a former partner who is divorced or estranged but who is a 

lone parent.  

The close relative is defined as: parent; parent-in-law; son; son-in-law; 

daughter; daughter-in-law; step-parent; step-son; step-daughter; brother; sister and 
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the spouse, civil partner or unmarried partner of any of these; grandparent; 

grandchild; uncle; aunt; nephew or niece. The local authority also has the 

discretionary powers to ignore the value of the house if it is the permanent home of a 

carer or close friend, however this is determined on a case by case basis. The four-tier 

relationship privileging is in play again, with the sexual partner and biological /filial 

relationships recognised and afforded financial protection and housing security, and 

no statutory protection for SLIFs, including those who have been primary carers. This 

means that SLIFs are in a relatively vulnerable housing situation in comparison with 

other relationship forms when providing care to someone in a home over which they 

have no legal claim. 

SLIFs are also excluded in other areas of law not specifically relevant to older 

age, but which might affect an older person. For example, under the Fatal Accidents 

Act 1976, ófriendsô have no rights to make a claim for bereavement or loss of 

dependency in the case of wrongful death. Under EU law, notions of family are 

understood to be based around conjugal, filial and, to a lesser extent, biological ties, to 

the exclusion of other relationship forms, including friendships (Guth, 2011).  

In these legal areas, SLIFs are not only disadvantaged by not being named as 

nodes in a range of flows of recognition, rights and resources; they are further 

disadvantaged by being excluded from being nominated in elective nodes as well. 

3.5. Discussion 

Using the model of nodes and flows, then, nodes are formed in law by what 

relationships, and how, are legitimised either by default or by mobilisation of elective 

laws. Each relationship which is identified in law (e.g. spouse, civil partner, biological 
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relative, cohabitant) constitutes a node which in turn informs flows of legal 

recognitions and associated rights, responsibilities and resources. The greater a 

relationship i s recognised and prioritised, the greater the flows of rights, 

responsibilities and resources. The less a relationship is recognised and prioritised, 

then the fewer the flows of rights, responsibilities and resources. In terms of the four -

tier privileging of relationships, the legally recognised conjugal couple is the most 

prioritised, and thus afforded the greatest flows of rights, responsibilities and 

resources. The least well recognised are SLIFs, afforded the least flows of rights, 

responsibilities and resources. In some areas of law, SLIFs are functionally excluded 

by lists of relationships entitled to recognition which specifically exclude friendship.  

These differing tiers of legal relationship recognition are significant for older 

LGBN individuals in a number of ways. Firstly, achieving legal recognition for a 

partnership is incentivised in law and social policy which has particular significance in 

older age (e.g. mental capacity, death-related financial matters, etc.). In this way the 

normativity of t he sexual couple and the heterosexual family form are reinforced 

through both legal recognition and financial reward (Auchmuty, 2009), particularly 

for an older person (for whom issues of inheritance, for example, are more salient). 

The differing tiers of legal relationship recognition are also significant for the 

relationship networks of older LGBN individuals, because they are more likely to 

consist of, or disproportionately contain, SLIFs (Heaphy et. al., 2004). Given that 

SLIFs are under-recognised in law and social policy affecting older age issues 

(finances, health and social care provision, housing, etc.) this means that older LGBN 

individualsô personal communities (Pahl and Spencer, 2004) are disproportionately 
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disadvantaged by the marginalisation of SLIFs in law. It particularly marginalises 

those older individuals who are polyamorous and/or with personal communities not 

predicated on nuclear family forms.  

A further area in which the differing tiers of legal relationship recognition are 

significant for older LGBN individuals, is in relation to care. Care, both informal and 

formal, in the form of practical, personal and emotional support, becomes 

increasingly significant in later life. In the areas outlined above, relationships of love, 

care and support and the tangible provision of care in later life are given scant 

recognition and no priority, reinforcing the continuing under -valuing of care (Barnes, 

2012) and the affective domain of equality (Lynch et. al., 2009). This will be explored 

further in th e next section. 

4.  The Ageing Legal Subject in Health and Social Care L aw  

As outlined in Chapter One, the legal subject of law has been the focus of much socio-

legal analysis. An area which has been less well examined is the older  legal subject in 

law, which this section considers, firstly in relation to health care law and policy and 

then in relation to social care policy. My argument here is that the ageing legal subject 

in law is heterosexual, located in a nuclear family context, with extended biological 

family support and local community support networks. This particular construction of 

the ageing legal subject, I propose, creates nodes which not only direct flows of 

recognition and resources towards such an individual but also directs flows away  

from older  LGBN individuals. This is particularly the case for those who are not 

located in a nuclear family context, who do not have robust extended family networks 

and/or who do not have significant local community support networks.  
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4.1. Health care policy 

Although health care policy has begun to acknowledge the particular needs and issues 

affecting LGBN individuals in general, and older LGBN individuals in particular 63, 

this has not yet translated into the realities of health care provision (Fenge and Hicks, 

2011). The Audit Commissionôs 2002 review of mental health services for older 

people made no reference to sexuality at all (Audit Commission, 2002). The more 

recent government document No Health without Mental Health 64 specifically refers 

to improving outcomes for ólesbian, gay and bisexualô people with mental health 

problems, acknowledging that they óhave a higher risk of mental health problems and 

of self-harmô and óalso suffer more attacks and violenceô65. However, no reference is 

made to the particular mental healt h needs of older  ólesbian, gay and bisexualô people, 

and there are at present no specialised strategies to address their particular mental 

health needs.  

There are also no health policies or campaigns targeting the specific health 

needs of older LGBN individuals, e.g. older lesbiansô avoidance of heteronormativity-

based cervical and breast cancer screening, hence delayed diagnosis and poorer 

outcomes (Hunt and Fish, 2008); the growing number of older men living with 

HIV/AIDS (Rosenfeld, Bartlam and Smith, 2 012; Emlet, Fredriksen -Goldsen and  
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 The White Paper, Better Care, Higher Standards: A Charter for Long Term Care, (Department of Health, 
1999a); the National Service Frameworks for Mental Health (Department of Health, 1999b) and its Action Plan 
(Department of Health, 1999a); ¢ƘŜ 5ŜǇŀǊǘƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ IŜŀƭǘƘΩǎ End of Life Care Strategy: Promoting high quality 
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Fundamental Aspects of Care (Department of Health ,2010b). The Health Act 2009 places a statutory duty on 
NHS services to take account of the new NHS Constitution, which deploys a diversity list which includes sexual 
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Kim, 2012)  and the high-risk category of older LGBN men acquiring HIV/AIDS in 

later life ( Ward, Pugh and Price, 2011).  A number of authors have also observed the 

invisibility of LGBN individuals in dementia care (Price , 2008), in end of life care 

(Corden and Hirst, 2011) and in recognition of and support for later life bereavement 

(Fenge and Fanin, 2009).  

Care of older people is frequently medicalised, with an emphasis on the body 

rather than the whole person (Vincent,  Phillipson and Downs, 2006), with diversity, 

including sexual diversity, out on the margins of the focus of bodily care. Despite 

Standard 2 of The National Service Framework for Older People (NFSOP)66 stating it 

órequires managers and professionals to recognise individual differences and specific 

needsô, the framework makes no reference to the nature of those specific needs, and 

makes no reference to LGBN individuals, other than that they should be included in 

research. Public health research continues, however, to fail to take older LGBN 

individuals into account (Addis et. al., 2009). The limited health care policy and 

provision available to LGBN individuals  is primarily ógayô male based, focussed on 

youth culture, and youth -based sexual health practices, and not the needs of older 

LGBN individuals  (Ward, Pugh and Price, 2011).  

Taking a nodal approach, there are two sets of nodes which serve to 

marginalise older LGBN individuals: nodes relating to older personsô health care 

(which are predicated on heterosexual norms) and nodes relating to LGBN healthcare 

(which prioritise younger people). In terms of older personôs health care, nodes for 

older people in relation to health care are based on generic notions of the 
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(heterosexual) older people person. This results in health care resources flowing via 

those nodes towards the health care needs of heterosexual-identifying individuals, 

and not towards those of LGBN individuals. In terms of LGBN individualsô health 

care, nodes are based on generic and/or youth-orient ated notions of LGBN 

individuals. This homogenising approach, underpinned by youth -privileging ageism, 

flow resources towards the needs of younger LGBN individuals and not towards the 

needs of older LGBN individuals. In this way,  older LGBN individuals  are 

marginalised from both LGBN health provision and older personôs health provision. 

4.2. Social care policy 

This section identifies gaps in the regulation of social care relating to older LGBN 

individuals , in relation three main areas: carer recognition; communi ty care policy; 

day and residential care provision. My argument here is that social care policy is 

predicated upon models of traditional heterosexual families comprising nuclear 

family, filial and extended biological relationships, rather than wider networ ks of love, 

care and support, which include SLIFs (Ward, Pugh and Price, 2011). This, I propose, 

marginalises older LGBN individuals and their carers both in relation to recognition 

by service providers, and access to, formal social care resources which th ey provide. 

4.2.1. Carer recognition  

There is an increasing emphasis by the state on the privatisation of care for older 

people, i.e. placing greater emphasis on partners and ófamiliesô to provide care at home 

(Easterbrook, 2002). While the rights and needs of LGBN carers have been advanced 

in recent years, in terms of lesbian and gay parenting rights, those of other LGBN 

carers, including those of older people - who are often older LGBN individuals 
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themselves (Grossman, D'Augelli, and Dragowski, 2007) - have been less well 

addressed (Willis, Ward and Fish, 2011). This is evident in four key ways: (i) in the use 

of the generic and genderless word ócarerô in key legislative and social policy discourse, 

which fails to take into account carer diversity in general , the gendering of care, and 

LGBN carers in particular; (ii) in explicit heteronormative assumptions in the social 

construction of carers in wider government and voluntary sector discourse, which 

emphasises the traditional heterosexual family and again fails to take wider care 

network forms, and particularly LGBN carers and relationship forms , into account; 

(iii) in implicit heteronormative assumptions in older age carer discourse, e.g. 

dementia care; (iv) in assumptions of heterogeneity in carer discourse which exclude 

wider relationship forms:  

Rights for carers require an intelligible model of the family that has no 
space for non-standard intimacies: polyamory, non-standard parental 
relationships, independent financial arrangements between partners, 
and close ties between friends. (Conaghan and Grabham, 2007: 20) 

Three key pieces of legislation relating to carers67 refer to carers under the generic 

legal term óheô and make no reference to diversity or identity issues, including sexual 

identity/sexuality. The 2007  government guidelines on the provision of information to 

carers of people with dementia68 refers to carers in generic gender-less terms, apart 

from a passing reference to gender ï óWomen, in particular, often find that they are 

expected to care for a sick relative, although many carers are, in fact, menô69 ï and 

makes no reference to sexual identity/sexuality at all. The Healthcare Commissionôs 
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report Equality in Later Life 70, which explores the outcomes for older mental health 

service users and carers, also makes no reference to diversity. 

The Carersô Strategy for Wales71 refers to the importance of recognising 

diversity and óthe provision of culturally appropriate or specialist supportô72, using a 

diversity list, which includes sexual orientation, which servic e providers must take into 

account. The Carers Strategy for Scotland 73 shows greater recognition of structural 

issues affecting carers, using an identity list which includes sexual orientation and 

emphasising that óCarers may be excluded from support because there is no 

recognition of their particular caring situation. The result may be lack of opportunity, 

difficulty in accessing provision or unresponsive services.ô74 The previous Labour 

governmentôs carers strategy for England, Carers at the Heart of 21st Century 

Families and Communities 75, acknowledged that carers are a diverse group of people, 

and refers to sexual orientation, including the lack of knowledge about LGBN carers. 

However this document still has an overarching multicultural emphasis: there are 

seven references to issues specifically affecting people from óBlack and minority ethnic 

(BME)ô backgrounds, e.g. mentioning that several BME languages do not have a word 

for carer. There is no reference to issues specifically affecting LGBN carers, such as the 

challenge of ócoming out to careô (Brotman et. al. 2007), for example. The privileging 

of multicultural discourse (Daley and MacDonnell 2011) is echoed in the more recent 

coalition governmentôs document addressing the implementation of the Carers 
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Strategy76 which made little reference to diversity at all, except with reference to óBMEô 

issues, with no reference to gender or sexual identity/sexuality at all. 

The Department of Healthôs End of Life Care Strategy 77 does make reference to 

same-gender partners as carers but in doing so positions same-gender partners in a 

particular way in relation to family:  

Provider organisations will also wish to be aware of the possibility 
that the individual and carer might be in a gay or lesbian relationship 
and that the ÍÁÉÎ ÃÁÒÅÒ ÍÁÙ ÂÅ ÔÈÅ ÐÁÔÉÅÎÔȭÓ ÐÁÒÔÎÅÒ ÁÎÄ ÎÏÔ Á ÆÁÍÉÌÙ 
member.

78
  

So, in the way family is constructed here, whilst someoneôs heterosexual husband or 

wife would be regarded as a ófamily member,ô a same-gender partner would not. This 

brings to the fore the heterosexist notions of family which are being deployed. The 

previous Labour governmentôs report on the consultation findings on the future of 

care (HM Government, 2009a), employed discourse about LGBT families with an 

unspoken assumption that ófamilyô means biological family:  

Those representing lesbian, gay, bisexual and transgender (LGBT) 
groups emphasised that people from these groups often do not live 
with family or have strained relationships with them. (HM 
Government, 2009a: 72) 

This is despite the fact that later on the same report observed, 

One respondent representing the LGBT community was keen to 
stress that assumptions must not be made that everyone is 
heterosexual and that there should always be wider definitions of 
ÖÁÒÉÏÕÓ ÔÅÒÍÓȟ ÓÕÃÈ ÁÓ ȬÆÁÍÉÌÙȭ ÁÎÄ ȬÃÁÒÅÒÓȭȢ ɉ(- 'ÏÖÅÒÎÍÅÎÔȟ ΨΦΦίÁȡ 
81) 
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In the previous governmentôs report on improving the lives of older people, Building a 

Society for All Ages79, there is an explicitly heteronormative model of familial care, 

with an emphasis on intrafamilial inter generational relationships in later life:  

We recognise that getting older is not just going to affect the 
individual. As we age, our family structures are going to change too. 
More active grandparents will have the chance to play a greater role 
in their faÍÉÌÉÅÓȭ ÌÉÖÅÓȟ ÂÕÔ ÍÏÒÅ ÐÅÏÐÌÅ ×ÉÌÌ ÂÅ ÃÁÒÉÎÇ ÆÏÒ ÔÈÅÉÒ ÏÌÄÅÒ 
relatives too.

80
 

This excludes the experiences of older LGBN individuals in a number of ways. Older 

LGBN are less likely to be embedded in nuclear/extended family networks, less likely 

to be grandparents, and less likely to have access to, or provide, intergenerational 

support (Guasp, 2011). They are more likely to have SLIF relationships, but these are 

not addressed in ófamilyô models of care, which serves to exclude their models of 

personal communities in carer discourse.  

The invisibility of older LGBN care and carers is further nuanced by both 

gender and sexual identity/sexuality. Lesbians are excluded, not just in terms of the 

invisibility of LGBN individuals in carer discourse in general, but  also in carer 

discourse which assumes that single women who are carers are heterosexual (the 

spinster model of care, Manthorpe and Price, 2006). Gay men caring for other gay 

men with HIV/AIDS are either excluded altogether (Rosenfeld, Bartlam and Smith, 

2012) or only constructed in terms of the provision of care of partners with HIV/AIDS 

and not other types of caring (Munro and Edward, 2010). Bisexual women and men 

are most likely not to be recognised in any carer discourse at all, yet they may 

experience particular complexities in disclosing their own historical care narratives 
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which may have involved both same-gender and opposite-gender relationships (Jones, 

2010). 

The Carers (Equal Opportunities) Act 2004 emphasises the importance of 

providing timely inf ormation to carers. It introduced new provisions into the 1995 and 

2000 Acts81 which require a local authority, in certain circumstances, to inform carers 

that they may be entitled to an assessment under those Acts82. The explanatory notes 

state óThis will ensure that carers get information about their rights at the appropriate 

timeô83. However if LGBN carers are not recognised, they will also not be provided 

with this information , and will not, in turn, be able to mobilise those rights and access 

the much-needed resources that go with them (Hash, 2006; Grossman, D'Augelli, and 

Dragowski, 2007; Hash and Netting, 2009). This, in turn, denies LGBN carers access 

to sources of relief from their carer burden, increasing the risk of carer breakdown 

(Ward et. al., 2005). This is of particular relevance to older LGBN adults, who are 

more likely to need support from informal carers than younger LGBN adults.  

Approached in terms of nodes and flows, there are several nodal mechanisms in 

operation. Firstly in the use of generic ócarerô nodes in the constructions of law and 

social policy, flows of recognition and resources are directed in a óone size fits allô 

broad brushstroke approach. Secondly, heteronormative constructions of care 

networks mobilise carer and care constellations based on heterosexist identify and 

family norms and forms. It is these norms and forms which are recognised as entitled 

to access to resources and to whom, therefore, those resources flow. By contrast LGBN 
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carers and care constellations, through their lack of recognition, via the absence of 

LGBN nodes, do not have the same flows of resources directed to them.  

4.2.2. Community care policy  

With an increasing emphasis on the privatisation of care, UK community care policy is 

predicated upon two key assumptions: a) that older people will receive informal social 

support from partners, children, extended biological family, neighbours and faith 

groups first, and only when those informal resources have been exhausted will the 

state step in (Bernard and Phillips, 200 0); and b) that, when the state does step in, 

there will be sufficient, adequate, local formal care provision which can be purchased 

and which will meet the needs of the older person.  This is based on heteronormative 

constructions (produced by heteronorma tive gerontology research, Cronin, 2006) of 

older age informal social networks and communities, which lead to an under -

estimation of older LGBN individualsô need for formal provision and of the availability 

of culturally appropriate formal provision in the ir local communities (Aronson and 

Neysmith, 2001: 143).  

In terms of assumptions about informal social support, as noted previously, in 

comparison with heterosexual-identifying older people, more older lesbian -, gay- and 

bisexual- identifying individuals l ive alone, are childfree, have less supportive 

extended family ties (Guasp, 2011) and many, particularly the oldest old, are not open 

about their sexualities in their neighbourhoods, and may not enjoy support from local 

community/ faith groups (Cronin et. al., 2011). Older LGBN individuals are more likely 

to look to their partner, and then the state, for support, with none of the other 

intervening relationships (Heaphy et. al., 2004), suggesting that they will be earlier 
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and disproportionate users of formal care provision. Moreover many older LGBN 

individuals live in neighbourhoods which are not reflective or supportive of their 

sexualities. Their diverse forms of families and communities are often geographically 

dispersed (Pugh, 2002), and access to them can become increasingly difficult with age 

(Heaphy, 2009).  

In terms of the availability of adequate, local formal care provision, this is 

highly problematic for older LGBN individuals, both in terms of the availability of 

support in their own homes (which wi ll be addressed in this section) and in formal 

care provision in sheltered housing and residential care (which will be addressed in the 

next section). The personalisation agenda84 has been heralded by many as having the 

potential to enable LGBN individuals  to have greater access to personal care and 

support 85 which is reflective of and validate their lives and lifestyles (CSCI, 2008; 

Concannon, 2009). Underpinning the agenda (as outlined in the white paper, Our 

Health, Our Care, Our Say 86) is the assumption that older people will be able to 

purchase such support from their own communities . However this can only be 

achieved if such services exist (Pearson, 2000). Many older LGBN individuals do not 

have a sense of an LGBN community (Pugh, 2002) and/or it is not physically local to 

them and/or they cannot identify support from that community (from which they are 

often excluded due to ageism). In terms of formal care providers, e.g. care agencies, 
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these are under-prepared to meet the needs of older LGBN individuals (Ward, Pugh 

and Price, 2011). Being able to choose between agencies that are all equally 

heteronormative is no choice at all (Concannon, 2009).  This can be produce profound 

disadvantages, as in this example, identified in the Equality and Human Rights 

Commissionôs (EHRC, 2011) recent report on domiciliary care for older people: 

An older gay man with dementia decided to stop receiving services 
because of the homophobic reaction of care staff. This had led to him 
having to move into residential care earlier than necessary as his 
elderly partner had struggled to cope alone with caring 
responsibilities. (EHRC 2011: 37) 

Here we can see how a lack of appropriate community-based resources can deny an 

older LGBN individual access to support in later life, and there by necessitate 

residential care provision sooner than might be necessary. Moreover that residential 

care provision is also likely to be ill -equipped to meet the needs of older LGBN 

individuals (Ward, Pugh and Price, 2011).  

So, community care policy does not take sexual identity/ sexuality diversity into 

account, and is predicated upon nodes which construct carers, care networks and 

potentially purchasable community care as heterosexual, either by default or more 

explicitly. This has implications in terms o f not only flows of care but also how the 

terrain of care is constructed. Nodal constructions of communities on to which 

government care strategies are mapped are of heterosexual communities: the points 

on the map, its undulations, are shaped by heteronormative markers, by nodes which 

construct older people (nodes) in need of community care as living in particular 

community care networks (also nodes). Strategies which determine the positioning of 

flows of formal care and support ï the strategies being nodes themselves, dictating 
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who receives formal resources and how ï are positioned across this heteronormatively 

constructed terrain. Older LGBN individualsô care networks and care needs are not 

part of this terrain and as a result older LGBN individuals are fa r less likely to be in 

receipt of appropriate flows of formal care and support. 

4.2.3. Sheltered housing and residential care provision  

The third gap is in relation to sheltered housing and residential care provision. As 

observed in Chapter One, there is a growing body of knowledge about older LGBN 

individualsô fears and concerns regarding this provision (e.g. Ward, Pugh and Price 

2011). These are informed by the perception that formal care spaces are sites of 

óignorance at least, homophobia at worstô (Guasp, 2011: 22) and of disconnection from 

LGBN individualsô support networks (Carr and Ross, 2013). There are a small number 

of policy documents which address these issues in general, such as Older Lesbian Gay 

and Bisexual People: briefings for health and social car e staff87. However, it is 

questionable to what extent these policies translate into practice, especially as there is 

a lack of rigorous auditing procedures (Fish, 2009) 88.  

UK policy also has little to say about sheltered housing accommodation (Carr 

and Ross, 2013), while policy aimed at addressing óLGB/LGBTô issues or residential 

care provision tend to take a ócultural competenceô approach. The Care Quality 

Commission has produced a document advising people living in residential care about 

the standards they can expect. Sexuality is referred to only once: 
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ɍ9ÏÕ ÃÁÎ ÅØÐÅÃÔ ÔÈÁÔɎȣ 3ÔÁÆÆ ÒÅÓÐÅÃÔ ÙÏÕÒ ÃÕÌÔÕÒÁÌ ÂÁÃËÇÒÏÕÎÄȟ ÓÅØ 
(gender), age, sexuality (whether you are a lesbian, gay, bisexual or 
heterosexual person), religion or belief, and your disability, if you have 
one. (CQC, 2009: 5) 
 

Although the term sexuality is used here, the document then defaults to an identity 

based narrative, i.e. being an óLGBô or heterosexual person, serving to marginalise 

those who do not mobilise an identity -based narrative. 

There are a growing number of guidelines from the voluntary sector, some of 

which are specifically aimed at social care contexts, some of which are aimed at both 

health and social care contexts. The Stonewall guide for the NHS, Sexual Orientation: 

A guide for the NHS (Stonewall, 2010) focuses on the ósignificant differences between 

the health needs of lesbian, gay and bisexual people and those of heterosexual peopleô 

(Stonewall, 2010: 2), mobilising a binary óLGBô or heterosexual construct rather than 

addressing diversity among and between LGBN individuals. The Age Concern 

publication The whole of me... Meeting the needs of older lesbians, gay men and 

bisexuals living in care homes and extra care housing  (Knocker, 2006) takes an 

identity -based approach, referring to identity -based sexual orientations, with quotes 

from gay-identifying and lesbian -identifying individuals only. This serves to 

marginalise the experiences of older non-labelling and/or bisexual individuals, who 

are, again, often women. 

The Stonewall guide for social care providers Working with older lesbian, gay 

and bisexual people: A Guide (Taylor, 2013), which is referred to on the CQC website 

as its source for good practice guidelines89, goes further, using the term óolder gay 

peopleô interchangeably with óolder lesbian, gay and bisexual peopleô, e.g. 
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Older lesbian, gay and bisexual people want many of the same things in 
ÌÁÔÅÒ ÌÉÆÅ ÁÓ ÈÅÔÅÒÏÓÅØÕÁÌ ÏÌÄÅÒ ÐÅÏÐÌÅȣ 3ÔÏÎÅ×ÁÌÌ ÒÅÓÅÁÒÃÈ ÈÁÓ ÓÈÏ×Î 
that half of older gay people feel their sexual orientation has, or will 
ÈÁÖÅȟ Á ÎÅÇÁÔÉÖÅ ÅÆÆÅÃÔ ÏÎ ÇÅÔÔÉÎÇ ÏÌÄÅÒȢ 'ÁÙ ÐÅÏÐÌÅ ÁÒÅȣȭ ɉ4ÁÙÌÏÒȟ 
2013: 2) 
 
¶ Improve the experience of older gay people in care homes;  
¶ Provide better information and services to older gay people;  
¶ Improve healthcare to older gay people;   
¶ Demonstrate a commitment to lesbian, gay and bisexual 

Equality. (Taylor, 2013: 2) 

This is problematic in several ways: firstly it prioritises the ógayô descriptor (most often 

used by gay men) over lesbian and bisexual ones (most often used by women); 

secondly it serves to conflate lesbian, gay and bisexual issues and/or homogenise 

narratives about older LGBN individuals; thirdly it marginalises political lesbian 

identities; and lastly, in privileging an  óorientationô approach to sexuality, it serves to 

marginalise those individuals who do not understand their sexualities in those terms.  

The Opening Doors London checklist for social care providers, Supporting 

older Lesbian, Gay, Bisexual & Transgender people (Opening Doors London, 2010) 

focuses on enabling organisations become óLGBT Friendlyô so that óthe older person 

feels able to ócome outô to the organisation and be fully themselvesô (Opening Doors 

London, 2010: 1). óLGBT-friendlyô is problematic in two main ways. Firstly it takes a 

homogenising cultural competence approach, masking issues of diversity, especially 

gender diversity (Johnson and Munch, 2009). Notions of ócoming outô also privilege 

those who mobilise a ócoming outô identity -based narrative. Secondly it diverts 

attention away from the possibility of alt ernatives to mainstream provision.  

The main thrust of voluntary sector guidance in the UK is in relation to making 

mainstream provision óLGBT Friendlyô (Knocker et. al., 2012) rather than addressing 

specialist options instead. Yet an increasing number of reports on older LGBN 
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housing suggest the need for specialist housing and home care services (CIH, 2011).  

Some older LGBN individuals are also interested in co-housing and co-care 

arrangements. Using a co-production approach older LGBN co-tenants/co -owners 

could collectively purchase or commission  services, using their own pooled funds 

and/or individual budgets/benefits to jointly purchase accommodation, care and 

support which fits with their particular needs (Skidmore , 2010). This would enable 

them óto choose and control services that are safe, accepting and culturally or socially 

appropriateô (Blood, 2010: 11). However support for such projects is not yet available. 

So, in terms of nodes and flows, there is an under-attention to ageing 

sexualities in social policy contexts relating to sheltered housing and residential care 

for older people. The extent to which policy is translated into practice is also open to 

question. There is reflected in, and produced by, a lack of nodes addressing sexuality 

diversity , leading to limited flows of recognition. Policy nodes and practice nodes are 

also questionably linked in this context, suggesting problems with flows of 

implementation of policy in practice . Voluntary sector guidelines mobilise problematic 

constructions of sexuality as an orientation, as a generic term, and even reduced to the 

shorthand of ógay.ô Each are nodes which in turn inform narrow flows of recognition 

(informing policy -makers and services providers) and serve to obscure more complex 

constructions and lived experience of ageing sexualities. Activism focussed on óLGBT 

friendlyô mainstream residential provision , and an enduring óone size fits allô approach 

by government to such provision, means that all current attempts at addressing LGBN 

inequalities  in care home contexts are corralled within a single set of nodes corralling 

care in a mainstream framework. There is a striking lack of nodes positioning possible 
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alternative flows of care beyond the mainstream, and an absence of elective choice-

based nodes for different types of provision .  

It is possible that both the Equality Act ( EQA) 2010 and the Human Rights Act 

(HRA) 1998/European Convention on Human Rights (ECHR)  might offer scope to 

mobilise law in order for people to ensure that specialist provis ion is made available 

and/or co -housing and co-care projects supported. In terms of the EQA it might be 

argued that services which fail to meet the óidentityô needs of older LGB/LGBN 

individuals are at the very least indirectly discriminatory. The (albeit much diluted) 

public sector equality dutyôs requirement to have due regard to the need to óadvance 

equality of opportunity between persons who share a relevant protected characteristic 

and persons who do not share itô90 offers scope to argue that older LGB/ LGBN 

individuals  should have equal opportunity to be accommodated and/or share services 

with people with whom they can identity and share common experiences. Specialist 

provision, far from being construed as being discriminatory, would constitute 

measures commissioners and providers are taking to address the needs of people who 

share a particular protected characteristic:  

It may be possible for a service provider to target its services at 
people with a particular protected characteristic through positive 
action. The service provider must be able to show that the protected 
characteristic these people share means they have a different need or 
a past track record of disadvantage or low participation in the sort of 
activities the organisation runs it may be possible for a service 
provider to target its services at people with a particular protected 
characteristic through positive action. The service provider must be 
able to show that the protected characteristic these people share 
means they have a different need or a past track record of 
disadvantage or low participation in the sort of activities the 
organisation runs (EHRC, 2014: 1).  

                                                 
90

 Section 149(1)(b) Equality Act 2010. 
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Additionally, Article 8 ( óRight to private and family life ô) of the ECHR might also offer 

scope for championing the rights of old er LGBN individuals (BIHR 2012), in 

particular to be supported to live in housing and care spaces where their sexual 

identities /sexualities  are recognised, validated and respected and where those who 

want to can live alongside other people with shared gender/sexual 

identities /sexualities . 

5.  Under -Protection under  The  Equality Act 2010  

The final area of law in which older LGBN individuals are marginalised is in relation 

to the Equality Act (EQA) 2010. The EQA disadvantages older LGBN individuals in 

two main ways: in the construction of sexuality as a single-strand ósexual orientationô; 

and in the exemptions from protections from harassment outside of the workplace. 

Each will be addressed in turn.  

5.1. Single strand approach to equality 

Sexuality equalities discourse in the UK is embedded in notions of sexual orientation 

underpinned by essentialist understandings of sexuality (Richardson , 2000). A sexual 

orientation approach tends to imply homogenised notions of group identities and 

assumptions of sameness (Cooper, 2004), which do not take into account diversity 

within group membership nor how óidentities are themselves diversified through 

complex intersectionsô (Richardson and Munro, 2012: 174). It excludes a range of 

other accounts of sexuality, and, in the context of this thesis, does not take into 

account the narratives of those older LGBN individuals who do not understand their 

sexuality as an orientation and/or do not locate it in an identity context and/or 
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understand it is fluid and changeable. As this thesis will show, these narratives are 

more often those of older LGBN women.  

The EQA, with its single strand focus on óprotected characteristicsô and with its 

equality of opportunity  emphasis (Kantola and Squires, 2009) also fails to take into 

account the complex inter -connections between processes of sexual inclusion and 

exclusion (Verloo, 2006; Hannett, 2003)  and is óstructurally antithetical to developing 

a nuanced recognition of intersectionalityé.and to tackle more complex structural 

aspects of discriminationô (Squires, 2009: 506).  Intersecting discrimination had been 

addressed in the introduction of protection from dual discrimination under S ection 14 

of the Equality Act 2010 ( introduced by the previous Labour government) . However 

the subsequent coalition government did not bring this Section into effect, arguing 

that its implementation would be too costly 91. The removal of dual discrimination 

from the EQA affects older LGBN individuals in a number of ways, in that they cannot 

make a claim on the basis of discrimination on the grounds of: a) age and sexual 

orientation (in cases where a person has been discriminated against because they are 

both older and LGBN individuals); b) age and gender92 (in the cases of an LGBN 

woman discriminated against because, for example, she is an older woman); c) 

gender93 and sexual orientation  (in cases where a person has been discriminated 

against because they are a LGBN woman or man). Even if dual discrimination had 

been brought in, the EQA would still not have afforded the facility  to make a claim for 

                                                 
91

 In the Budget Statement on the 23 March 2011 George Osborne announced that the government was 
Ψǎcrapping plans for regulations that would have cost businesses over £350 million a year, including stripping 
ōŀŎƪ ǇǊƻǇƻǎŜŘ ǊŜƎǳƭŀǘƛƻƴ ƻƴ Řǳŀƭ ŘƛǎŎǊƛƳƛƴŀǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ǘƘƛǊŘ ǇŀǊǘȅ ƘŀǊŀǎǎƳŜƴǘ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ 9ǉǳŀƭƛǘƛŜǎ !Ŏǘ нлмлΩ όIa 
Treasury 2011: 7) 
92

 Gender is construcǘŜŘ ŀǎ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻǘŜŎǘŜŘ ŎƘŀǊŀŎǘŜǊƛǎǘƛŎ ƻŦ ΨǎŜȄΩ ǳƴŘŜǊ ǘƘŜ 9v!Φ 
93

 !ƎŀƛƴΣ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻǘŜŎǘŜŘ ŎƘŀǊŀŎǘŜǊƛǎǘƛŎ ƻŦ ΨǎŜȄΩ ǳƴŘŜǊ ǘƘŜ 9v!Φ 
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discrimination on the basis of multiple intersecting disadvantages, i.e. ageing, gender 

and sexuality. Yet, as this thesis will show, older lesbians perceive their experiences of 

ageing inequalities to be located at precisely the inter section of all three.  

The EQA is structured, then, in ways which do not afford sufficient protections 

to the intersecting complexities of disadvantage and discrimination, including those 

based on ageing, gender and sexuality. Nodes which position sexuality as an 

orientation, combined with nodes which position discrimination as involving single 

protected characteristics, produce narrow flows of protection from discrete forms of 

discrimination. They do not provide adequate protection from more complex forms  of 

intersecting discrimination , include discrimination  involving age, gender and 

sexuality, which particularly relate to older LGBN individuals.  

5.2. Harassment exclusions 

Older LGBN individuals are under -protected from harassment by two sets of 

regulatory gaps: a) through a predominance of harassment legislation in relation to 

public spaces
94

 and an absence of harassment legislation in relation to óprivateô spaces 

of care and accommodation; and b) in the harassment exclusions in the Equality Act 

2010 (EQA).  In terms of ópublicô/  óprivateô spaces, harassment legislation becomes 

complicated in carescapes where ópublicô and óprivateô overlap, e.g. older age care 

spaces (Casey, 2013). 

Contemporary anti-discrimination law is grounded in a constructed 
division between the public and private spheres: the latter a space 
into which the law cannot easily intrude. (Cobb, 2009: 346) 

                                                 
94

 Criminal Justice and Immigration Act 2008; Criminal Justice and Public Order Act 1994; Local Government Act 
1988; Protection from Harassment Act 1997; Public Order Act 1986; The Sexual Offences (Amendment) Act 2000; 
The Sexual Offences Act 1967 
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In addition to a lack of protection from harassment in care spaces from other forms of 

harassment legislation, protection from harassment in care spaces is also denied by 

the harassment exclusions in the EQA. These specifically remove protections from 

harassment on the basis of sexual orientation in contexts beyond the workplace.  

Harassment is addressed in S26 of the Act, which, according to the 

parliamentary briefing notes:  

...preserves existing legislative provisions on harassment. 
Harassment as it has come to be defined in legislation will probably 
always be directly discriminatory, but represents a different and more 
aggravated form of discrimination. In bringing in a unified provision 
for harassment within a single enactment, the [Act] will effectively 
extend free standing harassment provisions to other strands not 
currently protected by specific harassment provisions

95
. 

Harassment is sub-classified in the Act as: unwanted conduct harassment96; sexual 

harassment97; and ónon-submissionô harassment98.  

The protected characteristics of sexual orientation and religion enjoy equal 

protection with the other protected characteristics from harassment in t he workplace 

(EQA 2010, Part 5) but are excluded from protection outside of the workplace, in the 

following areas: in the provision of services (including goods) and public functions 
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 Parliament UK, 2009, para 42. 
96

 {нсόмύ ŘŜŦƛƴŜǎ ǳƴǿŀƴǘŜŘ ŎƻƴŘǳŎǘ ƘŀǊŀǎǎƳŜƴǘ ŀǎΥ Ψ! ǇŜǊǎƻƴ ό!ύ ƘŀǊŀǎǎŜǎ ŀƴƻǘƘŜǊ ό.ύ ƛŦ όŀύ ! ŜƴƎŀƎŜǎ ƛƴ 
unwanted conduct  related to a relevant protected characteristic, and (b) the conduct has the purpose or effect 
ƻŦ όƛύ ǾƛƻƭŀǘƛƴƎ .Ωǎ ŘƛƎƴƛǘȅ ƻǊ όƛƛύ ŎǊŜŀǘƛƴƎ ŀƴ ƛƴǘƛƳƛŘŀǘƛƴƎΣ ƘƻǎǘƛƭŜΣ ŘŜƎǊŀŘƛƴƎΣ ƘǳƳƛƭƛŀǘƛƴƎ ƻǊ ƻŦŦŜƴǎƛǾŜ ŜƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘ 
ŦƻǊ .ΦΩ {нсόпύ ŜǎǘŀōƭƛǎƘŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ in deciding whether conduct has that effect, each of the following must be taken 
into account, namely, (a) the perception of B; (b) the circumstances of the case; (c) whether it is reasonable for 
the conduct to have that effect. 
97

 Sexual harassment is unwŀƴǘŜŘ ŎƻƴŘǳŎǘ ƻŦ ŀ ǎŜȄǳŀƭ ƴŀǘǳǊŜ ό{нсόнύύΥ Ψ! ƘŀǊŀǎǎŜǎ . ƛŦ όŀύ ! ŜƴƎŀƎŜǎ ƛƴ ǳƴǿŀƴǘŜŘ 
ŎƻƴŘǳŎǘ ƻŦ ŀ ǎŜȄǳŀƭ ƴŀǘǳǊŜΣ ŀƴŘ όōύ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƴŘǳŎǘ Ƙŀǎ ǘƘŜ ǇǳǊǇƻǎŜ ƻǊ ŜŦŦŜŎǘ ƻŦ ƛύ ǾƛƻƭŀǘƛƴƎ .Ωǎ ŘƛƎƴƛǘȅ ƻǊ όƛƛύ ŎǊŜŀǘƛƴƎ 
an intimidating, hostile, degrading, humiliating or ƻŦŦŜƴǎƛǾŜ ŜƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘ ŦƻǊ .ΦΩ 
98

 Non-ǎǳōƳƛǎǎƛƻƴ ƘŀǊŀǎǎƳŜƴǘ ƛǎ ŘŜŦƛƴŜŘ ŀǎ {нсόоύΥ Ψόŀύ ! ƻǊ ŀƴƻǘƘŜǊ ǇŜǊǎƻƴ ŜƴƎŀƎŜǎ ƛƴ ǳƴǿŀƴǘŜŘ ŎƻƴŘǳŎǘ ƻŦ ŀ 
sexual nature or that is related to gender reassignment or sex, and (b) the conduct has the purpose or effect of 
i) vƛƻƭŀǘƛƴƎ .Ωǎ ŘƛƎƴƛǘȅ ƻǊ όƛƛύ ŎǊŜŀǘƛƴƎ ŀƴ ƛƴǘƛƳƛŘŀǘƛƴƎΣ ƘƻǎǘƛƭŜΣ ŘŜƎǊŀŘƛƴƎΣ ƘǳƳƛƭƛŀǘƛƴƎ ƻǊ ƻŦŦŜƴǎƛǾŜ ŜƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘ 
ŦƻǊ .Σ ŀƴŘ όŎύ ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ ƻŦ .Ωǎ ǊŜƧŜŎǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ƻǊ ǎǳōƳƛǎǎƛƻƴ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƴŘǳŎǘΣ ! ǘǊŜŀǘǎ . ƭŜǎǎ ŦŀǾƻǳǊŀōƭȅ ǘƘŀƴ ! ǿƻǳƭŘ 
treat B if B ad not rejected or ǎǳōƳƛǘǘŜŘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƴŘǳŎǘΦΩ 
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(EQA 2010, Part 3)99; in the disposal, management and occupation of premises (EQA 

2010, Part 4)100: in education (EQA 2010, Part 6), where gender reassignment is also 

excluded from protection 101; and in associations (EQA 2010, Part 7)102.  

The EQAôs exclusions from sexual orientation harassment protection beyond 

the workplace were specifically included to protect religious proselytising from 

accusations of harassment (Baird, 2009 ), serving to privilege religious over sexual 

orientation rights (Clucas, 2012).  During the consultation phase prior to the 

introduction of the Equality Bill,  and number of individuals and organisations 

expressed concerns about the exclusions. For example, the human rights organisation 

Liberty observed: 

Liberty cannot see why it would be acceptable for a person to harass 
another on the basis of their religion or sexual orientation when 
providing (or not providing) a service ɀ and particularly when exercising 
a public function (examples including law enforcement and medical 
treatment on the NHS)... It is not enough to simply state that this 
replicates existing law ɀ if there is a gap in the law then this new 
consolidating, and harmonising Bill should extend to all relevant areas, 
and not simply perpetuate current inadequate protection. (Liberty, 
2009: 8) 

 
The British Humanist Association came close to making a connection between 

sexuality and older age, in addressing the issue of harassment from care providers: 

                                                 
99

 S29 Provision of services ς 9v! нлмл {нфόуύΥ ΨLƴ ǘƘŜ ŀǇǇƭƛŎŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǎŜŎǘƛƻƴ нс ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ǇǳǊǇƻǎŜǎ ƻŦ ǎǳōǎŜŎǘƛƻƴ 
(3), and subsection (6) as it relates to harassment, neither of the following is a relevant protected characteristic: 
όŀύ ǊŜƭƛƎƛƻƴ ƻǊ ōŜƭƛŜŦΤ όōύ ǎŜȄǳŀƭ ƻǊƛŜƴǘŀǘƛƻƴΦΩ 
100

 S33 Disposal ς 9v! нлмл {ооόсύΥ ΨΨLƴ ǘƘŜ ŀǇǇƭƛŎŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǎŜŎǘƛƻƴ нс ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ǇǳǊǇƻǎŜǎ ƻŦ ǎǳōǎŜŎǘƛƻƴ όоύ ƴŜƛǘƘŜǊ ƻŦ 
the following is a relevant protected characteristic: (a) religion or belief; (b) sexual oǊƛŜƴǘŀǘƛƻƴΩΤ {оп tŜǊƳƛǎǎƛƻƴ 
for disposal ς 9v! нлмл {опόпύΥ ΨLƴ ǘƘŜ ŀǇǇƭƛŎŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǎŜŎǘƛƻƴ нс ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ǇǳǊǇƻǎŜǎ ƻŦ ǎǳōǎŜŎǘƛƻƴ όнύ ƴŜƛǘƘŜǊ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 
ŦƻƭƭƻǿƛƴƎ ƛǎ ŀ ǊŜƭŜǾŀƴǘ ǇǊƻǘŜŎǘŜŘ ŎƘŀǊŀŎǘŜǊƛǎǘƛŎΥ όŀύ ǊŜƭƛƎƛƻƴ ƻǊ ōŜƭƛŜŦΤ όōύ ǎŜȄǳŀƭ ƻǊƛŜƴǘŀǘƛƻƴΩΤ {ор aŀƴŀƎŜƳŜƴt ς 
9v! нлмл {орόпύΥ ΨLƴ ǘƘŜ ŀǇǇƭƛŎŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǎŜŎǘƛƻƴ нс ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ǇǳǊǇƻǎŜǎ ƻŦ ǎǳōǎŜŎǘƛƻƴ όнύ ƴŜƛǘƘŜǊ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŦƻƭƭƻǿƛƴƎ ƛǎ ŀ 
ǊŜƭŜǾŀƴǘ ǇǊƻǘŜŎǘŜŘ ŎƘŀǊŀŎǘŜǊƛǎǘƛŎΥ όŀύ ǊŜƭƛƎƛƻƴ ƻǊ ōŜƭƛŜŦΤ όōύ ǎŜȄǳŀƭ ƻǊƛŜƴǘŀǘƛƻƴΦΩ 
101

 S85 Pupils, admission, treatment, etc - EQA 2010 SурόмлύΥ ΨLƴ ǘƘŜ ŀǇǇƭƛŎŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǎŜŎǘƛƻƴ нс ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ǇǳǊǇƻǎŜǎ ƻŦ 
subsection (3) neither of the following is a relevant protected characteristic: (a) gender reassignment; (b) 
ǊŜƭƛƎƛƻƴ ƻǊ ōŜƭƛŜŦΤ όŎύ ǎŜȄǳŀƭ ƻǊƛŜƴǘŀǘƛƻƴΦΩ 
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We are disappointed that the Government does not agree that a useful 
distinction can be made between Ȭclosedȭ environments, such as 
schools (there are particular and well-known problems in faith schools), 
prisons, hospitals and hospices (where service users are Ȭcaptiveȭ with 
limited choice and control over their environment) and other extra-
employment contexts. Indeed, it is not just a question of open and 
closed spaces: harassment becomes an issue whenever people do not 
have a choice of service provider, including but not limited to when 
they have to receive a public service from a contracted religious 

organisation. 103 

The Joint Committee on Human Rights (JCH R) was also concerned about the 

exclusions and took the view that they represented óa significant gap in the protection 

against discrimination offered by the [Act]ô104 raising issues about legal ambiguity and 

compliance with the ECHR (Doyle et. al. 2010). The JCHR also took the view that 

equal harassment protection for sexual orientation could be interpreted in a way that 

did not impinge upon religious freedoms 105 and proposed special protections from 

harassment for those in óclosedô spaces (e.g. prisons, care homes, schools, etc.) (JCHR, 

2009) . This was again opposed by faith organisations, and the government acceded to 

their pressure, supported by Stonewall, who took the view, based on legal advice, that 

there was not a sexual orientation harassment scenario which would not be covered 

under direct discrimination (Stonewall, 2009).  

Direct discrimination, however, is harder to prove than harassment, given that 

it requires a comparator, which harassment does not (Connolly, 2006) . And if all 

harassment can be encompassed under direct discrimination, it begs the question as 

                                                                                                                                                         
102

 S01 Members, s12 Guests - EQA 2010 S10оόнύΥ ΨLƴ ǘƘŜ ŀǇǇƭƛŎŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǎŜŎǘƛƻƴ нс ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ǇǳǊǇƻǎŜǎ ƻŦ ǎŜŎǘƛƻƴ 
101(4) or 102 (3), neither of the following is a relevant protected characteristic: (a) religion or belief; (b) sexual 
ƻǊƛŜƴǘŀǘƛƻƴΦΩ 
103

 JCHR (2009) Memorandum submitted by the British Humanist Association Ev 100 -106. 
104

 JCHR (2009) para 114. 
105

 !ǎ ƻǳǘƭƛƴŜŘ ƛƴ aǊ WǳǎǘƛŎŜ ²ŜŀǘƘŜǊǳǇΩǎ ƧǳŘƎŜƳŜƴǘ ƛƴ Christian Institute v Office of the First Minister and 
Deputy First Minister [2008] E.L.R. 146. 
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to why protection from harassment was included in the Act at all, and contradicts the 

explanation in the EQA notes that harassment órepresents a different and more 

aggravated form of discriminati on.ô106 There are also concerns that these gaps in 

harassment protection may raise issues relating to the European Convention on 

Human Rights (ECHR), with particular reference to prohibition of discrimination 107 in 

conjunction with the right to respect for pri vate and family life 108, freedom of thought, 

conscience and religion109 or the prohibition on inhuman or degrading treatment 110 

(JCHR, 2009), and the public duties under S6 of the Human Rights Act, exposing 

public authorities to potential legal challenge .  

What this means, in effect, is that older LGBN individuals occupying older -age 

care spaces enjoy unequal (and lesser) protections from harassment than both older 

heterosexual-identifying individuals occupying formal older -age care spaces, 

especially closed care spaces and younger LGBN individuals (not occupying those 

spaces) (SCIE 2011b). Given that homophobic harassment is defined as a form of elder 

abuse111, it also means that older LGBN individuals are less well protected from elder 

abuse in older age care spaces than their older heterosexual-identifying peers.  

Using the concepts of nodes and flows, there are, again, multiple nodal 

mechanisms in operation. Harassment is nodally positioned as a public event, flowing 

protections away from spaces that are private and/or a mix of public and private, such 

as residential care spaces. Under the EQA nodes of protection from harassment on the 
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 Parliament UK (2009) para 42. 
107

 ECHR Article 14 
108

 ECHR Article 8 
109

 ECHR Article 9 
110

 ECHR Article 3 
111

 Dept of Health 2000 para 2.7. 
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grounds of a protected characteristic are clustered around and direct flows of 

protection towards individuals based on a range of spatial contexts (work, housing, 

the provision of goods and services). But there are additional nodes which disable 

these protective nodes in relation to sexual orientation beyond the workplace. In very 

simple terms the EQA explicitly affords different degr ees or protection from 

harassment to different protected characteristics, with the protected characteristic of 

sexual orientation being particularly disadvantaged. Additionally, the lack of a 

disabling node in the context of work means that LGBN individual s in the workplace 

enjoy greater flows of protection from harassment than LGBN individuals not in the 

workplace. These are more likely to be older, especially very old, LGBN individuals.  

6.  Concluding R emarks  

As I have shown in this chapter, in exploring how the lives of older LGBN individuals 

are framed in regulatory contexts, I have found that older LGBN individuals are 

marginalised in regulatory contexts in a range of ways: in the four tier privileging of 

relationships which prioritises the legally recogni sed couple and biological family, and 

marginalises friendship and non -normative kinship networks; in the construction of 

the ageing legal subject in health and social care policy, as heterosexual, located in 

heterosexual kinship networks and heteronormativ e models of community; in 

equality legislation which does not take into account multiple intersecting sites of 

discrimination, and which, in its harassment exemptions, disadvantages older LGBN 

individuals over both younger LGBN individuals and older hetero sexual-identifying 

individuals.   
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Using the model of nodes and flows makes it possible to see with greater clarity 

how recognition is itself positioned in law and social policy, particularly in relation to 

family forms, and how that recognition in turn dire cts the movement of recourses 

(material, financial, rights, access to formal social care and support) unevenly to older 

people and their various relationship forms, in ways which serve to marginalise older 

LGBN individuals. To return to my central research question, which asks how ageing, 

gender and sexuality intersect to shape equality in later life, these insights contribute 

to an answer in several ways.  

 Firstly, heteronormative defaults shape many aspects of law and social policy 

affecting older people: sexuality can be a fault line of exclusionary nodes along which 

flows of recognition and resources do not pass. This is often not in explicit exclusions 

based on sexuality, but indirectly produced through models of ageing lives, kinship 

networks and communities which are based on heterosexist norms and assumptions. 

Secondly, the prioritising of the cohabiting conjugal couple and biological family and 

marginalising of other relationships and kinship forms disadvantages older LGBN 

individuals whose personal communities are more like ly to be comprised of the latter. 

Civil partnerships and same-gender marriage have further entrenched the 

privatisation of both financial support and care (Stychin, 2006) and the conjugal 

couple and biological family as central organizing features of the state (Boyd and 

Young, 2003).  LGBN individualsô non-conjugal ties of love and support (SLIFôs) have 

been accorded variable óinstitutional inferiority ô112 in comparison to both registered 

and unregistered same sex conjugal relationships.  
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 Hansard, Commons, 12 Oct 04, 213, Christopher Chope, cited in Stychin, 2006: 913. 
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One of the concerns about same gender marriage and, to a slightly lesser 

extent, civil partnership (Harding, 2011), was that they would pr ivilege one 

relationship form ( ócompulsory matrimony ô ï Ruthann Robson, 2009: 313) whilst 

further marginalising others and would jeopardise wider reform of relationship 

recognition beyond the conjugal (Auchmuty, 2004; Barker 2012). Nicola Barker 

suggested that they would reduce incentives for further debate óonce the most 

privileged, and politically powerful, couple s are satisfiedô (Barker, 2006: 255-256). At 

the same time, if ófamily of choiceô accounts of LGBN kinship are correct, there may be 

little appetite for greater recognition (and regulation) of friendships whose hallmark 

is voluntarism and a lack of duty and commitment. However, whether desirable or not 

there appears to be little legal movement at present towards widening legal 

recognition to other relationship types and kinship forms. This is explored further in 

Chapter Five. 

 The third contribution this ch apter makes to my first research question, is in 

relation to intersectionality. Older LGBN individuals are marginalised in older age 

regulatory contexts not only by sexuality, but also by the intersection of gender and 

sexuality and/or ageing, gender and sexuality. The EQA affords no mechanism to 

provide protections from this in law. The EQA is itself  a site of discrimination, with its 

harassment exclusions affording greater protections to working age LGBN individuals 

than non-working age individuals and to  heterosexual individuals than LGBN 

individuals. The harassment exclusions were an attempt to balance competing rights 

based on the protected characteristics of óreligious beliefô and ósexual orientation.ô As 

the JCHR identified , these competing rights tensions have particular relevance for 
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closed care contexts. As will be shown in Chapter Six, interview participants expressed 

concerns about prejudice and discrimination in older age closed care spaces, 

particular on the grounds of religious belief. This spatial domain, and its implications 

for later life equality, has not been explored through the lens of religion and sexual 

orientation and merits further research (see Chapter Eight).  

 Having identified gaps in law and social policy affecting older LGBN 

ind ividuals, I then wished to explore them with older LGBN individuals themselves. 

This engages with the second of my research questions, namely: How do these 

regulatory frameworks inform ageing LGBN subjectivities and kinship formations?  

I wanted to understand ageing LGBN subjectivities in the context of broader 

regulatory contexts, so not only formal law but also in terms of disciplinary law, i.e. 

the reproduction of norms and normativities through social, relational, organisational 

and institutional process es.  I also wanted to understand the ageing concerns of older 

LGBN individuals and how these are represented by activists. This is the focus of my 

empirical research. The next chapter, Chapter Three, addresses methodology; 

Chapters Four to Seven offer thematic analyses; and in Chapter Eight I offer my 

conclusions and recommendations for social policy and future research. 
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CHAPTER THREE: METHODOLOGY  

1. Introduction  

Chapter Two demonstrated the regulatory gaps relating to ageing, gender and 

sexuality, in partic ular the four -tier system of legal privileging of relationship forms, 

and the constraints upon recognition of older LGB/LGBN individuals in older age 

social care policy and provision. The aim of my empirical research was to understand 

the effects, co-productions, interactions, and experiences of these regulatory gaps 

among older LGBN individuals.  I was also interested, from an equalities perspective, 

in how this is represented by activists working on behalf of older LGB/LGBN 

individuals. This chapter describes the empirical component of my research, in terms 

of methodology and methodological challenges, research participant profiles, and a 

preliminary outline of my thematic analysis.  

The chapter takes a reflexive perspective (Pillow, 2003), considering my place 

in my research, and a number of methodological challenges, namely: researching 

óhidden populationsô; the óinsider-outsiderô dynamic; and issues of the waiving of 

confidentiality. It offers new insights on researching ageing LGBN individuals, 

particul arly regarding issues of access and of boundaries. Section Two addresses 

reflexive research, and my place in this research project. Section Three addresses 

recruitment issues and overviews participantsô profiles. Section Four addresses the 

interview process. Section Five considers methodological challenges. Section Six 

addresses data analysis, and outlines the central analytical themes of my thesis. 
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2.  Reflective Research  

This section addresses reflexivity in research in particularly in relation to studying  

ageing LGBN individuals.  I then consider my place in this project.  

2.1. Reflective research in context 

Reflexivity is now widely used as a methodological tool in qualitative research (Pillow, 

2003), and is central to a range of research methodologies and orientations, 

particularly feminist theoretical approaches, which have rejected notions of the 

detached impartial scientific observer (Letherby and Jackson, 2003) and emphasise 

instead the importance of recognising and articulating standpoint (Harding, 2004).  

Feminist reflexivity (Rei d, 2004) involves knowing responsibly  (Edwards and 

Mauthn er, 2002) through a process of ócritical self -scrutinyô (Mason, 2006: 7) . This 

acknowledges and interrogates the researcherôs óconstitutive roleô (Gillies and Alldred, 

2001: 48) in the research process, and the ósituated and partial nature of our 

understanding of óothersôô (England, 1994: 80).  

Pillow (2003) has proposed that reflective practice involves four 

interconnected strategies; recognition of self as a co-producer of data; recognition of 

the other (i.e. taking care to represent the voices of others and not the ï privileged ï 

re-interpretation of th ose voices by the researcher); ótranscendenceô (Pillow, 2003: 

186) i.e. the highly questionable notion that through reflect ive practice we can 

unburden ourselves of our misconceptions (which is also contingent upon the extent 

of our own self-awareness, Finlay, 2002); and  óreflexivities of discomfort ô (Pillow, 

2003: 188) which involve seeking to know  but situating this knowin g as ótenuousô 

(Pillow, 2003: 188). Finlay has cautioned that reflection upon oneôs own internal 
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processes, both cognitive and affective, should óbe neither an opportunity to wallow in 

subjectivity nor permission t o engage in legitimised emotingô (Finley. 1998, quoted in 

Finley, 2002). A balance needs to be achieved between recognising oneôs own voice in 

a project while not allowing that voice to dominate the project (Skeggs, 2002).  

Used well, reflexivity can help to recognise the researcherôs voice in her analysis 

of the voices of others, which may in turn lead to more nuanced insights and 

understandings. Used to extremes it can result in óresearchers getting lost in endless 

narcissistic personal emoting or interminable deconstructions of deconstructions 

where all meaning gets lostô (Finlay, 2002: 226). In the following section, as I reflect 

upon my place in my research, I shall try not to get lost  myself.  

2.2. Locating myself in my research 

My research addresses the intersection of ageing, gender and sexuality, and, 

unsurprisingly these three issues are central to my own life. At 57, I find myself to be, 

in the eyes of some, including myself at times, an óolder woman.ô  After an initial foray 

into compulsory heterosexuality, for most my adult life I have identi fied as lesbian. My 

early adult life was informed by a range of experiences of gender discrimination, and 

of the oppressive use of power by men, especially heterosexual men. I have been 

committed to feminist ideals and principles in my life and in my work.  For me those 

principles are based on an understanding of gender inequality as being central to 

womenôs experiences, intersecting with a range of other social identities and 

inequalities.  How I describe my sexuality is both about my feminist politics and my 

desires. For me, my ageing is both about ageing as a woman and as a lesbian.  
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As a carer for my father, who had dementia, I was faced with numerous 

situations where I had to decide whether or not to disclose my sexuality. I found 

myself wondering what my care would be like if I had dementia, and who would 

support me. When I look to my own ageing future, I am faced with two sets of 

concerns. With a lack of intergenerational support, I may look to formal care and 

accommodation provision sooner than my heterosexual-identifying peers. Yet having 

worked in the field of health and social care for most of my life, I know how 

heteronormative it can be. I also know how un-individualised and low -standard care 

for older people often is. The prospect of formal older-age care provision does not 

appeal to me. So my interest in this project is personal as well as professional. 

3.  Recruitment and Participant Profiles  

This section outlines the models I deployed in recruiting and interviewing 

participants, and my rationales f or doing so. There are two groups of interview 

participants. The first group comprises 60 older LGBN individuals living in the UK. 

The second comprises 20 activists working with and/or on behalf of ageing LGBN 

individuals, based in the UK and overseas. 

3.1. Ageing LGBN individuals  

This section describes the recruitment process and overviews the profiles of the ageing 

LGBN participants.  

3.1.1. Recruitment  

Much older óLGBô research has been criticised for failing to produce representative 

samples via probability sampling  (Grossman, 2008), i.e.  ówhere every member of a 
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clearly specified population has an equal chance of being selectedô (Fish, 2006: 98), 

enabling researchers to generalise findings to the population as a whole. One of the 

key problems is that older LGBN ind ividuals constitute a hidden, marginalised, 

population (Benoit 2005) of uncertain constituencies (Yip, 2008). As Heckathorn 

explains, 

ȬHidden populationsȭ have two characteristics: first, no sampling frame 
exists, so the size and boundaries of the population are unknown; and 
second, there exist strong privacy concerns, involving stigmatised or 
illegal behaviour, leading individuals to refuse to cooperate, or give 
unreliable answers to protect their privacy. Traditional methods, such as 
household surveys, cannot produce reliable samples. (Heckathorn, 1997: 
174). 

Primary strategies which respond to these sampling challenges (link-tracing 

strategies, Yip, 2008) include snowball sampling and targeted sampling.  

Snowball sampling involves asking interview partici pants to nominate further 

potential participants. It is óan effective technique for building up a reasonable-sized 

sample, especially when used as part of a small-scale research projectô (Denscombe, 

2010: 17-18). One of the major criticisms of snowball sampling it that it can create 

biased samples of interviewees who are all connected and alike (Meyer and Wilson, 

2009) and exclude those who are not well-networked or in friendship groups or 

attached to particular communities (Rothblum, 2010). Julie Fish has proposed that 

one way to counteract this is to ensure a balance in a sample of participants recruited 

via social networks and participants recruited by other means, and that participants 

should be asked whether they are part of a network or not (Fish, 2008). 

Targeted, or purposive, sampling is when the sample is óhand-pickedô for the 

research. It is applied óto those situations where the researcher already knows 
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something about the specific people or events and deliberately selects particular ones 

because they are seen as instances that are likely to produce the most valuable dataô 

(Denscombe, 2010: 17). The advantages of this approach are economy of scale and 

distillation of issues. The disadvantage is that the broadest spectrum of perspectives, 

including m arginalised ones, may not be captured. 

In my research, I maximised participant variability by utilising a wide range of 

sampling strategies which included: distribution of hard -copy and/or e-flyers (see 

Appendix A for a copy of the promotional flyer) to on line and face-to-face social 

networks; targeted sampling; snowball sampling; and opportunistic/ convenience 

sampling. The latter involved inviting individuals I knew of by word -of-mouth and/or 

came across in the course of my academic activities. As Denscombe has written óan 

element of convenience is likely to enter into sampling procedures of most researchô 

(Denscombe, 2010: 18). The final sample captured a range of sexuality narratives 

across a spectrum of kinship structures and living circumstances, and a good gender 

mix and spread of age ranges. However I initially experienced particular challenges in 

recruiting older lesbian -identifying women. These challenges, and how I overcame 

them, are addressed in Section 5.1.   

Initi al marketing sought to recruit ólesbians,ô ógay men,ô and óbisexualô women 

and men and prospective participants mobilised one of these identities to engage with 

the research. However, at interview it became apparent that many, particularly 

women, were ambivalent about using sexual identity labels, with some actively 

rejecting them (described further below). For this reason I used the broader term 
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óLGBN individualsô (as described in Chapter One) in order to encompass their 

narratives as well.  

3.1.2. Profiles 

This section details participantsô profiles in terms of gender, age, sexuality, ethnicity 

relationship status, independent living status and class. For a full breakdown of the 

sample profile for each individual participant, see Appendix B.  

Age, Gender and Sexuality 

In terms of gender, relatio nships and accommodation, of the 60 participants 36 (60 

per cent) were women and 24 (40 per cent) were men. All of the men identified as gay. 

Of the women, 29 identified as lesbian, one as gay, one as bisexual, one strategically 

mobilised a lesbian-bisexual identity, and four (all in civil partnerships but previously 

in heterosexual relationships) were uncertain and/or unwilling to assign a label to 

their sexualities. Participant ages ranged from 58 to 92 for women and 52 to 76 for 

men113. The mean age was 66 for women and 65 for men.   

Bisexuality is not represented among the men in the sample, reflecting a 

broader under-representation of older bisexual narratives (Jones, 2011), but is among 

the women. The stories of the women participants reflect across a broad spectrum of 

non-heterosexual sexualities (Weston, 2009), involving various combinations of 

desire, performance and politics. Some participants in my study spoke of being ócradle 

to graveô lesbians, some of moving between a bisexual and lesbian identity, some of an 

inner struggle and eventual surrender against a background of compulsory 

                                                 
113

 Three participants under the age of 60 were interviewed in the context of a couple interview, with a partner 
over 60 also being interviewed. One man was 52. 
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heterosexuality (Rich, 1980), some of unexpectedly finding love with a woman in later 

life. Others had an uncertain sexual identity, speaking simply of being óin love wit h my 

best friend who happens to be a womanô (Bridget, aged 66). Others were reluctant to 

be labelled at all. It is the narratives of these women which are encompassed under 

the non-labelling (NL) component of the LGBN acronym. By contrast, three 

participan ts were political lesbians, who had ógiven upô men in the 1960s and 1970s 

and taken on a lesbian identity and lifestyle from a radical feminist political basis, and 

for whom identity discourse was central to their experience.  

The diverse identification of  the women participants has a number of 

implications: first it highlights the importance of reflecting upon the language used in 

recruitment and the potential to exclude some women in same-gender relationships 

who do not identify with the word lesbian; sec ondly, it indicates the importance of 

clarifying with interviewees how they understand their own identities; and thirdly it 

demonstrates the importance of conveying to social policy makers and service 

providers that óolder lesbiansô are not one homogeneous group, and that their wide -

ranging sexualities/sexual identities need to be recognized and understood. 

Ethnicity  

All but one of the participants, an Asian -White identifying woman, identified as 

White: 57 as White British; two as White American (permanent  UK citizens); and one 

as White Welsh. The absence of more individuals with Black, Asian and minority 

ethnic (BAME) backgrounds echoes the profiles of previous research (Grossman, 

2008). This can partly be explained by demographics (Van Sluytman and Torres, 

2014). The UK BAME demographic is shaped by migration patterns in the 1950s and 
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1960s. There are currently many more older, White British people than older people 

with BME identities in the UK, although this pattern will change as more recent 

migrants age (Harper, 2006). There are also issues which go beyond demographics:  

the production of óraceô in the research process itself (Held, 2009); older BAME LGBN 

individuals may be in different, and more complex, forms of hiding than older White 

LGBN individual s (Bakshi and Traies, 2011); they may be excluded by White networks 

through processes associated with racism (Davis, 2010); they may have social 

networks that deliberately, or by default, do not engage with White lesbian networks 

(Moore, 2006); there may b e a reluctance to have their stories ócapturedô by a White 

researcher:  

-Å ÁÓ Á ÐÅÒÓÏÎ ÏÆ ÃÏÌÏÕÒ ÇÉÖÉÎÇ ÍÙ ÓÔÏÒÙ ÔÏ ÂÅ ȬÐÒÏÃÅÓÓÅÄȭ ÁÎÄ 
ȬÃÏÎÓÕÍÅÄȭ ÂÙ Á ×ÈÉÔÅ ÒÅÓÅÁÒÃÈÅÒȟ ÕÎÃÏÍÆÏÒÔÁÂÌÙ ÒÅÐÒÏÄÕÃÅÓ ÔÈÅ 
dynamics of colonialism (Leela Bakshi, in Bakshi and Traies, 2011) 

The under-representation of BAME participants, although doubtlessly informed by 

issues of demographics, also draws parallels with earlier feminist theorizing about 

ódifference,ô including about óraceô (Brah and Phoenix, 2004). The question is how this 

should be addressed. This, in a sense engages with the insider-outsider dynamic (see 

Section 5.2) and this issue of whether non-members of marginalised communities 

could/should conduct research with those communities (Bridges, 2001). Given that 

the vast majority of UK ageing sexuality researchers are not from BAME backgrounds, 

there needs to be a middle way of collaboratively working with BAME LGBN 

individuals, possibly via Participatory Action Research (PAR) (Fenge, 2010), in order 

to sensitively find  ways to collaborate in order to empower those marginalised voices.  
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Relationship status 

In terms of relationships, 15 (42%) of the women were single, 20 (56%) in a couple, 

and one was in a long-term relationship with a woman who was permanently 

partnered with another woman. Of the men, 11 (46%) were single (one of whom was 

in a civil partnership, but separated) 12 (50%) in a couple, and one was still living with 

his wife, while openly identifying as gay, and also in different committed relationships 

with men.  

In terms of parenthood, grandparenthood and great -grand-parenthood, of the 

women participants, 17 (47%) had children (from previous heterosexual 

relationships); 19 (53%) did not; 13 (33%) had grandchildren and 3 (8%) had great-

grandchildren.  Five women, including three who did not have biological children of 

their own, had step-children/grandchildren/great -grandchildren through previous or 

current relationships. Of the gay men, seven had children (29%), 17 did not (71%); and 

three had grandchildren ( 13%).  Two men, including one who did not have biological 

children of his own, had step-children/grandchildren/great -grandchildren through a 

current relationship. The profile of the participants is fairly consistent with that of 

other studies, e.g. Heaphy et. al., 2004. Only a small number of participants were 

living less normative, non -couple based, polyamorous lives114 (Barker and Langdridge, 

2010), again reflecting the profiles of previous research. 
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Independent living status  

In terms of independent livin g, 50 (83%) participants lived in independent 

accommodation, ten (17%), five women and five men, in sheltered accommodation.  

Class/socio-economic status 

In terms of class/socio-economic status, 31 (86%) women participants and 19 (79%) 

men participants own ed their own homes, or co-owned them with partners; five (14%) 

women participants and five (21%) men participants (all single) rented their own 

homes. In terms of current/previous occupation, a large proportion of women (24, i.e. 

67%) came from the professions (senior academics, head teachers, teachers, vets, 

nurses, social workers, community workers, probation officers) and/or were senior 

civil servants in local and national government, senior managers/executives for public 

sector/charitable organisations.   Another had run a very successful business. The 

remaining eleven (31%) had worked in administration, social care work, for the postal 

service, and in alternative communities. The majority of men (21, i.e. 86%) had a 

background in the professions (lawyers, architects, senior academics, head teachers, 

teachers, social workers, alternative therapists etc.) and/or senior administrative roles 

in local/national government organisations. Two were additionally landlords, drawing 

an income from their tenants. Of t he remaining three (14%), one participant, an ex-

librarian had then run a business but had been made bankrupt, and was now in 

difficult financial circumstances; one had been a skilled tool maker; and one worked 

as a day centre driver.  While there is an over-representation of the middle classes and 

                                                                                                                                                         
114

 Julia, aged 69, who is in a long-term relationship with a woman who is also in a long-term relationship with 
someone else; Ronald, aged 60, who still co-habits with his wife and also has two long-standing intimate 
relationships with gay men.  
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the materially well -resourced, consistent with previous research (Meyer and Wilson, 

2009), and an under -representation on those with fewer resources, there is still an 

opportunity for some comparative analyses, and insights to be drawn from how 

respondents with greater access to resources mobilise those resources in later life, in 

terms of the implications for both the more - and less- well resourced.  

Faith/Religion  

Among the 36 women participants, fourteen (39%) had a self-identified active faith 

(11 óPractising Christian,ô one each óBuddhist,ô óHolistic ,ô and óPaganô) and among the 

24 men, nine participants (39%) had a self-identified active faith (all óPractising 

Christianô). These figures are interesting, in that Christianity is in decline and only an 

estimated 20% of the UK population are practising Christians (Voas and Ling, 2009). 

This comparatively high level of representation of individuals of faith may be partly 

understood as a recruitment issue, as óLGBTô faith groups were one of the social 

networks targeted during recruitment, and a higher proportion of participants from 

those faith groups, compared with other networks, responded. The comparatively 

higher proportion of people of faith might also be unders tood in terms of religion 

being of greater significance to older than younger people (Coleman, 2010). 

3.2. Professional activists 

This section describes the recruitment process and profiles of the óProfessional 

Activistsô who were interviewed for the study. As outlined in Chapter One, in recent 

years there has been a surge of interest in older óLGBô/ óLGBTô concerns, and a growth 

of specialist projects run with/for older óLGB/Tô individuals, both in the UK and 

overseas (Meyer, 2012; Knocker et. al., 2012). Professional activist perspectives are 



Chapter Three: Methodology 

101 
 

relevant in two main ways: firstly in terms of equality of representation, and offering 

an analysis of how the voices and issues of older marginalised sexuality individuals are 

being represented by those acting on their behalf; secondly in terms of the insights 

that activism itself offers in terms of the intersection of ageing, gender, and sexuality 

in an equality context. I chose to interview activists both in the UK, and outside of the 

UK, partly to contextualise the UK perspectives, and also because óOlder LGBTô 

activism is much more widely developed (and differently funded) in USA, Canada and 

Australia, and so activists from these countries offer useful insights, and opportunities 

for comparison.  

3.2.1. Recruitment  

The term activist has been used in its broadest meaning, i.e. some person or group 

recognizes a problem and takes some action(s) to address it in order to create 

change (adapted from Martin et. al., 2007: 38). The óActivistsô in the sample comprise 

academic, campaigners, lesbian and gay workers in services specifically for older 

óLGB/Tô people. Some of them belong to more than one of these categories. 

The activists, located in the USA, Canada, Australia and UK, were recruited via 

targeted sampling (as I was seeking to access specific expert knowledge, see above), in 

three main ways. I approached academics in I already knew, or knew of, who had 

researched and/or written about óLGB/Tô ageing. I approached senior members of 

leading campaign organisations and/or service providers. This included either 

óLGB/Tô organisations representing ageing issues or ageing organisations representing 

óLGB/Tô issues, or the very small number of campaign organisations specifically 
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representing older óLGB/Tô people and their issues. I also approached providers of 

dedicated services for older people and/or older óLGB/Tô individuals.  

3.2.2. Profiles 

For a full breakdown of the sample profile, please see Appendix B. Of the 20 activists 

who were interviewed, twelve were based in England, three in Canada, three in the 

USA and two in Australia. Seventeen interviews were conducted face-to-face. For 

logistical reasons, three were conducted by email, following face-to-face discussion.  

An activist in Wales went on long-term sick leave, withdrawing towards the  end of the 

interview phase of my research. Another activist based in Scotland was interviewed, 

but left his employment before approving his transcript, and so his interview could 

not be included in the data. The 20 remaining interviewees comprised eight men and 

twelve women, all of whom mobilised lesbian, gay or bisexual identity discourse.  

 This is not supposed to be a representative sample. There are many other 

activists I did not interview, and many projects I was unable to access. While I tried to 

contact projects in Scandinavia, Berlin, New Mexico (USA), San Francisco and Los 

Angeles, their organisers did not get back to me, and I dropped them off my list out of 

necessity. But, although only a partial view, across the global north, it is across quite a 

broad spectrum: international, mixed gender, mixed sexuality, with individuals from a 

range of professions and backgrounds, working on older óLGB/Tô issues formally 

and/or informally. Findings from the activist data are explored further in Chapter 

Seven.  
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4.  Interviews  

This section addresses the interviews I conducted, both in terms of their format and 

methodological issues arising from them.  

4.1. Semi-structured interviews  

The interview is one of the key tools in qualitative research (Roulston et. al., 2003). It 

was used in this study, rather than a questionnaire survey or the use of focus groups, 

for example, in order to gain suffic ient opportunity to explore the nuances of lived 

experience, particularly in relation to issues of identity and understandings of 

equality. Semi-structured interviews are seen as a middle-ground between the rigidity 

of set questions and the looseness of an unstructured biographical narrative interview. 

They óprovide a way of exploring shifting nuances of identity by providing brief life -

histories of the subjectsô (Weeks, Heaphy and Donovan, 2001: 201) particular aspects 

of which can then be focussed upon as they relate to the research topic.  From my 

feminist empirical stance (Edwards and Mauthner, 2002), it was important to me to 

share the process of the interview conversation as much as possible, while still 

maintaining the focus of my research. Semi-structured interviews are, in theory, more 

empowering for interviewees and results in a two-way co-constructed narrative 

(Cotterill, 1992). In reality there is also often quite a lot of fluidity:  

Semi-structured and unstructured interviews are really on a continuum 
and, in practice, it is likely that any interview will slide back and forth 
along the scale. (Denscombe, 2010: 176) 

Semi-structured interviews are often criticised for implying false neutrality and 

masking the power the interviewer retains in determin ing the overall direction the 

interview takes (Cassell, 2005) how the interview data is subsequently analysed and 
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disseminated (Kvale, 2006). This however is a criticism of most qualitative research, 

which can be mitigated by the researchersô own reflective process and ethical practice 

(Ryan-Flood and Gill, 2010). Research narratives are óalways spatial, temporal and to 

a particular audienceô (Gorman-Murray, Johnston and Waitt, 2010: 97). In other 

words they are performative and intentional, on the part of both those being 

interviewed and the person doing the interviewing (Bryman and Cassell, 2006: 52). 

The research interview involves co-constructed narratives and as such 

ócomplete detachment of the researcher from the person being researched is óneither 

desirable nor achievableô (Perry, Thurston and Green, 2004: 135). The lack of 

detachment particularly with óinsiderô interviewers (Acker, 2000) can risk assumed 

cultural understandings which may mask complexity and nuance (LaSala, 2003). I 

sought to overcome this by asking interview participants to clarify their meanings, 

especially the use of slang, explaining that it was to avoid this possible complication. I 

also sought to ensure that the interview participants could introduce their own 

agendas, by asking at the interview whether there were other topics they wished to 

raise (and there often were). 

Both groups of participants were interviewed using a semi-structured interview 

model. While there were scripts for each set of interviews (see Appendix C), these 

were more a set of guidelines rather than proscriptive procedures. Interestingly, 

interviews were often characterised by the interviewees asking about me, particularly 

my sexuality identification, and what brought me to this research, emphasising again 

the importance of trust -building (Yip, 2008) in research of t his kind. It also engages 
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with óinsider/outsider ô research issues which will be addressed more broadly in 

Section 5.2.   

4.2. Interviewing ólay-peopleô and óexpertsô 

There were different power dynamics in the two sets of interviews, cohering around 

issues of óexpert knowledgeô (Bolam, Gleeson and Murphy, 2003). With the older 

LGBN participants, I, with my academic background and perceived wider knowledge 

of the subject area was generally perceived as having comparative expert status. I 

sought to debunk this as much as possible, either by sharing my genuine sense of not 

understanding certain issues and/or sharing knowledge which the interview 

participant might not have and then inviting us to reflect on it t ogether. I also sought 

to share my own life experiences (but not views) in order to humanise myself and 

establish rapport (Kitzinger, 1987). In other words I tried not to hold on to my 

knowledge as a source of power, but to diffuse it by sharing it with the interview 

participants and emphasising our common humanity. I found myself having to hold 

back when participants expressed views different from my own, especially with some 

of the men who regarded sexuality as ómaster statusô (Yip, 2005: 6.6), and gender as 

less relevant, for example. While not exactly dishonest (Herman, 1994: 15) it was 

nonetheless not totally frank, and this choice was made in the interests of encouraging 

participantsô openness and maintaining an interviewôs flow. 

By contrast, with the activists, many were experts in their field (academics, 

campaigners and practitioners) and in many ways more senior and/or knowledgeable 

than me. Establishing rapport in these óexpertô interviews (Mikecz, 2012), required a 

different set of strategies, combining both establishing my own knowledge base (to 



Chapter Three: Methodology 

106 
 

give me credibility) and yet at the same time deferring to the greater expertise of the 

expert witnesses (some of whom needed more deferment than others!) I quickly 

learned to hold back when participants were apparently misinformed, to avoid 

shaming, and silencing them, because, while some óexpertô interviewees regarded the 

interviews as an opportunity for mutual learning, others clearly did not. In both sets 

of interviews, I found myself reflexively monitor ing throughout and adjusting/  

attuning my responses in an attempt to stabilise the state of play of the power 

(in)balance between the participants and myself. This issue will be addressed further 

in Section 5.2.  

4.3. Anticipatory n arratives 

In one particular section of the interview with the older LGBN individuals, they were 

asked to think about future care needs and future care spaces.  Only one participant 

was in receipt of domiciliary care in her sheltered accommodation. Participants were 

then, on the whole, discussing anticipated care needs (Jones, 2011; Pugh, 2012), 

rather than their own personal experiences as recipients of older age care provision. 

This reflects, in part, a pragmatic response to the difficulty of identifying older LGBN 

individuals in recei pt of care (Knocker, 2013). There are both advantages and 

limitations to an anticipatory narrative approach to care (Ward, Rivers and 

Sutherland, 2012). Most significantly, care that is anticipated is not necessarily a 

reflection of care as it actually is now, or will be, received. Moreover fears and 

concerns about care may be informed both by an older individualôs heightened sense 

of fear (irrespective of sexuality) (Ziegler and Mitchell, 2003) and/or previous 
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experiences of institutional discrimination to wards LGBN individuals (River and 

Ward, 2012) which may no longer be relevant in the present day.  

On the other hand, an anticipatory narrative approach offers several 

advantages, not least of which is the framing of an individualôs views about their 

futur e within the context of the meanings of her/his personally constructed life story 

(Pugh, 2012). Moreover, as this study shows, anticipatory research, while it inevitably 

involves partially constituted imaginings (Jones, 2011), such imaginings can also be 

informed by direct and/or indirect experiences.  Many of the participantsô concerns 

about their future care needs were informed by witnessing othersô experiences of care, 

having supported friends, lovers, partners and extended family in older age residential 

settings. In addition, six of the participants had worked/were still working in care 

services for older people. In this way their anticipations are projections and re -

productions, and are based both on hopes and fears and actual experiences. 

5.  Methodologic al Challenges  

This section considers four main methodological issues which arose during the course 

of my empirical research, namely: researching one particular hidden population i.e. 

older LGBN women; insider -outsider dynamics; issues of confidentiality; and research 

which draws upon anticipatory narratives. Each will be addressed in turn.  

5.1. Researching hidden populations  

Recruiting men proved relatively unproblematic, with the majority on the men 

interviewees initiating direct contact in response to online a dvertising and marketing. 

Recruiting women participants proved m ore complicated (Westwood, 2013). Not 

wishing to duplicate the over-representation of gay men (outlined in Chapter One) in 
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my previous research, I drew upon authorship on the general challenges of recruiting 

lesbians of any age (e.g. Fish, 1999; Fenge, 2010; Rothblum, 2010) and more 

specifically with regard to the recruitment older lesbians (Traies, 2009 & 2012; 

Averett, et. al. 2014).  

Jane Traies (2012) has argued in particular that older lesbians are not merely a 

hidden population, but a population in hiding, i.e. they are not only difficult to find, 

they may not want to be found. Many older lesbians have lived their lives óbelow the 

radarô (Robson, 1992: 184), some not even identifying with the word/label lesbian, 

others in clandestine communities, screening for, and keeping out, those who do not 

have shared values and cultural identities. I realized that their screening process was 

filtering me out. I also began to recognise my own part in this: as a woman who came 

out in midlife, with a mixed social network, and no particular affiliations to lesbian 

networks, especially older lesbian networks, I was not known within those networks.  

I had to understand, and engage with, the social networking style of older lesbians in 

order to gain access to them (Barker, 2004). I had to become known, establish my 

credibility, and develop insider status in order to gain trust (Yip, 2008).  

Following this reflective process, I modified my approach. Instead of  just 

sending out formal emails and advertisements and ócold-callingô group leaders with 

information sheets, I telephoned anyone who I was hoping to use as a gatekeeper 

(McAreavey and Chaitali, 2013), said something about myself, and my research, 

before then sending that person the promotional materials. I often went to meet them. 

I attended older lesbiansô meetings and workshops and introduced myself and my 

research that way. Most of all, I placed greater emphasis on snowballing, asking 
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interviewees to recommend me to other possible interviewees. Older lesbian 

networking centres upon word of mouth introductions and recommendations 

(Browne, 2005) and not surprisingly, this proved to be the most successful route to 

eliciting research participants (Barker, 200 4: 38). In the end I recruited over my 

target figure for women participants, and, with greater time and resources, could have 

interviewed many more. One of the lessons I have drawn from this is that in future 

research projects with older LGBN individuals, I would seek to employ a more 

partici pative approach (Westwood, 2013).  

5.2. Insider/outsider d ynamics 

There is a significant body of research on insider/outsider status in research contexts 

(Acker, 2000).  óInsider researchô refers to: 

When researchers conduct research with populations of which they are 
ÁÌÓÏ ÍÅÍÂÅÒÓȣ ÓÏ ÔÈÁÔ ÔÈÅ ÒÅÓÅÁÒÃÈÅÒ ÓÈÁÒÅÓ ÁÎ ÉÄÅÎÔÉÔÙȟ ÌÁÎÇÕÁÇÅȟ 
ÁÎÄ ÅØÐÅÒÉÅÎÔÉÁÌ ÂÁÓÅ ×ÉÔÈ ÔÈÅ ÓÔÕÄÙ ÐÁÒÔÉÃÉÐÁÎÔÓȣ4ÈÉÓ ÉÎÓÉÄÅÒ ÒÏÌÅ 
status frequently allows researchers more rapid and more complete 
acceptance by their participants. Therefore, participants are typically 
more open with researchers so that there may be a greater depth to the 
data gathered. (Dwyer and Buckle, 2009: 58). 

By contrast óoutsider researchô (Minkler, 2004) originated in the arguments of people 

from marginalised communities that people  outside of those communities (óoutsidersô) 

should not conduct research on/with them because an outsider ócannot  understand or 

represent accurately a particular kind of experienceé [and]é they should not do soô 

(Bridges, 2001: 372) (his italics).  

Although discursively mobilised as a binary, notions of insider -outsider often 

involve engaging with the third (hyphenated) space between them, and with 

simultaneous plurality of positions as insider/outsider of bo th the researcher (Tang, 
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2006) and the researched (Jodie Taylor, 2011) for whom insider/outsider are óneither 

unitary nor fixed categories; they can be partial, and they can shift across the course of 

a research projectô (Wilkinson and Kitzinger, 2013: 251).  

The issue of insider/outsider status arose in my research in several key ways. 

Firstly, in researching gay men, I was aware that, by default, I was only interviewing 

those gay men comfortable speaking to a woman/lesbian interviewer, given that those 

who were not (Lee, 2008) would have self-selected themselves out of participating. In 

this sense I was both an insider in terms of my ageing and my lesbian identification, 

but an outsider, in terms of not being a gay man. And while my ógenuine and 

respectful enquiryô (Bridges, 2001: 372) as an outsider researcher might offer unique 

insights (Homfray, 2008), I may also have inadvertently silenced some aspects of 

these menôs (already silenced) lives (Barker and Langdridge, 2010), because of my 

inadequate appreciation of, or openness to them. I noticed for example, that sex was 

discussed very little between us, and I imagine that if the researcher had been a gay 

man this would have been discussed more openly (Lee, 2008). 

Being a woman, and a lesbian, doubtlessly contributed to the smooth and easy 

conversations with the women participants (Finch, 1984). Many of the interviews 

involved food, sometimes some splendid spreads, very generously prepared for my 

arrival, and there was often a strong sense of a shared process with the women, more 

than with the men. My own openness to the complexity, subtlety and multiple 

contingencies of womenôs LGBN discourse and performance (Weston, 2009) meant 

that I was open to a wide range of approaches to self-definition, and this cert ainly led 

to highly reflexive conversations. 
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But, as well as commonalities, there were differences between us, which raised 

tensions at time. For example, I felt particularly awkward interviewing women living 

in relative poverty and/or isolation (Finch, 19 84) when my own material and social 

circumstances are comparatively comfortable. A further dimension of difference was 

in relation to age itself. In an interview with Sally (aged 73), who was speaking about 

her frustrated love life,  I was referring to óusô as both being single older lesbians, and 

she remonstrated with me, with some force, óItôs OK for you, youôve still got options. 

Mine have all run out!ô I had failed to recognise that my identification as an older 

lesbian, in my late fifties, was very different from hers, in her seventies. Ironically, I 

had failed to take age into account in the research process (Lundgren, 2013) and I had 

made the error of assuming greater commonality than we actually shared (Bell and 

Nutt, 2002).  

This also echoes Ackerôs (2000) observation that we are not always 

immediately aware of where we are located in the insider-outsider spaces at the time. 

So, in the interview with Sally, my insider status (as a lesbian) facilitated our 

conversation, but our respective outsider statuses (me as a relatively younger women, 

she as a relatively older woman) also created tensions.  Fortunately we were able to 

repair this in the interview with Sally, by acknowledging this, which subsequently 

opened up a new seam of discussion about diversity within and among older lesbians, 

and about the significance of age differences between them.  

A further tension arose in terms of the relationship between academics and 

activists. While on some occasions I used the researcher role to validate my position, 

to give me legitimacy and credibility (Wilkinson and Kitzinger, 2013: 251), at other 
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times this turned out to be counter -productive. When I was about to give a talk at a 

focus group (in order to hopefully recruit some research participants), one of the  older 

lesbian participants declared óWe donôt want any academics here! What have they ever 

done for us?!ô This experienced resonated with me in terms of the tensions involved in 

occupying two simultaneous positions, as a professional researcher and as an 

individual with an emancipatory agenda (Bell and Nutt, 2002). It also echoed earlier 

authorship on the long -standing mistrust among older lesbians in particular w ho find 

their narratives being óusedô by younger lesbians to further their academic careers 

(M acDonald and Rich, 1991) and on academic-activist tensions in other contexts (e.g. 

Southall Black Sisters, 1990). In the focus group, and some of the interviews, I 

experienced a sense of being an óoutsider within ô (Collins, 2000). In this way I found 

myself occupying multiple insider -outsider statuses at the same time (Valentine 

2007).  

 In response to this simultaneous insider -outsider experience, I mobilised a 

number of strategies (Wilkinson and Kitzinger, 2013: 251) which involved 

emphasising or minimisi ng particular aspects of my social identity according to 

whether or not they would be facilitative to the interview process (Duncombe and 

Jessop, 2002). This fell short of being a covert research strategy (Spicker, 2011) but 

did involve maintaining a fine line between not lying and not telling the whole story 

(Herman, 1994). I also used reflexivity within the research interview itself, i.e. 

acknowledging insider-outsider issues, as a means of maintaining and/or repairing 

the interview relationship if outsid er status posed a threat to interview rapport. In this 
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way I was able to mobilise, though reflexive processes, the dual opportunities and 

challenges of insider-outsider dynamics, to maximum research advantage. 

5.3. Whatôs in a name? Anonymity in sensitive research 

 The maintenance of research participant anonymity has generally been regarded as 

the backbone of ethical research (Kaiser, 2009). While much of methodological 

authorship has focussed on how to maintain confidentiality and the circumstances 

under which  it might be necessary to breach confidentiality (Guillemin and Gillam, 

2004), more recent authorship has interrogated the extent to which confidentiality is 

necessary and/or desirable (e.g. Yu, 2008), particularly when some research 

participants may not w ant it (Giordano et. al., 2007) . This is particularly relevant in 

relation to the professional framing of marginalised voices (Ryan-Flood & Gill, 2010)  

when the owners of those voices themselves wish to be identified (Davies, 2014), as 

well as the historic al value of documenting ómarginalô lives and stories.  

This issue arose during my research when three participants expressed the wish 

for their real names to be used instead of pseudonyms in any written dissemination of 

the research. For two men, this was in the context of a lifetime of political activism 

underpinned by the importance of visibility in achieving lesbian and gay rights.  For a 

woman (who had a complex and traumatic life story, and had re-named herself as part 

of her re-negotiation of a (more stable) radical separatist lesbian identity in later life) 

owning her name was both personally and politically important.  

 While confidentiality is generally regarded as a means of protecting research 

participants from unnecessary exposure and associated negative consequences, 

especially in the case of sensitive research, not all research participants want it (Reid, 
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2012). Although research participants are given very clear choices about continuing to 

participate or withdraw from a study, they are rarely g iven similar choices about 

anonymity or non -anonymity (Giordano et. al., 2007). Despite being a basic principle 

of confidentiality, law and ethics that confidentiality can be waived by consent 

(Gallagher and Hodge, 2012), there can be an assumption by researchers that research 

participants cannot appreciate and/or evaluate risks for themselves (Blake, 2007). 

This is a particularly paternalistic view, which  has been described as ócondescending 

ethicsô (Eikeland, 2006: 37).  

Some research participants may feel óthat they ólose their ownershipô of the data 

when anonymisedô (Grinyer, 2002:1). This can marginalise participants from the 

research process, which can be of particular significance for research with those who 

are already marginalised (Reid et. al., 2011). Yet at the same time, the researcher has 

to balance these concerns with also needing to maintain the integrity of the research 

and ensure that the research does not threaten the well-being and/or integrity of 

participants in ways which may not always be immediately foreseeable (Wertz et. al., 

2011).  The researcher has a responsibility to talk through the implications for 

research participants should they wish to waive anonymity (particularly if they have 

performed illegal acts). Anonymity can also be important to the researcherôs own 

analytical processes, supporting a researcher in being able óto draw conclusions about 

data that may also be unfavourable to the participantsô (Vainio, 2013: 694). So there 

has to be a balancing act on the part of the researcher, weighing up the respective 

advantages and disadvantages of participant anonymity (Tilley and Woodthorpe, 

2011). 
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From a feminist perspective I was keen not to unnecessarily hold on to power 

and control and to engage with research participants óas genuine partnersé and not 

mere objectsô (Holstein and Minkler, 2007:26). But at the same time I was concerned 

about one individual who had been quite open about previous criminal activity, and 

the impact that this being exposed might have not only upon that person at a future 

point, but on that personôs family members as well (who might also be identifiable).  I 

was also concerned about participantsô future selves, who might retrospectively wish 

anonymity. As the primary producer of the research, I wished to ensure there would 

not be future repercussions for me, as a result of participants choosing to waive their 

anonymity, particularly if something changed for them in the future. I cannot deny 

that I also had in mind the complications which would arise from me  needing to go 

back to the universityôs research ethics committee to seek permission to change 

confidentiality boundaries in my ethics application. I also thought that if I offered it to 

Bob, Martin and Cat, I would also have had to, in fairness, offer this option 

retrospectively to all of the other research participants, which could have been 

extremely time-consuming and involved a lot of extra work (Grinyer 2002).  

 In this way, in retrospect, I can appreciate how my own agenda about the 

research process (Bell and Nutt, 2002) in terms of time pressures, and the 

institutionalised ethics review process, with its protective stance towards research 

participants (OôReilly, Armstrong and Dixon-Woods, 2009), and pragmatics as much 

as ethics, played a part in my decision-making. Ultimately, I made my decision based 

on the fact that anonymity and the use of pseudonyms was a condition of my research 

process, to which each the participants had signed up.  I proposed a compromise. I 



Chapter Three: Methodology 

116 
 

would name the three individuals in t he Acknowledgements section of my thesis but 

not in the main body of the text. Everyone agreed. For Cat, who had renamed herself 

as part of her feminist journey, I also offered her the choice of choosing her 

pseudonym, although she declined.  

These issues have highlighted the complexities and nuances of confidentiality and 

the importance of not taking a blanket approach to confidentiality boundaries. There 

has to be room for discussions around confidentiality and wherever possible, 

ódecisions must be co-created, contextualised and transparentô (Reid et. al. 2011: 206). 

There has to be a balancing act on the part of the researcher and research participants, 

weighing up the respective advantages and disadvantages of anonymity (Tilley and 

Woodthorpe, 2011) for research participants and researchers. 

6.  Data Analysis  

This section describes the data analysis methods I deployed and outlines the key 

thematic areas which I have drawn from the data.  

6.1. Thematic analysis 

Thematic analysis (Guest, MacQueen and Namey, 2012) is one of a number of subtly 

different ways (Creswell, 2007) qualitative researchers identify, analyse, and report 

patterns within data (Mason, 2006). I chose this approach because I wanted to make 

an interpretive analysis (Boyatzis, 1998) without then generalising it into an 

overarching new theory, as in grounded theory (Charmaz, 2011), for example. I used 

the staged approach to thematic analysis as described by Braun and Clarke (2006). I 

identified themes in a number of ways: for the frequency of their presence; for the 

significance placed upon them by (some) participants; for the ways in which they 
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complicated one another; and for their saliency and significance (Buetow, 2010) even 

if only articulated by a small number of participants (e.g. radical lesbian separatist 

perspectives). The central themes which I have identified are outlined below. 

6.2. Thematic overview 

In my analysis of the data I identified a number of central themes. Firstly, the 

significance of temporality and spatiality for issues of equality in  relation to ageing, 

gender and sexuality. The significance of temporality is particularly evident in terms 

of: the productive power of the past in shaping present subjectivities; the significance 

of intergenerationality for recognition (among older lesbia ns) and resources (among 

all participants) in terms of informal social support in later life; and the presence of 

the (gendered) past informing uneven access to recognition and resources in later life 

(see below). The significance of spatiality is demonstrated most clearly in relation to 

participantsô narratives about anticipated future care needs and their associated 

concerns about inequalities associated with older age care spaces, informed in turn by 

participantsô previous experiences of institutionalised heteronormativity and 

homophobia (or not).  

The second major theme relates to the great diversity of experiences among 

older LGBN individuals in terms of the discursive and performative production of 

their sexual identities/sexualities, both retrospectiv ely and in the context of ageing.  In 

order to provide a conceptual framework for these diversities, I have developed a 

cohort model which takes into account the differing engagements with, and accounts 

of, LGBN sexual subjectivities. This model highlights in particular how the 

intersection of gendered age standpoints (i.e. generation; personal chronological time 
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and life stage at which an individual engaged with a same/both/fluid sexual identity 

sexuality) and socio-historical time (i.e. a particular era a nd its social, legal and 

cultural contexts) serve to produce different discursive and performative possibilities 

for (now ageing) sexualities and kinship formations.  

The third major theme relates to uneven access to recognition, resources and 

representation in later life, both in terms of differences between older LGBN and 

heterosexual-identifying individuals, and between and among older LGBN individuals 

themselves. This uneven access is, I shall argue, informed by gendered age standpoints 

and by cohorts. I will show through my analysis how the retrospective past matters for 

access to resources and recognition in the present day, in terms of kinship 

construction, and in regard to anticipated care futures. I also show how there is, 

among activists, an uneven representation of the gendered age standpoints of older 

LGB/LGBN individuals, and of their previous lives, present experiences and future 

concerns. I propose that this uneven representation privileges the narratives of older 

gay men and marginalises the narratives of the older lesbians, bisexual women and 

men, and non-labelling women in my study.  

This analysis answers the central question of my thesis (óHow do ageing, gender 

and sexuality shape equality in later life?ô) in several ways. Ageing, gender and 

sexuality produce inequalities relating to resources, recognition and representation in 

later life. These inequalities are informed by gender and class, by temporality and 

spatiality, and by their intersections, often working with and through each other to  

produce uneven outcomes. These inequalities of resources, recognition and 

representation also work with and through one another to produce uneven outcomes: 
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resources both inform and can act as buffers to (gendered) issues of recognition in 

older age; recognition can itself be understood in terms of resources (visibility and 

cultural value) in later life; and resources and recognition inform whose voices, and 

how, are represented/misrepresented by activists working with/on behalf of older 

LGBN individuals.  

These themes are traced across four thematic analysis chapters. Chapter Four 

introduces the age standpoint/cohort model which I have devised, and addresses 

ageing subjectivities, in particular the productive power of the past in relation to the 

constructio n of ageing sexualities. It highlights the diversity, complexity and 

contingencies of ageing LGBN lives and the plural understandings of óbefore and afterô 

for the women participants and the binary understanding of óbefore and afterô for the 

men participan ts.  This in turn enables me to unpack the way past and present interact 

with the intersections of age, gender and sexuality to produce and inform the different 

experiences of individuals. This engages with the complexities of sexuality and identity 

that my cohorts highlight, and offers more nuanced understandings of not only ageing 

sexualities but of sexualities and temporality more broadly  

Chapter Five addresses ageing LGBN kinship construction, through the lens of 

the cohort model. It highlights how atti tudes towards same gender relationship 

recognition among participants are informed by age standpoint/cohort and how issues 

of intergenerationality (linked to age standpoint/cohort) in particular inform uneven 

access to (gendered) recognition and resources (informal social support) in later life. 

It also offers insights into how older LGBN plan to dispose of their assets when they 

die (through discussing their Wills), complicating and contradicting ófamily of choiceô 
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narratives by showing a range of kinship forms, the presence of duty and 

responsibility in kinship constructions and a privileging of the biological family on the 

disposal of material assets.  

Chapter Six addresses anticipated care futures. I show how, when considering 

possible future care needs, participants were most concerned about a lack of informal 

social support and about the quality of care in the formal care spaces where those care 

needs might be lived out. Concern about quality of care related to standards of care for 

all older people (and a lack of choice and control over the end of life) and standards of 

care for LGBN individuals. I propose that ageing has the potential to relocate older 

LGBN individuals into spaces of inequality at a time in their lives when they may be 

less able to resist such inequalities, but that at the same time their resistance (or, more 

specifically intergenerational ópay-it -forwardô resistance) has the potential to change 

the care spaces about which they are so concerned. 

Chapter Seven addresses representation by activists. It considers the discursive 

production by activists of LGBN individualsô ageing issues and concerns and activist 

strategies on their behalf. I argue that activistsô representations and strategies only 

partially reflect and address the issues raised by the older LGBN participants in my 

research. In particular, the narratives of LGBN women, of individuals who do not 

mobilise sexual identity categories to describe their sexualities, and of individuals 

(more often women) who have engaged with LGBN sexual identities/sexualities in 

later life, are under-represented. I suggest that the strategic mobilisation of collective 

identity and community narratives, within the context of a liberal rights model, serves 
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to give voice to a narrow set of narratives, and is invested in excluding other voices of 

diversity and dissent. 

7. Concluding R emarks  

This chapter has described and outlined the methodological components of my 

empirical data collection , addressed methodological challenges, and outlined the 

thematic structure of my thesis . The next four chapters offer thematic analyses of the 

data. The first of these chapters, Chapter Four, offers an analysis of the data in 

relation to past and present subjectivities, and introduces the new cohort model which 

I have developed, based on my analysis of the data.  
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CHAPTER FOUR: AGEING SEXUAL SUBJECTIVITIES  

1. Introdu ction  

This is the first of four thematic analysis chapters. This chapter focuses on older 

LGBN individualsô ageing subjectivities, the significant of temporality for those 

subjectivities, and, in particular, the productive power of the past in relation to the 

construction and experiences of them. My analysis deepens understandings of the 

diversity among and between older LGBN individuals, both in their accounts of their 

sexual subjectivities, and those subjectivities in the context of ageing. My arguments 

here are threefold. Firstly, I build on my proposal, as outlined in Chapter One, that the 

previous models of lesbian and gay or óLGBô ageing sexualities have failed to take into 

account the diversity of those ageing sexualities. I have developed a cohort model, 

introduced in this chapter, which, I suggest, improves on previous cohort models by 

accommodating both identity -based and non-identity based accounts of sexuality, as 

well as locating those varying accounts in gendered age standpoints and temporal 

contexts.  

My second argument builds on the first. By approaching the participantsô 

narratives through my cohort analysis, I capture the interaction of past and present 

across ageing sexualities in a fluid way (rather than by reference to one particular 

historically specific event, i.e. Stonewall). In so doing, I highlight the plural 

understandings of óbefore and afterô (in terms of ócoming outô and/or forming a same 

gender sexual relationship) for the women participants and the binary understanding 

of óbefore and afterô for the men participants.  Thirdly, this, in turn, enables me to 

unpack the way past and present interact with the intersections of age, gender and 
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sexuality to produce and inform the different experiences of individuals on the basis 

of their l ife histories. This engages with the complexities of sexuality and identity, 

offering more nuanced understandings of not only ageing sexualities but of sexualities 

and temporalities more broadly.  

In Section Two, I introduce the new cohort model which I ha ve developed. In 

Section Three, I consider the discursive production of ageing sexualities in the context 

of that cohort model. In Section Four, I consider how ageing is experienced and 

understood in the context of those sexualities. 

2.  New older LGBN cohort model  

In this section, I introduce and outline the new cohort model which I have developed.  

The spread of ages among participants serve to highlight how there is not one 

homogenous ageing block of older LGBN individuals, but rather successive waves of 

generations who came of age (i.e. reached adulthood, Hammock and Coehler, 2011) 

during different eras and those who ócame outô and/or formed a same-gender 

relationship, at different ages during different eras. These different timings, both 

personal and socio-historical, inform how (now ageing) sexualities are discursively 

and performatively produced, and how they are experienced. As Audrey observed, 

) ÔÈÉÎË ÉÔȭÓ Á ÇÅÎÅÒÁÔÉÏÎÁÌ ÔÈÉÎÇȟ ÂÕÔ ÎÏÔ ÉÎ ÔÈÅ ÅØÁÃÔÌÙ ÏÂÖÉÏÕÓ ×ÁÙȟ 
because there might be two women of my age, one of whom has been a 
ÌÅÓÂÉÁÎ ÁÌÌ ÈÅÒ ÌÉÆÅȟ ÓÏ ÌÅÔȭÓ ÓÁÙ ÓÈÅ ×ÁÓ Á ÙÏÕÎÇ ÂÕÔÃÈ ÌÅÓÂÉÁÎȟ ÔÏ ×Å ÃÁÎ 
ÒÅÁÌÌÙ ÇÅÔ ÔÈÅ ÏÐÐÒÅÓÓÉÏÎ ÉÎ ÔÈÅÒÅȟ ÉÎ ÔÈÅ ΧίΫΦÓȢ 3ÈÅȭÓ ÇÏÉÎÇ ÔÏ ÈÁÖÅ Á 
very different sense of self and very different picture of how it is to come 
out, to a woman of the same age, in her 60s perhaps, who was married 
ÁÎÄ ÈÁÄ ÃÈÉÌÄÒÅÎ ÁÎÄ ÄÉÄÎȭÔ ÃÏÍÅ ÏÕÔ ÕÎÔÉÌ ÓÈÅ ×ÁÓ ΫΦȟ ÉÎ ΧίίΦȟ ×ÈÅÎ 
being a lesbian was a whole different thing. (Audrey, aged 67) 

This extract highlights the significance of temporality for a geing sexual subjectivities. 

Audrey identifies multiple differences between two older lesbians of a similar age and 
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generation: the chronological age at which they  ócame outô115 , one woman in her 

teens, the other in her sixties; the socio-historical eras in which they did so, one 

woman during the oppressive 1950s, the other in far more liberal and inclusive recent 

times; and the life stage and life history through and against which they did so, one 

woman on the cusp of adulthood, the other in very late adulthood, possibly with 

children and grandchildren. Audrey also flags the issue of gender non-conformity and 

oppression, the accumulated effects of which will have influenced the lesbian who has 

been óoutô for longer. This diversity of narratives is often lost in generic ageing 

LGB/LGBT discourse, and it this diversity which I have sought to capture in my 

cohort model. 

The cohort model I have developed involves five different types of 

identity/performance narratives among the participants: óOut Earlyô; óBreaking Outô; 

óFinding Outô; óLate Performanceô; óLesbian by Choice.ô It also identifies a further 

conceptual cluster (óVoices on the Marginsô), which refers to those voices of non-

participants partially heard through the narratives of the participants. A full analysis 

of all participants by cohort, and a commentary on decision-making in cohort 

allocation is provided in Appendix D.  Each of the cohorts will now be outlined.  

2.1. óOut Earlyô 

Cohort One, óOut Earlyô, involves an early identity and concurrent performance 

narrative. This cohort comprises lesbians and gay men who use an óI always knew I 

was lesbian/gayô identity-based narrative and describe always having had exclusively 

same-gender sexual relationships. For example, Moira, aged 75, has been with her 

                                                 
115

 A concept which itself is located in certain cohorts, as I shall explore later. 
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civil partner for over 30 years. She has always identified as lesbian and said she had 

only ever had sexual relationships with women: óIôm a cradle lesbian. I was a lesbian at 

the age of three é I fell in love at the age of nine for the first timeô (Moira, aged 75). 

Similarly, Lawrence had sexual encounters with boys at his boarding school, and 

afterwards, óI just carried on, as it wereô (Lawrence, aged 63). Out of the sixty 

participants, sixteen came into this category: eight women and eight men, aged 

between 52 and 75. 

2.2. óBreaking Outô 

Cohort Two, óBreaking Outô, comprises lesbians and gay men who use an óI always 

knew I was lesbian/gayô identity-based narrative involving an initial awareness of, and 

struggle with same-gender desires before eventually reaching a resolution. For 

example, Jack, aged 66,  ócame outô as gay when he was thirty, after he left his home 

area and went to university as a mature student. 

I had gay feelings and I went to an all-boys school, and you saw boys 
mucking about that sort of thing, anÄ ÔÏ ÍÅȟ ) ÆÅÌÔȟ ÉÔȭÓ Á ÐÈÁÓÅȟ ÓÏÒÔ ÏÆ 
ÔÈÉÎÇȢ 7ÅÌÌ ÁÓ ÔÈÅ ÙÅÁÒÓ ×ÅÎÔ ÂÙȟ ÉÔ ×ÁÓÎȭÔ Á ÐÈÁÓÅȟ ÁÎÄ ) ÓÔÁÒÔÅÄ ÔÏ ÆÅÅÌ 
ÇÕÉÌÔÙȣ 3Ï ) ÊÕÓÔȟ ÅÖÅÎ ÔÈÏÕÇÈ ) ÆÅÌÔ ) ×ÁÓ ÄÅÆÉÎÉÔÅÌÙ ÇÁÙȟ ) ÂÅÃÁÍÅ ÊÁÃË 
ÔÈÅ ÌÁÄȟ ×ÅÎÔ ÏÆÆ ×ÉÔÈ ×ÏÍÅÎ ÁÌÌ ÔÈÅ ÔÉÍÅȣ !ÎÄ ) ÃÁÍÅ ÕÐ ÈÅÒÅ ÔÏ 
uniÖÅÒÓÉÔÙȣ ÔÈÅÒÅ ×ÁÓ ÆÒÅÓÈÅÒÓȭ ×ÅÅË ÁÎÄ ÔÈÅÒÅ ×ÁÓ ÇÁÙ ÓÔÕÄÅÎÔÓ ÕÎÉÏÎ 
ÓÔÁÌÌ ÁÎÄ ) ÔÈÏÕÇÈÔȟ ÏÏÈȟ ) ÃÁÎȭÔ ÇÏ ÔÏ ÉÔȟ ) ×ÁÓ ÔÏÏ ÆÒÉÇÈÔÅÎÅÄȢ !ÎÄ ) ×ÅÎÔ 
ÔÏ Á ÐÕÂ ÏÎÅ ÎÉÇÈÔ ÁÎÄ ÇÏÔ ÆÒÉÇÈÔÅÎÅÄ ÁÎÄ ÄÉÄÎȭÔ ÇÏ ÂÁÃË ÆÏÒ Á ÆÅ× 
ÍÏÎÔÈÓȣ ÔÈÅÎ ×ÅÎÔ ÔÏ ÂÁÒÓ ÁÇÁÉÎȟ ÈÁÄ ÓÅØÕÁÌ Åxperiences with men and 
) ÊÕÓÔ ËÎÅ× ×ÈÁÔ ×ÁÓ ÇÏÉÎÇ ÏÎ ÉÎ ÍÙ ÍÉÎÄ ×ÁÓ ÔÒÕÅȣ !ÎÄ ÔÈÅÎ ÔÈÅ ÎÅØÔ 
ÆÒÅÓÈÅÒÓȭ ×ÅÅË ) ×ÁÓ ÒÕÎÎÉÎÇ ÔÈÅ ÓÔÁÌÌȦ !ÎÄ )ȭÖÅ ÎÅÖÅÒ ÌÏÏËÅÄ ÂÁÃËȢ ɉ*ÁÃËȟ 
aged 66) 

Diana, aged 69, came out in her 20s, in the 1960s identifying as lesbian ever since. 

I was born in 1943. I knew there was something different about me. I had 
ÂÏÙÆÒÉÅÎÄÓȢ ) ×ÁÓ ÅÎÇÁÇÅÄȟ ÁÌÌ ÔÈÁÔ ÓÏÒÔ ÏÆ ÔÈÉÎÇȢ ) ÄÉÄÎȭÔ ËÎÏ× ÔÈÅÒÅ ×ÁÓ 
ÁÎÙÔÈÉÎÇ ÏÔÈÅÒ ÔÈÁÎ ÈÅÔÅÒÏÓÅØÕÁÌÉÔÙȟ ÂÅÃÁÕÓÅ ÔÈÁÔȭÓ ÁÌÌ ÔÈÅÒÅ ×ÁÓȢ "ÕÔ ) 
ËÎÅ× ) ×ÁÓ ÄÉÆÆÅÒÅÎÔȣ ) ÈÁÄ ÂÏÙÆÒÉÅÎÄÓ ×ÈÉÌÅ ) ×ÁÓ ÉÎ ÔÈÅ .ÁÖÙȣ ) ÒÅÁÌÌÙ 
believed that whatever my feelings were, they were just some sort of 
ÃÒÏÓÓ ÔÏ ÂÅÁÒȣ ÉÎ ÍÙ ÄÉÁÒÉÅÓȢȢȢ  ) ÓÅÅ ÍÙ ÓÔÒÕÇÇÌÅÓ ÁÔ ÔÈÅ ÔÉÍÅ ×ÅÒÅ ÍÙ 
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ÁÔÔÒÁÃÔÉÏÎÓ ÔÏ ÏÔÈÅÒ ×ÏÍÅÎȢ ) ÇÏÔ ÆÒÉÅÎÄÌÙ ×ÉÔÈ Á ×ÏÍÁÎ ȣ ÉÔ ×ÁÓ 
normal, if you had a friend to stay, you shared a bed. And it happened, 
the second or third time we shared a bed, and it was the most natural 
thing in the world. And we thought we were the only ones [laughs]. In 
retrospect, we knew that other people knew, and there was this secret 
ÓÏÃÉÅÔÙ ÉÎ ÔÈÅ .ÁÖÙ ÁÓ ×ÅÌÌȣ ) ×ÁÓ ÔÈÅÎ ÔÁËÅÎ ÔÏ ÔÈÉÓ ÃÌÕÂȣ ÔÈÅÒÅ ×ÁÓ 
that butch and femme thing, and when I went out with [another] 
×ÏÍÁÎȟ ÓÈÅ ×ÁÓ ÂÕÔÃÈȟ ÁÎÄ ) ÈÁÄ ÔÏ ÄÒÅÓÓ ÁÓ ÆÅÍÍÅȣ ÙÏÕ ÈÁÄ ÔÏ ÂÅ ÏÎÅ 
or the other. There were all the heterosexual rules of male and female. 
(Diana, aged 69) 

Out of the sixty participants, 22 came into the óBreaking Outô category: nine women 

and thirteen men, aged between 52 and 75. 

2.3. óFinding Outô 

Cohort Three, óFinding Outô, involves narratives about a retrospective lesbian, gay or 

bisexual identity, discovered - post-heterosexual identification and performance - 

through same-gender sexual performance. Among the men participants this discovery 

was articulated in terms of a gay identity. For example, Frank, aged 70, was married 

with two children: óI always knew I was gay, but only in retrospect.ô Only when 

addressing his alcoholism in his 40s did Frank also address his sexuality and he came 

out as gay ï óthis eased the constant pain from acting straighté I have 26 years of 

sobriety and being gay is personally still a significant part of my recovery.ô 

Among the women participants óFinding Outô was sometimes described in 

terms of a sexuality identity discovery narrative. This was sometimes in terms of a 

changing identity narrative (óI think I was bisexual, but the lesbian side of me I didnôt 

really want to look até. I see myself as lesbian now,ô Maureen, aged 62); sometimes as 

an eventual conclusion after shifting back and forth between sexual relationships with 

women and men (óand then I realisedéô Rachel, aged 64), sometimes promoted by a 

particular romantic relationship (óBut then I fell in love with a woman, and then I 
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knew what love waséô May, aged 64), sometimes mobilised as a convenient descriptor 

of behaviour (óI suppose bisexual was a convenient label for me to use while I was still 

living with a man,ô Bernice, aged 60) and/or a strategic political identity (óI tend to say 

lesbiané But if weôre simply talking about who I could end up in bed with, then the 

reality is it could be either.ô Vera, aged 60).While these are very diverse narratives, 

and meanings, for sexuality, what these women, and men, have in common, is that 

there is a theme of discovery in all of their accounts, rather than one of previous, 

conscious, struggle and then resolution (óBreaking Outô). Out of the sixty participants, 

fourteen came into this category: eleven women and three men, aged between 60 and 

92. 

2.4. óLate Performanceô 

Cohort Four, óLate Performance,ô involves the accounts of individuals (five women 

aged between 64 and 69) who have identified and performed as heterosexual for the 

majority of their lives and then, in later life, have formed same -gender sexual 

relationships. They either do not identify as lesbian/bisexual/gay, locating their 

sexualities in depoliticised performative discourse, and/or are ambivalent about 

mobilising a sexual identity discourse. For example, Marcia, aged 66, had been in 

heterosexual relationships before meeting her civil partner Angela, six years ago: 

) ÊÕÓÔ ÈÁÐÐÅÎ ÔÏ ÈÁÖÅ ÆÁÌÌÅÎ ÉÎ ÌÏÖÅ ×ÉÔÈ Á ×ÏÍÁÎȟ ÂÕÔ ) ÄÏÎȭÔ ÔÈÉÎË ) ÁÍ 
[lesbian]. I suppose society sees me as that, because I am in a civil 
ÐÁÒÔÎÅÒÓÈÉÐȢ "ÕÔ ) ÄÏÎȭÔ ÉÄÅÎÔÉÆÙ ÁÓ ÔÈÁÔȢ )ȭÖÅ ÄÁÔÅÄ ÐÌÅÎÔÙ ÏÆ ÍÅÎ ȣ )ȭÖÅ 
ÎÅÖÅÒ ÔÈÏÕÇÈÔ ÏÆ ÍÙÓÅÌÆ ÁÓ ȬÁ ÌÅÓÂÉÁÎȭ ÏÒ ÈÁÖÉÎÇ Á ÃÏÍÉÎÇ ÏÕÔȟ ÎÅÖÅÒ ÈÁÄ 
ÁÎÙ ÒÅÐÒÅÓÓÅÄ ÓÅØÕÁÌ ÆÅÅÌÉÎÇÓ ÔÈÁÔ ) ÃÏÕÌÄÎȭÔ ÔÁÌË ÁÂÏÕÔȢ !ÎÄ ) ÔÈÉÎË ÉÆ ) 
ÍÅÔ Á ÇÕÙ ÔÈÁÔ ÈÁÓ ÔÈÅ ÓÁÍÅ ÑÕÁÌÉÔÉÅÓ ÔÈÁÔ !ÎÇÅÌÁ ÈÁÄȟ )ȭÄ ÈÁÖÅ ÂÅÅÎ 
perfectly happy with him. (Marcia, aged 66) 

) ÄÏÎȭÔ ËÎÏ× ÉÆ ) ÁÍ Á ÌÅÓÂÉÁÎȟ ) ÒÅÁÌÌÙ ÄÏÎȭÔ ËÎÏ×Ȣ !Í ) Á ÌÅÓÂÉÁÎȩ !ÌÌ ) 
ËÎÏ× ÉÓ ) ÌÏÖÅ 4ÅÓÓÁȟ ) ÌÏÖÅ ÈÅÒ ÔÏ ÄÅÁÔÈȣ ÔÈÅÒÅȭÓ Á ÖÅÒÙ ÂÒÏÁÄ ÓÐÅÃÔÒÕÍȟ 
ÉÓÎȭÔ ÔÈÅÒÅȩ "ÅÃÁÕÓÅ ) ÌÉÖÅÄ ÁÓ Á ÈÅÔÅÒÏÓÅØÕÁÌ ÁÌÌ ÍÙ ÌÉÆÅȟ ) ÄÉÄÎȭÔ ËÎÏ× ÁÓ Á 
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ÃÈÉÌÄ ) ×ÁÓ ÄÉÆÆÅÒÅÎÔȟ ) ÄÉÄÎȭÔ ËÎÏ× ÁÓ Á ÙÏÕÎÇ ÁÄÕÌÔȟ middle adult, 
ÌÉÓÔÅÎÉÎÇ ÔÏ ÌÅÓÂÉÁÎÓ ÔÁÌËÉÎÇȟ ÔÈÅÒÅȭÓ ÁÌ×ÁÙÓ ÂÅÅÎ ÁÎ ÉÎÎÁÔÅ ËÎÏ×ÌÅÄÇÅȟ Á 
ÒÅÃÏÇÎÉÔÉÏÎȟ ÅÖÅÎ ÉÆ ÉÔ ×ÁÓ ÄÅÎÉÅÄȢ )ȭÖÅ ÎÅÖÅÒ ÈÁÄ ÔÈÁÔ ÒÅÃÏÇÎÉÔÉÏÎȟ ÂÕÔ 
ÎÏ× )ȭÍ ÉÎ ÔÈÁÔ ÒÅÌÁÔÉÏÎÓÈÉÐȟ ) ÇÕÅÓÓ ) ÁÍȟ ÓÏ ÍÁÙÂÅ )ȭÖÅ ÊÕÓÔ ÁÎÓ×ÅÒÅÄ 
my own question. (Ellen, aged 64) 

The women in this cohort describe a relationship-driven narrative of same gender 

sexuality that they do not locate in an identity context. For some (like for Marcia) it is 

gender-neutral. For others (like Ellen) it is more ambivalent.  

2.5. óLesbian by Choiceô 

Cohort Five, óLesbian by Choice,ô by contrast, is very much a politicised, chosen, 

identity involving an elective lesbian -identified performance narrative. This cohort 

applies to only three women participants, aged 62, 63 and 66 respectively. It is 

included not because of its frequency in the sample, but because of its particular 

salience to the overarching story of the data (Buetow, 2010) and the frequent absence 

of these narratives from discourse about ageing LGBN lives. Each of the narratives 

were from women who chose to ógive upô men and assume a lesbian identity in pursuit 

of their radical feminist goals of resistance to patriarchy (Jeffreys, 2003). Frances had 

lived an exclusively heterosexual orientation and lifestyle and had been briefly 

married to a man in her early twenties. She had to ólearnô how to be a lesbian when she 

made her political choice in her late 20s, in the mid -1970s: 

ɍ) ×ÁÓ ÁÔɎ Á ×ÏÍÅÎȭÓ ÃÅÎÔÒÅȣ ÁÎÄ ÔÈÁÔȭÓ ×ÈÅÒÅ ) ÂÅÃÁÍÅ Á ÆÅÍÉÎÉÓÔȟ ÁÎÄ 
ÔÈÁÔȭÓ ×ÈÅÒÅ ) ÂÅÃÁÍÅ Á ÌÅÓÂÉÁÎȢ &ÏÒ ÍÅ ÔÈÅ Ô×Ï ÁÒÅ ÉÎÔÅÇÒÁÌȟ ) ÃÁÎȭÔ 
ÓÅÐÁÒÁÔÅ ÍÙ ÆÅÍÉÎÉÓÔ ÐÏÌÉÔÉÃÓ ÆÒÏÍ ÍÙ ÓÅØÕÁÌÉÔÙȢ ȣ ) ÒÅÁÌÉÓÅÄ ÔÈÁÔ ) ×ÏÕÌÄ 
never have an equal relationship with a man. And I thought, well, that 
ÏÎÌÙ ÌÅÁÖÅÓ ÍÅ ×ÉÔÈ ÏÎÅ ÏÔÈÅÒ ÃÈÏÉÃÅȣ 5Ð ÕÎÔÉÌ ÔÈÁÔ ÐÏÉÎÔ ) ÄÉÄÎȭÔ ÅÖÅÎ 
know that there was such a thing as lesbianism and no idea that women 
ÃÏÕÌÄ ÌÏÖÅ ×ÏÍÅÎȣ )Æ ) ×ÁÓÎȭÔ ÇÏÉÎÇ ÔÏ ÂÅ ÉÎ ÓÅØÕÁÌ ÒÅÌÁÔÉÏÎÓÈÉÐ ÔÏ ÍÅÎ 
[sic], what was my other choice? It was either to be celibate, which was 
not very appealing, or to at least explore the idea of being intimate with 
×ÏÍÅÎ ÁÎÄ ȣ ɍÉÎ ÔÈÅ ÅÎÄɎȣ )Ô ×ÁÓ ÖÅÒÙ ÅÁÓÙȟ ÍÙ ÆÉÒÓÔ ×ÏÍÁÎ ÌÏÖÅÒ ×ÁÓ 
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ËÉÎÄ ÏÆ ÉÎ ÔÈÅ ÓÁÍÅ ÓÉÔÕÁÔÉÏÎ ÁÓ ÍÅȟ ÓÏ ×Å ËÉÎÄ ÏÆ ÊÕÓÔ ÈÅÌÄ ÅÁÃÈ ÏÔÈÅÒȭÓ 
ÈÁÎÄ ÔÈÒÏÕÇÈ ÔÈÅ ×ÈÏÌÅ ÔÈÉÎÇȢ ɉ&ÒÁÎÃÅÓȟ ÁÇÅÄ άάȟ Ȭ,ÅÓÂÉÁÎ ÂÙ #ÈÏÉÃÅȭɊ 

The other two women came from a place of having previously had sexual relationships 

with both women and men, and then deciding to be women-exclusive. Jennifer 

decided to ógive up menô based on her radical feminist ideology, and assumed a lesbian 

identity and lifest yle in the late 1970s: 

) ×ÁÓ Á ÐÏÌÉÔÉÃÁÌ ÌÅÓÂÉÁÎȣ ) ÊÕÓÔ ÍÁÄÅ ÔÈÅ ÃÈÏÉÃÅ ÔÏ ÇÉÖÅ ÕÐ ÍÅÎȢ &ÏÒ ÁÌÌ 
sorts of reasons, you know, it was the argument that I wanted someone 
×ÈÏ ËÎÅ× ÈÏ× ÔÏ ÃÌÅÁÎ ÔÈÅ ÔÏÉÌÅÔȟ ÁÎÄ ÓÏÍÅÏÎÅ ×ÈÏ ÄÉÄÎȭÔ ×ÁÎÔ ÍÅ ÔÏ 
cook for them, that sÏÒÔ ÏÆ ÔÈÉÎÇȣ 9ÏÕ ÓÅÅ ÔÈÅÒÅ ÁÒÅ ÓÏ ÍÁÎÙ ÓÔÏÒÉÅÓ 
ÁÂÏÕÔ Ȭ) ÆÅÌÌ ÉÎ ÌÏÖÅ ×ÉÔÈ Á ×ÏÍÁÎ ÁÎÄ ÔÈÅÒÅ ÊÕÓÔ ×ÁÓ ÎÏ ÃÈÏÉÃÅȭȟ ×ÈÉÃÈ ÉÓ 
ÆÉÎÅȟ ÉÔ ÊÕÓÔ ×ÁÓÎȭÔ ×ÈÁÔ ÈÁÐÐÅÎÅÄȢ ) ÆÅÌÌ ÉÎ ÌÏÖÅ ×ÉÔÈ ÌÏÔÓ ÏÆ ×ÏÍÅÎ ÁÎÄ 
nothing happened, and I got off with lots of men, and I daresay I was in 
love them, some of them, at various points. I mean this was the era 
×ÈÅÎ ÏÎÅ ÄÉÄ ÈÁÖÅ ÌÏÔÓ ÏÆ ÐÁÒÔÎÅÒÓȢ !ÎÄ ÔÈÅÎ ) ÄÅÃÉÄÅÄȟ ÎÏȟ )ȭÍ ÎÏÔ ÇÏÉÎÇ 
ÔÏ ÈÁÖÅ ÁÎÙÔÈÉÎÇ ÍÏÒÅ ÔÏ ÄÏ ×ÉÔÈ ÍÅÎȢȢȢ 3Ï ) ÇÁÖÅ ÕÐ ÍÅÎȢ ) ÄÉÄÎȭÔ ÈÁÖÅ 
any problems fancying women.ȢȢ  ɉ*ÅÎÎÉÆÅÒȟ ÁÇÅÄ άΨȟ Ȭ,ÅÓÂÉÁÎ ÂÙ #ÈÏÉÃÅȭɊ 

Cat was previously married to a man, but then embraced radical separatist feminism 

in her mid -30s, through a combination of falling in love with a woman when she was 

married (having had sexual relationships with  women when she was younger) and 

engaging with the womenôs peace movement in the 1980s: 

When left my marriage, I lived for a year without any interaction with a 
man.  I had no male interaction at all. So, if there was a male bus driver I 
×ÏÕÌÄÎȭÔ ÇÅÔ ÏÎ Á bus. If I went to a shop and there was a man there, I 
×ÏÕÌÄÎȭÔ ÂÕÙ ÔÈÅ ÐÒÏÄÕÃÔȟ )ȭÄ ÃÏÍÅ ÏÕÔȢ 3Ïȟ ÆÏÒ Á ×ÈÏÌÅ ÙÅÁÒ ÏÆ ÍÙ ÌÉÆÅȟ 
ÔÈÁÔȭÓ ÈÏ× ) ÌÉÖÅÄ ÉÔȣ"ÅÃÁÕÓÅ ) ×ÁÎÔÅÄ ÔÏ ËÎÏ× ×ÈÅÔÈÅÒ ) ÁÃÔÕÁÌÌÙ ÃÏÕÌÄ 
ÌÉÖÅ ×ÉÔÈÏÕÔ ÍÅÎ ÉÎ ÍÙ ÌÉÆÅȢ "ÅÃÁÕÓÅ ×ÈÅÎÅÖÅÒ ÔÈÅÙȭÄ ÂÅÅÎ in my life it 
was either to exploit or abuse or to deceive, except my dad, who was a 
ÂÉÔ ÏÆ Á ÐÌÏÎËÅÒȢ !ÎÄ ÔÈÁÔȭÓ ×ÈÙ ) ÃÈÁÎÇÅÄ ÍÙ ÎÁÍÅ ÁÎÄ ÅÖÅÒÙÔÈÉÎÇȟ 
ÂÅÃÁÕÓÅ ) ÄÉÄÎȭÔ ×ÁÎÔ ÔÏ ÈÁÖÅ ÁÎÙÔÈÉÎÇ ÔÏ ÄÏ ×ÉÔÈ ÐÁÔÒÉÁÒÃÈÙȢ ɉ#ÁÔȟ ÁÇÅÄ 
άΩȟ Ȭ,ÅÓÂÉÁÎ ÂÙ #ÈÏÉÃÅȭɊ 

Cat highlights the very explicit location of her lesbian identity in terms of resistance to 

patriarchy. These women are distinguishable from participants in the other cohorts in 

that their understandings of sexuality are in relation to both fluidity and choice,  and 
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as located in gender power politics, rather than fulfilling desire or romantic feelings 

and attachments (Kitzinger, 1987). Notably, for Frances, such an elective narrative is 

often marginalised:  

I mean, when I told my coming out story to a woman who is probably 
ÌÁÔÅ ÔÈÉÒÔÉÅÓȩ 3ÈÅ ÒÅÁÌÌÙ ÄÉÄÎȭÔ ÂÅÌÉÅÖÅ ÍÅȢ 3ÈÅ ÄÉÄÎȭÔ ÂÅÌÉÅÖÅ ÔÈÁÔ 
ÂÅÃÏÍÉÎÇ Á ÌÅÓÂÉÁÎ ÃÏÕÌÄ ÂÅ Á ÐÏÌÉÔÉÃÁÌ ÃÈÏÉÃÅȢ 3ÈÅȭÄ ÁÌ×ÁÙÓ ÂÅÅÎ 
ÁÔÔÒÁÃÔÅÄ ÔÏ ÇÉÒÌÓ ×ÈÅÎ ÓÈÅ ×ÁÓ ÙÏÕÎÇÅÒȟ ÓÏȟ ÆÏÒ ÈÅÒȟ ÉÔ ×ÁÓÎȭÔ ÁÎ ÉÓÓÕÅ 
and she came out at a time where it wÁÓÎȭÔ ÁÎ ÉÓÓÕÅȢ 3Ïȟ ÓÈÅȟ ) ÍÅÁÎ 
literally, her jaw dropped and she looked at me as if I were telling her a 
fable. It took quite a while for me to convince her that, no, it was 
ÁÂÓÏÌÕÔÅÌÙ ÔÒÕÅȟ ÁÎÄ ÔÈÁÔ ) ×ÁÓÎȭÔ ÔÈÅ ÏÎÌÙ ÏÎÅȢ ɉ&ÒÁÎÃÅÓȟ ÁÇÅÄ άάɊ 

This silencing of an elective politicised identity is significant in the context of this 

thesis, for its even greater under-representation among activists (see Chapter Seven), 

and the marginalisation of gender issues within an óageing LGBTô rights movement. 

2.6. óVoices on the Marginsô 

This category is not a cohort as such, describing, as it does, absent or only partially 

glimpsed experiences of non-participants whose hidden lives are alluded to in 

participantsô narratives. This includes:  older married men who engaged in sexual 

relationships with the gay men participants; older LGBN friends of participants who 

are concealing their sexual identities/sexualities in sheltered housing and/or care 

accommodation; and those women living lives of compulsory heterosexuality, who 

might, at some point in the future, engage in  same-gender relationship:  

I am amazed at how many people we have met, and in [local lesbian 
ÇÒÏÕÐɎȣ ×ÈÏ ÓÁÉÄ ÔÈÅÙ ÈÁÄ ÂÅÅÎ ÍÁÒÒÉÅÄ ÁÎÄ ÔÈÅÙ ×ÅÒÅ ÎÏ× ɀ I thought 
I was the only one who was married, you know. ɍ)ÔȭÓɎ ÆÁÂÕÌÏÕÓȟ ÁÂÓÏÌÕÔÅÌÙ 
fabulous. And then it makes me think, well how many more are out 
ÔÈÅÒÅȩ #ÏÍÅ ÏÎ ÏÕÔ ÇÉÒÌÓȦ ,ÅÔȭÓ ÇÅÔ ÔÈÅÍ ÏÕÔȦ !×ÁÙ ÆÒÏÍ ÔÈÅ ËÉÔÃÈÅÎȟ ÇÅÔ 
ÏÕÔȦ ɉ%ÌÌÅÎȟ ÁÇÅÄ άΪȟ Ȭ,ÁÔÅ 0ÅÒÆÏÒÍÁÎÃÅȭɊ 

The purpose of this category is to keep in mind the narratives which this study ï and 

many other LGBN studies ï does not capture, and to create a space, which I shall 
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return to at the end of this thesis, to consider the implications of those unheard voices. 

The first five cohorts, by contrast, will be u sed for analytical purposes across the entire 

thesis. 

2.6. Discussion  

These cohorts suffer the inevitable limitations of all cohort discourse: the risk of 

homogenisation, over-generalisation and over-simplification, and the temptation to 

smooth over the edges of those narratives which do not easily slip into a particular 

category. This cohort model nonetheless offers a convenient shorthand to think of the 

different timings and ways in which individual participants construct an LGBN 

identity/sexuality. It a lso affords useful conceptual space to be able to think about the 

different ways in which those sexual identities/ sexualities are experienced in relation 

to ageing. Its particular strength is its ability to take into account the different 

temporal context s of ageing sexualities and the narratives of both those individuals 

who engage with identity-based sexuality narrative, which may or may not be 

politicised, and those who engage with more fluid and/or performative narratives.  

The model could be used by other researchers, and applied in different 

contexts. Its parameters are clearly described and my decision making processes 

explained in Appendix E. There might, inevitably, be some differences in allocating 

individuals to categories, because the decision to place individuals on the margins in 

one or the other is partly reasoned, but also partly subjective. Nonetheless, those 

differences would not necessarily undermine the overall conceptual framework and 

utility of the model. It would also be possible to adapt the model to take into account 

other emergent narratives, and timings. For example, a queer performative discourse 
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might not, in terms of modern day subjectivities among younger LGBN individuals, be 

located in óLate Performance.ô However, the notion of conceptualising sexuality 

narrative and performance, and when and how they are engaged, is an analytically 

useful way to distinguish between different accounts among LGBN individuals.  

The next section, Section Three, draws upon this new cohort model to analyse 

participantsô constructions of their ageing sexual identities/sexualities. Section Four 

then considers participantsô accounts of ageing in the context of those sexual 

identities/ sexualities.  

3.  Gendered discursive production of sexual identity/sexuali ty 

In this section I analyse participantsô constructions of their ageing sexual 

identities/sexualities, which were strongly shaped by gender.  The women 

participantsô sexuality narratives were more diverse, variable, fluid and relational, 

whereas those of the men were more atomistic, essentialistic and located in binary 

constructions (i.e. either gay or straight) of a core orientation. In order to adequately 

address the wider diversity among the women participants, the section on their 

discursive production  of sexuality is longer than the menôs. 

3.1. Women: Plural relational narratives of sexual identities/sexualities  

The historical silencing and invisibilising of womenôs same-gender desires, as outlined 

in Chapter One, was reflected in the interviews. Agnes, for example, met her husband 

when she was seventeen, and they married in the early 1940s: 

ɍ)ȭÍɎ ÌÅÓÂÉÁÎȟ ÄÅÆÉÎÉÔÅÌÙȢ "ÕÔ ) ÄÉÄÎȭÔ ÆÉÎÄ ÏÕÔ ÕÎÔÉÌ ) ÇÏÔ ÍÁÒÒÉÅÄȢ 7ÅÌÌȟ 
almost from the start of marriage, I realised there was something 
missing. And it took me quiÔÅ Á ×ÈÉÌÅ ÔÏ ÒÅÁÌÉÓÅȣ Á ÙÅÁÒ ÏÒ ÓÏȟ ÍÁÙÂÅ 
ÍÏÒÅȣ ÔÈÁÔ ) ÄÉÄÎȭÔ ×ÁÎÔ ÔÏ ÂÅ ÍÁÒÒÉÅÄȣ ɍ) ÄÉÄÎȭÔ ÌÉËÅɎȣ ÂÅÉÎÇ ×ÉÔÈ Á 
ÍÁÎȣ ÔÈÅ ÓÅØ ×ÁÓÎȭÔ ÒÅÁÌÌÙ ×ÏÎÄÅÒÆÕÌ ÁÃÔÕÁÌÌÙȣ ÁÎÄ ) ÓÔÁÒÔÅÄ ÔÏ ÓÅÅ 



Chapter Four: Ageing Subjectivities 

133 
 

ÓÏÍÅ ×ÏÍÅÎ ÔÈÁÔ ) ÒÅÁÌÉÓÅÄ ÔÈÁÔ ) ÌÉËÅÄ ÍÏÒÅ ÔÈÁÎ ) ÓÈÏÕÌÄȣ) ÄÉÄÎȭÔ ËÎÏ× 
thÅ ×ÏÒÄ ɍÌÅÓÂÉÁÎɎȟ ) ÄÉÄÎȭÔ ËÎÏ× ÔÈÅÒÅ ×ÁÓ Á ×ÏÒÄȣȢ ) ÄÏÕÂÔ )ȭÄ ÈÁÖÅ ÇÏÔ 
ÍÁÒÒÉÅÄ ɍÉÆ ) ÈÁÄɎȢ ɉ!ÇÎÅÓȟ ÁÇÅÄ ίΨȟ Ȭ&ÉÎÄÉÎÇ /ÕÔȭɊ 

So, for Agnes, her awareness of a lack of desire for her husband, and a presence of 

desire for women, only emerged after she had married, and when it did emerge, she 

had no words to describe what it meant to her. It was not for several decades that she 

used the word lesbian to describe herself to herself (after sheôd had an affair with a 

woman) and it was six decades before she used it to describe herself to someone else 

(the warden in her sheltered housing, after her husband had died). Agnes believes that 

access to the awareness, and the vocabulary, might have meant she would not have 

married. But, the available vocabulary itself was extremely limited at that time.  Even 

women actively engaged in same gender relationships were often extremely isolated 

and, during this period, often lacked access to a sense of other women like them with 

whom they might identify.  

So I got together with this older lesbian. Because I thought we were the 
ÏÎÌÙ ÌÅÓÂÉÁÎÓ ÉÎ ÔÈÅ ×ÏÒÌÄȣ ) ×ÁÓ Χέ ÁÎÄ ÓÈÅ ×ÁÓ ΩΦȣ ×Å ÔÏÏË ÏÆÆ ÁÎÄ 
ÌÉÖÅÄ ÔÏÇÅÔÈÅÒ ÆÏÒ ÔÅÎ ÙÅÁÒÓȢ )Î Á ÖÅÒÙ ÉÓÏÌÁÔÅÄ ×ÁÙȢ 7Å ÄÉÄÎȭÔ ËÎÏ× ÏÆ 
any other lesbians, and we lived deep in the country. And then, after ten 
ÙÅÁÒÓȟ ×Å ÍÁÄÅ ÃÏÎÔÁÃÔ ×ÉÔÈ ÓÏÍÅ ÏÔÈÅÒ ÌÅÓÂÉÁÎÓȣ ɉ-ÏÉÒÁ ÁÇÅÄ έΫ Ȭ/ÕÔ 
%ÁÒÌÙȭɊȢ 

As this extract highlights, this sense of isolation among women in same gender 

relationships (exacerbated for those living in rural areas, Jones et. al., 2013) created 

very limited discursive possibilities to describe themselves and their relationships, 

even among themselves. Across subsequent decades and the socio-cultural changes 

outlined in Chapter One, shifting discursive possibilities (Ellis and Peel 20111) moved 

this silenced identity shifted to a mixture of silence and stigma. Joan went through her 
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early twenties during this period and describes a shift from not knowing what lesbian 

meant, to subsequently associating it with stigma:  

I always knew I was a lesbian. And ÈÁÄ ÁÎ ÁÆÆÁÉÒ ×ÉÔÈ ÍÙ ÂÅÓÔ ÆÒÉÅÎÄȣ )Ô 
×ÁÓ ÑÕÉÔÅ ÎÉÃÅȟ ÅÎÊÏÙÅÄ ÉÔȣ ) ÄÉÄÎȭÔ ËÎÏ× ×ÈÁÔ ÔÈÅ ×ÏÒÄ ÌÅÓÂÉÁÎ ÍÅÁÎÔȢ ) 
knew how I felt. But my mother saw things on the television, and would 
ÔÈÅÎ ÓÁÙ Ȭ7ÅÌÌȟ ÔÈÅÙ ×ÅÒÅ Á ×ÈÏÌÅ ÌÏÁÄ ÏÆ ÌÅÓÂÉÁÎÓ ÁÎÙ×ÁÙȭȢ !ÎÄ ) 
thought ) ÄÏÎȭÔ ËÎÏ× ×ÈÁÔ Á ÌÅÓÂÉÁÎ ÉÓ ÂÕÔ ÉÔȭÓ ÎÏÔ ÇÏÏÄ ɍÌÁÕÇÈÓɎȢ !ÎÄ 
ÔÈÅÎȟ ×ÈÅÎ ) ÆÏÕÎÄ ÏÕÔȟ ) ÔÈÏÕÇÈÔȟ ×ÅÌÌȟ ÏÂÖÉÏÕÓÌÙ ÉÔȭÓ ÇÏÉÎÇ ÔÏ ÂÅ 
frowned on, so I went down the route, I got married. (Joan, aged 67, 
Ȭ"ÒÅÁËÉÎÇ /ÕÔȭɊ 

This extract reveals how the performance of a self-acknowledged same-gender 

sexuality was mediated firstly by a lack of knowledge and then secondly by stigma, 

located in a particular soci0-historical context.  Subsequent emergent politicised 

resistance to gender inequalities, and to the invisibilisation of womenôs same-gender 

desires produced new opportunities for some women to explore their sexualities in 

safe, affirmative, spaces:  

) ÊÕÓÔ ËÎÅ× ) ×ÁÓÎȭÔ ÇÏÉÎÇ ÔÏ ÍÁËÅ ÉÔ ×ÉÔÈ ÍÅÎȟ ÎÏ ÍÁÔÔÅÒ ÈÏ× ÈÁÒÄ ) 
ÔÒÉÅÄ ÔÏ ÈÏÌÄ ÄÏ×Î ÍÙ ÄÅÓÉÒÅÓ ɍÌÁÕÇÈÓɎ ȣ ɍÁÎÄ ÓÏ ) ×ÅÎÔ ÔÏɎ Á ×ÏÍÅÎȭÓ 
ÃÅÎÔÒÅȣ !ÎÄ ) ÎÅÖÅÒ ÌÏÏËÅÄ ÂÁÃËȣ )Ô ×ÁÓ ÌÉËÅ ȬÏÈ ÍÙ ÇÏÄȭȟ ÄÉÎÇȟ ÄÉÎÇȟ 
ding. So that was it. And there were lots of baby dykes at that time. It 
was late 70s, and we were all struggling, you know, fancying these stars 
ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ×ÏÍÅÎȭÓ movement, and we were grappling with what was 
socialist feminism, what is Marxism, and just this awareness raising, and 
ÙÏÕ ÆÅÌÌ ÉÎ ÌÏÖÅ ÁÌÌ ÔÈÅ ÔÉÍÅȢ ɉ!ÌÉÃÅȟ ÁÇÅÄ άΦȟ Ȭ/ÕÔ %ÁÒÌÙȭɊ 

So, for Alice, in contrast with Agnes and Joan, there was a discursive (and 

performative) pathway available to her - in ways which had not been available in 

previous decades  - to mobilise a public, affirmative, lesbian identity. For some 

women, mobilising a lesbian narrative began to shift away from essentialist, identity -

based discourse, to one located in desire (Herman, 2005).  Barbara, for example, is 

very clear that ólesbianô is a descriptor of her, rather than something which defines 

her: 
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) ÄÏÎȭÔ ÓÁÙ ȬÁ ÌÅÓÂÉÁÎȭȟ ) ÉÄÅÎÔÉÆÙ ÁÓ ÌÅÓÂÉÁÎȟ ÂÅÃÁÕÓÅ ÓÁÙÉÎÇ ȬÁ ÌÅÓÂÉÁÎȭ 
labels me, whereas saying Barbara who used to be a vet, owns a dog, 
loves her garden, happens to be lesbian, is different. (Barbara, aged 83, 
Ȭ&ÉÎÄÉÎÇ /ÕÔȭɊ 

So, for Barbara, identifying as lesbian is just one aspect of her life. By contrast, for 

other women who also engaged with a lesbian identity during this period, it is 

fundamental to their identity:  

!ÎÄ ÓÏȟ ÔÈÅÎ ×Å ÈÁÄ ÁÎ ÁÆÆÁÉÒȟ ÂÕÔ ×Å ×ÅÒÅ ÂÏÔÈ ÍÁÒÒÉÅÄȣ ) ×ÁÓ ÇÅÔÔÉÎÇ 
Á ÄÉÖÏÒÃÅ ÆÒÏÍ ÍÙ ÈÕÓÂÁÎÄ ÁÎÄ ÓÈÅ ×ÁÓ ÆÒÏÍ ÈÅÒÓȣȢ ÔÈÅÎ ) ×ÁÓ ÏÎ ÍÙ 
own for about three years, but thinking well, I am a lesbian. (Violet, aged 
έΩȟ Ȭ&ÉÎÄÉÎÇ /ÕÔȭɊ  

For Violet, there was a process of discovery, and a conclusion that óI am a lesbian,ô 

whereas Barbara mobilises her sexuality as one of many descriptors. By contrast, 

again, Vera mobilises her sexuality discourse in contingent ways, describing herself as 

lesbian or bisexual according to relationship context.  When she is in a relationship 

with a man, she identifies as bisexual, and when she is in a relationship with a women 

she identifies as lesbian, because bisexual is ótoo powerful a position to occupyô (Vera, 

aged 60). She explains this contingent identity narrative : 

)Æ ) ÈÁÄ ÔÏ ÉÄÅÎÔÉÆÙȟ ÐÒÉÍÁÒÉÌÙ ) ×ÏÕÌÄ ÉÄÅÎÔÉÆÙ ÁÓ Á ÌÅÓÂÉÁÎȟ ÔÈÁÔȭÓ ×ÈÁÔ ) 
×ÏÕÌÄ ÄÏȟ ÔÈÁÔȭÓ ÍÙ ÏÒÉÅÎÔÁÔÉÏÎȢ ) ɍÐÕÔ ÂÉÓÅØÕÁÌ on the form] because I 
ÔÈÏÕÇÈÔ ÉÔ ×ÁÓ ÍÏÒÅ ÈÏÎÅÓÔ ÉÎ Á ÆÕÎÎÙ ËÉÎÄ ÏÆ ×ÁÙȟ ÂÅÃÁÕÓÅ )ȭÖÅ ÈÁÄ ÓÕÃÈ 
a lot of relationships with men and, in fact, most of my relationships 
ÈÁÖÅ ÂÅÅÎ ×ÉÔÈ ÍÅÎ ÁÎÄ ÔÈÅÙ ÈÁÖÅÎȭÔ ÂÅÅÎ ÄÅÅÐÌÙ ÕÎÈÁÐÐÙ 
relationships and I have no objeÃÔÉÏÎÓ ÔÏ ÈÁÖÉÎÇ ÓÅØ ×ÉÔÈ ÍÅÎȢ )ÔȭÓ ÍÕÃÈ 
ÍÏÒÅ ÐÏÌÉÔÉÃÁÌ ÉÎ ÍÁÎÙ ×ÁÙÓȣ ) ÔÅÎÄ ÔÏ ÓÁÙ ÌÅÓÂÉÁÎȟ ÂÅÃÁÕÓÅ ) ×ÏÒË ÆÏÒ Á 
women-ÏÎÌÙ ÏÒÇÁÎÉÓÁÔÉÏÎȟ ÁÌÌ ÍÙ ÌÉÆÅ ÉÓ ÄÅÄÉÃÁÔÅÄ ÔÏ ×ÏÍÅÎȟ ×ÏÍÅÎȭÓ 
issues and the empowerment of women, so it kind of feels right. But, if 
weȭÒÅ ÓÉÍÐÌÙ ÔÁÌËÉÎÇ ÁÂÏÕÔ ×ÈÏ ) ÃÏÕÌÄ ÅÎÄ ÕÐ ÉÎ ÂÅÄ ×ÉÔÈȟ ÔÈÅÎ ÔÈÅ 
ÒÅÁÌÉÔÙ ÉÓ ÉÔ ÃÏÕÌÄ ÂÅ ÅÉÔÈÅÒȢ ɉ6ÅÒÁȟ ÁÇÅÄ άΦȟ Ȭ&ÉÎÄÉÎÇ /ÕÔȭɊ 

This extract demonstrates how Vera uses óbisexualô to describe her behaviour (because 

she might choose to have sex with a man or a woman) but lesbian to describe her 

political affiliation (which she refers to as her orientation), both being informed by 
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relational contexts. By the time Vera was deploying this discursive and performative 

fluidity, it was the 1990s, when emergent queer narratives and deconstructions of 

gender/sexuality binaries had begun to emerge, affording greater discursive space for 

Vera to be able to do so. 

Maureen also mobilises a combined bisexual and a lesbian narrative, but this 

time to describe a changing, but core, sexuality: 

) ÔÈÉÎË ) ×ÁÓ ÂÉÓÅØÕÁÌȟ ÂÕÔ ÔÈÅ ÌÅÓÂÉÁÎ ÓÉÄÅ ÏÆ ÍÅ ) ÄÉÄÎȭÔ ÒÅÁÌÌÙ ×ÁÎÔ ÔÏ 
look at. I wanted children, I wanted the normal sort of things, I knew I 
was attracted to women, but it never really raised its head. I never found 
a woman I was particularly attracted to, I just knew I was attracted to 
×ÏÍÅÎȢ 3Ï ) ×ÁÓ ÍÁÒÒÉÅÄ ÆÏÒ ΨΫ ÙÅÁÒÓȢ !ÎÄ ÔÈÅÎ ÙÏÕ ÍÅÅÔ ÓÏÍÅÂÏÄÙ ȣ 
ÁÎÄ ÙÏÕȭÒÅ ÊÕÓÔ ÎÏÔ ÇÏÉÎÇ ÔÏ ËÅÅÐ ÉÔ ÄÏ×Î ÁÎÙ ÌÏÎÇÅÒȟ ÁÎÄ ÉÔ ÊÕÓÔ 
ÅØÐÌÏÄÅÄȢ ɉ-ÁÕÒÅÅÎȟ ÁÇÅÄ άΨȟ Ȭ&ÉÎÄÉÎÇ /ÕÔȭɊ 

So Maureen retrospectively understands her sexuality as bisexual, with different ósidesô 

to her sexuality. Maureen now identifies as lesbian, describing this in terms of a 

changing sexuality based on greater self-knowledge: 

I understand myself better now. I can still look at a man as attractive, as 
ÁÅÓÔÈÅÔÉÃÁÌÌÙ ÐÌÅÁÓÉÎÇȢ "ÕÔ ) ×ÏÕÌÄÎȭÔ ×ÁÎÔ ÔÏ ÈÁÖÅ ÓÅØ ×ÉÔÈ ÈÉÍȢ 3Ï ) ÓÅÅ 
ÍÙÓÅÌÆ ÁÓ ÌÅÓÂÉÁÎȢ ɉ-ÁÕÒÅÅÎȟ ÁÇÅÄ άΨȟ Ȭ&ÉÎÄÉÎÇ /ÕÔȭɊ 

For Maureen, then, her understanding is that her sexual desires have shifted through 

greater self-knowledge.  That shift is (at the present time) understood by Maureen as 

now fixed and unchanging, rather than (as for Vera) optional and elective.  

By contrast, again, Moira mobilises a non-labelling, gender fluid, discourse (óIf 

I met a guy that has the same qualities that Angela had, Iôd have been perfectly happy 

with him,ô Marcia, aged 66, óLate Performanceô) which is not embedded in a sexual 

identity narrative (Iôve never thought of myself as óa lesbianô or having a coming out,ô 

Marcia, aged 66, óLate Performanceô). For Marcia, her understanding of sexual fluidity 
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is in terms of a gender-free choice (Kitzinger, 1987):  she could have been with a man 

or a woman, it depended upon personal qualities, not gender, which she does not 

attach to those qualities. Marciaôs narrative is reflective of recent increasingly diverse 

discursive and performative possibilities beyond gender and sexuality.  

 These diverse constructions of LGBN sexualities among the women 

participants partly support previous authorship on womenôs sexual fluidity, but also 

complicate and broaden these analyses. Lisa Diamond, researching younger women, 

describes sexual fluidity as ósituation-dependent flexibility in womenôs sexual 

responsivenessô (Diamond, 2008: 3), although she still holds to the concept of óan 

overall sexual orientationô for women (Diamond, 2008: 3). However, many of the 

women intervieweesô narratives were more suggestive of flexibility beyond a core 

orientation, of óerotic plasticityô (Peplau and Garnets, 2000: 330) among some 

women. Moreover, Francesô óLesbian by Choiceô narrative suggests a degree of 

selective sexuality, beyond sexual fluidity.  While Jennifer and Cat, also óLesbian by 

Choiceô, had previously had sexual relationships with women and men before óopting 

outô of sex with men, Frances had not. She had to ólearnô how to be a lesbian. It could 

be argued that a willingness (and success) at such ólearningô might suggest a 

predisposition to being able to do so, even with a lack of prior awareness. Nonetheless, 

it points to gr eater degree of agency and choice around sexuality than is generally 

recognised.  

 Some participants echoed Kitzingerôs (1987) five-factor (plus two uncertain 

ones) analysis. So, for example: Maureenôs (óFinding Outô) story of finding her true 

(lesbian) self after a heterosexual-bisexual identification, reflects Kitzingerôs Factor (1) 
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involving óbefore and afterô stories of rejection of a conformist heterosexual lifestyle 

and finding self -fulfilment through lesbianism ; Marciaôs gender-free (óLate 

Performanceô) narrative maps on to Kitzingerôs romantic Factor (2), óóWomen respond 

to ñthe person, not the genderò and ñit all depends who you fall in love withòô 

(Kitzinger, 1987: 102); Barbaraôs (óFinding Outô) óI am lesbianô rather than óI am a 

lesbianô narrative echoes Kitzingerôs apolitical Factor (3)  óLesbianism as a personal 

sexual orientation, that is only one aspect of a womanôs identityô (Kitzinger, 1987: 

110); and Cat, Jennifer and Francesô óLesbian by Choiceô narratives reflect Kitzingerôs 

Factor (4),  women who ópresent their lesbianism within the political context of radical 

feminismô (Kitzinger, 1987: 110). Significantly, there were no self-loathing Factor (5) 

narratives, suggestive, perhaps, of the increased affirmative discursive and 

performative space since Kitzinger conducted her study nearly twenty years ago.  

 The womenôs narratives in this study complicate Kitzingerôs and Diamondôs 

analyses in three main ways. Firstly, while some women mobilised either  a feminist 

politicised or  a romantic sexuality narrative (as described by Kitzinger), others 

mobilised both, for example Ellen, who links her deep love for Tessa with her growing 

feminist awareness. This suggests that there is not, among some women, a clear-cut 

disconnect between romance and feminism. Similarly, while Marciaôs gender-fluid 

narrative suggests a depoliticised sexuality where partner choice is based on 

characteristics rather than gender, Jenniferôs gender-fluid narrative involves being 

able to choose a woman instead of a man: 

I also thÉÎË ÔÈÅÒÅȭÓ ÆÁÒ ÍÏÒÅ ÆÌÕÉÄÉÔÙ ÁÒÏÕÎÄ ÓÅØÕÁÌÉÔÙ ÔÈÁÎ ÐÅÏÐÌÅ ÁÒÅ 
willing to admit. There are lots of straight men who have gay sex, so 
ÍÁÎÙ ÌÅÓÂÉÁÎÓ ×ÈÏ ×ÅÒÅ ÍÁÒÒÉÅÄ ÂÅÆÏÒÅȟ ÙÏÕ ËÎÏ×ȟ ) ÄÏ ÔÈÉÎË ÉÔȭÓ Á 
question of being open to women, rather than a question of being only 
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focussed on women, you just have to think about the possibility and 
once the possibility is there, many more of us will embrace it. (Jennifer 
ÁÇÅÄ άΨȟ Ȭ,ÅÓÂÉÁÎ ÂÙ #ÈÏÉÃÅȭɊ 

Here we see how sexual fluidity and radical politics overlap in Jenniferôs narrative, 

unlike in Kitzingerôs either/or constructs, and unlike Diamondôs depoliticised 

accounts of sexuality.  

 Secondly, neither Kitzinger nor Diamond can account for the strategic 

discursive production of sexuality articulated by Vera whose mobil isation of plural 

sexualities suggests a complexity and agency among women engaged with a 

same/both gender sexuality that is not reflected in either Kitzingerôs or Diamondôs 

analyses.  Thirdly, Kitzingerôs analysis does not account for sexual fluidity (which she 

herself only tentatively touches upon with her uncertain óFactor 6ô) and nor for 

changing desires, identifications, and context-contingent sexualities across a lifetime. 

Whereas Diamond does account for these, she nonetheless still adheres to a notion of 

a core orientation, which, for many of the women participants in this study would not 

appear to be the case. And of course neither Kitzinger nor Diamond contextualise the 

regulatory and socio-cultural contexts in which different discursive possibilit ies have 

been in/accessible.  

These subtleties, nuances, particularities, and relational contingencies of 

sexuality narratives among the women participants are significant in and of 

themselves, and for the insights they can offer to the complexities of gender/sexuality 

discourse. They also have implications for later life, informing how a woman will 

experience her sexual identity/sexuality in the context of the ageing experience.  This 

will be explored further in Section Four.  
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3.2. Men: Atomistic, essentialisti c, accounts of binary sexual identities 

By contrast with the womenôs complex, plural and varied narratives of sexuality 

performance and construction, the menôs sexuality narratives were far more atomistic, 

essentialistic and based on binary constructions of sexual identity, i.e. ógayô or 

óstraight.ô. The menôs discourse engaged overwhelmingly with óbefore and after 

themesô: personal (before and after ócoming outô as a gay man, óbefore and afterô a 

heterosexual relationship, ôbefore and afterô being a priest), socio-legal (before and 

after criminalisation and pathologisation) and a combination of both (one informing 

the other). There was a predominant permanent identity narrative among the men 

participants, i.e. always having a sense of difference in terms of sexuality, or always  

knowing they were gay (whether then performing as such) or retrospectively realising 

they had always been gay. This sense of a constant unchanging sexuality, that was 

about both orientation (desire) and identity (core sense of self), was very different 

from the more contingent, relational narratives of the women participants.  

Unsurprisingly, the narratives of the men were informed by the historical 

criminalisation, pathologisation and stigmatisation of same gender sexual 

relationships  between men.   

From first realisations of oncoming sexuality, and of course there were 
no discussions about it, you thought you were the only one in the world. 
ȣ ) ×ÁÓ ÂÒÏÕÇÈÔ ÕÐ ÉÎ Á ÓÏÃÉÅÔÙ ×ÈÅÒÅ ÒÅÌÉÇÉÏÎȭÓ ÖÅÒÙ ÉÍÐÏÒÔÁÎÔȣ ÔÈÅ 
whole thrust of religion was that it was wicked and wrong. And of course 
it was unlawful, it was illegal, so no teachers talked about it, not anybody 
ÈÁÄ ÁÎÙÔÈÉÎÇ ÐÏÓÉÔÉÖÅ ÔÏ ÓÁÙ ÁÂÏÕÔ ÉÔȣ 4ÈÅ ÉÓÏÌÁÔÉÏÎ ÏÆ ÉÔȣ ×ÁÓ ÔÏÔÁÌȢ 
ɉ"ÉÌÌÙȟ ÁÇÅÄ άΧȟ Ȭ"ÒÅÁËÉÎÇ /ÕÔȭɊ 
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This extract highlights the key role school and church played in the silencing of non-

heterosexual sexualities, and how the shadows of illegality and sin led to sense of 

complete isolation. This extract from Lewisô interview offers further insights: 

I always remember sitting on a train, there was a newspaper there, and 
ÔÈÅÒÅ ×ÁÓ ÔÈÉÓ ÓÃÁÎÄÁÌȟ ) ÔÈÉÎË ÉÔ ×ÁÓ Á ÓÐÙ ÓÃÁÎÄÁÌȟ ÁÎÄ ÔÈÉÓ ÎÅ×ÓÐÁÐÅÒȣ 
ÓÁÉÄ Ȭ4ÈÉÓ ÉÓ ×ÈÁÔ Á ÈÏÍÏÓÅØÕÁÌ ÌÏÏËÓ ÌÉËÅȭ ÁÎÄ ÉÔ ÈÁÄ ÔÈÅ ÐÉÃÔÕÒÅ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ 
person spread out on the front page [laughs]. And that was my sort of 
uÐÂÒÉÎÇÉÎÇ ÏÆ ÂÅÉÎÇ ÇÁÙȣ. I grew up to think that being heterosexual is 
ÔÈÅ ÏÎÌÙ ÔÈÉÎÇȢ ɉ,Å×ÉÓȟ ÁÇÅÄ άΫȟ Ȭ/ÕÔ %ÁÒÌÙȭɊ 

For Lewis, then, the only discursive practices about men who were sexually attracted 

to men was in relation to crime, scandal and óOthering,ô which he understood as a 

form of compulsory heterosexuality which was at dissonance with his own desires. 

Growing political resistance and increasing opportunities for affirmative ógayô 

identities in the context of an increasingly politicised rights ori entated discourse (Cant 

and Hemmings, 2010) is reflected in those men who engaged in emancipatory 

narratives involving a ócoming outô process. Bob, for example, had a girlfriend in his 

late teens and early twenties, but was struggling to come to terms with what he knew 

to be his ótrueô sexual identity, and movingly describes the experience of ócoming 

homeô when joining the GLF116 in his early twenties:  

I remember the first thing that happened was that I just burst into tears. I 
had come home. And I remember being held, being cuddled and 
ÃÁÒÅÓÓÅÄȟ ÂÙ ÐÅÏÐÌÅ ×ÈÏȭÄ ÂÅÅÎ ÔÈÒÏÕÇÈ ×ÈÁÔ )ȭÄ ÂÅÅÎ ÔÈÒÏÕÇÈȣ ) ÊÕÓÔ 
burst into tears, and by the end of that meeting, I was a fully-fledged 
ÍÅÍÂÅÒ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ 'ÁÙ ,ÉÂÅÒÁÔÉÏÎ &ÒÏÎÔȢ ɉ"ÏÂȟ ÁÇÅÄ άΦȟ Ȭ"ÒÅÁËÉÎÇ /ÕÔȭɊ 

The GLF gave Bob discursive and performative space to engage with an affirmative 

gay identity, one which he had not previously been able to acknowledge to himself. By 

contrast, for Alastair, fifteen years older than Bob, and already engaged in same 
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gender sexual relationships before the rights movement, found the movement a place 

to be able to express an identity he already recognised, in a new legitimising way:  

When Gay Lib happened, [when I was in my 3os] I just thought I have 
ÂÅÅÎ ×ÁÉÔÉÎÇ ÁÌÌ ÍÙ ÌÉÆÅ ÆÏÒ ÔÈÉÓȣ ) ÊÕÓÔ ×ÁÎt to be out, to be who I am 
ÒÅÁÌÌÙȢ ɉ!ÌÁÓÔÁÉÒȟ ÁÇÅÄ έάȟ Ȭ/ÕÔ %ÁÒÌÙȭɊ 

For Alastair, then, the movement created a discursive (and performative) space to 

express in more public,  collective, ways his true self ï ówho I am reallyô ï of which he 

was already aware. This sense of the importance of the freedom to express ï 

discursively/ and performatively ï an authentic self is most explicit in this extract 

from Philôs interview: 

) ÈÁÖÅ Ô×Ï ÂÉÒÔÈÄÁÙÓȣÍÙ ÂÉÏÌÏÇÉÃÁÌ ÏÎÅ ÉÓ άΨ ÎÏ× ɍÁÎÄ ÔÈÅ ÏÔÈÅÒ ÏÎÅɎ ÉÓ 
ΩΧȢ 4ÈÁÔȭÓ ÔÈÅ ÄÁÙ ) ÃÁÍÅ ÏÕÔȣȢ ) ÁÌ×ÁÙÓ ÓÁÙ ÔÈÁÔ ÍÙ ÌÉÆÅ ÓÔÁÒÔÅÄ ÁÔ ΩΧȟ 
and everything else before was just a mechanical warm-ÕÐȣ )Î ÔÅÒÍÓ ÏÆ 
physical sex, sublimating, I think is the psychology word. (Phil, aged 62, 
Ȭ"ÒÅÁËÉÎÇ /ÕÔȭɊ  

So, for Phil, when he ócame outô he was literally óborn againô (not in a Christian 

evangelical sense), feeling able to express a (legitimised) truth he already knew about 

himself but had concealed. While, for Alastair, a politicised identification gave him 

additional ways of discursively pr oducing a sexuality he had previously selectively 

disclosed to others, for Phil, openly identifying as gay was a transformational moment 

symbolising a completely new public mobilisation of his sexual identity.  

The revival of a stigmatised sexual identity during the AIDs era (as outlined in 

Chapter One) was reflected in Billyôs narrative: 

The HIV crisis, when it first started, those hideous front pages, and you 
ÆÅÅÌ ÃÏÎÔÁÍÉÎÁÔÅÄ ÙÏÕÒÓÅÌÆȢ )Ô ÄÉÄÎȭÔ ÍÁÔÔÅÒ ×ÈÅÔÈÅÒ ÙÏÕ ×ÅÒÅ ()6 ÏÒ 
AIDS, but you feel contaminatÅÄ ÂÙ ÉÔȢ Ȭ9ÏÕȭÒÅ ÏÎÅȭȢ 0ÅÏÐÌÅ ×ÅÒÅ ÁÓËÉÎÇ 
ÉÆ ÙÏÕ ÃÁÎ ÃÁÔÃÈ !)$3 ÆÒÏÍ ÔÈÅ ÃÈÁÌÉÃÅ ÁÔ ÃÈÕÒÃÈȢ 9ÏÕ ÃÏÕÌÄÎȭÔ ÇÏ ÔÏ ÇÁÙ 
ÂÁÒÓȟ ÇÏ ÔÈÅÒÅȟ ÙÏÕȭÌÌ ÃÁÔÃÈ ÉÔȢ )Ô ×ÁÓ ÔÒÅÁÔÅÄ ÌÉËÅ Á ÍÏÄÅÒÎ ÄÁÙ ÌÅÐÒÏÓÙȟ 
ÔÈÁÔ ×ÁÓ ÈÏ× ÉÔ ×ÁÓȟ ÉÔ ×ÁÓ ÈÏÒÒÉÂÌÅ ɉ"ÉÌÌÙȟ ÁÇÅÄ άΦȟ Ȭ"ÒÅÁËÉÎÇ /ÕÔȭɊ 
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This extract highlights the revival of stigma based gay sexuality through the linkages 

with AIDS. In a sense, gay men, having just overcome or going through, the process of 

overcoming the stigma of criminalisation, entered a new era of stigma, associated with 

contamination and sickness. Interestingly, Billy is one of only a handful of the men 

participants to mention the AIDS crisis (political activists Martin and Bob being 

among the others), suggesting, perhaps, that there is still a degree of stigma attached 

to discursively engaging, both retrospectively, and among those who are now living 

and ageing, with HIV ( Rosenfeld, Bartlam and Smith, 2012).  

Notions of sexual fluidity, even with increasing discursive and performative 

opportunities, were rare among the men participants. Andrew, for example, said, 

retrospectively, óI knew I was gay from being three or four. Yeah, yeah, of course I did.ô 

He got married to a woman, engaging in sexual relationships with men during the 

marriage. He describes bisexual performance, but in the context of a gay identity:  

It so happened I fell in love with a woman [his wife]. She was everything I 
×ÁÎÔÅÄȣ ×Å ÇÏÔ ÏÎ ÒÅÁÌÌÙ ×ÅÌÌȢ !ÎÄ ×Å ÈÁÄ ÌÏÔÓ ÁÎÄ ÌÏÔÓ ÏÆ ÆÒÉÅÎÄÓȢ 4ÈÅ 
ÈÏÕÓÅ ×ÁÓ ÎÅÖÅÒ ÓÉÌÅÎÔȣ !ÎÄ ÔÈÅÎȟ ÉÔ ÁÌÌ ×ÅÎÔ ÐÅÁÒ-shaped when I 
met $ÁÖÉÄ ɍȬ) ÊÕÓÔ ÌÏÖÅÄ ÔÈÅ ÍÁÎȢ !ÎÄ ÓÔÉÌÌ ÄÏȭɎȣ ) ÒÅÁÌÉÓÅÄ ) ÌÏÖÅÄ ÈÅÒȟ ÂÕÔ 
)ȭÄ ÎÅÖÅÒ ÂÅÅÎ ȬÉÎ ÌÏÖÅȭ ×ÉÔÈ ÈÅÒȢ ) ÍÅÁÎ ) ×ÁÓ Ψά ×ÈÅÎ ) ÍÁÒÒÉÅÄȟ ÓÏ ) 
could have sex with man, woman or beast, at that age, not that I did, but 
you know what I mean. (AnÄÒÅ×ȟ ÁÇÅÄ άάȟ Ȭ"ÒÅÁËÉÎÇ /ÕÔȭɊ 

Interestingly, Andrew never engages with a bisexual identity narrative. Andrew, like 

Maureen, has described a shifting sexual performance, but in a different way. While 

Maureen understands herself to have been bisexual, but to now be a lesbian, Andrew 

has retrospectively constructed the period when he was having sex with both a woman 

(his wife) and men (on the scene, while still married) as being a truly gay sexuality 

with the heterosexual acts being due to indiscriminate sexualised behaviour associated 

with his own youthful sexuality.  
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Only Sam raised any uncertainty about locating himself in the binary categories 

of ógayô and óstraightô: 

) ËÎÅ× ) ÈÁÄ ÓÏÍÅ ÁÔÔÒÁÃÔÉÏÎÓ ÔÏ ÓÁÍÅ ÓÅØȟ ÂÕÔ ÁÌÓÏ ÆÅÅÌÉÎÇ ÔÈÅÒÅȭÓ ÓÏÍÅ 
fluidity there. I went to college when I was 19 and I had a girlfriend, and I 
had no sexual experience with women at that stage [Friend took him to a 
gay pub].And it opened up another world. And I went back. I also joined 
CHE117 Á ÌÉÔÔÌÅ ÂÉÔ ÌÁÔÅÒȟ ÁÎÄ ÔÈÁÔȭÓ ÈÏ× ) ÅÎÔÅÒÅÄ the way of meeting 
ÐÅÏÐÌÅȣ ) ÍÅÔ ÍÙ ÐÁÒÔÎÅÒ ÁÔ ΨΨȢ ɉ3ÁÍȟ ÁÇÅÄ άΧȟ Ȭ/ÕÔ %ÁÒÌÙȭɊ 

Sam has been with his civil partner for 37 years, and mobilises a gay identity. Early on 

in their relationship, they separated briefly and Sam had an affair with a woman. He 

ended it because she was married (to a man):  

But it still ticks through my mind. I just wondered whether, if things had 
ÂÅÅÎ ÄÉÆÆÅÒÅÎÔȟ ) ÄÏÎȭÔ ËÎÏ×ȣ )ȭÖÅ ÁÌ×ÁÙÓ ÔÈÏÕÇÈÔ ÔÈÅÒÅ ÁÒÅ ÄÅÇÒÅÅÓ ÏÆ 
ÆÅÅÌÉÎÇ ÁÎÄ ÄÅÇÒÅÅÓ ÏÆ ÐÁÓÓÉÏÎ ÁÎÄ ÏÆ ÉÎÔÉÍÁÃÙȢ ɉ3ÁÍȟ ÁÇÅÄ άΧȟ Ȭ/ÕÔ 
%ÁÒÌÙȭɊ 

So, here we can see the suggestion of sexual fluidity and of something beyond the 

limited possibilities of binary discourse (Esterberg, 2002) available to Sam over thirty 

years ago.  

Derek is the only participant to express ambivalence about both his sexuality 

and his gender identity. Aged 61, he has been married to women twice and has three 

children. He had no prior sexual encounters with men until he left his second wife in 

1999, when he was 48, and began óexperimentingô with sexual relationships with men, 

soon identifying as gay: 

3Ï ) ÔÈÏÕÇÈÔȟ ×ÅÌÌȟ )ȭÌÌ ÅØÐÅÒÉÍÅÎÔȢ ) ÒÁÎÇ ÕÐ ÏÎÅ ÏÆ ÔÈÅÓÅ ÎÕÍÂÅÒÓ ÙÏÕ 
get in the local papers, and the rest, as they say, is history. You know, 
you talk to a straight fella, would you consider doing this with another 
fÅÌÌÁȟ Ȭ/È ÎÏȦ $ÏÎȭÔ ÂÅ ÓÏ ÄÉÓÇÕÓÔÉÎÇȦȭ ) ÄÉÄ ÉÔȟ ÁÎÄ ÉÔ ×ÁÓ ×ÏÎÄÅÒÆÕÌȢ "ÕÔ ) 
ÄÏÎȭÔ ËÎÏ× ÉÆ ) ÉÄÅÎÔÉÆÙ ÁÓ ÇÁÙȢ )Æ 'ÅÏÒÇÅ #ÌÏÏÎÅÙ ×ÁÓ ÔÏ ×ÁÌË ÁÃÒÏÓÓ 
ÔÈÅÒÅȟ ) ×ÏÕÌÄÎȭÔ ÔÈÉÎË Ȭ#ÏÒȟ ÌÏÏË ÁÔ ÔÈÁÔȟ ÏÒȟ ÏÒȟ ÇÅÔ ÙÏÕÒ ÔÒÏÕÓÅÒÓ ÏÆÆ 
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'ÅÏÒÇÅȭȣȢɍÇÁÙ ÉÓɎ ÉÔȭÓ ÔÈÅ ÅÁÓÉÅÓÔ ×ÁÙ ÏÆ ÉÄÅÎÔÉÆÙÉÎÇ ÍÙÓÅÌÆȢ )ȭÍ ÃÅÒÔÁÉÎÌÙ 
ÎÏÔ ÈÅÔÅÒÏȢ ɉ$ÅÒÅËȟ ÁÇÅÄ άΧȟ Ȭ&ÉÎÄÉÎÇ /ÕÔȭɊ 

Derek describes himself as a cross-dresser with an ambivalent gender identity:  

) ÄÏÎȭÔ ËÎÏ× ×ÈÁÔ ÍÙ ÇÅÎÄÅÒ ÉÄÅÎÔÉÔÙ ÉÓ ÎÏ×Ȣ ) ÔÈÉÎË ÉÆ ÉÔ ×ÁÓ ÔÈÉÒÔÙ ÙÅÁÒÓ 
ÁÇÏȟ ) ÍÉÇÈÔȣ ÈÁve sought gender reassignment. (Derek, aged 61, 
Ȭ&ÉÎÄÉÎÇ /ÕÔɊ 

In relation to his understanding of his gender identity and sexuality, then, underneath 

Derekôs identification as a gay man is an underlying uncertainty that he might be a 

trans woman of undetermined sexuality. 

The narratives of the gay men participants, then, engage far more with binary 

narratives of óbefore and afterô, the criminalised homosexual compared with the 

liberated gay man, and the navigation of stigma. The emphasis on stigma echoes work 

by a number of different authors, including: Dana Rosenfeldôs account of 

dis/accredited identities (Rosenfeld, 2003);  Peter Robinsonôs observations of the 

increasing opportunities to mobilise a legitimised identity among younger gay men 

compared with their older counterparts (Robinson, 2008); Hammock and Coehlerôs 

account of the repositioning of gay menôs stories from óthe shadows of subordination 

to a place of positively affirmed identityô (Hammack and Cohler, 2011: 172); De Vriesô 

observations of the enduring significance of the navigation of stigma in older gay 

menôs (and lesbiansô) lives (De Vries, 2010); and Plummerôs account of the shift from  

óCriminal, sick, closeted worldsô to óGay liberation worldsô to  óCyber queer worlds and 

the postcloset worldô (Plummer 2010: 175).  

The menôs narratives also offer new insights. Firstly, unlike the women in the 

study, some of whom have mobilised a gender/sexuality queer narrative in later life, 

with the exception of Derek, none of the men do - and even Derek mobilises a binary 

discourse, i.e. either  a gay man or  a heterosexual trans woman. Secondly, while 
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ócoming outô is a significant element of all of the menôs narratives, it is far more 

differentiated by cohort among the women. The óLater Performanceô women who do 

not mobilise an identity narrative also do not mobilise a ócoming outô discourse either 

(this will be explored further in the next chapter in the contest of kinship). Previous 

authors have suggested that the decline in the mobilisation of a ócoming outô narrative 

is generational.  Plummerôs has suggested, in terms of gay men, that óthe new 

generation finds less and less difficulty in coming out or, indeed, even the need to 

come outô (Plummer, 2010: 175). Heaphy, Smart and Einsdottir (2013) have suggested 

that ócoming outô is less significant in the narratives of óyoungerô118 same-gender 

couples for whom it has not so often involved disruptions to biological family 

relationships. My research complicates this narrative by suggesting that it is not the 

age of the person disclosing their same-gender sexuality, but both gender and the 

socio-legal socio-cultural context in which they do. Older women forming same -

gender relationships since the CPA are also not located them in emancipatory ócoming 

outô narratives, suggesting it is more an issue of social context rather than personal 

chronology.  

Secondly, the contrast between the narratives among the men and women 

participants would suggest that those authors who seek to mobilise a global ageing 

sexuality narrati ve for both LGBN women and men may be at risk of conflating two 

different sets of processes. And, in that conflation, it is the atomistic, essentialist, 

stigma-based narratives of gay-identifying men which would appear to be privileged 

and the more relational, contingent, fluid, elective narratives of LGBN women (and 

bisexual-identifying men) which become obscured.  
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The next section considers participantsô accounts of ageing in the context of 

those diverse constructions sexual identities/ sexualities.  

4.  Agei ng, gendered, sexual identities/sexualities  

In this section, I approach participantsô varying, gendered, constructions of sexual 

identity/sexualities in relation to the subjective experience of ageing. I address three 

main areas: embodied ageing and its significance for the ageing experience (Section 

4.1); changing recognition (status and visibility) associated with ageing (Section 4.2); 

and material and financial resources as key differentiators among, and between, older 

LGBN individuals in later life (Sec tion 4.3).  

4.1. Embodied ageing: Functionality and fear  

Participants understood older age itself in relative terms, both in terms of 

chronological age itself and associated issues of relevance: 

The key issues, it depends what you mean by old age. You know, people 
in my age, in their sixties, are still fairly active and not really thinking too 
much about the long term. But some of the men who come to [support 
group] are in their eighties, and their concerns are about care. Will there 
be any prejudice in sheltered housing [and so on]? (Bernice, aged 60, 
Ȭ&ÉÎÄÉÎÇ /ÕÔȭɊ 

) ÔÈÉÎË ÔÈÅÒÅȭÓ ËÉÎÄ ÏÆ ÁÇÅÉÎÇ ÁÎÄ ÔÈÅÒÅȭÓ ËÉÎÄ ÏÆȟ ÂÅÉÎÇ ÏÌÄȢ ) ÔÈÉÎËȟ ) 
ÔÈÉÎËȟ ) ÄÏÎȭÔ ÈÁÖÅ ÁÎÙ ÐÒÏÂÌÅÍ ÁÇÅÉÎÇ ÁÓ ) ÁÍ ÎÏ×ȟ ÉÔȭÓ ×ÈÅÎ ÙÏÕ ÓÔÁÒÔ 
thinking about things like, you know, going into an oÌÄ ÐÅÏÐÌÅȭÓ ÈÏÍÅȟ ÏÒ 
even into sheltered housing or something like that, that one is afraid. 
ɉ*ÅÎÎÉÆÅÒȟ ÁÇÅÄ άΨȟ Ȭ,ÅÓÂÉÁÎ ÂÙ #ÈÏÉÃÅȭɊ 

These extracts show how being positioned at different older age standpoints has 

implications for older age experiences and concerns,  heightened concerns about care 

issues associated with óolder olderô age, for example. These concerns about care needs 

are not always linked to older age, but rather to functional ability. The embodied 

experience of ageing can sensitise an individual to ageing issues: 
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,ÏÔÓ ÏÆ ÍÙ ÆÒÉÅÎÄÓ ÁÒÅ ÓÔÁÒÔÉÎÇ ÔÏ ÆÁÌÌ ÉÌÌȢ )ȭÖÅ ÇÏÔ ÁÒÔÈÒÉÔÉÃ ËÎÅÅÓȢ ) ÈÁÖÅ Á 
friend [detail] who is twelve years younger than me and has bladder 
cancer. So lots of little things like that are happening which rather makes 
me focus ÍÅ ÏÎ ȬÆÕÃË ÐÁÙÉÎÇ ÔÈÅ ÍÏÒÔÇÁÇÅ ÂÁÃËȟ ÈÁÖÅ ÓÏÍÅ ÈÏÌÉÄÁÙÓȭȢ 
ɉ0ÈÉÌȟ ÁÇÅÄ άΨȟ Ȭ"ÒÅÁËÉÎÇ /ÕÔȭɊ 

This extract offers insights into how ill health and age -related physical problems can sensitise 

an individual to issues of ageing. Levels of physical and/or cognit ive functioning ï not 

necessarily correlated with chronological age itself ï are also linked to the extent to 

which ageing is perceived as problematic. So, Ellen, aged 64 (óLate Performanceô), 

active and mobile, declared óI think Iôd always, I donôt know, maybe Iôm  naµve, I think 

Iôd always demand my rights, my independence, my dignity.ô By contrast, Diana, only 

five years older than Ellen, and until recently very active herself (in fact supporting 

slightly older friends with care needs), now suffers from a painful leg condition which 

limits her mobility, which means she needs help both at home and  if she wants to go 

out. Diana reflected: 

)ȭÍ ÖÅÒÙ ÓÁÄ ÓÏÍÅÔÉÍÅÓȢ !ÎÄ ÁÎØÉÏÕÓ ÁÎÄ ÆÅÁÒÆÕÌȢ (ÁÖÉÎÇ ÔÏ ÃÏÎÔÅÍÐÌÁÔÅ 
ÉÆ ) ÈÁÖÅ ÔÏ ÌÉÖÅ ×ÉÔÈ Á ÄÉÓÁÂÉÌÉÔÙȟ ×ÈÁÔȭÓ ÉÔ ÇÏÉÎÇ ÔÏ ÂÅ ÌÉËÅȢ "ÅÃÁÕÓÅ )ȭÍ 
ÆÉÎÄÉÎÇ ÈÏÓÐÉÔÁÌÓ ÁÎÄ ÔÈÉÎÇÓ ÌÉËÅ ÔÈÁÔ ÏÖÅÒ×ÈÅÌÍÉÎÇȢ )ȭÍ ÖÕÌÎÅÒÁÂÌÅ 
ÓÏÍÅÔÉÍÅÓȟ ÎÏÔ ÂÅÉÎÇ ÁÂÌÅ ÔÏ ÆÉÇÈÔ ÍÙ ÃÏÒÎÅÒȣ !ÎÄ ) ×ÏÎÄÅÒ ×ÈÏ ÉÓ 
going to advocate for me when I am in that position? I am going to have 
to depend on other people. And I want those people I depend on to 
recognise my difference and acknowledge what that might mean to me. 
ɉ$ÉÁÎÁȟ ÁÇÅÄ άίȟ Ȭ"ÒÅÁËÉÎÇ /ÕÔȭɊ 

Dianaôs concerns about dependency needs have been made salient by her recent injury 

and incapacitation. She also experiences a heightened sense of vulnerability due to 

limited informal social support. Single, óoutô since early adulthood, she has no 

intergenerational family relationships (this is addressed in Chapter Five). Ellen, by 

contrast, only in a same gender relationship in the last few years, has not only her 

(younger) partner, but also her children as potential sources of support. Diana has 
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close friends, but she and her friends (of similar ages) are all beginning to need extra 

support at around the same time. Moreover, unlike Ellen, in the óLater Performanceô 

cohort, Dianaôs fears about dealing with institutions is exacerbated by an experience as 

a young adult (she is in the óBreaking Outô cohort) when she was expelled from the 

navy because of her sexuality, after an ex-lover, also in the navy, was exposed: 

!ÎÄ ÔÈÅ ×ÉÔÃÈ ÈÕÎÔ ÓÔÁÒÔÅÄȢ 4ÈÅ ÎÅØÔ ÔÈÉÎÇ ) ËÎÅ× ÉÓ ÓÈÅȭÄ ÂÅÅÎ ÔÈÒÏ×Î 
ÏÕÔ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÓÅÒÖÉÃÅȟ ÁÎÄ ÓÈÅ ÔÕÒÎÅÄ ÕÐ ÁÔ ÍÙ ÄÏÏÒ ɍÄÅÔÁÉÌɎȟ ÓÁÙÉÎÇ ÓÈÅȭÄ 
ÂÅÅÎ ÔÈÒÏ×Î ÏÕÔȟ ÄÉÄÎȭÔ ÓÁÙ ÔÈÅÙ ×ÅÒÅ ÉÎÖÅÓÔÉÇÁÔÉÎÇ ÈÅÒ ɍÄÅÔÁil]. And 
next thing I knew, I get called up in front of the officer in charge and 
charged with being a lesbian. So, in terms of being out,  I was outed in 
two ways, I was out of my job, out of my career, out of my place to live, 
out of my culture, everything. And within weeks, I was out of the 
services, at only 28. ɉ$ÉÁÎÁȟ ÁÇÅÄ άίȟ Ȭ"ÒÅÁËÉÎÇ /ÕÔȭɊ 

This demonstrates how experiences of ageing are informed by multiple factors: 

embodied, relational and informed by past history and cohort.   In this way, both past 

and present intersect to shape experiences of ageing among older LGBN individuals.  

4.2. Recognition: Social status and visibility  

Ageing involves changes to recognition, in terms of both social status and visibility. 

Ageing in these particular socio-legal times involves not only personal change for 

older LGBN individuals, but also dramatically changing times in terms of ósexual 

orientationô rights and same gender couple recognition. These changing times are 

understood differently among and between participant s, partly based on cohort, but 

also partly informed by recognition of both losses and gains involved in these changes.  

In this way, ageing at this particular time and among these particular cohorts offers 

unique insights into both personal and social change in relation to ageing, gender and 

sexuality. I shall first address this in terms of social status, and then in terms of 

gendered visibility.  
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4.2.1. Changing social status: Losses and gains 

Participantsô understandings of changing social status for older LGBN individuals 

were informed partly by cohort. Those who had been óoutô and/or in same gender 

relationships over an extended period of time had lived through dramatic changes to 

their own social status across their lifetimes. Those who had ócome outô and/or formed 

a same gender relationship in most recent years were looking at those changes in 

relation to other peopleôs histories rather than their own: 

) ÔÈÉÎË ÔÈÅÒÅȭÓ ÐÒÏÂÁÂÌÙ ÓÔÉÌÌ Á ÌÏÔ ÏÆ ÌÅÓÂÉÁÎÓ ÁÎÄ ÇÁÙÓ ÏÕÔ ÔÈÅÒÅ ×ÈÏ ÁÒÅ 
frightened to admit to what they are, because of, perhaps, the stigma of 
what went on years ago. But I think that, to my age group, people are 
more open about it and more accepting, so the worries are diminishing. 
(Bridget, aged 66) 

)Æ ÙÏÕȭÖÅ ÈÁÄ ÔÏ ÌÉÖÅ ÁÌÌ ÏÆ ÙÏÕÒ ÌÉÆÅȟ ÏÒ ÔÈÅ ÆÏÒÍÁÔÉÖÅ part of your life when 
ÙÏÕȭÖÅ ÈÁÄ ÔÏ ÂÅ ÖÅÒÙ ÃÉÒÃÕÍÓÐÅÃÔ ÁÎÄ ÓÅÃÒÅÔÉÖÅȟ ÔÈÁÔȭÓ Á ÖÅÒÙ ÄÉÆÆÉÃÕÌÔ 
ÍÉÎÄÓÅÔ ÔÏ ÇÅÔ ÏÕÔ ÏÆȣȢ ) ÔÈÉÎË ÐÅÏÐÌÅ ÏÆ ÍÙ ÇÅÎÅÒÁÔÉÏÎ ɉÕÐ ÔÏ έΦɊ ÈÁÖÅ 
ÈÁÄ ÍÏÒÅ ÅØÐÅÒÉÅÎÃÅ ÏÆ ×ÈÅÎ ÉÔ ÈÁÓÎȭÔ ÂÅÅÎ ÉÌÌÅÇÁÌȢ 7ÈÅÒÅÁÓ ÓÏÍÅÂÏÄÙ 
in their 80s or 90s [have not]. (Clifford, aged 66) 

Both of these extracts highlight the significance of cohorts for present day perceptions 

in relation to openness and safety.  

However, even among those individuals who had been óoutô and/or in a same-

gender relationship for  a long while, the changes in social status were understood 

differently, for some as ótimes gainedô and for others as ótimes lost.ô Billy takes the 

ótimes gainedô perspective: 

"ÅÃÁÕÓÅ ÉÆ ÙÏÕȭÒÅ ÍÙ ÁÇÅȟ ÙÏÕȭÒÅ ÌÏÏËÉÎÇ ÆÒÏÍ ÈÅÒÅȟ ×ÈÉÃÈ ÉÓ ÁÎ 
incredibly different place, back into something which is almost 
ÉÍÐÏÓÓÉÂÌÅȟ ) ×ÏÕÌÄ ÈÁÖÅ ÔÏ ÓÉÔ ÄÏ×Î ÁÎÄ ÒÅÃÏÎÓÔÒÕÃÔ ÉÔ ÎÏ×Ȣ )ȭÖÅ ÈÁÄ ÓÏ 
ÌÏÎÇȟ ÉÔ ÓÅÅÍÓ ÎÏ×ȟ ÏÆ ÔÈÉÎËÉÎÇȟ Ȭ7ÅÌÌȟ ÉÔȭÓ ÁÌÌ ÒÉÇÈÔȟ ÒÅÁÌÌÙȭȟ ÔÈÁÔ ÁÎ Á×ÆÕÌ 
lot of all that other stuff, which was awful, awful to the point of suicidal 
thinking, for both of us, at different times, it is almost impossible to 
ÂÅÌÉÅÖÅ ÔÈÁÔ ×ÅȭÒÅ ÈÅÒÅȢȢȢ 'ÁÒÅÔÈ ÔÈÅ ÒÕÇÂÙ ÐÌÁÙÅÒȟ ÔÈÉÓ ÂÉÇ ÈÕÎË ÏÆ Á ÍÁÎ 
ÃÏÍÉÎÇ ÏÕÔ ÁÎÄ ÓÁÙÉÎÇ Ȭ/Èȟ )ȭÍ Á ÆÁÉÒÙȭȢ )ÓÎȭÔ ÔÈÁÔ ×ÏÎÄÅÒÆÕÌȩ !ÎÄ ÐÅÏÐÌÅ 



Chapter Four: Ageing Subjectivities 

151 
 

ÄÉÄÎȭÔ ÌÁÕÇÈ ÁÎÄ ÓÁÙ Ȭ5ÇÈȟ ÇÏ ÔÏ ÈÅÌÌȭȢ 3Ï ) ÊÕÓÔ ÃÁÎȭÔ ÂÅÌÉÅÖÅ ÉÔȢ ɉ"ÉÌÌÙȟ ÁÇÅÄ 
άΦȟ Ȭ"ÒÅÁËÉÎÇ /ÕÔȭɊ 

So, for Billy, with his very optimistic take on things (óisnôt that wonderful?ô), the past is 

so dissonant with the present that he struggles to reconstruct it. There is such a sharp 

contrast between his past and his present that it is, for Billy, almost impossible to 

conceptualise. For Audrey too, the difference between past and present is striking, but 

her perspective, rather than Billyôs ótimes gainedô, is more one of ótimes lostô: 

I stood at Pride last week. I was very moved, as I always am. I watched 
ÔÈÅ ÁÒÍÅÄ ÆÏÒÃÅÓ ÇÏ ÂÙ ÁÎÄ ÔÈÏÕÇÈÔ ÁÂÏÕÔ ÁÌÌ ÔÈÅ ×ÏÍÅÎ ȣ ×ÈÏ ÈÁÄ 
been terribly oppressed in the armed forces, because they were 
suspected of being lesbians, or were sacked, or whatever. And I saw the 
teachers go by under their union banners, and I just wondered, and 
thought how impossible I would have been when I was a young teacher. 
And then I actually got very angry because, instead of thinking, oh how 
wonderful it is that it is different now, I thought why did we have to put 
up with that crap? If it can be like this now, why did it ever have to be not 
liked this? Because it damaged us. It limited our lives. (Audrey, aged 67, 
Ȭ/ÕÔ %ÁÒÌÙȭɊ 

By contrast with Billy, Audrey i s concerned with the consequences of a hidden life, and 

what she understands to be the damage this caused to those individuals who lived in 

secret (and, of course, those who still do). Long-term self-surveillance and 

concealment can have implications for mental health in later life, as, for example, Jack 

observed:  

7ÉÔÈ ÍÙ ÍÅÎÔÁÌ ÈÅÁÌÔÈ ÐÒÏÂÌÅÍÓȟ ) ÄÏÎȭÔ ËÎÏ× ÉÆ ÉÔ ÓÔÅÍÓ ÆÒÏÍ ÏÒÉÇÉÎÁÌÌÙȟ 
you know, seeing myself as a criminal and an outsider and that, and that 
ÈÁÄ ÁÎ ÉÍÐÁÃÔ ÉÎ ÔÈÅ ÐÒÏÂÌÅÍÓ )ȭÖÅ ÈÁÄȟ ÅÖÅÎ ÔÈÏugh from the age of 
ÔÈÉÒÔÙ )ȭÖÅ ÂÅÅÎ ÏÐÅÎ ÁÎÄ ÔÈÁÔȢ 9ÏÕ ËÎÏ×ȟ ÆÒÏÍ ÔÈÅ ÁÇÅ ÏÆ ÔÈÉÒÔÙȟ ÉÔȭÓ 
ÂÅÅÎ ÖÅÒÙ ÈÁÒÄȟ ÔÈÉÎËÉÎÇ ÙÏÕ ÃÏÕÌÄ ÇÏ ÔÏ ÐÒÉÓÏÎȟ ÙÏÕ ËÎÏ×ȟ ÉÔȭÓ ÁÎ Á×ÆÕÌ 
feeling, you know, thinking you have to put on a different front, you 
know. (Jack, aged 66) 

For Jack, then, the cumulative effects of minority stress (diPlacido, 1998) associated 

with living under the shadow of criminalisation may have had a detrimental effect on 
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his mental health, echoing the observation that óto be in the closet is, then, to suffer 

systematic harmô (Seidman, 2002: 30). Those in the óOut Earlyô and óBreaking Outô 

cohorts are more likely to have been exposed to stigma and its consequences than 

those in the óLate Performanceô cohorts. This is demonstrated most clearly in the 

narrat ives of Tessa and Ellen. 

Tessa (aged 58, óOut Earlyô) and Ellen (aged 64, óLate Performanceô) have been 

together for six years. Their relationship, and civil partnership, has led to a change in 

perceived social status for each of them in ways which are highly illuminating:  

I think, for me, I have never felt so good about being a lesbian as I do 
ÎÏ×ȟ ÁÎÄ ÉÔ ÉÓ %ÌÌÅÎ ×ÈÏ ÅÎÁÂÌÅÄ ÍÅ ÔÏ ÄÏ ÔÈÁÔȣ )ȭÖÅ ÎÏÔ ÂÅÅÎ Á 
ÐÁÒÔÉÃÕÌÁÒÌÙ ÂÁÄ ÐÅÒÓÏÎȟ ) ÄÏÎȭÔ ÔÈÉÎËȢ 9ÏÕ ËÎÏ×ȟ ) ÁÂÉÄÅ ÂÙ ÔÈÅ ÌÁ×ȟ ) 
belong to Amnesty International, I believe in equality for ɀ you know all 
that ɀ ) ÔÈÉÎË ) ÄÏ ÔÈÅ ÒÉÇÈÔ ËÉÎÄ ÏÆ ÔÈÉÎÇÓ ÉÎ ÍÙ ÌÉÆÅȟ ÁÎÄ ÙÅÔ )ȭÖÅ ÁÌ×ÁÙÓ 
ËÎÏ×Î ÔÈÁÔ ÐÅÏÐÌÅ ÔÈÉÎËȟ ×ÏÕÌÄ ÔÈÉÎËȟ ÔÈÁÔ )ȭÍ ÎÏÔ ÒÅÁÌÌÙ ÁÓ ÇÏÏÄ ÁÓ 
ÁÎÙÂÏÄÙ ÅÌÓÅȢ 3Ïȟ )ȭÖÅ ÁÌ×ÁÙÓ ÈÁÄ ÔÈÁÔ ÓÏÒÔ ÏÆ ÆÅÅÌÉÎÇȢ !ÎÄ ÔÈÅÎ I met 
%ÌÌÅÎȣ !ÎÄ ÓÈÅ ÓÁÙÓ ÔÏ ÐÅÏÐÌÅȟ ÔÈÉÓ ÉÓ 4ÅÓÓÁȟ ÍÙ ÐÁÒÔÎÅÒȟ ÁÎÄ ×ÅȭÒÅ ÏÐÅÎ 
ÁÂÏÕÔ ÉÔȢ !ÎÄ ÓÉÎÃÅ ÔÈÁÔȟ ÓÉÎÃÅ ×ÅȭÒÅ ÏÐÅÎ ×ÉÔÈ ÐÅÏÐÌÅȟ ×Å ÔÅÌÌ ÐÅÏÐÌÅȟ 
ÔÈÅ ÒÅÓÐÏÎÓÅ ÈÁÓ ÂÅÅÎ ÆÁÎÔÁÓÔÉÃȣ 0ÅÏÐÌÅ ÁÒÅ ÖÅÒÙ ÏÐÅÎȟ ÖÅÒÙ ×ÅÌÃÏÍÉÎÇȟ 
ÁÎÄ ÉÔȭÓ ÂÅÅÎ ×ÏÎÄÅÒÆÕÌ ÆÏÒ ÍÅȢ ɉ4ÅÓÓÁȟ ÁÇÅÄ Ϋήȟ Ȭ/ÕÔ %ÁÒÌÙȭɊ 

This extract highlights how Tessaôs sense of self has been transformed by her 

relationship with Ellen (in the most recent socio -legal times involving regulatory 

legitimisation of their relationship) resulting in a shift from a stigmatised identity to 

one that is more normalised and respectable (Richardson, 2004).  Interestingly, 

however, Ellen, coming from a previous life of heterosexual privilege, now feels she is 

perceived to have a lowered social status: 

ȣ "ÕÔ ) ÄÏ ÔÈÉÎËȟ ÂÙ and large, lesbians, gays, are second class citizens. I, 
socially, am now a second class citizen, whereas previously, as a married 
woman, with a profession, Catholic married woman, I was accepted, I 
×ÁÓ ÔÈÅÒÅȟ ÔÈÅÒÅ ×ÁÓ ÎÏ ÅÃÈÅÌÏÎ ÏÆ ÓÏÃÉÅÔÙ ÔÈÁÔ ×ÏÕÌÄÎȭÔ accept me. 
Now, because I have stepped away from that false identity, that sham, 
ÁÎÄ ËÅÅÐÉÎÇ ÕÐ ÁÐÐÅÁÒÁÎÃÅÓȟ )ȭÍ ÉÎ Á ÌÉÆÅ ÔÈÁÔ ÒÅÁÌÌÙ ÈÁÓ ÍÅÁÎÉÎÇȟ ÂÕÔ ) 
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ÔÈÉÎËȟ ÔÏ ÓÏÃÉÅÔÙȟ ) ÔÈÉÎË ÉÔȭÓ ÌÏÏËÅÄ ÄÏ×Î ÕÐÏÎȢ ɉ%ÌÌÅÎȟ ÁÇÅÄ άΪȟ Ȭ,ÁÔÅ 
0ÅÒÆÏÒÍÁÎÃÅȭɊ 

This extract shows the significance of cohorts in an ageing context. While Tessa has 

moved from a place of stigma and low social status to a comparatively improved 

position as a lesbian, for Ellen, her shift from (Catholic) heterosexual privilege to 

lesbian performance has involved a perceived loss of status.  Although she now feels 

herself to be in a more authentic position (óa life that really has meaningô), Ellen feels 

that she is ólooked down uponô in the eyes of (heterosexual) others. Tessa is aware of 

the upward dir ection in her sense of cultural worth; Ellen of the downward direction 

of hers. These two perspectives are telling: while a person with a lifelong LGBN 

identity/sexuality observes equalities gained, someone with a more recent one may 

observe equalities lost. 

Loss of social status as sexual beings was a particular theme among some single 

participants. Two men alluded to lack of visibility as gay men.  

On a daily basis, I have the luxury of not looking like a poof in a lot of 
ÐÅÏÐÌÅȭÓ ÅÙÅÓȣ ) ÈÁÖÅ ÔÈÅ ÌÕØÕÒÙ of looking like an old man to the kids, so 
ÔÈÅÙ ÄÏÎȭÔ ÐÕÔ ÍÅ ÉÎ ÔÈÁÔ ÃÁÔÅÇÏÒÙȣ ɉ0ÈÉÌȟ ÁÇÅÄ άΨȟ Ȭ"ÒÅÁËÉÎÇ /ÕÔȭɊ 

In this extract, Phil describes not being recognised as a gay man by ókidsô as they see 

him as old and, so, asexual. This, for Phil, reduces the risk of exposure to homophobic 

abuse: his invisibility makes him feel safer. Donald also spoke of loss of visibility as a 

sexual being, this time in relation to younger gay men: 

)Æ ÐÅÏÐÌÅ ÌÏÏË ÁÔ ÁÎ ÏÌÄÅÒ ÍÁÎȟ ÉÔ ÄÏÅÓÎȭÔ ÏÃÃÕÒ ÔÏ ÔÈÅÍ ÔÈÁÔ ÈÅ ÍÉÇÈÔ ÂÅ 
gay, ÂÕÔ ÉÔ ÄÏÅÓÎȭÔ ÏÃÃÕÒ ÔÏ ÔÈÅÍ ÔÈÁÔ ÈÅ ÍÉÇÈÔ ÂÅ ÓÔÒÁÉÇÈÔ ÅÉÔÈÅÒȢ ɍ)Ô 
ÂÏÔÈÅÒÓ ÍÅ ÂÅÃÁÕÓÅɎ  ) ÄÏÎȭÔ ÓÅÅ ×ÈÙ ) ÓÈÏÕÌÄÎȭÔ ÃÈÁÔ ÕÐ Á ÐÒÅÔÔÙ ÙÏÕÎÇ 
ÍÁÎȢ 'Ï ×ÉÎÄÏ× ÓÈÏÐÐÉÎÇȢ ɉ$ÏÎÁÌÄȟ ÁÇÅÄ έΫȟ Ȭ"ÒÅÁËÉÎÇ /ÕÔȭɊ 
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So, for Donald, his diminished visibility involves loss n ot gain, and that loss is in 

relation to sexual attractiveness and possibilities for sexual encounters. The notion of 

not being seen as sexual was also echoed by women participants: 

ɍ) ÆÅÅÌ ) ÈÁÖÅ ÁɎ ÌÏ×ÅÒ ÍÁÒËÅÔ ÖÁÌÕÅ ÏÎ ÔÈÅ ÓÃÅÎÅȣ  ) ÂÅÌÏÎÇ ÔÏ ɍÌÅÓÂÉÁÎ 
gÒÏÕÐɎ ÁÎÄ ÔÈÅÙ ÔÈÉÎË )ȭÍ Á ÂÁÔÔÙ ÏÌÄ ÂÉÒÄȟ ÂÕÔ ÔÈÅÙ ÉÎÄÕÌÇÅ ÍÅȟ ÂÕÔ 
ÔÈÅÒÅȭÓ ÎÏ ÑÕÅÓÔÉÏÎ ÔÈÁÔ )ȭÍ ÓÅÅÎ ÁÓ ÓÅØÕÁÌȟ ÙÏÕ ËÎÏ×Ȣ ɉ2ÅÎȟȢ ÁÇÅÄ άΩȟ 
Ȭ"ÒÅÁËÉÎÇ /ÕÔȭɊ 

Sex is very nice, and I hope I continue to get it. But it evades you as you 
get older and it gets morÅ ÄÉÆÆÉÃÕÌÔ ÔÏ ÁÃÃÅÓÓȟ ÙÏÕ ËÎÏ×ȣ ) ÓÕÐÐÏÓÅ 
ÔÈÅÒÅȭÓ Á ÆÏÒÍ ÏÆ ÉÎÔÅÒÎÁÌÉÓÅÄ ÁÇÅÉÓÍ ÁÎÄ ÈÏÍÏÐÈÏÂÉÁ ÁÓ ×ÅÌÌȢ !ÎÄ ÉÔȭÓ 
×ÈÁÔ ÓÏÃÉÅÔÙ ÄÉÃÔÁÔÅÓ ÉÓ ÓÅØÕÁÌȟ ÍÏÓÔ ÐÅÏÐÌÅ ÄÏÎȭÔ ÌÉËÅ ÔÏ ÔÈÉÎË ÏÆ ÏÌÄ 
ÐÅÏÐÌÅ ÂÅÉÎÇ ÓÅØÕÁÌȟ ÄÏ ÔÈÅÙȩ ɉ$ÉÁÎÁȟ ÁÇÅÄ άίȟ Ȭ/ÕÔ %ÁÒÌÙȭɊ 

These two extracts highlight how, with ageing, LGBN individuals may feel they are less 

likely to be seen as sexual beings (as many older heterosexual people also feel). This 

was more of a concern for single participants who were looking for intimacy, 

compared with single participants who were not looking for intimacy, and those in 

couples, who were less likely to be looking for new intimacies119.  However, while both 

single women and men participants were aware of a diminishing sexual value, whereas 

the men did not describe feeling less visible as men (only as sexual beings) the women 

participants were more likely to articulate heightened sensitivity to loss of 

visibility/value as women (i.e. on the basis of both gender and sexuality). This is 

explored next.  

                                                 
119

 Some men participants in couples referred, off the record, to threesomes and having to navigate the age 
issue. 



Chapter Four: Ageing Subjectivities 

155 
 

4.2.2. Changing visibility: The lesbian óBermuda Triangleô 

Women participants spoke about a heightened awareness of the impact of ageing not 

only in relation to sexual identity/sexuality but also in terms of gender. Here, firstly, 

Stella explains: 

)ȭÖÅ ÂÅÅÎ ÏÕÔ ÁÌÌ ÍÙ ÌÉÆÅ as a lesbian, and never had any qualms or 
ÁÎÙÔÈÉÎÇ ÁÂÏÕÔ ÁÌÌ ÔÈÁÔȢ "ÕÔ ) ÓÔÉÌÌ ÆÉÎÄ ÉÔ ÈÁÒÄ ÔÏ ÓÁÙ )ȭÍ ÒÅÔÉÒÅÄȢ &ÉÒÓÔ ÏÆ ÁÌÌ 
ÔÈÅÒÅȭÓ ÔÈÅ ÅÑÕÁÌÉÔÙ ÔÈÉÎÇ ÏÆ ÎÏÔ ÂÅÉÎÇ ÁÂÌÅ ÔÏ ÄÏ ÊÏÂÓ ÂÅÃÁÕÓÅ ) ×ÁÓ Á 
ÇÉÒÌȟ ÁÎÄ ÔÈÅÎ ÔÈÅÒÅȭÓ ÔÈÅ ÌÅÓÂÉÁÎ ÁÎÄ ÇÁÙ Ó×ÉÔÃÈÂÏÁÒÄȟ ÔÈe campaigning 
ÁÎÄ ÅÑÕÁÌ ÒÉÇÈÔÓ ÁÎÄ ÁÌÌ ÔÈÁÔ ÓÏÒÔ ÏÆ ÔÈÉÎÇȟ ÁÎÄ ÎÏ× )ȭÍ ÃÏÎÆÒÏÎÔÉÎÇ 
ageism, and people seeing me as somebody past their retirement date. 
ɉ3ÔÅÌÌÁȟ ÁÇÅÄ άάȟ Ȭ/ÕÔ %ÁÒÌÙȭɊ 

 
So, for Stella, ageing involves entering a new frontier of inequality, related to older age. 

Audrey too observes loss of status and visibility associated with age and gender: 

7ÈÅÎ ) ×ÁÓ ÒÅÔÉÒÅÄȟ )ȭÄ ÂÅÅÎ ÉÎ Á ÖÅÒÙ ÐÏ×ÅÒÆÕÌ ÊÏÂȟ ÁÎÄ )ȭÄ ÂÅÅÎ ÖÅÒÙ 
active and quite well-ËÎÏ×Î ȣ ÁÎÄ ×ÈÅÎ ) ÒÅÔÉÒÅÄ ) ÎÏÔ ÏÎÌÙ ÌÅÆÔ ÁÌÌ ÔÈÁÔ 
but I also went to live in the country in a place where I was less well-
ËÎÏ×ÎȢ !ÎÄ ) ÒÅÍÅÍÂÅÒ ÔÈÉÎËÉÎÇ Ȭ) ÁÍ ÎÏÔ ÁÎÙÂÏÄÙ ÎÏ× ÅØÃÅÐÔ ÁÎ ÏÌÄ 
×ÏÍÁÎȭȢ ) ÁÍ Á ÓÍÁÌÌ ÐÅÒÓÏÎ ×ÉÔÈ ×ÈÉÔÅ ÈÁÉÒȢ !ÎÄ ) ÔÅÎÄÅÄ ÔÏ ÂÅ ÔÒÅÁÔÅÄ 
in that way and it was very noticeable to me that people treated me very 
ÄÉÆÆÅÒÅÎÔÌÙ ÔÈÅÎȢ 5ÎÔÉÌȟ ÏÆ ÃÏÕÒÓÅȟ ) ÏÐÅÎÅÄ ÍÙ ÍÏÕÔÈȣ ÁÎÄ ÔÈÅÎ ÔÈÅÒÅ ÉÓ 
ÔÈÁÔ ÄÉÓÓÏÎÁÎÃÅȣ ÙÏÕ ÃÁÎ ÓÅÅ ÔÈÅÉÒ ÅÙÅÓ ÁÎÄ ÙÏÕ ÃÁÎ ÓÅÅ ÔÈÅÍ ÔÈÉÎËÉÎÇ 
Ȭ7ÈÏ ÉÓ ÔÈÉÓȩȭ "ÅÃÁÕÓÅ ÙÏÕȭÒÅ Á ÌÉÔÔÌÅ ÏÌÄ ÌÁÄÙ ÉÎ Á ÒÁÉÎÃÏÁÔ ×ÉÔÈ ×ÈÉÔÅ ÈÁÉÒ 
and then suddenly you say something very bossy, or intelligent or 
ÄÉÒÅÃÔÉÖÅ ȣ ÁÈȟ ÁÎÄ ÔÈÅÎ ÔÈÅÙ ÈÁÖÅ ÔÏ ÐÕÔ ÙÏÕ ÉÎ Á ÄÉÆÆÅÒÅÎÔ ÂÏØ ȣ 
ɉ!ÕÄÒÅÙȟ ÁÇÅÄ άέȟ Ȭ/ÕÔ %ÁÒÌÙȭɊ 

Audrey is describing here the sense that loss of status through retirement, and 

stereotyping based on her appearance, has resulted in her feeling discounted as an óold 

womanô by those who do not know her. Stella is surprised to find herself trying to 

conceal her older age: 

When I was growing up in my activism, and I would see jokey scenes 
about a woman who won't say how old she is, I said I would never do 
ÔÈÁÔȢ "ÕÔ ) ÄÏȦ !ÎÄ ) ÄÏ ÄÙÅ ÍÙ ÈÁÉÒȢ ) ÄÏÎȭÔ ×ÁÎÔ ÐÅÏÐÌÅ ÔÏ ÉÎÉÔÉÁÌÌÙ ÓÅÅ Á 
ÇÒÅÙ ÈÁÉÒÅÄ ÐÅÒÓÏÎ ÁÎÄ ×ÒÉÔÅ ÔÈÅÍ ÏÆÆȢ ɉ3ÔÅÌÌÁȟ ÁÇÅÄ άάȟ Ȭ/ÕÔ %ÁÒÌÙȭɊ 
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This extract echoes earlier authorship which has suggested that LGBN women are not 

immune to the gendered normativities of embodied ageing (Slevin 2010) and social 

pressures to mask ageing (Hurd Clarke and Griffin, 2008) . Among women who had 

identified as lesbian for a long while, there was also a sense that ageing affected their 

recognition not only as women but also as lesbians: 

)ȭÖÅ ÓÐÏËÅÎ ÔÏ ×ÏÍÅÎ ÍÙ ÁÇÅ ÁÎÄ ÏÌÄÅÒ ɍÁÎÄɎ ÁÓ ×Å ÇÅÔ ÏÌÄÅÒ ÁÓ 
ÌÅÓÂÉÁÎÓȟ ×Å ÄÉÓÁÐÐÅÁÒȢ 7ÅȭÒÅ ÎÏÔ ÓÕÒÅ ×ÈÅÒÅ ×Å ÇÏ ÔÏȢ ɉ#ÁÔȟ ÁÇÅÄ άΩȟ 
Ȭ,ÅÓÂÉÁÎ ÂÙ #ÈÏÉÃÅȭɊȢ 

Audrey has a suggestion about where older lesbians go: 

4ÈÅ ÃÏÍÍÏÎ ÄÅÆÉÎÉÔÉÏÎ ÏÆ Á ÌÅÓÂÉÁÎ ÉÓ Á ÓÅØÕÁÌÉÓÅÄ ÄÅÆÉÎÉÔÉÏÎȢ ȣ 
particularly, I think, for those of whom are only aware of lesbians as an 
ÉÔÅÍ ÉÎ ÓÔÒÁÉÇÈÔ ÍÅÎȭÓ ÐÏÒÎȣ Á ÌÅÓÂÉÁÎ ÉÓ Á ÐÅÒÓÏÎ ×ÈÏ ÈÁÓ ÓÅØ ×ÉÔÈ ÏÔÈÅÒ 
women [and] our cultural definitions of older people is that old people 
ÁÒÅ ÎÏÔ ÓÅØÕÁÌȣ !ÎÄ ×Å ÈÁÖÅ Á ÌÏÔ ÏÆ ÔÒÏÕÂÌÅ ÄÅÁÌÉÎÇ ×ÉÔÈ ÇÅÒÉÁÔÒÉÃ ÓÅØȢ 
So, if a lesbian is a sexual idea and an old woman is an asexual idea, then 
it becomes kind of impossible to think about an older lesbiÁÎȣȢ ) ×ÏÕÌÄ 
ÓÁÙ ÔÈÁÔ ÁÇÅÉÓÍ ÁÎÄ ÓÅØÉÓÍ ÁÎÄ ÈÅÔÅÒÏÓÅØÉÓÍȣ ÆÏÒÍ Á ËÉÎÄ ÏÆ "ÅÒÍÕÄÁ 
4ÒÉÁÎÇÌÅ ÉÎÔÏ ×ÈÉÃÈ ÏÌÄÅÒ ÌÅÓÂÉÁÎÓ ÄÉÓÁÐÐÅÁÒȢ ɉ!ÕÄÒÅÙȟ ÁÇÅÄ άέȟ Ȭ/ÕÔ 
%ÁÒÌÙȭɊ 

So, according to Audreyôs understanding, it is the combined effects of the intersection 

of ageism and sexism (óan old woman is an asexual ideaô) and lesbian stereotyping 

(ólesbian is a sexual ideaô) that produces old lesbians as unthinkable and invisible. This 

is within the broader context of the historical óenforced invisibilityô (Moonwoman-

Baird 1997: 202) of sexuality between women involving a process of ódeliberate non-

engagementô in law (Derry 2007, 26) and the marginalisation of womenôs histories in 

general (Rowbotham 1973 and 1979) and lesbian and bisexual womenôs histories in 

particular (Everard  1986; Duberman 1990; Faderman 1979) and by the positioning of 

ólesbiansô as ónot womanô (Calhoun 1995). As far back as 1999, Elise Fullmer and her 

colleagues observed that óa combination of prevailing social constructs of sexuality, 
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lesbianism, gender and age serve to make older lesbians invisible both within and 

outside of the lesbian communityô (Fullmer, Shenk and Eastland, 1999: 133).  More 

recently, Jane Traies (2009: 79) has highlighted the continuing cultural invisibility of 

older lesbians who are both óunrepresentable and unseeableô and a recent meta-

analysis of studies of older lesbians (Averett and Jenkins 2012) suggested that there 

are ótriple marginalisationô processes associated with age, gender and sexuality. 

This diversification of discourse relating to (older) womenôs same/both gender 

sexualities is perceived by some as destabilising notions of a lesbian identity: 

) ÆÉÎÄ ÁÓ ) ÇÅÔ ÏÌÄÅÒ ) ÃÁÎȭÔ ÔÅÌÌ ×ÈÏ ÔÈÅ ÌÅÓÂÉÁÎÓ ÁÒÅȟ ×ÈÅÒÅÁÓ ) ÎÅÖÅÒ ÈÁÄ 
that problem when I was younger. Now many of them turn out to be 
mothers and grandmothers, whereas I am not, and I feel that is quite a 
ÄÉÓÔÉÎÃÔÉÏÎȣ 3Ï ) ÆÉÎÄ ÉÔ ÖÅÒÙ ÈÁÒÄ ÔÏ ÒÅÌÁÔÅ ÔÏ ÏÌÄÅÒ ÌÅÓÂÉÁÎÓ ÔÈÁÔ ÈÁÖÅ 
assumed the persona that society expects of them, which is that people 
ÆÉÒÓÔ ÓÅÅ ȬÏÌÄÅÒ ×ÏÍÁÎȭȟ ÐÏÓÓibly pensioner, possibly retired, and then 
they see mum and grandmother, and then possible they see, right down 
ÁÔ ÔÈÅ ÂÏÔÔÏÍ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÌÉÓÔȟ ÔÈÅÙ ÍÉÇÈÔ ÓÅÅ ÌÅÓÂÉÁÎȟ ÏÒ ÔÈÉÎË ÌÅÓÂÉÁÎȣȢ )Ô 
seems that any old person might be a lesbian now. We had to work quite 
ÈÁÒÄ ÁÔ ÉÔ ÉÎ ÍÙ ÄÁÙȢ ɉ3ÔÅÌÌÁȟ ÁÇÅÄ άάȟ Ȭ/ÕÔ %ÁÒÌÙȭɊȢ 

In her assertion that óany old person might be a lesbian nowô, Stella is not only 

referring to previously heterosexually married women with children and 

grandchildren who now identify as lesbian/are in same gender relationships120, She is 

also referring to an erosion of politically mobilized lesbian identities (Jeffreys 1989) 

that are now, for Stella, becoming blurred in later life.  

4.2.3. Last minute recognition: Ageing as opportunity  

This section briefly acknowledges how ageing has also served as opportunity for a 

number of the women participants in the Breaking Out,ô óFinding Outô and óLate 

Performanceô cohorts. The óLate Performanceô women unexpectedly found love with a 

                                                 
120

 This is approached from a kinship perspective in Chapter Five 
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woman when they were already older women. By contrast, for Joan, imminent 

retirement prompted her to embrace the lesbian identity she had hidden for so long:  

7ÅȭÄ ÂÅÅÎ ÍÁÒÒÉÅÄ ÆÏÒ ΩΫ ÙÅÁÒÓȢ !ÎÄ ) ÔÈÏÕÇÈÔ ) ÃÁÎȭÔ ÇÏ ÉÎÔÏ ÒÅÔÉÒÅÍÅÎÔ 
×ÉÔÈ ÔÈÉÓ ÍÁÎȟ ) ÃÁÎȭÔȭȢ ɉ*ÏÁÎȟ ÁÇÅÄ άέȟ Ȭ"ÒÅÁËÉÎÇ /ÕÔȭɊ 

Joan made a last minute leap when faced with the prospect of retiring and still not 

being true to her sense of self. Agnes waited even longer, until her husband died of old 

age, before finally declaring herself to be a lesbian when she was 85. She feels she left 

it too late:  

)ȭÍ ÔÏÏ ÏÌÄȟ ÒÅÁÌÌÙ ÎÏ×ȣ) ×ÉÓÈ ) ×ÁÓ ÈÁÌÆ ÍÙ ÁÇÅȣ )ȭÄ ÈÁÖÅ Á ÃÈÁÎÃÅ ÏÆ 
ÆÉÎÄÉÎÇ Á ÐÁÒÔÎÅÒȢ "ÕÔ ÎÏÔ ÎÏ×Ȣ )ÔȭÓ ÒÉÄÉÃÕÌÏÕÓ ÔÏ ÔÈÉÎË ÁÂÏÕÔ ÉÔ ÁÔ ÍÙ ÁÇÅȢ 
ɉ!ÇÎÅÓȟ ÁÇÅÄ ίΨȟ Ȭ&ÉÎÄÉÎÇ /ÕÔȭɊ 

But even if Agnes regrets not finding a partner, she has at least declared her authentic 

sense of self before she dies. There may be other women and men in Joanôs and Aliceôs 

situations who do not take that last minute leap, their stories staying with them until 

death, comprising the LGBN óVoices on the Margins.ô 

 This section has addressed issues of recognition. The following section 

addresses issues of access to material and financial resources. 

4.3. Material and Financial Resources: Uneven access, gender and class 

Access to material and financial resources is a crucial mediator in terms of ageing 

sexual subjectivities (Heaphy, 2007). The majority of the participants were, by self -

definition and/or by occupation and pension status, middle class, with relatively 

comfortable material lifestyles (see Chapter Three). A much smaller number were on 

state pensions and benefits, with far more restricted and restrictive material 

circumstances as a result. The distinction between two sets of lifestyles is quite 
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revealing. Ken, a home-owner, and a landlord, with a private income, is quite 

dismissive of his disposable income: 

) ÄÏÎȭÔ ÓÐÅÎÄ ÅÎÏÕÇÈ ÍÏÎÅÙȣ )Æ ) ÇÏ ÏÕÔ ×ÉÔÈ ÆÒÉÅÎÄÓ ÔÏ ,ÏÎÄÏÎȟ ×ÅȭÌÌ ÇÏ 
ÔÏ 7ÅÁÔÈÅÒÓÐÏÏÎÓȢ 4×ÉÃÅȦ &ÏÒ ÌÕÎÃÈ ÁÎÄ ÄÉÎÎÅÒȢ )ȭÍ ÎÏÔ ÐÒÏÕÄȣȢ ) ÄÏÎȭÔ 
ÍÉÎÄ ÅØÐÅÎÓÉÖÅ ÈÏÌÉÄÁÙÓ ÉÆ ) ËÎÏ× ) ÇÏÔ ÔÈÅ ÂÅÓÔ ÄÅÁÌ ÐÏÓÓÉÂÌÅȢ )ȭÍ Á great 
ÏÎÅ ÆÏÒ ÐÉÃËÉÎÇ ÕÐ ÂÁÒÇÁÉÎ ÔÈÅÁÔÒÅ ÔÉÃËÅÔÓȣȢ ) ÍÅÁÎ ÔÈÉÓ ×ÅÅËÅÎÄȟ ×ÅȭÖÅ 
ÇÏÔ Á ÓÐÅÃÉÁÌ ÄÅÁÌ ÏÎ ÇÌÉÄÉÎÇ ȣ ) ÔÏÏË ÓÏÍÅ ÏÆ ÍÙ ÆÒÉÅÎÄÓ ÍÉÃÒÏ ÌÉÇÈÔÉÎÇȟ 
ÈÕÇÅ ÆÕÎȢȢȢ ) ÔÈÉÎË ) ÐÁÉÄ ΘΪίȣȢ !ÎÄ ÔÈÉÓ ɉÇÌÉÄÉÎÇɊ ÃÏÓÔ ΘΫΫȢ ɉ+ÅÎȟ ÁÇÅÄ άΪȟ 
Ȭ/ÕÔ %ÁÒÌÙȭɊ 

By contrast, Dylis has an involuntary insolvency arrangement which will not end 

before she dies, lives on benefits, and has an extremely frugal life. She describes her 

disposal income: 

)Æ ) ÃÁÎȭÔ ÁÆÆÏÒÄ Á ÎÅ×ÓÐÁÐÅÒ ÄÕÒÉÎÇ ÔÈÅ ×ÅÅËȟ ) ×ÏÎȭÔ ÈÁÖÅ Á 
ÎÅ×ÓÐÁÐÅÒȣ ÉÔ ÍÁËÅÓ ÍÅ a bit resentful that there are things the girls do 
ÉÎ ÔÈÅ ÇÒÏÕÐ ÔÈÁÔ ) ÃÁÎȭÔ ÁÆÆÏÒÄ ÔÏ ÄÏȣ ) ÆÅÅÌ ÇÕÉÌÔÙ ÔÈÁÔ ) ÃÁÎȭÔ ÐÕÔ ÁÎÙ 
ÍÏÎÅÙ ÉÎ ÔÈÅ ÃÏÌÌÅÃÔÉÏÎ ÐÌÁÔÅ ÁÔ ÔÉÍÅÓȣ 9ÅÓȟ ) ÁÍ ÄÅÐÒÅÓÓÅÄȟ ÂÕÔ ÂÙ 
ÃÉÒÃÕÍÓÔÁÎÃÅȟ ÉÆ ) ÈÁÄ Á ÂÉÔ ÍÏÒÅ ÍÏÎÅÙȟ )ȭÄ ÂÅ ÂÒÉÇÈÔÅÒȢ ɉ$ÙÌis, aged 75, 
Ȭ"ÒÅÁËÉÎÇ /ÕÔȭɊ 

While Kenôs understanding of being careful with his finances is eating out in 

Weatherspoons (ótwiceô), Dylisô understanding is focused around whether or not she 

can afford a newspaper. It impacts upon her social life (óthere are things the girls do in 

the group that I canôt afford to doô). Whereas Ken describes himself in another part of 

the interview as óa lucky buggerô, Dylis feels depressed óby circumstanceô. The 

differences between Dylis and Ken flag the processes of cumulative advantage and 

disadvantage across a lifetime (Dannefer, 2003).  

Gender is if particular significance. While the economic status of LGBN women 

and men is not yet well understood (Uhrig, 2013), what is known is that single older 

women (irrespective of sexuality) are more likely to live in poverty than single older 

men; in fact they are the poorest in society (Arber, 2006).  Dylis and Ken are 
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differentiated by gender, parenting status and careers. Dylis was a university hall 

porter; Ken was a university lecturer. Dylis has a daughter and a grandson and has 

had part-time jobs to fit around child -care. Ken has no children and has worked full-

time throughout his career. Dylis has helped her daughter out financially, especially 

when her daughterôs marriage broke up. She let her daughter live in her house rent-

free for many years (rather than letting it out) while she lived with her previous 

partner. Ken made some very astute property investments during a previous property 

boom and is now a private landlord, lett ing properties out for an income. These 

different, intersecting, aspects of their lives have resulted in very different material 

outcomes in older age. 

The issue of differing, classed, trajectories (Taylor 2011b) were also raised in 

the interviews with the  óLesbian by Choiceô participants who observed different 

material outcomes for women who had engaged alongside one another in radical 

feminist activism in the 1970s and 1980s. Cat, living on a state pension, in private 

rented accommodation, commented on her present situation:  

!ÎÄ ÔÈÅ ÓÏÃÉÁÌ ×ÏÒËÅÒÓ ÁÎÄ ÔÈÅ ÔÅÁÃÈÅÒÓ ×ÈÏ ÁÒÅ ÎÏ× ÒÅÔÉÒÅÄȟ ÔÈÅÙȭÖÅ 
ÇÏÔ ÔÈÅÉÒ ÈÏÌÉÄÁÙÓ ÁÎÄ ÔÈÅÉÒ ÐÅÎÓÉÏÎÓ ȣ ) ÓÏÍÅÔÉÍÅÓ ÔÈÉÎË ÉÔ ×ÏÕÌÄ ÂÅ 
ÎÉÃÅ ÔÏ ÇÏ ÏÆÆ ÓÏÍÅ×ÈÅÒÅ ÎÉÃÅ ÁÎÄ ÈÏÔȢ 4ÈÅÒÅȭÓ ÁÌ×ÁÙÓ ÔÈÁÔ Ȭ!Í ) ÇÏÉÎÇ 
to be able to pay my way?ȭ )ȭÍ ÖÅÒÙ ÆÒÕÇÁÌ ×ÉÔÈ ÍÙ ÍÏÎÅÙȢ "ÅÃÁÕÓÅ ) ÌÉËÅ 
enjoying myself. But you know, seeing Patti Smith last week cost me 
ΘΨΫȢ 7ÅÌÌȟ ÔÈÁÔȭÓ Á ÌÏÔ ÏÆ ÍÏÎÅÙ ÔÏ ÃÏÍÅ ÏÕÔ ÏÆ Á ÐÅÎÓÉÏÎȢ ɉ#ÁÔ ÁÇÅÄ άΩȟ 
Ȭ,ÅÓÂÉÁÎ ÂÙ #ÈÏÉÃÅȭɊ 

Cat is living in financially constrained circu mstances. By contrast, Jennifer, a 

professional, still working, living in her own property is relatively more financially 

secure. She talked about the different trajectories of ageing radical feminist activists: 

We became mainstreamed and we have comfortable lives and we hope 
to have comfortable retirements. Many of the people we campaigned 
×ÉÔÈ ÁÎÄ ×ÏÒËÅÄ ×ÉÔÈ ÉÎ ÔÈÏÓÅ ÄÁÙÓȟ ÄÉÄÎȭÔ ÄÏ ÔÈÁÔȟ ÃÏÕÌÄÎȭÔȟ ÏÒ ÄÉÄÎȭÔȟ 
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ÔÈÅÙ ×ÏÒËÅÄ ÉÎȟ ÙÏÕ ËÎÏ×ȟ ÍÁÎÕÁÌ ÔÒÁÄÅÓ ÏÒ ÃÁÒÉÎÇȟ ÄÉÄÎȭÔ ÍÁËÅ Á 
profession of their lives, are very, very poor now and, really, often in 
poor health and in really quite difficult circumstances. And we could 
have been there, but we took this very bourgeois choice to opt in, and 
these are the people who had the same politics, and you do notice it 
now. ɉ*ÅÎÎÉÆÅÒȟ ÁÇÅÄ άΨȟ Ȭ,ÅÓÂÉÁÎ ÂÙ #ÈÏÉÃÅȭɊ 

This extract highlights how material inequalities differentiate between older LGBN 

individuals including between and among older women, based on class distinctions, 

and particularly educational and career opportuni ties and choices. 

Class also has implications for quality of life in other ways. Ian and his partner, 

Arthur, property owners with private pensions, observed:  

) ÔÈÉÎË ×ÅȭÖÅ ÂÅÅÎ ÌÕÃËÙ ÔÈÁÔ ×ÅȭÖÅ ÎÅÖÅÒ ÃÏÍÅ ÁÃÒÏÓÓ ÁÎÙ ÈÏÍÏÐÈÏÂÉÁ 
×ÈÅÒÅ ×ÅȭÖÅ ÌÉÖÅÄȢ ɍ/ÕÒ ÆÒÉÅnds] went to live on a council estate and the 
ÎÅÉÇÈÂÏÕÒ ÁÎÄ ÈÉÓ ËÉÄÓ ×ÅÒÅ ÍÁËÉÎÇ ÔÈÒÅÁÔÓ ÁÎÄ ×ÅÒÅ ÂÅÉÎÇ ÁÂÕÓÉÖÅȣȢ 
"ÅÃÁÕÓÅ ×ÅȭÒÅ ÍÏÖÉÎÇ ÉÎ Á ÍÉÄÄÌÅ ÃÌÁÓÓ ÅÎÖÉÒÏÎÍÅÎÔȟ ÐÅÏÐÌÅ ÁÒÅ ÍÏÒÅ 
×ÏÒÌÄÌÙ ×ÉÓÅȟ ÏÐÅÎ ÍÉÎÄÅÄȢ ɉ)ÁÎȟ ÁÇÅÄ άίȟ Ȭ"ÒÅÁËÉÎÇ /ÕÔȭɊ  

So, here, we can see how, for Ian, class (private housing/council housing; working 

class area/middle class area) is perceived to impact risk. By contrast, Les, a 

professional who went bankrupt in his 40s, is now in receipt of welfare benefits and 

living in rented accommo dation. He has experienced, and at the time of interview was 

continuing to experience, homophobic harassment in his sheltered housing complex 

on a local authority housing estate, having moved there after harassment in a previous 

sheltered housing complex.  

It came out accidentally by some stupid man who came to visit me and 
made an awful racket, I think he was just showing off. And the people in 
the flat above me heard, and she told the people behind me, and the 
ÓÁÍÅ ÄÁÙ ÔÈÅÒÅ ×ÅÒÅ ÓÈÏÕÔÓ ÏÆ Ȭ0ÏÏÆȟ ÐÏÏÆȭȣ Ïver three years of 
ÁÂÕÓÅȣȢ )Ô ÎÅÖÅÒ ÂÅÃÁÍÅ ÐÈÙÓÉÃÁÌȟ ÔÈÁÎË ÇÏÏÄÎÅÓÓȟ ÁÌÔÈÏÕÇÈ ÔÈÅÒÅ ×ÁÓ 
ÏÎÅ ÔÈÒÅÁÔ ÏÆ ÔÈÁÔȢ *ÕÓÔ ÓÈÏÕÔÅÄ ÁÂÕÓÅ ÄÁÙ ÏÒ ÎÉÇÈÔȣȢ 4ÈÉÓ ×ÏÍÁÎ ÈÁÄ 
her little child out at 2 in the morning and she taught him to shout 
Ȭ0ÏÏÆȣ ɉ,ÅÓȟ ÁÇÅÄ άΪȟ Ȭ&ÉÎÄÉÎÇ /ÕÔȭɊ 
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Les locates his óoutingô in his friendôs disinhibited behaviour, but he also locates his 

neighboursô homophobic responses, in the context of issues of class: 

If you can buy a property, you can move into a middle class area. And 
middle class people, )ȭÍ ÓÏÒÒÙ ÔÏ ÓÁÙ ÉÔȟ ÁÒÅ ÍÏÒÅ ÅÄÕÃÁÔÅÄȟ ÍÏÒÅ 
intelligent, know more of the world, been to university, blah, blah, blah. 
4ÈÅÙ ÄÏÎȭÔ ÔÈÉÎË ÂÅÉÎÇ ÇÁÙ ÉÓ ÁÎÙÔÈÉÎÇ ÔÏ ×ÏÒÒÙ ÁÂÏÕÔȢ ) ÃÁÎ ÔÅÌÌ ÙÏÕ ÔÈÁÔ 
ÉÎ ÔÈÅ ÌÁÓÔ ΧΦ ÙÅÁÒÓȟ )ȭÖÅ ÈÁÄ ÁÎ ÅÍÐÌÏÙÅÒ ×ÈÏ ×ÁÓ ÇÁÙȟ ×ÈÏ Ìived with his 
civil partner, they lived next door to another couple who was gay, they 
lived there for about 15 years, the other couple lived there about 12, they 
lived in a cul-de-ÓÁÃ ÉÎ ɍÁÆÆÌÕÅÎÔ ÁÒÅÁɎȟ ÅÖÅÒÙÂÏÄÙ ËÎÏ×Ó ÔÈÅÙȭÒÅ ÇÁÙȟ 
ÁÐÐÁÒÅÎÔÌÙ ÉÔȭÓ ÃÁÌÌÅÄ ÔÈÅ ÐÉÎË ÅÎÄ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÓÔÒÅÅÔȟ ÔÈÅÙȭÖÅ ÎÅÖÅÒ ÈÁÄ ÁÎÙ 
ÐÒÏÂÌÅÍȟ ÎÏ ÐÒÏÂÌÅÍ ÆÒÏÍ ËÉÄÓȟ ÎÏ ÐÒÏÂÌÅÍ ÆÒÏÍ ÁÎÙÂÏÄÙȟ ÁÎÄ ÔÈÁÔȭÓ 
totally different [from my experience]. So utterly different. (Les, aged 
άΪȟ Ȭ&ÉÎÄÉÎÇ /ÕÔȭɊ 

This extract highlights the power of material, classed, spaces and the óre-inscribing of 

constructions of óñrespectableò, ñordinaryò middle-classness, where sexual status did 

not necessarily erode classed claims and capitalsô (Taylor 2011a: 596). In this way, 

economic resources can, for some, ófacilitate a fuller sense of ordinarinessô (Heaphy, 

Smart and Einarsdottir 2013: 2581). Differential access to dis/advantaged normative 

spaces produces ówinners and losersô of spatial inequalities (Casey 2013: 142), within 

which binary Les would most definitely lo cate himself as a loser in later life. 

5.  Concluding remarks  

My analysis has contributed to achieving wider and more diverse understandings of 

ageing sexual subjectivities among older LGBN individuals. My cohort model takes 

into account both identity -based and non-identity based accounts of sexuality, and 

sexual identities/sexualities which have been produced through and against differing 

age standpoints and temporal contexts. I have highlighted the gendered differences in 

understanding of now-ageing LGBN sexual identities and sexualities, and have shown 

how past and present interact to produce differing accounts and experiences of ageing. 
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I have also shown that, while ageing is experienced in the context of sexuality for the 

men participants, it is understood by women participants to be a matter of both 

gender and sexuality, each of which contribute to a sense of cultural devaluation and 

invisibilisation especially among single women. In this way, through the lens of 

intersectionality, older LGBN women experien ce ageing differently from both older 

LGBN men and older heterosexual-identifying women, and this is further nuanced by 

issues of cohort and class. 

The next chapter addresses ageing LGBN kinship construction, again through 

the lens of the cohort model, considering, in particular, issues of relationship 

recognition and uneven access to the resource of informal social support in older age.  
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CHAPTER FIVE: CONSTRUCTING KINSHIP  

1. Introduction  

This chapter analyses participantsô narratives in terms of kinship.  In Chapter Two I 

identified the four tier system of legal privileging of relationship forms in the UK . I 

highlighted  in particular the prioritising of the conjugal couple/ biological family, the 

marginalisation of friendship/ SLIFs and the heteronormative mo delling of the ageing 

legal subject. This chapter considers how this is understood, experienced and 

navigated by participants, and what it means to them in terms of ageing. I offer new 

knowledge and insights in three main ways: demonstrating the significan ce of cohorts 

for readings of same-gender partnership relationship recognition; explaining how the 

multiple and diverse constructions of kinship among the participants, complicate, and 

at times contradict, ófamily of choiceô discourse; and highlighting the significance of 

intergenerationality for resources and recognition in later life.  

My arguments here are threefold. Firstly, for these specific cohorts relationship  

recognition has particular salience in ageing contexts. The equality meanings and 

implicat ions of partnership recognition are understood in different ways according to 

cohort. There is also a marked lack of interest in the legal recognition and regulation 

of friendship, beyond the elective means (Wills, LPAs, etc.) already available.  

Secondly, the participantsô kinship constructions both support ófamilies of choiceô 

discourse (elective, mutual, reciprocal, based on equality, choice and respect ï 

Westom 1991, Weeks, Heaphy and Donovan 2001) and also complicate them in more 

blended kinship format ions, elements of which can be informed by a sense of family-

of-origin loyalty, duty and responsibility. I highlight a surprising disconnect, for some 
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single childfree individuals, between emotionally/socially meaningful personal 

community relationships an d the disposal of material assets in Will-writing, which 

prioritises biological extended family. I argue that the kinship forms of older LGBN 

individuals are more complex, nuanced and layered than previous authorship has 

indicated. Thirdly, I suggest that,  in terms of intergenerationality: older lesbians are 

marginalised (in terms of recognition) through processes of ócompulsory 

grandmotherhoodô; and older LGBN individuals (in terms of resources) are 

differentiated not only from older heterosexual individua ls but also between and 

among themselves, through uneven access to intergenerational social support in later 

life. In this way, I propose, intergenerationality is central to understanding later life 

inequalities at the intersection of ageing, gender and sexuality.  

2.  Cohorts, Relationship Recognition and the Salience of Ageing  

In Chapter Two I highlighted the under -recognition of friendship in law. There was a 

profound silence from participants on seeking further relationship recognition in law, 

above and beyond that of partnership recognition. There appeared to be no appetite 

for the legal recognition (and regulation) of friendship. This would appear to support 

previous research which suggested that lesbian and gay ófamilies of choiceô are based 

on reciprocity , mutual affection and trust, and a distinct lack of a sense of obligation 

or duty, and are particularly resistant to notions of formal legal ties and 

responsibilities, and to financial commitments (Weeks et. al., 2001).   

For some participants, partnershi p recognition itself was already a step too far. 

This was most clearly articulated by Cat, aged 63, and Jennifer, aged 62 (both from 

the óLesbian by Choiceô cohort), Alice, aged 60 (óOut Earlyô) and Iris, aged 61 
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(óBreaking Outô). All embedded their arguments in feminist discourse linking marriage 

with gender and sexuality e.g. óI think part of the delight, if we have any payoff for 

being gay, I think itôs our struggle to be as we are. I donôt really want to have to hang 

on to some sort of heterosexist notion of being tied togetherô (Alice, aged 60, óOut 

Earlyô); óIôm an old hippy feministé Iôm anti all that stuffô (Iris, aged 61, óBreaking 

Outô). Jennifer was the most vehement in her opposition to relationship recognition in 

any form:  

) ÄÏÎȭÔ ÌÉËÅ ÒÅÌÁÔÉÏÎÓÈÉÐ ÒÅÃÏÇÎÉÔÉÏÎȢ ,ÅÔȭÓ ÊÕÓÔ ÇÅÔ ÒÉÄ ÏÆ ÔÈÉÓȣ ) ÄÏÎȭÔ ÌÉËÅ 
ÔÈÅ ÌÁ× ÃÏÍÉÎÇ ÉÎȣ 4ÈÅ ÌÁ× ÄÏÅÓÎȭÔ ×ÏÒË ÆÏÒ ×ÏÍÅÎȟ ÉÔ ÄÏÅÓÎȭÔ ×ÏÒË ÆÏÒ 
ÍÉÎÏÒÉÔÉÅÓ ÇÅÎÅÒÁÌÌÙȣ ÓÏ )ȭÍ ÁÂÓÏÌÕÔÅÌÙ ÕÎÉÎÔÅÒÅÓÔÅÄ ÉÎ ÒÅÌÁÔÉÏÎÓÈÉÐ 
ÒÅÃÏÇÎÉÔÉÏÎȢ ɉ*ÅÎÎÉÆÅÒȟ ÁÇÅÄ άΨȟ Ȭ,ÅÓÂÉÁÎ ÂÙ #ÈÏÉÃÅȭɊ 

The extract from Jenniferôs interview raises an important counter-narrative involving 

not only opposition to civil partnership 121 (Rolfe 2011; Rolfe and Peel, 2011), but also 

opposed to wider forms of relationship recognition (Barker 2012). Jennifer sees law 

as gendered, and, in its gendering, disadvantageous to women. Jennifer also 

expressed concerns about couple privilege: 

)ȭÍ ÁÂÓÏÌÕÔÅÌÙ ÕÎÉÎÔÅÒÅÓÔÅÄ ÉÎ ÒÅÌÁÔÉÏÎÓÈÉÐ ÒÅÃÏÇÎÉÔÉÏÎȢ ) ÔÈÉÎË ÔÈÅ ×ÁÙ 
ÉÔȭÓ ÂÅÅÎ ÉÎ ÏÕÒ ÓÏÃÉÅÔÙȟ ÉÔȭÓ ÁÂÏÕÔ ÆÌÁÕÎÔÉÎÇ ÔÈÅ ÆÁÃÔ ÔÈÁÔ ÎÏÔ ÏÎly are you 
ÓÏÒÔ ÏÆ ×ÉÔÈÉÎ ÔÈÅ ÌÅÇÁÌ ÒÅÇÕÌÁÔÉÏÎȟ ÂÕÔ ÓÏÍÅÏÎÅ ÌÏÖÅÓ ÍÅȟ )ȭÖÅ ÇÏÔ 
ÓÏÍÅÏÎÅȟ )ȭÖÅ ÇÏÔ ÓÏÍÅÏÎÅȟ ÙÏÕ ÈÁÖÅÎȭÔȢ ) ÈÁÖÅ ÔÈÁÔȢ )ÔȭÓ ÌÉËÅ ÙÏÕȭÒÅ 
ÄÏÕÂÌÙ ÐÒÉÖÉÌÅÇÅÄȢ 3Ï ÔÈÁÔȭÓ ×ÈÁÔ ) ÄÏÎȭÔ ÈÏÌÄ ×ÉÔÈȢ ɉ*ÅÎÎÉÆÅÒȟ ÁÇÅÄ άΨȟ 
Ȭ,ÅÓÂÉÁÎ ÂÙ #ÈÏÉÃÅȭɊ 

Here Jennifer  (who is in a couple herself, but not a civil partnership) is raising the 

issue of the privilege of both couple status and legitimised couple status. This was a 

concern for Billy too:  

7ÈÅÎ ÙÏÕ ÇÅÔ ÔÏ ÔÈÅ ÓÔÁÇÅ ÏÆ ÃÉÖÉÌ ÐÁÒÔÎÅÒÓÈÉÐȟ ÅÖÅÒÙ ÇÁÙ ÐÅÒÓÏÎ ÄÏÅÓÎȭÔ 
ÈÁÖÅ ÔÏ ÄÏ ÉÔȟ ÉÔȭÓ ÎÏÔ ÆÏÒ ÅÖÅÒÙÂÏÄÙȟ ÔÈÁÔȭÓ ÎÏÔ ÔÈÅ ÔÈÉÎÇȟ ÉÔȭÓ ÎÏÔ ÓÏÍÅ 

                                                 
121

 Interviews were conducted prior to the introduction and implementation of the Marriage (Same Sex Couples) 
Act 2013 and Marriage and Civil Partnership (Scotland) Act 2014 
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ËÉÎÄ ÏÆ Ȭ/Èȟ )ȭÍ ÂÅÔÔÅÒ ÔÈÁÎ ÔÈÅ ÇÕÙ ×ÈÏ ÓÈÁÇÓ ÁÒÏÕÎÄȭȢ .Ïȟ ÉÔȭÓ ÎÏÔ ÔÈÁÔȢ 
)ÔȭÓ ÎÏÔ ÔÈÁÔ ÁÔ ÁÌÌȢ ) ÄÏÎȭÔ ÇÉÖÅ Á ÓÔÕÆÆ ×ÈÅÔÈÅÒ ÔÈÅÙ ÓÈÁÇ ÁÒÏÕÎÄȢ )Æ ÔÈÁÔȭÓ 
what makes them happy, theÎȟ ÔÈÏÕÇÈ ÉÔ ÐÒÏÂÁÂÌÙ ×ÏÎÔȢ "ÕÔ )ȭÍ ÎÏÔ 
coming down with a first and second class agenda among gay people. I 
×ÏÕÌÄÎȭÔ ÈÁÖÅ ÔÈÁÔȢ !ÂÓÏÌÕÔÅÌÙ ÎÏÔȢ ɉ"ÉÌÌÙȟ ÁÇÅÄ άΧȟ Ȭ"ÒÅÁËÉÎÇ /ÕÔȭɊ 
 

This extract can be read in two ways. Billy is saying that people donôt have to engage 

with the heteronormative hierarchy of relational practice just because legal recognition  

has come along. But he also recognises the possibilities that increased inclusions for 

respectable (Richardson 2000) coupled gay men may lead to increased exclusions 

(Smart 1989) for more óunrespectableô gay men.   

The majority of participants saw the formal legal recognition of same gender 

relationships in a very progressive light, nuanced by their particular age standpoints. 

For those of a comparatively short period of engagement with a LGBN, who have 

formed their first same gender relationships following the CPA (e.g. Marcia, Angela, 

Yvette, Ellen), access to civil partnerships appeared to be somewhat unremarkable in 

their discourse: they were accessing something already available before they formed 

their same-gender partnerships. This echoes the narratives of younger people in same-

gender couples, as reported by Heaphy, Smart and Einsdottir (2013).  For those who 

had ócome outô and/or been in same gender relationships prior to civil partnerships, 

i.e. when there was no legal mechanism for the formal legal recognition of same-

gender relationships,  civil partnerships were much more remarkable:  

"ÅÃÁÕÓÅ ÉÆ ÙÏÕȭÒÅ ÍÙ ÁÇÅȣÉÔ ÉÓ ÁÌÍÏÓÔ ÉÍÐÏÓÓÉÂÌÅ ÔÏ ÂÅÌÉÅÖÅ ÔÈÁÔ ×ÅȭÒÅ 
ÈÅÒÅȢ ȣ ) ÊÕÓÔ ÃÁÎȭÔ ÂÅÌÉÅÖÅ ÉÔȢ #ÉÖÉÌ ÐÁÒÔÎÅÒÓÈÉÐÓȩ #ÁÎ ÙÏÕ ÉÍÁÇÉÎÅȩ .ÅÖÅÒȟ 
ÎÅÖÅÒȢ ɉ"ÉÌÌÙȟ ÁÇÅÄ άΧȟ Ȭ"ÒÅÁËÉÎÇ /ÕÔɊ 

This extract shows how, for Billy, access to relationship recognition within his lifetime 

is almost impossible to comprehend, indicating  just how quickly socio-legal change in 
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relationship to LGBN rights has occurred. For Jennifer, despite her opposition to 

relationship regulation, she has observed how civil partnerships have contributed to 

social change: 

I do think in the last couple of decades the whole terrain has changed. I 
do think the Civil Partnership Act played a big part in that, not that I was 
in favour of it, I just thought it was a waste of time ɀ but I do think it 
made lesbians and gays very, very visible and it did make it possible for 
lots of people to be visible in their families and in the workplace and 
[trained] a whole range of people and services across the country to 
ÒÅÃÏÇÎÉÓÅȟ ×ÈÉÃÈ ÔÈÅÙ ÎÅÖÅÒ ÄÉÄ ÂÅÆÏÒÅȟ ÓÏ ÍÁÎÙ ÐÅÏÐÌÅ ÊÕÓÔ ÄÉÄÎȭÔ ÓÅÅȟ 
you would know that someone was lesbian or gay. (Jennifer, aged 63, 
Ȭ,ÅÓÂÉÁÎ ÂÙ #ÈÏÉÃÅȭɊ 

So for Jennifer, approaching civil partnership from a comparatively longer period 

identifying as a lesbian (than, say, those LGBN individuals in the óLate Performanceô 

cohort), her understanding is th at it has played a key part in increasing LGBN 

individualsô inclusion in family and social spaces. Jennifer frames this in terms of 

equality of recognition, in terms of both visibility and social status.  

Participants who had been involved in lesbian and gay rights activism saw 

access to partnership recognition as a hugely political as well as a deeply personal act 

(Peel and Harding 2004) . Martin, for example, who has been with his partner Bob for 

32 years, said about their civil partnership ceremony: 

It was an important political thing, it was important to recognise our love 
ÁÎÄ ÏÕÒ ÒÅÌÁÔÉÏÎÓÈÉÐȟ ÂÕÔ ÉÔ ×ÁÓ Á ÍÉÌÅÓÔÏÎÅ ÉÎ ÃÉÖÉÌ ÒÉÇÈÔÓ ȣ Á ÐÏÌÉÔÉÃÁÌ 
ÍÅÓÓÁÇÅ ÏÆ ÂÅÉÎÇ ÏÕÔȢ ɉ-ÁÒÔÉÎȟ ÁÇÅÄ άΨȟ Ȭ/ÕÔ %ÁÒÌÙȭɊ 

Here Martin emphasises the significance of the mix of love and politics (Smart 2008) 

in the context of citizenship discourse (Harding 2011). He and his partner met through 

politics, have been lifelong gay rights activists, their resistance (Harding 2011) has 

suffused their relationship, and their relationship ha s suffused their politics (Clarke, 

Burgoyne, and Burns, 2007). For them both, from an age perspective, access to 
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partnership recognition is a culmination of both their personal and political lives. Sam 

also articulated a political reasoning for entering in to a civil partnership after being 

with his partner for 37 years:  

I thought it was important. I thought it was an important statement to 
make. A public statement and an important statement to make for the 
ÐÒÏÇÒÅÓÓÉÏÎ ÏÆ ,'"4 ÒÉÇÈÔÓȢ ) ÔÈÉÎË ×ÅȭÒÅ ÓÔÉÌÌ ÎÏÔ there yet in this 
ÃÏÕÎÔÒÙȢ 4ÈÅÒÅȭÓ ÓÔÉÌÌ ÔÈÅ ÈÅÔÅÒÏÓÅØÉÓÍȟ ÔÈÅ ÁÓÓÕÍÐÔÉÏÎ ÔÈÁÔ ÅÖÅÒÙÏÎÅ ÉÓ 
heterosexual, and I think that if more and more engage with 
partnerships and legal aspects of partnership, I think it becomes part of 
ÔÈÅ ÅÔÈÅÒ ÏÆ ×ÈÁÔȭÓ ÁÒÏÕÎÄ ÉÎ society. My partner would say he primarily 
ÄÉÄ ÉÔ ÆÏÒ ÈÉÓ ÐÅÎÓÉÏÎ ÒÉÇÈÔÓȟ ÆÏÒ ÆÉÎÁÎÃÉÁÌ ÒÅÁÓÏÎÓȢ &ÉÎÅȟ ÔÈÁÔȭÓ /+Ȣ 4ÈÁÔ 
was his concern, about financial security [for me, because his health is 
ȬÎÏÔ ÓÏ ÇÏÏÄȭɎȢ ɉ3ÁÍȟ ÁÇÅÄ άΧȟ Ȭ/ÕÔ %ÁÒÌÙȭɊ 

This extract highlig hts the salience of ageing in relation to civil partnerships, on 

several levels. For Sam, it was important to enter into a civil partnership as a political 

act, and act of resistance, in support of óLGBTô rights, in the context of the many, 

many years when he and his partner had not had access to relationship recognition in 

law. But for his partner, his decision was more informed by the embodied experience 

of an ageing, ailing body, and wanting to ensure financial security for Sam when he 

dies, echoing Shipman and Smartôs óeveryday reasonô (Shipman and Smart 2007: 16) 

of forming civil partnerships out of a sense of mutual (financial) responsibility for 

partners. Judith and her partner, now deceased, also formed a civil partnership for 

utilitarian reasons, as she explained: 

Completely practical reasons. She wanted me to have her pension when 
she died. And I wanted to be the next of kin if anything happened to her. 
ɉ*ÕÄÉÔÈȟ ÁÇÅÄ έΧȟ Ȭ&ÉÎÄÉÎÇ /ÕÔȭɊ 

The wish to protect the surviving partner, both materially and i n terms of power and 

authority to be present while a loved one is dying, and to have formal legal authority 

after that loved oneôs death, informed many participantsô narratives: 
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4ÈÅÒÅ ×ÁÓ ÔÈÅ ×ÈÏÌÅ ÂÕÓÉÎÅÓÓ ÁÂÏÕÔ ÉÆ ÙÏÕ ÈÁÖÅÎȭÔ ÇÏÔ Á ÃÉÖÉÌ 
partnership, what rights do you have in law, and if one of use took ill or 
ÏÎÅ ÏÆ ÕÓ ÄÉÅÄȟ ÙÏÕ ËÎÏ× ÔÈÅ ÔÈÒÅÁÔ ÔÈÁÔȟ ×ÅȭÄ ÓÅÅÎ ÔÈÅ ÆÉÌÍ ÔÈÅÎ ÁÂÏÕÔ 
ÔÈÅ Ô×Ï ×ÏÍÅÎȣ ×ÈÅÒÅ ÔÈÅ ÎÅÐÈÅ× ÃÏÍÅÓ ÉÎȟ ÁÎÄ ÔÁËÅÓ ÅÖÅÒÙÔÈÉÎÇȟ ÓÏ 
I think that was part of the motivation, to see that everything was legally 
ÔÈÅÒÅȢ ɉ4ÅÓÓÁȟ ÁÇÅÄ Ϋήȟ Ȭ/ÕÔ %ÁÒÌÙȭɊ 

For Tessa and Ellen, then, as for many other participants, making sure they had rights 

in terms of end-of-life and inheritance was of key significance (Shipman and Smartôs 

utilitarian ólegal recognitionô). Among the more privileged couples, those with greater 

disposable wealth, the wish to secure inheritance privileges for partners (see Chapter 

Two) was a particular concern. Tessa also mentions the film about two women, which 

was subsequently clarified later in the interview as óIf These Walls Could Talk2ô122. A 

number of lesbian-identifying participants made reference to this film and the spectre 

of being excluded from a loved-ones final days, and from access to property and 

funerals upon death. This fear was particularly strong among those individuals who 

had engaged longest with LGBN identification and performance. In this way there was 

a combination of practical ógo toô (seeking legal protection) and ógo fromô (avoiding 

legal vulnerability in the face of possible exclusion) reasons for forming civil 

partnerships, both constituting acts of resistance. 

 While for many of the men participants civil partnerships meant increasing 

social status and legitimisation, among the women participants, civil partnershi ps 

were also understood a means of increasing visibility:  

They might have the view of you as two elderly ladies living together, 
ÔÈÅÙ ÎÅÖÅÒ ÁÃÔÕÁÌÌÙ ÄÏ ÁÎÙÔÈÉÎÇ ÙÏÕ ËÎÏ×ȟ ÉÔȭÓ ÃÏÍÐÁÎÉÏÎÓÈÉÐȟ ÔÈÁÔ ÓÏÒÔ 

                                                 
122

 ΨLŦ ¢ƘŜǎŜ ²ŀƭƭǎ /ƻǳƭŘ ¢ŀƭƪ ¢ƻƻΩΥ ! collection of three short films, the first  of which depicts a bereaved lesbian, 
ƛƴ ǘƘŜ мфрлΩǎΣ ǿƘƻ ƘŀŘ ōŜŜƴ ƛƴ ŀ ŎƭƻǎŜǘŜŘ ǊŜƭŀǘƛƻƴǎƘƛǇΣ ōŜƛƴƎ ŘŜƴƛŜŘ ŀŎŎŜǎǎ ǘƻ ƘŜǊ ŘȅƛƴƎ ǇŀǊǘƴer, and then after 
ƘŜǊ ǇŀǊǘƴŜǊΩǎ ŘŜŀǘƘΣ ƘŀǾƛƴƎ ƘŜǊ ǇŀǊǘƴŜǊǎΩ ŜǎǘǊŀƴƎŜŘ ƴŜǇƘŜǿ ǘŀƪŜ ǇƻǎǎŜǎǎƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǇǊƻǇŜǊǘȅ ŀƴŘ ǎƘŀǊŜŘ 
personal effects, with no recognition of the true nature of their relationship or of her bereavement: 
http://www.nytimes.com/movies/movie/186837/If-These-Walls-Could-Talk-2/overview  

http://www.nytimes.com/movies/movie/186837/If-These-Walls-Could-Talk-2/overview


Chapter Five: Constructing Kinship  

171 
 

ÏÆ ÔÈÉÎÇȢ "ÕÔ ÉÆ ÙÏÕ ÁÃÔÕÁÌÌÙ ÓÁÙ Ȭ×ÅȭÒÅ ÃÉÖÉÌ ÐÁÒÔÎÅÒÓȭ ÔÈÅÎ ÉÔ ÉÍÐÌÉÅÓ ÔÈÁÔ 
there is more to your relationship than they actually think. (Moira, aged 
έΫȟ Ȭ/ÕÔ %ÁÒÌÙȭɊȢ 

This extract shows the significance of the CPA through the lens of gender, for 

increasing the visibility of an older lesbian couple. Civil p artnerships enabled Moira 

and Violet to become visible as partners, resisting invisibility reproduced by gendered 

heteronormative assumptions that, as two older women living together, they are just 

ócompanions.ô In this sense, ageing gives civil partnerships an added equality 

dimension, which goes beyond Shipman and Smartôs ópublic statement of 

commitmentô to a relationship to one which renders that relationship visible at all. For 

Billy, by contrast, the issue was less one of visibility and more of cultural value: 

7ÅÌÌȟ ×ÅȭÄ ÂÅÅÎ ÔÏÇÅÔÈÅÒ ÏÖÅÒ ΩΦ ÙÅÁÒÓ ÁÔ ÔÈÁÔ ÓÔÁÇÅȢ 7ÈÅÎ ÉÔ ÃÁÍÅ ÉÎ ÆÏÒ 
the first time in my life I felt somehow rather validated. Someone was 
ÓÁÙÉÎÇȟ ÌÏÏËȟ ÙÏÕȭÒÅ ÎÏÔ Á ×ÅÅ ÓÈÉÔȢ )Ô ×ÁÓ ÖÅÒÙȟ ÖÅÒÙ ÂÉÇ ÔÈÉÎÇȢ 9ÏÕȭÄ 
been told, to start off, that you were a criminal. You were going to hell. 
4ÈÅÒÅ ×ÁÓ ÎÏÔÈÉÎÇ ÁÂÏÕÔ ÙÏÕ ÔÈÁÔ ×ÁÓ ×ÏÒÔÈ ÂÌÏÏÄÙ ×ÈÉÌÅȟ ÄÉÄÎȭÔ ÍÁÔÔÅÒ 
what you did, you were never going to come to anything. And then there 
was somebody saying, yeah, you two, you can do this, you can sign this 
ÐÉÅÃÅ ÏÆ ÐÁÐÅÒȟ ÁÎÄ ÉÔȭÓ ÐÕÂÌÉÃȟ ÙÏÕȭÖÅ ÇÏÔ ÔÏ ÐÕÔ ÔÈÉÓ ÎÏÔÉÃÅ ÏÎ ÔÈÅ ÂÏÁÒÄȢ 
%ÖÅÒÙÂÏÄÙ ÃÁÎ ÓÅÅ ÉÔȢ 4ÈÁÔȭÓ ÂÌÏÏÄÙ ÉÍÐÏÒÔÁÎÔȢ ɉ"ÉÌÌÙȟ ÁÇÅÄ άΧȟ Ȭ"ÒÅÁËÉÎÇ 
/ÕÔȭɊ 

Billyôs moving account highlights the significance of the shift from stigma to social 

inclusion and validation. This theme of increased social status post-civil partnership 

(Shipman and Smart, 2007) was particularly evident among the narratives of the gay 

men. It may be that the loss of power for gay men, through stereotypical hetero-

masculine privile ge (Schrock and Schwalbe, 2009), and its partial recovery through 

the legitimisation of civil partnership (Green, 2013), may result in greater emphasis 

on the significance of status, and resistance to stigma, among gay men than LGBN 

women (who remain margi nalised by gendered power differentials). This may be 
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more profound for those gay men who had been out and/or in a same gender 

relationship for the longest periods of time who had also experienced this 

comparative lack of status for longest.  

The women participants, by contrast, had a much more diverse, and for some, 

ambivalent, engagement with civil partnerships. For example,  

Well, I really wanted to. It felt like a lot of work had been done by a lot of 
people [detail] to get us to that point, and I felt I wanted to honour all of 
ÔÈÁÔȢ )Ô ×ÁÓÎȭÔ ÔÏ ÔÉÅ $ÁÐÈÎÅ ÄÏ×Î ÁÔ ÁÌÌȟ ÂÅÃÁÕÓÅ ÔÈÅÒÅ ×ÁÓÎȭÔ ÁÎÙ ÎÅÅÄ 
for that, it was just to honour the work that had been done to get us to 
that point? (3ÁÎÄÒÁ ÁÇÅÄ άΧȟ Ȭ"ÒÅÁËÉÎÇ /ÕÔȭɊ 

Sandra articulates here both a celebration of the political achievement, but also a 

strong wish to distance herself from, and thereby resist, patriarchal óownershipô 

connotations of heterosexual marriage (Barker, 2012). Her civil partner Daphne, also 

expressed this distinction:  

I used to say to ÐÅÏÐÌÅȟ ) ÄÏÎȭÔ ËÎÏ× ÉÆ ÙÏÕ ËÎÏ× ÔÈÅ ÌÉÎÅ ÆÒÏÍ ÔÈÅ *ÏÎÉ 
-ÉÔÃÈÅÌÌ ÓÏÎÇȟ Ȭ7Å ÄÏÎȭÔ ÎÅÅÄ ÎÏ ÐÉÅÃÅ ÏÆ ÐÁÐÅÒ ÆÒÏÍ ÔÈÅ ÃÉÔÙ ÈÁÌÌȟ 
ËÅÅÐÉÎÇ ÕÓ ÔÉÅÄ ÁÎÄ ÔÒÕÅȭ ÁÎÄ ) ÄÉÄÎȭÔ ÅÖÅÒ ÆÅÅÌ ÔÈÁÔ ×Å ÎÅÅÄÅÄ ÔÈÁÔȟ 
ÂÅÃÁÕÓÅ ) ÆÅÅÌ ×ÅȭÒÅ ÓÔÕÃË ×ÉÔÈ ÅÁÃÈ ÏÔÈÅÒ ÆÏÒ ÌÉÆÅ ÒÅÁÌÌÙȣ  But I agree 
×ÉÔÈ ×ÈÁÔ 3ÁÎÄÒÁ ×ÁÓ ÓÁÙÉÎÇȟ ×ÈÙ ×ÏÕÌÄÎȭÔ ÙÏÕ ÄÏ ÉÔ ×ÈÅÎ ÓÏ ÍÁÎÙ 
ÐÅÏÐÌÅ ÈÁÖÅ ÄÏÎÅ ÓÏ ÍÕÃÈ ÔÏ ÇÅÔ ÕÓ ÔÈÅÒÅȢ ɉ$ÁÐÈÎÅȟ ÁÇÅÄ άΦȟ Ȭ/ÕÔ 
%ÁÒÌÙȭɊ 

In this extract Daphne, quoting a line from a Joni Mitchel song 123 reflects the anxieties 

expressed by those women participants with particularly strong feminist allegiances 

that they might be perceived as óselling outô and colluding with the heterosexist 

relationship model of marriage by entering into civil partnerships (Goodwin and 

Butler, 2009) and their ambi valence (Harding, 2007) in choosing to do so. This was 

also echoed by Judith, whose civil partner died last year, explaining their preference 

for civil partnerships over marriage:  
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7Å ÂÏÔÈ ÒÅÁÌÌÙ ÄÉÄÎȭÔ ×ÁÎÔ ÁÎÙÔÈÉÎÇ ÔÈÁÔ ×ÁÓ ÌÉËÅ ÍÁÒÒÉÁÇÅȢ 7ÅȭÄ ÂÏÔÈ 
been mÁÒÒÉÅÄȟ ÁÎÄ ×Å ÄÉÄÎȭÔ ×ÁÎÔ ÔÈÁÔȢ )Æ ÐÅÏÐÌÅ ×ÁÎÔ ÔÏȟ ÆÉÎÅȟ ÂÕÔ ×Å 
ÄÉÄÎȭÔȢ ) ÔÈÉÎË ȬÃÉÖÉÌ ÐÁÒÔÎÅÒÓÈÉÐȭ ÉÓ ÎÉÃÅ ÁÎÄ ÃÌÅÁÎ ÁÎÄ ÄÉÆÆÅÒÅÎÔ ÅÎÏÕÇÈ ÔÏ 
ÂÅ /+Ȣ ɉ*ÕÄÉÔÈȟ ÁÇÅÄ έΧȟ Ȭ&ÉÎÄÉÎÇ /ÕÔȭɊ 

This is an example of the very clear wish for relationship recognition th at is different 

from heterosexual marriage. By contrast, the óLate Performanceô participants who 

located their sexualities in relational contexts, rather than political ones, particularly 

those who had previously been married to men, desired the very opposite, namely the 

ósamenessô of heterosexual marriage recognition. Maureen, who was previously been 

married to man, explained:  

I wanted to legitimise our relationship. There have been occasions when, 
ÙÏÕ ËÎÏ×ȟ ÙÏÕ ÃÁÌÌ ÅÁÃÈ ÏÔÈÅÒ ÇÉÒÌÆÒÉÅÎÄÓȟ ÂÕÔ ÉÔȭÓ ÎÏÔȟ ÉÔȭÓ ÍÕÃÈ ÍÏÒÅ 
ÔÈÁÎ ÔÈÁÔ ÁÎÄ ÅÖÅÎ ÔÈÅ ×ÏÒÄ ÐÁÒÔÎÅÒ ȣȢ ) ÊÕÓÔ ÆÅÌÔ ÉÔ ÌÅÇÉÔÉÍÉÓÅÄ ÏÕÒ 
ÒÅÌÁÔÉÏÎÓÈÉÐȣ ÁÎÄ ÉÔ ×ÁÓ Á ×ÁÙ ÏÆ ÓÁÙÉÎÇȟ ÔÈÉÓ ÉÓ ÕÓȟ ÔÈÉÓ ÉÓ ×ÈÁÔ ×Å ÁÒÅȟ 
this is what we do, I want to make a noise about it, and really celebrate it 
and have a date. When you get married, you have a proper date for a 
ÐÒÏÐÅÒ ÁÎÎÉÖÅÒÓÁÒÙȢ ,ÅÔȭÓ ÆÁÃÅ ÉÔ ×ÅȭÖÅ ÁÌÌ ÂÅÅÎ ÕÓÅÄ ÔÏ ÔÈÁÔȟ ÈÁÖÅÎȭÔ ×Åȩ 
)ÔȭÓ ÊÕÓÔ ÎÏÒÍÁÌȢ ɉ-ÁÕÒÅÅÎȟ ÁÇÅÄ άΨ Ȭ&ÉÎÄÉÎÇ /ÕÔȭɊ 

Maureen is expressing resistance to same-gender relationships being treated as 

different and óless thanô heterosexual relationships. When she says óweôve all been used 

to thatô she is speaking from the standpoint of having lived a large part of her adult life 

within the framework of a heterosexual identity. Many older LGBN individuals w ho 

have been out for many decades have not  been used to it, which is what makes civil 

partnerships so remarkable to them.  

Bridget wants the sameness of heterosexual marriage discourse: 

) ÉÎÔÒÏÄÕÃÅ ,ÉÚ ÁÓ ÍÙ ×ÉÆÅȟ ÙÏÕ ËÎÏ×ȟ ÂÕÔ ÒÅÁÌÌÙ ÓÈÅȭÓ ÎÏÔȟ ÓÈÅȭÓ ÍÙ Ãivil 
ÐÁÒÔÎÅÒȟ ÓÏȟ ÔÏ ÂÅ ÁÂÌÅ ÔÏ ÁÃÔÕÁÌÌÙ ÓÁÙ ÌÅÇÁÌÌÙ ÔÈÁÔ ÓÈÅȭÓ ÍÙ ×ÉÆÅ ×ÏÕÌÄ ÂÅ 
ÒÅÁÌÌÙȟ ÒÅÁÌÌÙ ÎÉÃÅȣ ) ÔÈÉÎË ÉÔȭÓ ÁÂÏÕÔ ÐÏÓÓÅÓÓÉÏÎȟ ÉÓÎȭÔ ÉÔȩ "ÅÃÁÕÓÅ ÓÈÅ ÉÓ 
ÍÉÎÅȟ ÁÎÄ ) ×ÁÎÔ ÐÅÏÐÌÅ ÔÏ ËÎÏ× ÓÈÅȭÓ ÍÉÎÅ ÁÎÄ ÓÈÅ ÓÐÏËÅÎ ÆÏÒȢ 
ɉ"ÒÉÄÇÅÔȟ ÁÇÅÄ άάȟ Ȭ,ÁÔÅ 0ÅÒÆÏÒÍÁÎÃÅȭɊ 

                                                                                                                                                         
123

 Ψaȅ hƭŘ aŀƴΩ ōȅ Wƻƴƛ aƛǘŎƘŜƭƭΥ http://jonimitch ell.com/music/song.cfm?id=159  

http://jonimitchell.com/music/song.cfm?id=159
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While Bridget wants to establish ownership of Liz, for some women the notion of 

ownership was particularly problematic:  

 I do have a little bit of an issue with people calling themselves husbands 
and wives, in a homosexual or a heterosexual relationship, because 
ÔÈÅÒÅȭÓ ÁÎ ÅÌÅÍÅÎÔ ÏÆ Ï×ÎÅÒÓÈÉÐȣ  3ÁÎÄÒÁȭÓ ÎÏÔ ÍÙ ×ÉÆÅȟ ÓÈÅȭÓ ÍÙ 
ÐÁÒÔÎÅÒȢ 4ÈÅÒÅȭÓ ÓÏÍÅÔÈÉÎÇ ÍÏÒÅ ÅÑÕÁÌ ÁÂÏÕÔ ÂÅÉÎÇ Á ÐÁÒÔÎÅÒ ÔÈÁÎ ÂÅÉÎÇ 
Á ×ÉÆÅȢ ɉ$ÁÐÈÎÅȟ ÁÇÅÄ άΦȟ Ȭ/ÕÔ %ÁÒÌÙȭɊ 

So Daphne, whose sexuality is located in feminist discourse, resists likening her civil 

partnership to marriage, because she wants to avoid associations of ownership. 

Bridget, by contrast, who ambivalently identifies as bisexual and locates her sexuality 

far less in feminism, feels civil partnerships are not enough because she wants  to be 

able to claim ownership of her woman partner.  

There was a very clear split among the interviewees between those who were in 

favour of same-gender marriage, and those who were not. The feminists who objected 

to civil partnerships, not surpri singly, also objected to same-gender marriage. Some 

participants though t civil partnerships, and the recognition and rights they afforded , 

were sufficient, e.g. óWeôve done it. In all senses it is a marriage, isnôt it? (Maureen, 

aged 62, óFinding Out,ô referring to her civil partnership with Joan).  Those who were 

in favour of same-gender marriage located their arguments in óequality of opportunityô 

contexts: 

We should be able to get married, so that homosexuals are on the same 
footing as heterosexuals. (JaÃËȟ ÁÇÅÄ άάȟ Ȭ"ÒÅÁËÉÎÇ /ÕÔȭɊ 

4ÈÁÔȭÓ ÍÙ ÁÒÍÅÄ ÆÏÒÃÅÓ ÁÒÇÕÍÅÎÔȟ ÎÏÔ ÔÈÁÔ ) ×ÁÎÔ ÐÅÏÐÌÅ ÔÏ ÇÏ ÉÎÔÏ ÔÈÅ 
ÁÒÍÅÄ ÆÏÒÃÅÓȟ ÂÅÃÁÕÓÅ )ȭÄ ÒÁÔÈÅÒ ×Å ÄÉÄ ÔÈÉÎÇÓ Á ÄÉÆÆÅÒÅÎÔ ×ÁÙȟ ÂÕÔȟ ÉÆ ÉÔȭÓ 
there, we should all have equal access to it, and the same goes for 
marriage. IÆ ÉÔȭÓ ÔÈÅÒÅȟ ÉÔ ÓÈÏÕÌÄ ÂÅ ÇÉÖÅÎ ÔÏ ÕÓ ÁÓ ÍÕÃÈ ÁÓ ÁÎÙÏÎÅ ÅÌÓÅȢ 
ɉ-ÁÒÔÉÎȟ ÁÇÅÄ άΨȟ Ȭ/ÕÔ %ÁÒÌÙȭɊ 

)Ô ÉÓ Á ÍÁÔÔÅÒ ÏÆ ÅÑÕÁÌÉÔÙȟ ÉÔ ÉÓÎȭÔ Á ÍÁÔÔÅÒ ÏÆ ÄÉÓÃÒÉÍÉÎÁÔÉÏÎȢ %ÉÔÈÅÒ ÐÅÏÐÌÅ 
ÁÒÅ ÅÑÕÁÌ ÏÒ ÔÈÅÙȭÒÅ ÎÏÔȢ 7ÈÙ ÃÁÎȭÔ ÈÅÔÅÒÏÓÅØÕÁÌ ÐÅÏÐÌÅ ÈÁÖÅ ÃÉÖÉÌ 
relationships if ÔÈÅÙ ×ÁÎÔ ÔÏȩ ɉ!ÌÁÓÔÁÉÒȟ ÁÇÅÄ έάȟ Ȭ/ÕÔ %ÁÒÌÙȭɊ 
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In each of these three extracts, the participants are emphasising equality in terms of 

being entitled to access the same institution as heterosexual couples. Other gay men ï 

but not LGBN women ï participants located marriage in terms of procreation, which 

they in turn positioned in terms of heterosexual relationships:  

)ȭÍ ÑÕÉÔÅ ÃÏÎÔÅÎÔ ÔÈÁÔ Á ÍÁÒÒÉÁÇÅ ÉÓ ÂÅÔ×ÅÅÎ ÐÅÏÐÌÅ ×ÈÏ ÁÒÅ ÇÏÉÎÇ ÔÏ 
ÐÒÏÃÒÅÁÔÅ ÁÎÄ ÐÒÏÄÕÃÅ ÃÈÉÌÄÒÅÎȢ ) ÄÏÎȭÔ ÓÅÅ ×ÈÙ ÍÙ ÐÁÒÔÎÅÒÓÈÉÐ ×ÏÕÌÄ 
have tÏ ÂÅ ÃÁÌÌÅÄ Á ÍÁÒÒÉÁÇÅ ÉÎ ÔÈÅ ÃÏÎÖÅÎÔÉÏÎÁÌ ÓÅÎÓÅȢ 7ÈÙ ÃÁÎȭÔ ×Å 
ÊÕÓÔ ÓÁÙ ÉÔȭÓ Á ÃÅÌÅÂÒÁÔÉÏÎ ÏÆ ÂÅÉÎÇ ÔÏÇÅÔÈÅÒ ÁÎÄ ÌÅÁÖÅ ÉÔ ÁÔ ÔÈÁÔȩ ɉ+ÅÎȟ 
ÁÇÅÄ άΪȟ Ȭ/ÕÔ %ÁÒÌÙȭɊ 

"ÅÃÁÕÓÅ ) ÄÏÎȭÔ ÔÈÉÎË ÍÁÒÒÉÁÇÅ ÉÓ ÎÅÃÅÓÓÁÒÙȢ ) ÄÏÎȭÔ ÔÈÉÎË ÍÁÒÒÉÁÇÅ ÉÓ 
right between two people oÆ ÔÈÅ ÓÁÍÅ ÓÅØȣȢ "ÅÃÁÕÓÅ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÃÈÉÌÄÒÅÎ 
ÔÈÉÎÇȣ ɉ!ÒÔÈÕÒȟ ÁÇÅÄ άΦȟ Ȭ/ÕÔ %ÁÒÌÙ Ɋ 

 

What is interesting here is that it was the men participants (far fewer of whom had 

children) who showed a sense of disconnect between child-rearing and same-gender 

relationshi ps, compared with the women participants who did not (and who were 

much more likely to have children).  

Participantsô narratives about partnership recognition highlight  the place of 

ageing in equality discourse in general, and narratives of resistance in particular, in 

relation to kinship. Firstly, civil partnerships have particular meanings for older LGBN 

individuals who had been óoutô and/or in long-term partnerships for the longest period 

of time. Living long enough to see, and be a part of, this dramatic change, and in 

particular the success of their personal and political resistance to formal relationship 

inequality, held particular significance for them.  

Secondly the utilitarian benefits of civil partnerships have particular salience to 

older LGBN indi viduals in general for several reasons: because of the greater 

imminence of death and dying; because, for those in couples in particular, of the 
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heightened need to ensure legal protections for surviving partners made more 

pertinent by that imminence, parti cularly at times of age-related ill -health; and to 

ensure, for some (like Phil who resists the privileging of biological family) that assets 

are not dispersed to extended family by heteronormative intestacy rules. It is not that 

these issues are not also relevant to younger LGBN individuals, but that they become 

foregrounded for older individuals who are coming closer to their own and/or their 

partnersô deaths. 

Thirdly understandings of civil partnerships are nuanced by gendered age 

standpoints in several ways: older lesbians being informed by their experiences of 

invisibility both as individuals and in their partnerships (recognition in terms of 

visibility); older gay men being more informed by issues of status (recognition in 

terms of cultural value); feminists (particularly those of the óLesbian by Choiceô 

cohort) ambivalent about and/or rejecting of the formal legal regulation of 

relationships (resistance to patriarchy); previously married óFinding Outô and óLate 

Performanceô women keen to (re-)experience the sameness of status and value (but 

not oppression) for their same-gender partnerships as that of their previous 

heterosexual marriages. In this way, ageing gives shape to these óbefore and afterô 

perspectives on civil partnerships.   

The narratives of participants in couples also confirmed the entrenchment of 

the conjugal couple as a primary and prioritised relationship form in modern LGBN 

kinship discourse. This again echoes the work of Heaphy, Smart and Einsdottir 

(2013), studying same-gender couples under the age of 35, who observed óWhile 

socialising with friends was valued, the couple was almost universally seen as the most 
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important relationshipô (Heaphy, Smart and Einsdottir 2013: 1363-1365). However, 

their research was only with couples, so they were unlikely to get non-couple 

orientated perspectives. The participants in my research were a mix of singles and 

couples, and while for some of them a partnership was at the heart of their kinship, 

for others it was not. This is addressed next.  

3.  Diverse Kinship Formations: Beyond óFamily of Choiceô 

In this section I consider kinship in terms of composition and the prioritisation of 

relationships within that composition. In doing so I complicate, and to a certain 

extent contradict, ófamilies of choiceô discourse. óFamilies of choiceô discourse 

originated in Kath Westonôs (1991) work, where she suggested that óLGBô individuals 

used the term family not to describe biological family but rather partners, friends and 

children. Weston also suggested that families of friends were more fluid than 

biological family networks, and had a stronger element of choice to them. This was 

developed further by Weeks, Heaphy & Donovan (2001) who suggested that lesbian 

and gay ófamilies of choiceô are based on reciprocity, mutual affection and trust, and a 

distinct lack of a sense of obligation or duty. However more recent work conducted by 

Heaphy, Smart & Einarsdottir (2013) with young same -gender couples under the age 

of 35 had suggested a de-coupling of friendship from notions of family and increased 

prioritization over the nuclear family form and biological families.   

Spencer and Pahl, by contrast, have proposed a far more nuanced analysis of 

different types of kinship formations (Pahl and Spencer, 2004; Spencer and Pahl, 

2006), which they called ópersonal communitiesô (Pahl and Spencer, 2004: 199).  Pahl 

and Spencer (2004) identified six different types of personal community formations: 
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1) friend -like (more friends than biological family and a wide spread of types of 

friends); 2) friend -enveloped (a strong outer ring of friends but with biological family, 

partner and children -ófamilyô- prioritised at the centre of the personal community; 

family -oriented (ófamilyô outnumbering friends and also prioritised over friendship); 

family dependent (ófamilyô outnumber friends and are also relied upon for support); 

partner focussed (emphasis on partner as prioritised relationship with friends and 

extended family having secondary significance); professional dependent (small 

personal communities with professional relationships at the centre) ( Pahl and 

Spencer, 2004).  

Rather than reflecting either the earlier ófamilies of choiceô work and or the 

more recent óreturn to the familyô narratives suggested Heaphy, Smart and 

Eisndottirôs research, my analysis reflects something more nuanced and more closely 

relating to Pahl and Spencerôs analysis. I suggest that older LGBN kinship 

composition is shaped by cohort, gender and intergenerationality, and that it is far 

more diverse, and involving blended families, than previous researchers have 

proposed. However, despite this, I also argue that there is a surprising disconnect 

between friendship and property in the disposal of assets in older LGBN individuals 

Wills, with many single individuals, even those  with personal communities which 

prioritise friendship, nonetheless showing a strong sense of duty and responsibility 

towards biological family, complicating both families of choice and personal 

community narratives.  
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3.1. Kinship composition  

This section explores participantsô narratives about their kinship networks, in terms 

of: size and form; the place of blended families in more recent kinship forms, 

narratives of estrangement and of reconciliation; and narratives which serve to 

complicate the egalitarian ideals often linked to same gender families.  

3.1.1. Diverse sizes and forms 

Participants described a wide range of social networks, very reminiscent of the 

continuum of relationships in the ópersonal communitiesô described by Pahl and 

Spencer. In terms of number, some participants had a network comprising just a 

single individual, while others had a network involve large numbers of individuals. 

Les, who describes himself as very óintrovertedô and suffers from a phobia of public 

transport, has very little contact wit h his biological family, and described the smallest 

network of all the participants:  

)ȭÖÅ ÏÎÌÙ ÇÏÔ ÏÎÅ ÒÅÁÌÌÙ ÇÏÏÄ ÆÒÉÅÎÄ ÎÏ×ȟ ÁÎÄ ÈÅȭÓ Á ÍÁÒÒÉÅÄ ÇÕÙȟ ÈÉÓ ×ÉÆÅ 

ÄÏÅÓÎȭÔ ËÎÏ×Ȣ "ÕÔ ÉÔȭÓ ÇÏÔ ÔÏ ÂÅ ÌÉÍÉÔÅÄ ÁÌÌ ÔÈÅ ÔÉÍÅȣȢ )ÔȭÓ ÎÏÔ ÈÁÖÉÎÇ Á 

network of friends thaÔ ÄÅÐÒÅÓÓÅÓ ÍÅȢ  ɉ,ÅÓȟ ÁÇÅÄ άΨȟ Ȭ&ÉÎÄÉÎÇ /ÕÔɊ 

So Lesô ópersonal communityô comprises just one person, and he links his lack of a 

more robust network with his mental health problems, which echoes research linking 

social support and social network size with physical and psychological well-being 

(Fredriksen -Goldsen, et. al. 2013). By contrast Ken - also single and childfree, also 

with a sister with whom he has little contact (óMy sister and I donôt get on well. Oddly 

enough, I think sheôs slightly uneasy about me being gayô, Ken, aged 64, óOut Earlyô) ï 

has many more friends and acquaintances. According to Ken he has a ócouple of dozenô 

long-term friends whom he sees regularly and óI probably see half a dozen of them 
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every week.ô These are examples of personal communities which are centred upon 

friendships. By contrast, Jack, also single and childfree, has a personal community 

which comprises friends and biological family, to whom, in terms of closest friends 

and closest biological family members, he understands both to be ófamilyô: 

)ȭÍ ÎÏÔ ÔÙÐÉÃÁÌ ÏÆ ÏÌÄÅÒ ÇÁÙ ÍÅÎ ) ÔÈÉÎË ÂÅÃÁÕÓÅ )ȭÖÅ ÇÏÔ ÌÏÁÄÓ ÏÆ ÆÒÉÅÎÄÓ 

ÁÎÄ )ȭÖÅ ÇÏÔ ÌÏÁÄÓ ÏÆ ×ÏÍÅÎ ÆÒÉÅÎÄÓȢ )ȭÍ ÖÅÒÙ ÃÌÏÓÅ ÔÏ ÍÙ ÓÉÓÔÅÒ ÁÎÄ ÍÙ 

ÎÉÅÃÅ ×ÈÏ ÌÉÖÅÓ ɍÁÂÒÏÁÄɎȟ ÓÈÅȭÓ ÇÏÔ ÔÈÒÅÅ ÃÈÉÌÄÒÅÎ ÁÎÄ ) ÁÄÏÒÅ ÈÅÒȢ 3ÈÅ 

came and stayed a week with me, we had a wonderful time, totally open 

with her about everything... But my friends are my family, lovely close 

ÆÒÉÅÎÄÓ )ȭÖÅ ÇÏÔȣ ÔÈÅÒÅȭÓ ÊÕÓÔ ÓÕÃÈ Á ÃÌÏÓÅÎÅÓÓȟ Á ÆÅÅÌÉÎÇ ÏÆ ÍÕÔÕÁÌ 

support. Emotional support. Always there for one another. Very mutual, 

ÎÏÔ ÁÔ ÁÌÌ ÏÎÅ ÓÉÄÅÄȢ (ÁÐÐÙ ÔÉÍÅÓȢ ɍ0ÒÁÃÔÉÃÁÌ ÓÕÐÐÏÒÔ ÔÏÏɎ ȣ ÌÉËÅ ÍÙ ÆÒÉÅÎÄ 

ÉÆ ÈÅ ÅÖÅÒ ÈÁÓ ÔÏ ÇÏ ÔÏ ÔÈÅ ÈÏÓÐÉÔÁÌ ÏÒ ÁÎÙÔÈÉÎÇ ÌÉËÅ ÔÈÁÔȟ )ȭÌÌ ÇÏ ×ÉÔÈ ÈÉÍȢ 

ɉ*ÁÃË ÁÇÅÄ άάȟ Ȭ"ÒÅÁËÉÎÇ /ÕÔȭɊ 

So here we see a network involving friends and family, with  ófriendsô conflated with, 

rather than distinguished from , biological ófamily.ô Many of the childfree women 

participants also spoke about kinship networks involving both friends and biological 

family. Childfree women from the earlier cohorts tended to prior itise friends over 

family, as this extract from Sandra and Daphneôs joint interview highlights: 

Well, in terms of biological family, my younger brother, his wife and his 
ËÉÄÓȢ ) ÁÄÏÒÅ ÔÈÅ ËÉÄÓȟ $ÁÐÈÎÅȭÓ ÎÏÔ ÓÏ ËÅÅÎ ÏÎ ÃÈÉÌÄÒÅÎȢ 3Ï ɍÔÈÅÙɎ ÁÒÅ ÍÙ 
family, and my mum, of course. But we also have some very good 
friends in [local area], you know, four or five, and they feel more [like 
ÆÁÍÉÌÙɎȣ 4ÈÅÙȭÒÅ ÁÌÌ ÌÅÓÂÉÁÎÓȢ 4ÈÅÙȭÒÅ ÏÆ ÁÎ ÁÇÅ ×ÉÔÈ ÕÓȢ 7Å ÈÁÖÅ ÑÕÉÔÅ 
ÓÉÍÉÌÁÒ ÂÁÃËÇÒÏÕÎÄÓ ÁÎÄ ÅØÐÅÒÉÅÎÃÅÓȣȢ /È ÁÎÄ ÓÅÎÓÅ ÏÆ ÈÕÍÏÕÒȣȢ 
3ÁÎÄÒÁȟ ÁÇÅÄ άΧȟ Ȭ"ÒÅÁËÉÎÇ /ÕÔȭɊ 

ȣ 4ÈÁÔȭÓ ×ÈÁÔȭÓ ÓÏ ÃÏÍÆÏÒÔÁÂÌÅ ÁÂÏÕÔ ÏÕÒ ÃÏÍÍÕÎÉÔÙ ÈÅÒÅȟ ɍÉÔȭÓɎ ÔÈÁÔ ×Å 
ÇÅÔ ÉÔȟ ×Å ÄÏÎȭÔ ÈÁÖÅ ÔÏ ÄÏ ÁÎÙ ÅØÐÌÁÉÎÉÎÇȢ !ÎÄ ÔÈÁÔȭÓ ×ÈÙ ÔÈÁÔ 
ÃÏÍÍÕÎÉÔÙ ÉÓ ÃÏÍÆÏÒÔÁÂÌÅȢ !ÎÄ ÔÈÁÔȭÓ ×ÈÙ ÏÕÒ ×ÉÄÅÒ ÂÌÏÏÄ ÆÁÍÉÌÙ ÉÓÎȭÔȢ 
)ÔȭÓ ÎÏÔ ÔÈÁÔ ×Å ËÅÅÐ ÈÁÖÉÎÇ ÔÏ ÊÕÓÔÉÆÙ ÉÔȟ ÂÕÔ ÉÔȭÓ ÊÕÓÔ ÌÉËÅ ÍÙ ÓÉÓÔÅÒȟ ÉÔ 
ÄÏÅÓÎȭÔ ÍÁÔÔÅÒ ÈÏ× ÍÁÎÙ ÎÉÃÅ ÍÅÁÌÓ ÓÈÅ ÐÕÔÓ ÏÎ ÔÈÅ ÔÁÂÌÅȟ ÁÎÄ ÓÍÉÌÅÓȟ 
ÁÎÄ ÁÌÌ ÔÈÅ ÒÅÓÔ ÏÆ ÉÔȟ ÓÈÅ ÄÏÅÓÎȭÔ ÔÒÕÌÙ ÂÅÌÉÅÖÅ ÔÈÁÔ ×ÅȭÒÅ ÎÏÒÍÁÌ ɍÌÁÕÇÈÓɎȢ 
So, why should you be comfortable around sÏÍÅÂÏÄÙ ×ÈÏ ÔÈÉÎËÓ ÙÏÕȭÒÅ 
Á ÐÅÒÖÅÒÔȩ 7ÈÅÒÅÁÓ ×ÉÔÈ ÏÕÒ ɍÌÅÓÂÉÁÎɎ ÆÁÍÉÌÙȟ ×Å ËÎÏ× ×ÅȭÒÅ ÎÏÒÍÁÌȢ 
ɉ$ÁÐÈÎÅ ÁÇÅÄ άΦȟ Ȭ/ÕÔ %ÁÒÌÙȭɊ 
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For Sandra and Daphne, then, their family relationships are nuanced by the extent to 

which their sexualities are accepted (or not) and their friendships enhanced by the 

commonality of sexuality. Alice also refers to a distance in her relationship with her 

biological family, but based more on history this time:  

!ÎÄ ÔÈÅÒÅ ×ÉÌÌ ÁÌÓÏ ÂÅ ÔÈÏÓÅ ÏÆ ÕÓȟ Á ÓÉÚÅÁÂÌÅ ÐÏÐÕÌÁÔÉÏÎȟ ×ÈÏ ÄÉÄÎȭÔ 
bring our families along with us. We became distanced. I mean 
ÔÈÅÙȭÒÅ ÍÁÉÎÔÁÉÎÅÄȟ ÏÕÒ ÌÉÎËÓ ×ÉÔÈ ÏÕÒ ÂÉÏÌÏÇÉÃÁÌ ÆÁÍÉÌÉÅÓȟ ÂÕÔ ÔÈÅÙȭÒÅ 
not our first port of call. We look to our friends I think. (Alice, aged 
άΦȟ Ȭ/ÕÔ %ÁÒÌÙȢȭɊ 

For Alice, friendships and the womenôs communities of the 1970s and 1980s were her 

new family form and she mourns their passing : 

ɍ)Ô ×ÁÓɎ ÔÈÅ ÌÁÔÅ έΦȭÓȟ ÅÁÒÌÙ ήΦȭÓȢ !ÎÄ ×Å ÁÌÌ ÌÉÖÅÄ ÔÏÇÅÔÈÅÒȢ 7Å ×ÅÒÅ ÁÌÌ 
what would now be called polyamorous, we called it non-monogamy, 
we tried lots of things, we tried living as companions rather than lovers, 
we tried having several lovers at one time, all sorts of combinations of 
things to get away from patriarchal models of living based on a gender 
division of labour and under the control of organised religioÎȣ 4ÈÅ 
ÔÈÏÕÇÈÔ ÏÆ ÔÈÁÔ ÎÅÖÅÒ ÈÁÐÐÅÎÉÎÇ ÁÇÁÉÎȟ ×ÅÌÌȣ ɍÉÔ ÆÅÅÌÓɎ Á ÂÉÔ ÌÉËÅ ÄÅÁÔÈȢ 
ɉ!ÌÉÃÅȟ ÁÇÅÄ άΦȟ Ȭ%ÁÒÌÙ 0ÅÒÆÏÒÍÁÎÃÅȭɊȢ 

Alice, no longer with her partner, feels acutely the loss of her radical friendships to 

what she perceives as a domesticated lifestyle: 

ȣ 4ÈÅÙ ÈÁÖÅ ÔÈÅÉÒ ÈÏÕÓÅÓ ×ÈÉÃÈ ÍÅÁÎ ÁÎ Á×ÆÕÌ ÌÏÔ ÔÏ ÔÈÅÍȟ ÔÈÅÙȭÖÅ 
ÒÅÁÌÌÙ ÓÌÏÇÇÅÄ ÆÏÒ ÔÈÅÍȟ ÔÈÅÙȭÖÅ ÇÏÔ ÔÈÅÍ ÒÅÁÌÌÙ ÎÉÃÅȟ ÊÕÓÔ ÔÈÅ ×ÁÙ ÔÈÅÙ 
×ÁÎÔȢ 4ÈÅÙȭÖÅ ÕÓÕÁÌÌÙ ÇÏÔ Á ÈÏÕÓÅ ÌÏÁÄ ÏÆ ÁÎÉÍÁÌÓȣ 4ÈÅÙ ÊÕÓÔ ÄÏ ÔÈÅÉÒ 
ÁÌÌÏÔÍÅÎÔÓȟ ÔÈÅÙ ÄÏÎȭÔ ÒÅÁÌÌÙ ÌÏÏË ÁÔ ÓÏÃÉÅÔÙȟ ÔÈÅÙȭÒÅ ÎÏÔ ÉÎÔÅÒÅÓÔÅÄ ÉÎ ÔÈÅ 
ÂÉÇ ÑÕÅÓÔÉÏÎÓȣ 4ÈÅÙȭÒÅ ÈÁÐÐÙȟ ÔÈÅÙ ÄÏ ×ÈÁÔ ÔÈÅÙ ×ÁÎÔ ÄÁÙ ÉÎ ÄÁÙ ÏÕÔȢ )Æ 
they get nice neighbours, they feel really lucky. They have holidays 
three times a year and they work at universities, things like that, they 
get paid welÌȢ ) ÃÏÕÌÄÎȭÔ ÌÉÖÅ ÌÉËÅ ÔÈÁÔȢ )Ô ×ÏÕÌÄÎȭÔ ÓÕÉÔ ÍÅȟ ÁÎÄ )ȭÖÅ ÇÉÖÅÎ 
up on them being part of any intentional community. (Alice aged 60, 
Ȭ/ÕÔ %ÁÒÌÙȭɊȢ 

By contrast with Aliceôs sense of loss and isolation, Cat, living in another part of the 

country to Alice, i n a strong feminist community, continues to still feel well -connected 

to that community and her radical feminist principles (including her ongoing 
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gatekeeping of her contact with men).  Cat also has a daughter, grandson, and son-in-

law, whom she visits frequently, although she explains óMy interactions with men, 

even with my grandson, are carefully thought outô (Cat aged 62, óLesbian by Choiceô).  

Many childwith women tended to prioritise children and grandchildren over 

friendship. Rene who has three grandchildren and two great -grandchildren, said for 

example:  

&ÁÍÉÌÙ ÉÓ ÒÅÁÌÌÙȟ ÒÅÁÌÌÙ ÉÍÐÏÒÔÁÎÔ ÔÏ ÍÅȟ ÁÎÄ ÉÔȭÓ ÎÏÔ ÊÕÓÔ ɍÍÙ 
ÄÁÕÇÈÔÅÒɎ ÉÔȭÓ ÔÈÅ ÇÒÁÎÄÃÈÉÌÄÒÅÎ ÁÎÄ ÔÈÅ ÇÒÅÁÔ-grandchildren (Rene 
ÁÇÅÄ άΩȟ ȬȭɊ 

This is an example, then, of a family-centric personal community (Pahl and Spencer 

2004). Vera who has six children and six grandchildren, also said: 

) ÃÁÎ ÎÏ ÌÏÎÇÅÒ ÖÉÓÕÁÌÉÓÅ ×ÈÏ ) ×ÏÕÌÄ ÂÅ ÉÆ ) ÄÉÄÎȭÔ ÈÁÖÅ ÃÈÉÌÄÒÅÎȟ ÂÅÃÁÕÓÅ 
)ȭÖÅ ÈÁÄ ÔÈÅÍ ÆÏÒ Á ÖÅÒÙ ÌÏÎÇ ÔÉÍÅȣ ÍÙ ÆÁÍÉÌÙ ÍÅÁÎÓ ÐÒÅÔÔÙ ÍÕÃÈ ÍÏÒÅ 
than anything elsÅ ÔÏ ÍÅȢ ɉ6ÅÒÁȟ ÁÇÅÄ άΦȟ Ȭ&ÉÎÄÉÎÇ /ÕÔȭɊ 

So here we can see how Veraôs identity and sense of self is embedded in having 

children and grandchildren, and this may also be a gendered issue (see Section Three).  

The centring of the children -based biological family was not always the case: Juliaôs 

two oldest children, for example, lived with their father after their divorce, and they 

are not close; she recently moved to be nearer her two other children, but sees them no 

more than she did before. Julia has few friends in her new local area, relying instead 

on her sisters for support. 

The men participants with children and grandchildren, by contrast, showed 

varying involvement with them, some maintaining close ties, others more distanced. 

This extract from Andrewôs description of his civil partnership family is an example of 

how SLIFs and biological family are not simply integrated, but conflated:  
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7ÅȭÖÅ ÂÅÅÎ ÔÏÇÅÔÈÅÒ ÓÉÎÃÅ ΧίήέȢ Ψά ÙÅÁÒÓȢ 7Å ÈÁÄ ÏÕÒ ÃÉÖÉÌ ÃÅÒÅÍÏÎÙ 
in 2008 and my granddaughters were ring bearers. My two boys 
ÃÁÍÅȢ !ÎÄ $ÁÖÉÄȭÓ ÓÏÎ -ÉÃÈÁÅÌȟ ÈÅ ×ÁÓ ÈÉÓ ÂÅÓÔ ÍÁÎȢ -Ù ÇÉÒÌÆÒÉÅÎÄ 
ɍȬÓÈÅȭÓ ÌÉËÅ ÍÙ ÓÉÓÔÅÒȟ ×ÅȭÖÅ ËÎÏ×Î ÅÁÃÈ ÏÔÈÅÒ ÓÉÎÃÅ ) ×ÁÓ ÔÈÒÅÅȭɎ
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was my best man and his son was his best man, as it were. (Andrew, 
ÁÇÅÄ άάȟ Ȭ"ÒÅÁËÉÎÇ /ÕÔȭɊ 

This is an example of the discursive and performative óqueeringô of ófamilyô (King and 

Cronin 2013). Andrewôs sons attended, his partnerôs son (who they co-parented after 

his partners divorce from his wife) was his óbest manô; Andrewôs grandchildren were 

óring bearersô (using heterosexual marriage discourse); he uses the term ógirlfriendô  for 

a woman who is actually his platonic best friend, whom he then describes in familial 

terms (ólike my sisterô) to explain their closeness; and his ógirlfriendô is then also 

described as a óbest manô, mobilising both gender binaries to describe her relationship 

with Andrew and her role in his civil partnership ceremony.  So not only were children 

and grandchildren central to the event, but also his friend/sister was interwoven into 

family discourse to make it a completely ófamilyô event.   

This section has offered but a small sample of participantsô narratives about 

their kinship networks. It has served to highlight how participants vary widely in 

terms of the size and composition of their networks, and the extent to which they 

prioritise friendships, partnerships and/or biological family relationships within their 

networks. The next section explores how those networks can also comprise 

relationships which go beyond the binary of friendship or biological family and raise 

again the importance of SLIFs in the lives of older LGBN individuals.  
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 Taken from another section of the interview. 
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3.1.2. Blended families and SLIFs 

In this section I shall consider how participants described a range of significant 

relationships in their kinship networks which g o beyond the friends/family binary. 

Older LGBN individualsô continuing ties with their ex-partners is a well-recognised 

feature of ófamilies of choiceô (Weston, 1991; Weeks, Heaphy and Donovan, 2001). This 

was evident in the narratives of many of the participants. Mayôs ex-partner has cancer 

and now lives with her: óSheôs not back as my partner, sheôs back as a friend in needô 

(May aged 64). Violet and Moira cared for Moiraôs ex-partner in the final years of her 

life (óThere she is on our window sillô said Violet, aged 73, pointing to a photograph). 

Jennifer (aged 62) has been with her present partner for over 20 years and describes 

her previous partner as ókind of like a third person in our relationshipô. Ian (aged 69) 

and Arthur (aged 60) are óbest friendsô with their ex-partners, who are now partnered 

to one another. Desô ex-partner comes to stay with him in his sheltered 

accommodation: ómy ex-partneré comes to visit me, and when he comes, he stays in 

the guest suite on the ground floorô (Des, aged 69, óFinding Outô). Moira explains the 

significance of ex-partners:  

)ÔȭÓ ËÉÎÄ ÏÆ ÆÁÍÉÌÙȟ ÔÈÅÙȭÒÅ ÆÁÍÉÌÙȢ "ÅÃÁÕÓÅ ÉÎ ÏÕÒ ÓÕÂ-culture, which may 
not in the future go on quite as it has done, but because we were in a 
ÓÅÃÒÅÔ ×ÏÒÌÄȟ ÉÔȭÓ ÆÁÍÉÌÙȟ ÁÎÄ ÉÔȭÓ Á ÆÁÉÒÌÙ ÓÍÁÌÌ ×ÏÒÌÄȟ ÁÎÄ ÙÏÕȭÒÅ ÌÉÖÉÎÇ ÉÎ 
ÔÈÅ ÓÁÍÅ ÃÏÍÍÕÎÉÔÙȢ 3Ï ÉÆ ÙÏÕ ÄÏÎȭÔ ÇÅÔ ÏÎȟ ÉÔ ÃÁÎ ÂÅ ÖÅÒÙ ÄÉÆÆÉÃÕÌÔ ÆÏÒ 
ÙÏÕÒ ÆÒÉÅÎÄÓȢ ɉ-ÏÉÒÁȟ ÁÇÅÄ έΫȟ Ȭ/ÕÔ %ÁÒÌÙɊ 

While ófamilies of friendsô research has recognised the significance of ex- same-gender 

partners in the kinship networks of óLGBô individuals, what is less well-recognised is 

the significance of ex- opposite-gender partners in the lives of older LGBN individuals. 

Yet several participants spoke of maintaining close ties with ex partners from 

heterosexual relationships. Des, for example, said, 
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My daughters come up here about three or four times a year, with my 
ex-wife. Or should I say they really come for the shopping. I put them up 
in [a local hotel]. They come up here just for one night, call in on the way, 
say hello, and then they go shopping, I have a meal with them in the 
hotel in the evening, and then they call in for breakfast on the way down 
ÔÈÅ ÎÅØÔ ÍÏÒÎÉÎÇȣ ÁÎÄ ÔÈÅÎ ) ÇÏ ÄÏ×Î ÉÎ .ÏÖÅÍÂÅÒ ÔÏ ÖÉÓÉÔ ÔÈÅÍ ÆÏÒ 
ÔÈÒÅÅ ÄÁÙÓȢ ɉ$ÅÓȟ ÁÇÅÄ άίȟ Ȭ&ÉÎÄÉÎÇ /ÕÔȭɊ 

Des also often speaks to his ex-wife (who has remarried) on the phone. He talks to her 

about his problems. For example, Des is worried about his memory and has discussed 

this with her: óI do get a bit worried at timesé [but] my ex-wife says that she forgets 

things as wellô (Des, aged 69, óFinding Outô). Joan and Maureen also have close, and 

ongoing, ties with their ex -husbands: 

Joan aged 67ȡ -ÁÕÒÅÅÎȭÓ ÅØ-husband is painting the outside of our 
house. 

Maureen aged 62ȡ ɍ)ÔȭÓ ÂÅÃÏÍÅ ÁÍÉÃÁÂÌÅɎȣ )Ô ÔÏÏË Á ÌÏÎÇ ÔÉÍÅȢ 7Å ×ÅÒÅ 
OK with each other after a while, although it was a bit strained. But 
then he got ill. And I used to just pop in, have a quick coffee with him. 
(ÅȭÓ ÆÉÎÅ ÎÏ×ȟ ÈÅȭÓ /+Ȣ 

Joan aged 67ȡ "ÕÔ ÈÅ ÂÒÉÎÇÓ ÈÉÓ ÐÒÏÂÌÅÍÓ ÔÏ ÙÏÕȣ 

Maureen aged 62: Yes, he does, and the ÄÏÇȣ (Å ÔÒÉÅÄ ÔÏ ÇÅÔ ÍÅ ÔÏ ÉÒÏÎ 
ÈÉÓ ÓÈÉÒÔ ÙÅÓÔÅÒÄÁÙȢ (Å ÓÁÉÄ Ȭ9ÏÕ ÈÁÖÅÎȭÔ ÉÒÏÎÅÄ Á ÓÈÉÒÔ ÏÆ ÍÉÎÅ ÆÏÒ 
Ô×ÅÎÔÙ ÙÅÁÒÓȭȢ !ÎÄ ) ÓÁÉÄ Ȭ)ȭÍ ÎÏÔ ÓÔÁÒÔÉÎÇ ÎÏ×ȭȢ ɍ,ÁÕÇÈÔÅÒɎ  

These are interesting examples of postmodern óblendedô family constructions and of 

enduring ties between individuals beyond the formal legal recognition of relationships. 

Another example of this is not in relation to ex -partners, but in relation to children 

and ex-children. Ian and Arthur a re supporting Ianôs ex-daughter-in-law and her two 

childr en (who live near them) materially, practically and emotionally. Ianôs son has a 

new partner and children and Ian says, óIôve in a way disowned him because heôs not 

looked after those kids, never mind the new ones heôs gotô (Ian, aged 69, óBreaking 

Outô). So here, Ian has skipped a generation in providing support, and is supporting 

his grandchildrenôs mother, to whom he is not biologically related, over his son, to 
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whom he is. In this way we can see how older LGBN kinship networks are becoming 

increasingly complex, varied, and context contingent. 

3.1.3. Narratives of change  

Participants also spoke of relationships changing with time. Sam and his partner 

(childfree) had a friendship network drawn from their careers (combination of Pahl 

and Spencerôs ópartner dependentô and óprofessional dependentô personal 

communities). Now they have retired that networked has dwindled:   

Our friendship groups have actually diminished over the years [detail]. 
3ÉÎÃÅ ÌÅÁÖÉÎÇ ×ÏÒË ÔÈÁÔȭÓ ÎÁÒÒÏ×ÅÄ ÉÔ ÄÏ×Î ÅÖÅÎ ÍÏÒÅȢ 3Ï ) ÃÁÎ ÓÅÅ ÔÈÅ 
day, looking at the pattern of my life, is that will get smaller and smaller, 
ÁÎÄ ÐÅÏÐÌÅ ×ÉÌÌ ÅÉÔÈÅÒ ÈÁÖÅ ÄÉÅÄ ÏÆÆ ÏÒ ÄÒÉÆÔÅÄ Á×ÁÙȢ !ÎÄ ÔÈÁÔȭÓ ÁÌ×ÁÙÓ ÉÎ 
ÔÈÅ ÂÁÃË ÏÆ ÍÙ ÍÉÎÄȟ ÉÔȭÓ ÌÉËÅ Á ÌÉÔÔÌÅ ÂÅÌÌ ÒÉÎÇÉÎÇȟ ÉÎ ÔÈÅ ÂÁÃË ÏÆ ÍÙ ÈÅÁÄȟ 
saying beware, you need to be out there, because otherwise the world 
×ÉÌÌ ÇÅÔ ÖÅÒÙ ÓÍÁÌÌȢ ɉ3ÁÍȟ ÁÇÅÄ άΧȟ Ȭ/ÕÔ %ÁÒÌÙȭɊ 

This extract highlights then how ageing can change kinship networks, and that, 

without replenishing those networks, there can be a risk of increased isolation. The 

passing of t ime also saw shifting family attitudes and opportunities for reconciliation. 

In this extract from Lawrenceôs interview, he describes the shift in attitudes among 

ómy Evangelical Christian familyô: 

7ÅÌÌȟ ÔÈÅÙȭÖÅ ÔÕÒÎÅÄ ÏÕÔ ÔÏ ÂÅ ÁÌÌ ÒÉÇÈÔȢ -Ù ÓÉÓÔÅÒ gave a reading at our 
ÃÉÖÉÌ ÐÁÒÔÎÅÒÓÈÉÐȢ !ÎÄ ÔÈÅÙ ÁÌÌ ÃÁÍÅȣȢ -Ù ÎÉÅÃÅ ÁÎÄ ÎÅÐÈÅ×ȣ ) ÁÍ Á 
great-uncle to their five children. My sister had a 60th birthday party a 
ÆÅ× ×ÅÅËÓȭ ÁÇÏȟ ÔÈÅ ÅÎÔÉÒÅ ÆÁÍÉÌÙ ×ÅÒÅ ÔÈÅÒÅ ÁÎÄ ×Å ×ÅÒÅ ÖÅÒÙ ×ÅÌÃÏÍÅȢ 
ɉ,Á×ÒÅÎÃÅȟ ÁÇÅÄ άΩȟ Ȭ%ÁÒÌÙ 0ÅÒÆÏÒÍÁÎÃÅȭɊ 

So here we can see how, for some, family attitudes have become more accepting and 

inclusive across time and how, perhaps, the legalisation and legitimisation of same-

gender partnerships may have contributed to that process.  
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Many partic ipants from the earlier cohorts spoke of family rejections when they 

ócame out,ô e.g. My mother said to me óIôm so glad your father didnôt live to see you 

living like thisô (Rupert, aged 68, óOut Earlyô),  óMother said óYouôre worse than a death 

in the familyô (Rene aged 63, óBreaking Outô). Daphne describes her experience: 

7ÈÅÎ ) ÄÉÄ ÔÅÌÌ ÍÙ ÐÁÒÅÎÔÓȣ ×ÈÅÎ ) ×ÁÓ ×ÉÔÈ 3ÁÎÄÒÁȟ ÉÔ ×ÁÓ ÔÈÅ ×ÏÒÓÔ 
thing I could have told them. My mother told me later, when she had 
been diagnosed with diabetes, that she thought it was the shock of me 
telling her that had caused the diabetes. She also said that, later, she had 
been crying, and my father had found her and she had told him, and it 
was the first time she had seen my father cry. So, on the whole, I 
×ÏÕÌÄÎȭÔ ÒÅÃÏÍÍÅÎÄ ÉÔȢ ) ×ÏÕÌÄÎȭÔ ÄÏ ÉÔ ÁÇÁÉÎȢ 3ÈÅ ËÎÅ× 3ÁÎÄÒÁ ÁÎÄ 
ÌÉËÅÄ 3ÁÎÄÒÁȟ ÂÕÔ ÁÓ ÓÏÏÎ ÁÓ ÓÈÅ ËÎÅ×ȟ ÓÈÅ ÄÉÄÎȭÔ ÒÅÆÅÒ ÔÏ ÈÅÒ ÂÙ ÎÁÍÅ 
ɉÁÇÁÉÎɊȟ ÔÈÉÓ ×ÏÍÁÎ ×ÈÏ ÈÁÄ ÄÒÁÇÇÅÄ ÍÅ ÉÎÔÏ Á Ô×ÉÌÉÇÈÔ ×ÏÒÌÄȣ 
Ȭ×ÈÁÔÓÈÅÒÎÁÍÅȭ ×ÁÓ ÈÏ× ÓÈÅ ×ÁÓ ÕÓÕÁÌÌÙ ÒÅÆÅÒÒÅÄ ÔÏȢ  ɉ$ÁÐÈÎÅ ÁÇÅÄ άΦȟ 
Ȭ&ÉÎÄÉÎÇ /ÕÔȭɊ 

Also across time  Daphneôs mother, gradually accepted Sandra more, albeit somewhat 

grudgingly, even asking her to by presents for Daphne on her behalf in recent years. 

And there was also a moment of reconciliation at the end of Daphneôs fatherôs life: 

The night before he died, I was there, Sandra was coming, and he could 
ÂÁÒÅÌÙ ÌÉÆÔ ÈÉÓ ÈÅÁÄ ÏÆÆ ÔÈÅ ÐÉÌÌÏ×ȟ ÂÕÔ ÈÅ ÓÁÉÄ Ȭ) ÔÈÏÕÇÈÔ 3ÁÎÄÒÁ ×ÁÓ 
ÃÏÍÉÎÇȭ ÁÎÄ ) ÓÁÉÄ ÓÈÅ ÉÓȟ ÁÎÄ ÓÈÅ ÃÁÍÅȟ ÁÎÄ ×ÈÅÎ ÓÈÅ ÃÁÍÅȟ ÈÅ ÇÁÖÅ 
her a big hug, and that was quite affecting. And we travelled back 
ÈÏÍÅȟ ÁÎÄ ÔÈÅÎ ÇÏÔ ÔÈÅ ÃÁÌÌ ÔÏ ÓÁÙ ÈÅ ÄÉÅÄȣ ɍÈÅ ËÎÅ×Ɏ ) ×ÁÓ ÂÅÉÎÇ 
ÌÏÏËÅÄ ÁÆÔÅÒ ÂÙ ÓÏÍÅÏÎÅ ×ÈÏ ÃÁÒÅÄ ÆÏÒ ÍÅȣȢ ɉ$ÁÐÈÎÅ ÁÇÅÄ άΦȟ 
Ȭ&ÉÎÄÉÎÇ /ÕÔȭɊ 

This very moving narrative highlights how relations can change within families across 

time (Smart 2007), how love can overcome prejudice, as well as how death and dying 

can themselves have transformative powers. This is also apparent in the following 

extract from Billyôs interview:  

) ×ÁÓ ÇÒÅÁÔ ÆÒÉÅÎÄÓ ×ÉÔÈ *ÏÈÎȭÓ ÍÏÔÈÅÒȢ "ÕÔ ÏÆ ÃÏÕÒÓÅ ÈÉÓ ×ÈÏÌe family 
being Catholic, all the wedding invitations would come addressed to 
John, Christmas cards would come addressed to John, John would 
never go to any of the weddings, would not go to any of them. But then 
×ÉÔÈ ÈÉÓ ÍÏÔÈÅÒȭÓ ÄÅÁÔÈȟ ÊÕÓÔ ÏÖÅÒ Á ÙÅÁÒ ÁÇÏȟ ) ÔÈÏÕÇÈÔȟ ) ×ÁÓÎȭÔ ÇÏÉÎÇ 
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ÔÏ ×ÁÉÔ ÆÏÒ ÔÈÅ ÉÎÖÉÔÅȢ 3Ï ×Å ÂÏÔÈ ×ÅÎÔ ɍÔÏ ÔÈÅ ÆÕÎÅÒÁÌɎȣ !ÎÄ ÉÔȭÓ ÂÅÅÎ 
ÉÎÃÒÅÄÉÂÌÙ ÈÅÁÌÉÎÇȢ 7Å ×ÅÒÅ ÂÏÔÈ ÁÃÃÅÐÔÅÄ ÂÙ ÔÈÅ ÌÏÔ ÏÆ ÔÈÅÍȣ 
3ÏÍÅÔÉÍÅÓ ÈÅÁÌÉÎÇ ÁÎÄ ÒÅÃÏÎÃÉÌÉÁÔÉÏÎ ÃÏÍÅÓ ÉÎ ÌÏÔÓ ÏÆ ×ÁÙÓȣȢ 4ÈÅÙ 
ÁÓËÅÄ ÍÅ ÉÆ )ȭÄ ÌÉËÅ ÔÏ ÈÅÌÐ ÃÁÒÒÙ ÔÈÅ ÃÏÆÆÉÎȣ ÔÈÅ ÆÁÃÔ ÔÈÁÔ ÈÅÒ ÅÌÄÅÓÔ ÓÏÎ 
ÁÓËÅÄ ÉÆ )ȭÄ ÌÉËÅ ÔÏ ÃÁÒÒÙ ÔÈÅ ÃÏÆÆÉÎȟ ÉÔ ×ÁÓ Á ÈÕÇÅȟ ÈÕÇÅ ÔÈÉÎÇȢ ɉ"ÉÌÌÙ ÁÇÅÄ 
άΧȟ Ȭ$ÅÌÁÙÅÄ 0ÅÒÆÏÒÍÁÎÃÅȭɊ 

This extract highlights how faith -based heterosexist family norms initially resulted in 

Billyôs exclusion from his partnerôs wider family (despite being ógreat friendsô with his 

mother) for many decades (they have been together for over thirty years). It also 

highlights, as does the extract from Daphneôs interview, how family attitudes can 

change. The big question is, of course, what has brought about these changes, and 

whether the shift in social attitudes has been brought about by a change in law 

(Harding, 2011), or whether shifting social attitudes brought about the change in law 

(e.g. Stychin, 2006). Most likely it is a combination of the two, as well as, in the 

context of faith, increasing divergence between religious doctrine at an institutional 

level and its interpretation (Valentine and Waite, 2012) and manifestation at an 

individual level (Yip, 2008) . 

 Those individuals who have ócome outô and/or formed a same gender 

relationship in later life, especially the óLate Performanceô women, spoke of far greater 

family acceptance: 

-ÕÃÈ ÔÏ ÍÙ ÁÓÔÏÎÉÓÈÍÅÎÔȟ ) ÄÉÄÎȭÔ ÇÉÖÅ ÔÈÅÍ ÔÈÅ ÃÒÅÄÉÔ ÔÈÅÙ ×ÅÒÅ ÄÕÅ ȣ 
my family is 100% accepting and there is no-one else in the family in a 
ÓÁÍÅ ÓÅØ ÒÅÌÁÔÉÏÎÓÈÉÐȢ 4ÈÅÙȭÖÅ ×ÅÌÃÏÍÅÄ -ÁÒÃÉÁ ×ÉÔÈ ÏÐÅÎ ÁÒÍÓȟ ÓÈÅȭÓ 
ÁÓ ÍÕÃÈ Á ÐÁÒÔ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÆÁÍÉÌÙ ÁÓ ) ÁÍȢ ) ÈÁÖÅ ÎÏÔ ÌÏÓÔ ÏÎÅ ÆÒÉÅÎÄȟ ÔÈÅÙȭÒÅ ÁÌÌ 
very welcoming and last time I went back to [place] by myself, just to 
touch base with everybody, Marcia stayed here, they were all like 
Ȭ7ÈÅÒÅȭÓ -ÁÒÃÉÁȩ 7ÈÅÒÅȭÓ -ÁÒÃÉÁȩ 7ÈÙ ÄÉÄÎȭÔ ÓÈÅ ÃÏÍÅȩ 7ÅȭÒÅ 
ÄÅÖÁÓÔÁÔÅÄ -ÁÒÃÉÁȭÓ ÎÏÔ ÈÅÒÅȭȢ ɉ!ÎÇÅÌÁȟ ÁÇÅÄ άΪȟ Ȭ,ÁÔÅ 0ÅÒÆÏÒÍÁÎÃÅȭɊȢ 

This extract demonstrates ófamilyô and ófriendsô welcoming a same gender partner in 

the context of increasing family acceptance of same-gender relationships, not only 
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among young people, as suggested by Heaphy, Smart and Eisendottir (2013) but also 

among older people ócoming outô to their families in later life as well.  

3.1.4. Beyond the egalitarian ideal  

óSocial trust, solidarity and norms of reciprocityô (Cronin and King 2013: 18) and an 

ethic of care (Roseneil 2004) are often considered the hallmarks of LGBN 

relationships, but some participan ts offered counter-narratives which suggested that 

this was not always the case: 

) ×ÁÓ άΦ ÉÎ Á ÒÅÆÕÇÅȣ ÌÅÔȭÓ ÊÕÓÔ ÓÁÙ ÉÔ ÅÎÄÅÄ ÂÁÄÌÙ ÁÎÄ ) ÈÁÄ ÊÕÓÔÉÆÉÃÁÔÉÏÎ 
ÆÏÒ ÇÏÉÎÇ ÔÏ Á ÒÅÆÕÇÅȢ ɉ2ÅÎÅȟ ÁÇÅÄ άΩ Ȭ"ÒÅÁËÉÎÇ /ÕÔȭɊ 

Bernard had issues. He was difficult for me tÏ ÄÅÁÌ ×ÉÔÈȢ (ÅȭÄ ÈÁÖÅ ÓÕÌËÙ 
ÅÐÉÓÏÄÅÓȟ ×ÈÉÃÈ ) ÁÌ×ÁÙÓ ÆÉÎÄ ÄÉÆÆÉÃÕÌÔ ɍÄÅÔÁÉÌɎ ȣ ÈÅ ×ÏÕÌÄ ÂÅÃÏÍÅ Á ÂÉÔ 
ÖÉÏÌÅÎÔȟ ÔÈÅÒÅ ×ÅÒÅ Á ÃÏÕÐÌÅ ÏÆ ÔÉÍÅÓ ×ÈÅÎ ÈÅ ×ÏÕÌÄ ÁÔÔÁÃË ÍÅȟ ) ÄÉÄÎȭÔ 
ÒÅÔÁÌÉÁÔÅȟ Ȭ/Èȟ ÍÉÎÄ ÍÙ ÇÌÁÓÓÅÓȭȟ ) ÔÈÉÎË ) ÕÓÅÄ ÔÏ ÓÁÙ ɉÌÁÕÇÈÓɊ ɉ2ÕÐÅÒÔȟ 
aged 68 Ȭ/ÕÔ %ÁÒÌÙȭɊ 

These narratives serve to highlight the presence of physical violence and abuse within 

(older) LGBN  individualôs intimate relationships (Donovan et. al., 2006), which can 

also involve emotional abuse (Donovan and Hester 2010). Several participants 

described controlling and critical same-gender ex-partners (e.g. Des, aged 69, Dylis, 

aged 75, óBreaking Outô and Maureen, aged 62 óFinding Outô). For example, Maureen 

said of her late partner (prior to her relationship with Joan, now her civil partne r:  

7Å ÈÁÄ Á ÄÉÆÆÉÃÕÌÔ ÒÅÌÁÔÉÏÎÓÈÉÐ ÁÎÄ ÉÔ ×ÏÕÌÄÎȭÔ ÈÁÖÅ ÌÁÓÔÅÄȢ "ÕÔ ÓÈÅ ÇÏÔ ÉÌÌȟ 
ÁÎÄ ) ÄÉÄÎȭÔ ÆÅÅÌ ) ÃÏÕÌÄ ×ÁÌË Á×ÁÙ ÔÈÅÎȢ !ÎÄ ) ÆÅÌÔ ÒÁÔÈÅÒ ÔÒÁÐÐÅÄȟ ÁÎÄ ) 
×ÁÓ ÔÒÁÐÐÅÄȟ ÁÎÄ ÉÔ ×ÅÎÔ ÏÎ ÆÏÒ ÁÂÏÕÔ ÆÉÖÅ ÙÅÁÒÓȣ ÉÔ ×ÁÓ ÖÅÒÙ ÈÁÒÄȟ ÉÔ ×ÁÓ 
Á ÂÌÁÃËȟ ÂÌÁÃË ÔÉÍÅȣ ) ÄÉd love her, but she was very difficult to live with, 
and because of her illness, it was affecting her oxygen levels, she 
became very, very obsessive-ÃÏÍÐÕÌÓÉÖÅȢ 3ÈÅ ÃÏÕÌÄÎȭÔ ÍÏÖÅ ÁÒÏÕÎÄ ÁÎÄ 
ÓÏ ÓÈÅ ×ÁÎÔÅÄ ÅÖÅÒÙÔÈÉÎÇ ÊÕÓÔ ÓÏȣ ÁÎÄ ÓÏ ÓÈÅ ×ÁÓ ÖÅÒÙ ÄÉÆÆÉÃÕÌÔ ÔÏ live 
×ÉÔÈȢ ɉ-ÁÕÒÅÅÎȟ ÁÇÅÄ άΨȟ Ȭ&ÉÎÄÉÎÇ /ÕÔȭɊ 

This extract demonstrates the tensions that can affect same-gender partnerships, 

when one partner becomes ill. There can be tensions arising from break-ups, as well. 
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For example, Tessaôs ex-partner threated to expose her at work, after Tessa had left her 

for Ellen:  

3ÈÅ ×ÁÓ ÔÁÌËÉÎÇ ÔÏ ÍÅ ÏÎ ÔÈÅ ÐÈÏÎÅ ÁÎÄ ÓÈÅ ÓÁÉÄ ȬÉÔ ×ÏÕÌÄ ÂÅ ÖÅÒÙ 
interesting for your headmistress if I came in and told her that her [job 
role] and one of the [job role] who is a married woman, are having an 
ÁÆÆÁÉÒȟ ÓÈÅȭÄ ÒÅÁÌÌÙ ÌÉËÅ ÔÈÁÔȟ ×ÏÕÌÄÎȭÔ ÓÈÅȩ !ÎÄ ) ÊÕÓÔ ÓÁÉÄȟ ÉÓÎȭÔ ÉÔ Á ÓÈÁÍÅȟ 
Lavinia, that even within our sexuality, as lesbians, we can even think 
about blackmailing each other like that. And that was it, she stopped, 
she never did it. (TesÓÁȟ ÁÇÅÄ Ϋήȟ Ȭ/ÕÔ %ÁÒÌÙȭɊ 

So here we can see the shadow side to the somewhat idealised notions of (older) LGBN 

individuals relationships, serving to both complicate transformation of intimacy 

narratives (Giddens, 1992; Weeks, Heaphy and Donovan, 2001, Roseneil and 

Budgeon, 2004) and supports Carol Smartôs observation that óit is important to 

emphasise both given and chosen families as fluid rather than seeing one as the 

replacement for the other, or seeing one as a haven in the flight from the otherô 

(Smart, 2007: 675). 

3.2. Disposal of assets in Will-writing  

This section considers participantsô formal legal arrangements for the disposal of their 

assets upon death, about which there is, as yet, very little research (Knauer, 2010; 

Monk, 2011 and 2014a), and none which focuses particularly on ageing perspectives. 

Over half of the participants had written Wills, meaning that they have a higher rate of 

Will writing than the general population, given that more than half of people in 

Britain die intestate (Ministry of J ustice, 2011). There are several possible reasons for 

this. This was a relatively affluent sample, with substantial capital of which to dispose, 

and that might be one explanation. Another might be that it reflects a wish to ensure 

that intestate estates are not disposed of according to heteronormative defaults 
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(Monk, 2011). Not all of the interviewees discussed their Wills, as the subject arose 

through secondary discourse during the semi-structured interviews. Among those 

participants who had written Wills,  and did discuss them, those in couples disposed of 

their estates in favour of one another. In childwith couples with children, the  children  

were default beneficiaries and/or co beneficiaries.  

Single individuals who had written Wills were informed by a ba lancing of 

affectional ties and a sense of duty and responsibility. For example, when Des split up 

with his civil partner (with whom he has an amicable relationship), he decided not to 

move back to the area he came from, where his ex-wife (with whom he also has an 

amicable relationship), children and grandchildren (including a disabled grandchild) 

live, but chose to stay in the area (a long distance away) where he has strong 

friendships , particularly  through a local older LGBT support group. Despite this Desô 

beneficiaries are his ex-wife, children and ex-partner, and not his friends  in the group. 

Des and his ex-partner have not dissolved their civil partnership (to protect his ex -

partner from possible Inheritance Tax).  For Des, it is extremely important to  ódo 

rightô financially both in regard to his ex-partner and his children and ex-wife: 

) ËÎÏ× ) ÈÁÖÅ ÔÈÅÉÒ ɍÃÈÉÌÄÒÅÎɎ ÒÅÓÐÅÃÔȣȢ )ȭÖÅ ÔÒÅÁÔÅÄ ÔÈÅÍ ÆÁÉÒÌÙȢ !ÎÄ )ȭÖÅ 
treated my wife, ex-×ÉÆÅȟ ÆÁÉÒÌÙ ÁÓ ×ÅÌÌȣȢ ɉ$ÅÓ ÁÇÅÄ άΩȟ Ȭ"ÒÅÁËÉÎÇ /ÕÔȭɊ 

So here we can see how ófair playô and a sense of ófamilyô obligation, which includes his 

civil partner, despite their permanent estrangement, informs Desô decision-making. 

The more important relationships for his everyday quality of life, his friendships, by 

contrast, are not included.  

Biological family obligation has also informed Rupertôs decision-making in the 

disposal of his estate. Rupert and his civil partner live very near Rupertôs biological 
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family - brother, sister -in-law, niece and her husband. They receive little or no 

personal support, despite Rupert suffering from chronic depression and his partner 

experiencing major suicidal psychotic episodes: óThey donôt like gay peopleé And they 

donôt like mental illnessô (Rupert, aged 68, óOut Earlyô). Despite this, Rupert has 

already ceded the bulk of his estate to them, including his previous home, while he and 

his partner now live in an inferior property on the same estate. So Rupert also has 

mobilised a sense of duty and responsibility towards biological family members in  his 

pre-death disposal of significant parts of his estate. 

Berniceôs decision-making also privileges biological family, although she does 

not have a Will. She has infrequent contact with her daughter and her major source of 

social contact and support is her friends, primarily those in the óolder LGBTô support 

group she attends. Bernice is nonetheless happy for her daughter to be beneficiary by 

default through intestacy rules:  

ɍ) ÄÏÎȭÔ ÈÁÖÅ Á 7ÉÌÌɎ ȣ ÉÔȭÓ ÓÏÍÅÔÈÉÎÇ ÔÈÁÔ ÌÉËÅ ÅÖÅÒÙÂÏÄÙȟ )ȭÖÅ ÐÕÔ ÏÎ ÔÈÅ 
back ÂÕÒÎÅÒ ÔÏ ÄÏ ÏÎÅ ÄÁÙȢ ) ÈÁÖÅ Á ÄÁÕÇÈÔÅÒȟ ÓÏ ) ËÎÏ× ÔÈÁÔ ÉÆ ) ÄÉÄÎȭÔ 
ÈÁÖÅ Á 7ÉÌÌ ÅÖÅÒÙÔÈÉÎÇ ×ÏÕÌÄ ÇÏ ÔÏ ÈÅÒ ÁÎÄ )ȭÍ ÈÁÐÐÙ ×ÉÔÈ ÔÈÁÔȣ 
ɉ"ÅÒÎÉÃÅȟ ÁÇÅÄ άΦȟ Ȭ&ÉÎÄÉÎÇ /ÕÔȭɊ 

So for Bernice, she is happy to let the intestacy default mechanisms operate to her 

daughterôs benefit, echoing Finch and Masonôs ógood parentô in terms of prioritising 

filial relationships over other relationships of love, care and support (Finch and 

Mason, 2000). Rene too prioritises filial relationships, but her decision -making in 

their regard is mediated by relationship quality.  Reneôs social network involves both 

biological relationships and friendships (her daughter, her sister, a close heterosexual 

woman friend; and a number of older lesbian social support groups). Her beneficiaries 

in her Will are, however, only her daughter and her son (from whom she is estranged): 
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[My beneficiary is] my daughter. A bit of money for my son, although 
×ÅȭÒÅ ÎÏ× ÅÓÔÒÁÎÇÅÄȟ ÂÕÔ ÍÙ ÄÁÕÇÈÔÅÒ ÂÁÓÉÃÁÌÌÙ ÃÏÐÓ ÔÈÅ ÌÏÔȟ ÁÎÄ ÉÆ 
anything were to happen to her, her kÉÄÓȢ ) ÈÁÖÅÎȭÔ ÇÏÔ ÁÌÌ ÔÈÁÔ ÍÕÃÈȢ 
2ÅÎÅȟ ÁÇÅÄ άΩȟ Ȭ"ÒÅÁËÉÎÇ /ÕÔȭɊ 

This extract highlights how the ógood parentô values of duty and responsibility are 

mediated, for Rene, by affectional ties within those ógood parentô obligations, i.e. less 

for the estranged son and more for the daughter who provides support. This echoes 

the processes of negotiation based on relationship quality identified by Finch and 

Mason. Here again, Reneô close friend is not included in her Will . 

Duty and responsibility also prevailed in  the narratives of single, childless, 

participants. Several reported that they had left their estates to family members living 

overseas with whom they have little contact, while leaving nothing to their immediate 

support network of friends. Lewisô primary source of contact and social support is via 

various political groups and an óolder LGBTô support group to which he belongs. His 

sister lives overseas (óWeôre not very close now and havenôt been for a little whileô, 

Lewis aged 61, óOut Earlyô). She is the sole beneficiary in his handwritten Will:   

)ȭÖÅ ÇÏÔ Á ËÉÎÄ ÏÆ 7ÉÌÌȢ "ÕÔ ×ÈÅÎ ) ÓÐÏËÅ ÔÏ ÍÙ ÓÉÓÔÅÒ ÌÁÓÔ ÙÅÁÒȟ ÓÈÅ ÔÈÉÎËÓ ) 
should get an Executor, she thinks I should get a solicitor to do it. I need 
ÔÏ ÓÏÒÔ ÔÈÁÔ ÏÕÔȢ )ÔȭÓ ÂÅÅÎ ×ÏÒÒÙÉÎÇ ÍÅȢ !ÎÄ ) ×ÁÎÔ ÔÏ ÔÒy to get a 
×ÏÏÄÌÁÎÄ ÇÒÁÖÅȣ )ȭÄ ÌÏÖÅ ÔÏ ÈÁÖÅ Á ÇÁÙ ÓÏÌÉÃÉÔÏÒȟ ÂÕÔ ÔÈÅÒÅ ÉÓÎȭÔ ÏÎÅ 
here. Then I could say I want someone to come to my flat before my 
ÓÉÓÔÅÒ ÁÒÒÉÖÅÓ ÁÎÄ ÃÈÕÃË ÏÕÔ ÁÌÌ ÍÙ ÐÏÒÎȢ ɉ,Å×ÉÓȟ ÁÇÅÄ άΫȟ Ȭ/ÕÔ %ÁÒÌÙȢô) 

This extract highlights the added complexities for a LGBN individual when planning 

the disposal of their estate. First the lack of accessibility to ógayô solicitors, who will be 

sensitive to issues affecting a LGBN individual. Secondly, how anticipatory óde-dykingô 

(Kitzinger, 1994: 11), or in Lewisô case óde-gayingô, of oneôs home can concern a LGBN 

individual even when they are preparing for their own death. Strategic identity 
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management thus informs estate planning (i.e. wanting a gay solicitor) and a wish for 

óposthumous privacyô (Monk, 2014a: 314). 

Rachel, also single, makes a very clear distinction between SLIFs and biological 

family members, in the balancing of affectional ties with duty and responsibility. 

When it comes to arranging her funeral, Rachel wants her friends, rather than her 

family, to organise it:  

-Ù ÆÁÍÉÌÙ ÄÏÎȭÔ ËÎÏ× ÍÙ ÌÉËÅÓ ÁÎÄ ÄÉÓÌÉËÅÓȟ ÔÈÅÙ ÄÏÎȭÔ ËÎÏ× ÍÅ ÌÉËÅ ÍÙ 
ÆÒÉÅÎÄÓȟ ÍÙ ÌÅÓÂÉÁÎ ÆÒÉÅÎÄÓȟ ÄÏȣ )ȭÄ ×ÁÎÔ ɍÆÒÉÅÎÄÓȭ ÎÁÍÅÓɎ ÔÏ ÓÏÒÔ ÉÔ 
ÂÅÃÁÕÓÅ ÔÈÅÙȭÒÅ ÍÙ ÆÒÉÅÎÄÓȟ ÁÎÄ )ȭÄ ×ÁÎÔ ÔÈÅÍ ÔÏ ÉÎÃÌÕÄÅ ÍÙ ÓÉÓÔÅÒȟ 
because I love her, ÂÕÔ ÓÈÅ ÄÏÅÓÎȭÔ ËÎÏ× ÍÅ ×ÅÌÌ ÅÎÏÕÇÈ ÔÏ ËÎÏ×Ȣ !ÎÄ 
ÓÈÅȭÓ ÖÅÒÙ ÍÕÃÈ 2ÏÍÁÎ #ÁÔÈÏÌÉÃȟ )ȭÍ ÎÏÔ ÐÒÁÃÔÉÓÉÎÇ ÁÎÙ ÍÏÒÅȟ ÁÎÄ ) 
ËÎÏ× ×ÈÁÔ ÓÈÅȭÄ ÄÏ ÁÎÄ ) ÄÏÎȭÔ ×ÁÎÔ ÁÎÙ ÏÆ ÔÈÁÔȢ 3Ïȟ ÙÅÁÈȟ ÉÔ ×ÏÕÌÄ ÂÅ 
ÆÒÉÅÎÄÓȢ ɉ2ÁÃÈÅÌȟ ÁÇÅÄ άΪȟ Ȭ&ÉÎÄÉÎÇ /ÕÔȭɊ 

Despite Rachel feeling that her lesbian friends know her better than her sister does, 

and wanting them to arrange her funeral, those friends are not included in her Will: 

the beneficiaries are her sister, nephew and godchildren, 

My family came right back in to my mind as soon as I dÉÄÎȭÔ ÈÁÖÅ Á 
ÐÁÒÔÎÅÒ ÔÈÁÔ ) ÓÈÁÒÅÄ Á ÐÒÏÐÅÒÔÙ ×ÉÔÈȣ  ) ÄÏÎȭÔ ÓÅÅ ÔÈÅ ÐÏÉÎÔ ÉÎ ÌÅÁÖÉÎÇ 
ÍÏÎÅÙ ÔÏ ÍÙ ÆÒÉÅÎÄÓȣ "ÕÔ ) ÔÈÉÎË ÏÆ ÍÙ ÓÉÓÔÅÒ ÁÓ ÍÙ ÌÉÔÔÌÅ ÓÉÓÔÅÒȟ ÁÓ )ȭÖÅ 
ÁÌ×ÁÙÓ ÆÅÌÔ Á ÂÉÔ ÒÅÓÐÏÎÓÉÂÌÅ ÆÏÒ ÈÅÒȟ ÓÏ ÔÈÁÔȭÓ ×ÈÙ ÓÈÅȭÓ ÉÎ ÉÔȢ (ÅÒ ÓÏÎ ÉÓ 
my favourite nephe× ɍÌÁÕÇÈÓɎȢ ɉ2ÁÃÈÅÌȟ ÁÇÅÄ άΪȟ Ȭ&ÉÎÄÉÎÇ /ÕÔȭɊ 

So, in terms of the disposal of her estate, Rachelôs decision-making is informed by duty 

and responsibility to wards her biological family. She specifically excludes her friends 

in her Will -making (óI donôt see the point in leaving money to my friendsô). Rachel 

notes her own biological family default in operation when she and her partner split up 

(ómy family came right back in my mindô) and specifically articulates her sense of 

responsibility for ómy little sister.ô This is despite the fact that she would not trust her 

ólittle sisterô to arrange her funeral. Rachelôs inclusion of her ógodchildrenô in her 

óinheritance familyô (Douglas et. al., 2011: 254) is interesting, and flags godchildren as 
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an under-addressed area of older LGBN individualsô kinship and intergenerational 

relationships (Monk, 2014a and 2014b). 

The distinction between trust and duty and responsibility was also reflected in 

Irisôs interview. Irisôs beneficiaries in her Will are her son and daughter (with whom 

she has a óconflictualô relationship, óthey donôt want their mother to be gayô Iris, aged 

61) but she would make her (non-cohabiting) partner her Attorney under an LPA 

(óBecause she would be conscientious and do whatever was neededô Iris, aged 61). So, 

again, óduty and responsibilityô inform the disposal of property, but affiliation and 

trust inform choosing who will make proxy decisions (Samsi and Manthorpe, 2011).  

 A small number of the single gay men participants without children, privileged 

friends in their Wills. Alastair, aged 76, rarely sees his sister: 

Ȭ) ÄÏÎȭÔ ÇÅÔ ÏÎ ×ÉÔÈ ÈÅÒ ÈÕÓÂÁÎÄȢ (ÅÒ ÈÕÓÂÁÎÄ ÏÎcÅ ÓÁÉÄ ÔÏ ÍÅ Ȭ/È ÃÏÍÅ 
off it Andrew, admit it, if you could change to being heterosexual 
ÔÏÍÏÒÒÏ×ȟ ÙÏÕȭÄ ÊÕÓÔ ÄÏ ÉÔȭȢ ) ÓÁÉÄ ȬÎÏȟ ) ÂÌÏÏÄÙ ×ÏÕÌÄÎȭÔȭȢȭ ɉ!ÌÁÓÔÁÉÒȟ ÁÇÅÄ 
έάȟ Ȭ/ÕÔ %ÁÒÌÙȭɊ 

Unlike Lewis, in the context of this estrangement, Alastair has nominated four long -

standing friends as beneficiaries in his Will. So, too has Donald, aged 75, who has an 

agreement with his sister that they will not be beneficiaries in each otherôs Wills after 

witnessing family conflict over their grandmotherôs Will. Both Donald and his sister 

are affluent, so their decisions will not have a detrimental effect on each otherôs 

material standard of living.  

Philôs social network comprises almost entirely men, and this is reflected in his 

Will, in which he has four primary beneficiaries - two ógayô men and two óstraightô 

men - as well as numerous other men beneficiaries nominated to receive smaller 

amounts (with the re sidue to charity). He has determined how much each receives 
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based on need: óOne gets more money than the other three because he hasnôt bought 

a house yet, the other three are richer than meô (Phil, aged 62, óBreaking Outô). 

Phil has a twin brother, who is not in his Will. He considers his brother, whom 

he sees once a year, to be ótotally irrelevantô to him. He has left a sum to his step-

mother (ósheôs the only womanô) not out of affection (óit wouldnôt worry me if I never 

met her againô) but in lieu of the care she provided for his father before he died, 

which saved Phil from having to do it.  So Philôs Will is informed by two sets of 

values: affiliation, which informs the disposal of the major part of his estate; and 

óduty and responsibility,ô but of a different kind. Philôs sense of duty and 

responsibility is to his deceased father.  Phil, who operates on very logical and 

rational lines, has reasoned that his step-mother saved him time and money in his 

fatherôs care and so he should recompense her for relieving him of his (perceived) 

obligation. Philôs disposal of his estate is primarily informed by affiliation, tempered 

by beneficiariesô needs, and with one ódutyô aspect, to his father, via his step-mother.  

By contrast with Philôs friendship focused Will, Jackôs Will reflects his mixed 

social network: 

7ÅÌÌȟ ) ÈÁÄ ÍÙ ÙÏÕÎÇÅÒ ÎÅÐÈÅ× ÉÎ ÍÙ 7ÉÌÌȢ  ) ÄÏÎȭÔ ÈÁÖÅ ÁÎÙÔÈÉÎÇ ÔÏ ÄÏ 
×ÉÔÈ ÈÉÍȟ ÍÙ ÓÉÓÔÅÒ ÄÏÅÓÎȭÔȟ ÍÙ ÎÉÅÃÅ ÄÏÅÓÎȭÔȟ ÙÏÕ ËÎÏ×ȟ ÁÎÄ ÈÅȭÓ ÖÅÒÙ 
irresponsible, you know he drinks and drives. And at the end of the day I 
ÔÈÏÕÇÈÔ ) ÃÁÎȭÔ ÂÅ ÈÁÖÉÎÇ ÔÈÉÓȟ ÙÏÕ ËÎÏ×ȟ ÓÏ )ȭÖÅ ÇÉÖÅÎ ÓÏÍÅ ÍÏÎÅÙ ÔÏ 
ÆÒÉÅÎÄÓ ÁÎÄ ÍÙ ÆÁÍÉÌÙȟ ÁÎÄ )ȭÖÅ ÇÉÖÅÎ ÍÏÒÅ ÔÈÁÎ ÈÁÌÆ ÔÏ ɍÃÈÁÒÉÔÙɎ ÂÅÃÁÕÓÅ 
)ȭÍ ÖÅÒÙ ÍÕÃÈ ÉÎÔÏ ÈÕÍÁÎ ÒÉÇÈÔÓ )ȭÍ ÉÎ ɍÃÈÁÒÉÔÙɎ ÁÎÄ ÁÌÌ ÔÈÁÔȣȢ 3Ï ÉÔ ÇÏÅÓ 
to two relatives, my niece, sisÔÅÒ ÁÎÄ Ô×Ï ÆÒÉÅÎÄÓ ȣ ɍÔÈÅ ÇÒÅÁÔÅÓÔ ÁÍÏÕÎÔ 
ÔÏɎ ÍÙ ÓÉÓÔÅÒȣ 3ÈÅ ÈÁÓ ÔÈÅ ÎÅÅÄȢ ɉ*ÁÃËȟ ÁÇÅÄ άάȟ Ȭ"ÒÅÁËÉÎÇ /ÕÔȭɊ 

Jackôs Will, although not immediately obviously, is actually informed by traditional 

ódutyô and óresponsibilityô values. As noted above, Jack considers his friends to be 

family ï ómy friends are my family, lovely friends Iôve gotô ï and so includes them 
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alongside his biological family as primary beneficiaries. But Jack also has very strong 

socialist principles (óI became a Labour councillor at 23ô) and so the wider community 

is, to him, also his family, and he has a duty to that ófamilyô too. Like Phil, Jackôs 

decision-making is determined by óneedô (hence the greatest sum left in his Will is to 

his sister). It is also mediated by deservedness (hence the exclusion of one of his 

wayward nephews).  

Participantsô narratives about their Wills both affirm and offer challenge to 

previous research. The processes of negotiated relationships and relational practices 

(Finch and Mason, 1993 and 2000) are echoed here, with testamentary decisions 

being based, in part, on the quality of particular relationships, mediated by such 

values as óneedô and ódeservednessô (e.g. the undeserving nephew). However, there was 

an apparent disconnect for many LGBN individuals between the voluntarism of 

friendship and a sense of duty and responsibility to family in the passing on of 

material assets (Douglas et. al., 2011). This would appear to contradict the assertions 

by Finch and Mason (1993) and Weeks, Heaphy, and Donovan (2001) that ódutyô and 

óresponsibilityô do not inform LGBN individualsô relationships. Participants in my 

study did show a sense of duty (e.g. to needy sisters) and responsibility (e.g. to 

deceased fatherôs widows in lieu of care provided, and to ómy little sister, Iôve always 

felt responsible for herô) to extended biological family members, but not to friends . 

This also suggests that in LGBN Will-making we are seeing a range of factors 

informing decision -making, some of which privilege traditional family forms, som e of 

which reflect wider non -normative kinship connections.  
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4.  The Significance of Intergenerationality  

 In this section I argue that intergenerationality is central to understanding later life 

inequalities at the intersection of ageing, gender and sexuality. I approach this in two 

main ways. Firstly, I show how, in the narratives of older lesbians, there is a strong 

theme of being marginalised and mis-recognised through processes of heterosexist 

reproductive normativity which I describe as ócompulsory grandmotherhood.ô 

Secondly, I show how intergenerational informal social support is of particular 

significance in terms of later life resources, and how older LGBN individuals are 

differentiated not only from older heterosexual -identifying individuals but also 

between and among themselves, by uneven access to intergenerational support.  

4.1. Recognition: Compulsory grandmotherhood  

 Chapter Four considered older LGBN womenôs experiences of invisibilisation in 

terms of the retrospective past in relation to current subject ivities. This section 

considers this invisibilisation through the lens of kinship. I analyse participants ô 

narratives about presumed recognition based on gendered and aged reproductive 

normativity. Older lesbians who are childfree and childwith describe be ing 

invisibilised by a process what I refer to as ócompulsory grandmotherhood.ô 

There has been very little research conducted on LGBN individuals and 

grandparenthood (Orel and Fruhauf, 2006 and 2013; Orel, 2014) and yet, as 

increasing numbers of lesbians and gay men are having, and ageing with, children, 

LGBN grandparenthood is a growing phenomenon (Stelle et. al., 2010). The older gay 

men participants did not identify being grandchildfree or grandchildwith in terms of 

their visibility or social status eith er as men or as gay men. However, many of the 
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women participants did make links with being grandchildfree or and their visibility 

and social status as ageing lesbians. Childfree older LGBN women observed that they 

were assumed by others to be childwith: 

AnÄ ÔÈÅÒÅȭÓ ÔÈÅ ÁÓÓÕÍÐÔÉÏÎ ÂÅÃÁÕÓÅ ) ÁÍ ÏÌÄÅÒ ×ÏÍÁÎ ÔÈÁÔ ) ÍÕÓÔ ÂÅ 
heterosexual, that I must have children and grandchildren. (Diana, aged 
άίȟ Ȭ/ÕÔ %ÁÒÌÙȭɊ 

This extract highlights a perceived linkage between being seen as an older woman and 

being presumed to be a mother and grandmothers. As Audrey observed: 

!Ó Á ÓÉÎÇÌÅ ÏÌÄÅÒ ×ÏÍÁÎȟ ÙÏÕ ÉÍÍÅÄÉÁÔÅÌÙ ÆÁÌÌ ÉÎÔÏ ÔÈÁÔ ÓÔÅÒÅÏÔÙÐÅ ÏÆ ȬÁ 
ÇÒÁÎÎÙȭȢ !ÎÄ ȬÁ ÇÒÁÎÎÙȭ ÉÓ ÈÅÔÅÒÏÓÅØÕÁÌ ÂÙ ÄÅÆÁÕÌÔȢ !ÎÄ ÐÅÏÐÌÅ ÁÒÅ 
ÁÌ×ÁÙÓ ÁÓËÉÎÇ ÍÅ ÁÂÏÕÔ ÍÙ ÂÌÏÏÄÙ ÇÒÁÎÄÃÈÉÌÄÒÅÎȢ ) ÄÏÎȭÔ ÈÁÖÅ ÁÎÙ 
ÇÒÁÎÄÃÈÉÌÄÒÅÎȟ ÌÅÓÂÉÁÎÓ ÄÉÄÎȭÔ ÈÁÖÅ ÃÈÉÌÄÒÅÎ ÉÎ ÍÙ ÄÁÙȢ ɉ!ÕÄÒÅÙȟ ÁÇÅÄ άέȟ 
Ȭ/ÕÔ %ÁÒÌÙȭɊ 

This extract demonstrates how Audrey feels invisibilised by the heterosexist 

assumptions that as an older women she must be both heterosexual and a mother and 

grandmother. Chapter Four explored how many of the women participants felt they 

were rendered invisible at the nexus of ageism, sexism and heteronormativity 

(Wilinksa, 2010).  This was understood in the context of feminist authorship on the 

ótriple marginalisationô of older women. However, as alluded to in that chapter, this 

also needs to be located in the wider analytical frame of the transgression of 

heteronormative social reproductive normativities (Jagose, 2002). As can be seen 

from the above extract, Audrey feels she is mis-read, based on an ageist, sexist and 

heterosexist assumptions (Land and Kitzinger, 2005).  These life course stereotypes 

for older women are deeply embedded in heterosexual family ideologies, underpinned 

by the gendered norms of heterosexual procreation and social reproduction, 

(Halberstam, 2005), shaping (mis -)recognition in later life.  
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By contrast, those women participants who were childwith and grandchildwith 

often reported feeling that this also obscured their identities as lesbians125. Some 

found this obscurity strategically useful:  

ɍ4ÈÅÒÅ ÁÒÅɎ ÔÉÍÅÓ ÅÖÅÎ ÎÏ× ×ÈÅÎ )ȭÍ ÎÏÔ ÏÕÔȢ 9ÏÕ ËÎÏ×ȟ )ȭÖÅ ÇÏÔ ÕÓÅÄ ÔÏ 
ÄÅÃÉÄÉÎÇ ×ÈÅÎ ÁÎÄ ÈÏ× ) ÄÏ ÔÈÁÔ ÁÎÄ ÂÅÃÁÕÓÅ ) ÔÈÉÎË ÉÔȭÓ ÁÎ ÅÁÓÙ ÃÏÐ ÏÕÔ 
ÆÏÒ ÍÅȟ ÂÅÃÁÕÓÅ )ȭÖÅ ÇÏÔ ËÉÄÓ ÁÎÄ ) ×ÁÓ ÍÁÒÒÉÅÄ ) ÃÁÎ ÐÌÁÙ ÓÉÄÅÓ ÁÇÁinst 
ÔÈÅ ÍÉÄÄÌÅ ÁÎÙ ×ÈÉÃÈ ×ÁÙ ) ÃÈÏÏÓÅȟ ÁÎÄ ) ÄÏ ÔÈÁÔȢ ɉ)ÒÉÓ ÁÇÅÄ άΧȟ Ȭ"ÒÅÁËÉÎÇ 
/ÕÔȭɊ 

Having been married, and having children, then, gives Iris greater scope in terms of 

concealing when she chooses, an option not available to those women (the majority of 

whom comprise the óEarly Performanceô cohort) who have not been married and/or 

had children.  So she can choose not correct ageist heteronormative assumptions as a 

concealment strategy. Alex, like Iris, considers being seen as a mother and a 

grandmother as obscuring her lesbian identity (sic), but unlike Iris who finds it useful 

at times, Alex, like Audrey, sees is as getting in the way of her being seen properly: 

"ÅÃÁÕÓÅ ) ÈÁÖÅ Á  ÃÈÉÌÄ ÁÎÄ  ÇÒÁÎÄÃÈÉÌÄÒÅÎ ÁÎÄ ) ÔÁÌË ÁÂÏÕÔ ÔÈÅÍ ÁÎÄ )ȭÍ 
proud of them, becausÅ ÔÈÁÔȭÓ ×ÈÁÔ ) ÄÏȟ ÅÖÅÒÙÂÏÄÙ ÁÓÓÕÍÅÓ )ȭÍ Á 
ÓÔÒÁÉÇÈÔ ×ÏÍÁÎȢ "ÕÔ )ȭÍ ÎÏÔȦ  )ȭÄ ÈÁÄ ÒÅÌÁÔÉÏÎÓÈÉÐÓ ×ÉÔÈ ÍÅÎȟ ÁÎÄ ) ×ÁÓ 
married years ago, but my last three relationships over the past 25 years 
have been with women. But people make assumptions based on what 
thÅÙ ÓÅÅȢ ɉ!ÌÅØ ÁÇÅÄ άΦȟ Ȭ&ÉÎÄÉÎÇ /ÕÔȭɊȢ 

Alex observes that people make assumptions base on what they see, and, those 

assumptions, according to her experience, are based on heteronormative, heterosexist, 

reproductive norms. So lesbians are not only rendered less visible in older age through 

not having children and grandchildren, they are rendered less visible through having 

them as well (Fullmer, Shenk & Eastland 1999). Stella perceives access to parenthood 

as now being a major distinguisher between older LGBN women: 

                                                 
125

 And, of course, potentially, bisexual women too, see Dworkin 2006, although this was not raised by 
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I feel slightly disparaged by lesbians who have children. Now, I feel 
ÐÅÏÐÌÅ ÔÈÉÎË ÔÈÁÔ )ȭÍ ÎÏÔ Á ÐÒÏÐÅÒ ÌÅÓÂÉÁÎȟ ÂÅÃÁÕÓÅ ) ÄÏÎȭÔ ÈÁÖÅ ÃÈÉÌÄÒÅÎ 
ÁÓ ×ÅÌÌȢ !ÎÄ ) ÆÉÎÄ ÔÈÁÔ ÒÅÁÌÌÙ ÓÔÒÁÎÇÅȢ )ÔȭÓ ÓÏÒÔ ÏÆ ÂÁÃË ÔÏ ÔÈÅ ÏÌÄ ÓÏÍÅ ÁÒÅ 
more equal than others iÄÅÁȢ ɉ3ÔÅÌÌÁȟ ÁÇÅÄ άάȟ Ȭ/ÕÔ %ÁÒÌÙȭɊȢ 

So, for Stella, her experience of later life marginalisation is not only because she is an 

ageing lesbian (see Chapter Four) but also because she is an ageing childfree (and 

grandchildfree) lesbian. This recognition als o differentiates older LGBN women not 

only from each other but also from other women, irrespective of sexuality. In Mayôs 

interview, for example, she attributes this to her sense of difference when she tried to 

join the Womenôs Institute (WI): 

I think you ÄÏ ÓÔÁÎÄ ÏÕÔ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÃÒÏ×Ä ÍÏÒÅ ÂÅÃÁÕÓÅ ÙÏÕȭÒÅ ÎÏÔ ÌÉËÅ 
ÅÖÅÒÙÏÎÅ ÅÌÓÅȢ 3Ï ) ÔÒÉÅÄ ÔÏ ÊÏÉÎ ÔÈÅ 7)Ȣ !ÎÄ ) ×ÁÓ ÄÉÆÆÅÒÅÎÔȢ ) ÄÏÎȭÔ ÈÁÖÅ Á 
man to talk about. And everyone was going on about their grandchildren 
and their bloody husbands, and I get a bit bored by that. What is there to 
talk about? Very empty. People made me welcome, chatting away, but I 
ÄÉÄÎȭÔ ÆÅÅÌ ÐÁÒÔ ÏÆ ÉÔȢ ) ÄÉÄÎȭÔ ÇÏ ÂÁÃËȢ )ȭÖÅ ÇÏÔ ÎÏÔÈÉÎÇ ÉÎ ÃÏÍÍÏÎ ×ÉÔÈ 
ÔÈÅÍȢ ɉ-ÁÙȟ ÁÇÅÄ άΪȟ Ȭ&ÉÎÄÉÎÇ /ÕÔȭɊȢ 

So here we can see how May understands grandchildren discourse, and its 

embeddedness in heterosexual relationship discourse, as producing heteronormative 

older age spaces from which she feels excluded. Ellen Lewin anticipated this, 

predicting, in 1993, that in the future: óthe otherness of childless lesbians may be 

intensified not because they are lesbians but because they are not mothersô (Lewin, 

1993: 192, cited in Richardson, 2004: 403).  

As Jane Traies has written, drawing upon Jill Reynoldsô (2011) notion of 

óchildlessnessô being a deficit identity, óthe identity of a childless older woman is a 

deficit identity, to the extent of being defined by what one is notô (Traies, 2012: 72).  

Old women who are childfree violate heterosexual life course norms, indeed ówomen 

                                                                                                                                                         
participants 
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without childrenô can be understood as óa contradiction in termsô (Hird and Abshoff, 

2000: 347).  Mayôs account of the impact of not only being childfree, but also 

grandchildfree, suggests that this adds further nuance to the deficit argument.  

Grandmotherhood is the only positive stereotype for older women, attached to 

concepts of being helpful, kind, serene and trustworthy (Cuddy and Fiske, 2004). A 

greater number of other negative stereotypes for older women abound (including evil 

goddesses; monsters; witches; hags; and crones, Arber and Ginn, 1991) with far fewer 

counterparts for older men (Ray, 2004). MacDonald and Rich have written about 

older women who do not fulfil the Grandma requirements:  

In White Western society, the old woman is distasteful to men because 
she is such a long way from their ideal of flattering virginal inexperience. 
But also she outlives them, persists in living when she no longer serves 
them as wife and mother, and if they cannot make her into Grandma, 
she is ɀ like the lesbian- that monstrous woman who has her own private 
reasons for living apart from pleasing men (MacDonald and Rich, 
1991:141).  

So not being a grandmother both defies heteronormative reproductive norms and 

invokes a woman who is not defined/ definable in the context of her relationality with 

men. In this w ay, ageing, gender and sexuality intersect to shape social perceptions of 

older women, through the lens of reproductive normativity.  

4.2. Resources: Uneven access to informal social support 

Informal social support is of particular importance in later life becau se it acts as a 

buffer from the need for more formal care and support (see Chapter Two). This 

extract from Reneôs interview offers insights: 

7ÅÌÌ )ȭÍ ÓÔÉÌÌ ÎÏÔ ÁÂÌÅ ÔÏ ÄÒÉÖÅ ÓÉÎÃÅ ÍÙ ÈÉÐ ÏÐÅÒÁÔÉÏÎȟ ÁÎÄ )ȭÍ ÎÏÔ ÄÏÉÎÇ 
my own shopping. My sister moved in for about two or three weeks 
when I first came out of hospital and my daughter comes in a couple of 
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times a week and my friend Ruth drives me to appointments and things. 
(Rene, aged 63, Breaking Out) 

This extract highlights the importance of an informal social  support network when an 

individual has acquired additional needs. Reneôs personal community of significant 

women in her life has helped her with practical tasks (shopping, driving), personal 

support (staying with her when she had high personal care needs), and emotional 

support (regular visits) during a time of heightened need. This is an example of not 

only an informal social support network, but also a flexible informal social support 

network which can provide extra targeted assistance when needed (Croghan, Moone 

and Olsen, 2014). Reneôs support network also has a significant component: it is 

intergenerational.  

An intergenerational network is important because the risk of an intra -

generational network is that in older age all the network members may develop care 

needs at around the same time and be unable to provide each other with reciprocal 

support.  To return to an example given in Chapter Four, Diana had previously been 

supporting older friends who were struggling with age -acquired illness and disability, 

and navigating the health and social care system. Since Diana has acquired her own 

age-related illness and disability, she is not only in need of informal social support 

herself, which her friends cannot provide, she is also no longer able to provide it to her 

friends, highlighting the knock -on effects when an older caregiver develops care needs 

themselves (Manthorpe and Price, 2005).  This is why intergenerational support is so 

important, but not any kind intergenerational support, rather one which ca n provide 

instrumental care if required.  
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While some support networks appear robust, in terms of size, and/or strength 

of affiliation, and may even have an intergenerational component, if that 

intergenerational component does not offer instrumental care, th en it does not help to 

act as a buffer from the need formal care provision. These two extracts highlight this 

issue: 

4ÈÅ ÐÓÙÃÈÏÌÏÇÙ ÉÎ ÔÈÅ ÂÒÅÅÄÅÒ ×ÏÒÌÄȣ ÙÏÕ ÈÁÖÅ ÌÏÔÓ ÏÆ ËÉÄÓȟ ÓÏ ÔÈÅÙȭÒÅ 
your pension, so that sort of psychology stacks for a lot of heterosexuals, 
I think. Whether they actually get what they expect is a different issue. 
[Talks about friend who is affluent enough to pay for care and also gets 
informal support from his four children] I have younger people in my 
×ÏÒÌÄȟ ÂÕÔ ) ÄÏÎȭÔ ÔÈÉÎË ÔÈÅÙ ×Ïuld do that for me. (Phil, aged 62, 
Ȭ"ÒÅÁËÉÎÇ /ÕÔȭɊ 

7ÅÌÌȟ ) ÈÁÖÅÎȭÔ ÇÏÔ ÃÈÉÌÄÒÅÎȟ ÁÎÄ )ȭÖÅ ÏÎÌÙ ÇÏÔ ÏÎÅ ÎÉÅÃÅȟ ÁÎÄ ) ÃÁÎȭÔ 
ÉÍÁÇÉÎÅ ÔÈÁÔ ÓÈÅȭÓ ÌÉËÅÌÙ ÔÏ ÃÏÍÅ ÁÎÄ ÌÏÏË ÁÆÔÅÒ ÍÅȣ ) ÒÅÍÅÍÂÅÒ ÕÓ 
joking, one time, and me saying, oh well when I am an old woman you 
ÃÁÎ ÃÏÍÅ ÁÎÄ ÌÏÏËÉÎÇ ÁÆÔÅÒ ÍÅ ÁÎÄ ÓÈÅ ÓÁÉÄ ÎÏÔ ÌÉËÅÌÙȟ ÓÏ ) ÒÅÁÌÌÙ ÄÏÎȭÔ 
ÔÈÉÎË ÓÏȢ 3Ïȟ ÎÏ ) ÄÏÎȭÔ ÔÈÉÎË ÔÈÅÒÅ ×ÏÕÌÄ ÂÅ ÁÎÙ ÓÕÐÐÏÒÔ ÆÏÒ ÍÅȟ ) ×ÏÕÌÄ 
be one of those little old ladies living in their houses on their own, 
surviving somehow. (Tessa, aged 58, Ȭ/ÕÔ %ÁÒÌÙȭɊ 

These two extracts demonstrate the significance of not only an intergenerational 

component to an older individualôs social network but also one which will supply the 

right kind of support. Both Phil and Tessa have young people in their lives, but not 

young people they can call on for instrumental support. By contrast, Cat, who lives in 

a tightly knit intergenerational feminist community, was able to name nine or ten 

younger women who would provide her with support if she needed. 

Ageing itself can change kinship size and composition; morbidity and mortality 

can impact the availability of informal social support (Croghan, Moone and Olsen, 

2014). For individuals with very small social networks, such as Les, with his one 

friend, the loss of that fri end would leave him completely alone. For individuals with 

small, partner -centric kinship networks (Pahl and Spencer, 2004), the death of a 
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partner can also be problematic (Muraco and Fredriksen-Goldsen, 2011).  Sam (who is 

childfree) had begun to think about it, primarily because of his partnerôs ill-health. 

Thinking about what would happen should his partner die and if Sam then needed 

support himself, he observed: 

This is where it gets tricky. Because I guess I would be no different from 
the 70% of gay people, living alone, of a certain age, and where they 
ÄÏÎȭÔ ÈÁÖÅ ÃÈÉÌÄÒÅÎȟ ÁÎÄ ÄÏ ÎÏÔ ÈÁÖÅ ÉÍÍÅÄÉÁÔÅ ÆÁÍÉÌÙ ÁÒÏÕÎÄ ÔÈÅÍȢ 
ɉ3ÁÍȟ ÁÇÅÄ άΧȟ Ȭ/ÕÔ %ÁÒÌÙȭɊ 

So we can see here the heightened exposure to risks of both isolation and a lack of 

informal social support for ageing childless individuals in partner -centred kinship 

formations in the event of a partnerôs death.  

 Those participants who are childwith were more likely to cite their children as 

potential sources of support, although many emphasised that they did not expect their 

children to support them, as in Bob and Martinôs interview: 

Bob: I remember my father once saying to me, I hope you will always 
×ÁÎÔ ÔÏ ËÎÏ× ÍÅȟ ÂÕÔ ÉÆ ÙÏÕ ÄÏÎȭÔȟ ×ÏÕÌÄ ÙÏÕ ÄÏ ÍÅ Á ÂÉÇ ÆÁÖÏÕÒȟ ÆÕÃË 
ÏÆÆȢ $ÏÎȭÔ ÃÏÍÅȢ )Æ ÅÖÅÒ ) ÓÅÅ ÄÕÔÙ ÉÎ Ùour eyes, I will shut the door on 
you. 

Martin: !ÎÄ ÔÈÁÔȭÓ ×ÈÁÔ ×Å ÈÁÖÅ ÁÌ×ÁÙÓ ÔÏÌÄ ɍÏÕÒ ÓÏÎɎȢ 

Bob and Martin exemplify the rejection of notions of duty and family obligation 

(Weeks, Heaphy and Donovan, 2001) from their children, as many of the participants  

did.  Many childwith heterosexual couples also express the same sentiments, but 

children do often end up providing informal social support, whether expected to or 

not. Vera, who has six children, recognised this, when talking about who would 

provide her with instrumental support should she need it in later life.  

My children. Yes, my children primarily. They would certainly assist and 
several would call in regularly. One is living with me and several live 
ÎÅÁÒÂÙ ÁÎÄ ÁÒÅ ÆÁÉÒÌÙ ÓÅÔÔÌÅÄȢ ) ÃÅÒÔÁÉÎÌÙ ×ÏÕÌÄÎȭÔ want them to have to 
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provide any formal stuff. But they would be there, and they would assist. 
ɉ6ÅÒÁȟ ÁÇÅÄ άΦȟ Ȭ&ÉÎÄÉÎÇ /ÕÔȭɊ 

When Vera refers to her children, she includes her step-children in that list. Ian, aged 

69 (óBreaking Outô) had asked his daughter-in-law if she would look after him in his 

older age (óshe said of courseô). Ian also thought she would also support his partner 

Arthur (the social father -in-law) but Arthur, aged 60 (óOut Earlyô) was less certain, 

saying óI donôt know.ô  Similarly, when asked who would care for them if one of them 

died, Violet, aged 73 (óBreaking Outô) responded óMy children wouldô, but Moira, aged 

75 (the social parent) was also less certain: óVioletôs children might. I donôt know.ô This 

further supports Heather Draperôs research (2013) which highlighted different 

understandings biological and social parentsô entitlement (in the context of 

grandparent rights when parents separate) and Rosie Hardingôs work (2011) 

suggesting that same-gender partners of those who have biological children can fall 

into a category of óillegitimateô parents, highlighting a further possible area of 

inequality between older LGBN individuals . 

5.  Concluding Remarks  

 

In terms of the central research questions of my thesis - How do the regulatory 

frameworks inform ageing LGBN subjectivities and kinship formations? - this chapter 

has offered a range of new insights. In terms of the under-recognition of friendship in 

law, there was apparently little appetite for increased recognition and regulation of 

friendship or SLIFs in law. Those individuals with predominantly friendship -focussed 

kinship networks who wished their friends to receive their assets upon death, used 

their Wills to do so. Among many individuals with more mixed networks, there was a 

disconnect between friends, SLIFs and biological family and the disposal of assets, 
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even when SLIFs comprised the more significant aspect of a participantôs network. 

This does suggest, then, that there is far less of a sense of financial and material duty 

towards friends than biological family members, supporting ófamilies of choiceô 

narratives, but that there is a sense of financial and material duty to 

biological/extended family members, which contradicts ófamilies of choiceô narratives.  

 In terms of the privileg ing of the conjugal couple in law, there was a 

predominance of narratives suggestion that participants lives reflected this 

prioritisation, and that participants approved of it. A small number of women 

questioned relationship recognition in law, and the pa rticipants were split on the issue 

of civil partnership/same gender marriage, with some women participants voicing 

particular concerns about hetero-patriarchal norms. Feminist discourse informed one 

strand of narratives and it is striking that this is pres ent in older LGBN discourse 

about couple recognition, but was not found by Heaphy, Smart and Eisendottir in the 

narratives of younger LGBN couples. This raises questions about the different ways in 

which feminism is understood to have a place in the lives of older and younger LGBN 

women.  

The women participants expressed a strong sense that their social recognition 

in later life was nuanced by ageing, gender, sexuality and reproductive normativity. 

The men participants did not make similar observations. For  these cohorts of older 

LGBN women, then, gender distinguishes, and disadvantages them in terms of 

recognition , compared with older GBN men. It remains to be seen whether this is also 

the experience of subsequent ageing cohorts. Participants were also distinguished by 

access to the resource of intergenerational support in later life. Given that more 
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women than men participants had children (as reflected in previous research, e.g. 

Guasp 2011), then men are at a clear disadvantage from this perspective.  

Here we can see the significance of intersectional. Older LGBN individuals are 

differentiated from younger LGBN individuals by their greater likelihood of needing 

instrumental care  through older age. Older LGBN individuals are differentiated from 

older heterosexual-identifying individuals in their comparatively depleted access to 

intergenerational support , due to sexuality. Older LGBN women and men are also 

differentiated from one another in issues of gendered mis-recognition in later life and 

in terms of uneven access to intergenerational support, shaped by gender and cohort. 

Older LGBN woman are differentiated from older heterosexual -identifying women in 

that they understand their sexual identities/ sexualities to be invisibilised through 

reproductive normativ ity, whereas older heterosexual-identifying womenôs sexualities 

(even if retrospective) are assumed by default. In this way, ageing, gender and 

sexuality, work with and through each other to shape uneven access to recognition 

and resources in regard to later life kinship.  

Having highlighted the importance of intergenerational relationships in later 

life, and the increased risk of the need for formal care and support services, the next 

chapter explores participantsô narratives about anticipated future care needs. 
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CHAPTER SIX: ANTICIPATED CARE FUTURES  

1. Introduction  

This is the third and final thematic analysis chapter based solely on the data set from 

the older LGBN individualsô interviews. The focus here is on anticipated care futures. 

It addresses the third of my research questions, namely: What are the main concerns 

of older LGBN individuals in relation to ageing?  In Chapters Four and Five I have 

identified and analysed a range of concerns. In this chapter I focus on one of the 

participants most major conc erns, relating to future care needs, particularly among 

those with limited informal social support networks. In considering their possible care 

futures, participants were most concerned about the spaces in which those futures 

would be lived out, and about who might co-occupy and co-produce those spaces with 

them. Formal older age care126 spaces were perceived as poor, with little control of the 

dying process, and as sites of particular normativities experienced at times of 

increased vulnerability. This chapter analyses the different meanings/dimensions of 

this discourse. 

My analysis deepens understandings of óqueer presences and absencesô (Taylor 

and Addison, 2013) and of new gendered and sexual landscapes (Browne and Nash, 

2013), by expanding conceptualisations of sexualised spaces (Brown, Browne and Lim, 

2009 ) beyond home/work/leisure (Browne & Bakshi, 2011) to include those of formal 

care. In considering participantsô concerns about future care spaces, I move away from 

conceptualising spaces as inherently heterosexual (Bell and Binnie, 2000), i.e. 

inevitably shaped by immutable heterosexist norms. Instead I understand social 



Chapter Six: Anticipated Care Futures 

210 
 

spaces to be suffused with power (Foucault, 1980), but with contextual, contingent, 

dominant spatial orderings (Valentine, 2007), tempor ally variant (Oswin, 2008), and 

discursively and performatively (re)produced (Podmore, 2013).  In the context of 

sexuality, there are no absolutely óheterosexualô spaces, only ones where 

heteronormativity is, at a particular moment in time, the reproduced dominant spatial 

ordering.  

My argument in this chapter is fourfold: firstly, older -age care needs are 

anticipated by participants as potentially relocating them into spaces of older age-

based inequalities; secondly, these spatial inequalities are understood to be magnified 

by gender and sexuality, nuanced by age standpoints, particularly cohorts; thirdly, 

older-age care needs, and associated vulnerabilities and dependencies, are perceived 

as complicating resistance in response to these spatial inequalities, while at the same 

time that resistance also holds the potential to transform care in later life; and 

fourthly that these spatial issues are óimbued with the problem of timeô (Butler, 2008: 

1), e.g. ólife-timeô and the ending of embodied existence (Fletcher, Fox and 

McCandless, 2008b). Section Two analyses participantsô discourses relating to 

inequalities of care associated with older age. Section Three analyses participantsô 

discourses relating to gender and sexuality inequalities in those anticipated care 

spaces. Section Four considers issues of resistance in relation to anticipated spatial 

inequalities.  

                                                                                                                                                         
126

 Formal care means paid social and/or personal care that is provided in the home, in day care, or in residential 
care/ nursing homes. 
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2.  Anticipating Spaces of Unequal Older Age C are  

This section addresses participantsô fears and concerns about standards of older age 

care and concerns about the control of death and dying. Although concerns about care 

deficits are shared by many older people, regardless of sexuality (Guasp, 2011), they 

are more likely to affect older lesbian and gay individuals sooner and in greater 

numbers than older heterosexual-identifying individuals. This is due to the different 

structuring of their informal social support networks (see Chapter Five) which play an 

important role in buffering older people from the need for formal care provision 

(Glaser et. al., 2009). Older lesbian-identifying women in particular are more likely 

than older heterosexual women and older gay men to spend their final years in 

residential care (Archibald, 2010) 127. Older gay and bisexual identifying men, by 

contrast, may not live as long, but are likely to have earlier higher support needs 

(Rosenfeld, Bartlam and Smith, 2012), having poorer health than older heterosexual 

men and being disproportionately represented in the ageing population living with 

HIV/AIDS  (Fredriksen-Goldsen and Muraco, 2010).  

2.1. Quality of older age care  

Concerns about care were located by participants firstly in terms of standards of care 

for all older people. As Jennifer reflected: 

)ÔȭÓ ×ÈÅÎ ÙÏÕ ÓÔÁÒÔ ÔÈÉÎËÉÎÇ ÁÂÏÕÔ ÔÈÉÎÇÓ ÌÉËÅȟ ÙÏÕ ËÎÏ×ȟ ÇÏÉÎÇ ÉÎÔÏ 
ÁÎ ÏÌÄ ÐÅÏÐÌÅȭÓ ÈÏÍÅȟ ÏÒ even into sheltered housing or something 
like that, that one is afraid. Because my only experiences of those 
ÈÁÖÅ ÊÕÓÔ ÂÅÅÎ ÓÏ ÄÒÅÁÄÆÕÌ ÔÈÁÔ ) ÄÏÎȭÔ ÔÈÉÎË ÉÔ ×ÏÕÌÄ ÍÁÔÔÅÒ ÉÆ ) ×ÁÓ Á 
ÌÅÓÂÉÁÎ ÏÒ ) ×ÁÓ ÓÔÒÁÉÇÈÔȟ ) ÊÕÓÔ ÄÏÎȭÔ ×ÁÎÔ ÔÏ ÇÏ ÔÈÅÒÅȢ ɍÓÉÇÈɎ ɉ*ÅÎÎÉÆÅr, 
ÁÇÅÄ άΨȟ Ȭ,ÅÓÂÉÁÎ ÂÙ #ÈÏÉÃÅȭɊ 

                                                 
127

 Women live longer than men, but with greater levels of disability (Bettio and Verashchagina, 2010); and 
single, child-free older women (most likely to be lesbian: Heaphy, Yip and Thompson, 2004; Guasp, 2011) are 
particularly likely to spend their final years in residential care (Arber, 2006). They are also more likely to have 
dementia, because it is age-related: two thirds of people living with dementia are women (Knapp et. al., 2007). 
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This extract highlights how some concerns about older age care relate to standards of 

that care itself even before taking issues of gender and sexuality into consideration. 

Many older LGBN individuals (particularly those wh o have supported ageing friends 

and family - King and Cronin, 2013) are aware of problems regarding care standards 

for older people (CQC, 2010; EHRC 2011; Commission on Dignity in Care, 2012; 

Francis, 2013; Clwyd and Hart, 2013) especially in closed care contexts128 through 

having supported others in those contexts. This informs how care is anticipated. 

The Stonewall report found that 76% of older óLGBô individuals surveyed were 

ónot confident they would be treated with dignity and respect in a care home settingô 

(Guasp, 2011: 28) but that also 71% of older heterosexual people felt the same way. 

The dissonance between personalisation rhetoric and the realities in practice (Blood 

2010; Eyers et. al., 2012) was observed by Maureen, who used to work in social care 

with older people: óCare homes is just warehousing, isnôt it? I havenôt been to a care 

home where Iôve thought ñwow this is niceòô (Maureen, aged 62). Specific concerns 

about care are highlighted in the following extract where Moira and her partner Viole t 

are describing Moiraôs late motherôs care: 

 ȣ )Ô ×ÁÓ ÈÏÒÒÅÎÄÏÕÓȢ 4ÈÅÙ ÌÏÓÔ ÍÙ ÍÏÔÈÅÒȭÓ ÇÌÁÓÓÅÓ ÁÎÄ ÓÁÉÄ ÓÈÅ 
came in without any. My mother had worn glasses since the age of 
ÆÉÖÅȣȢ !ÎÄ ɍÔÈÅÙɎ ÌÏÓÔ ÈÅÒ ÔÅÅÔÈȢ !ÐÐÁÒÅÎÔÌÙ ×Å ÓÈÏÕÌÄ ÈÁÖÅ ÍÁÒËÅÄ 
ÔÈÅÍȣ !ÎÄ ×ÈÉÌe they were getting her new glasses, we went in, 
and there she was, looking unkempt, with food down her front, her 
ÈÁÉÒ ÎÏÔ ÄÏÎÅȟ ÎÏ ÇÌÁÓÓÅÓ ÏÎȟ ÁÎÄ ÔÈÅÙȭÄ ÇÉÖÅÎ ÈÅÒ Á ÍÁÇÁÚÉÎÅȢ 3ÈÅ 
ÃÏÕÌÄÎȭÔ ÒÅÁÄ ÉÔȢ ɉ-ÏÉÒÁȟ ÁÇÅÄ έΫȟ Ȭ/ÕÔ %ÁÒÌÙȭɊ 

ȣ ÁÎÄ ÔÈÁÔȭÓ ÁÎÏÔÈÅÒ ÔÈÉÎÇ in the nursing home, that we would find 
-ÏÔÈÅÒ ÉÎ ÓÏÍÅÂÏÄÙ ÅÌÓÅȭÓ ÄÒÅÓÓȟ Á ÈÏÒÒÉÂÌÅ #ÒÉÍÐÌÅÎÅ ÄÒÅÓÓ ɉ6ÉÏÌÅÔȟ 
ÁÇÅÄ έΩȟ Ȭ&ÉÎÄÉÎÇ /ÕÔȭɊ 
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 By closed care contexts I mean: domiciliary care provided to a housebound person with no external social 
ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘΤ ŀƴŘ ǊŜǎƛŘŜƴǘƛŀƭκƴǳǊǎƛƴƎ ŎŀǊŜ ŦƻǊ ǘƘƻǎŜ ǿƛǘƘ ǇƘȅǎƛŎŀƭ ŀƴŘκƻǊ ŎƻƎƴƛǘƛǾŜ ƛƴŎŀǇŀŎƛǘȅ ŀƴŘ ƭƛƳƛǘŜŘ ΨǇƻǿŜǊǎ ƻŦ 
ŜȄƛǘΩ όJoint Committee on Human Rights (JCHR), 2009). 
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Here, the key concerns are both a lack of personalised care (SCIE 2011a) (no glasses, 

lost teeth, being given a magazine she couldnôt read, wearing clothes that were not her 

own) and a lack of basic dignity in care (Dixon et. al., 2009) (looking unkempt, with 

food on her clothing). In terms of equality, the issue for older LGB N individuals is not 

the anticipation of receiving  care inferior to that of heterosexuals, but rather the 

anticipation of care that is equally as poor  as that experienced by older heterosexuals. 

As Alice said, when talking about constructing alternative forms of older LGB N 

individualsô care: 

Do we have the means to make that a good alternative rather than a 
pale imitation with very low paid care that heterosexuals are willing 
ÔÏ ÐÕÔ ÕÐ ×ÉÔÈȩ ɉ!ÌÉÃÅȟ ÁÇÅÄ άΦȟ Ȭ/ÕÔ %ÁÒÌÙȭɊ 

So here we can see the desire for a better standard of care than that perceived as 

currently being provided to older (óheterosexualô) people: the desire not just to 

emulate current care provision, but rather to improve upon it. The perceived reality of 

older age care in residential care spaces, at the level of lived experience rather than 

policy prescriptions, is that actual care practises are the opposite of personalised, they 

are generic, óone-size fits all.ô That non-personalised care is also perceived to be of a 

very poor standard, below that which would be considered acceptable for other age 

groups (Herring, 2003).   

At the same time as there is a concern about poor standards of care, there is 

also a perception that care spaces placed constraints on the assertion of rights: 

! ÌÏÔ ÏÆ ÏÌÄÅÒ ÐÅÏÐÌÅȣ ×ÉÌÌ ÄÏ ÁÎÙÔÈÉÎÇ ÎÏÔ ÔÏ ÕÐÓÅÔ ÔÈÅÉÒ ÃÁÒÅÒs 
ÂÅÃÁÕÓÅ ÔÈÅÙȭÒÅ ÓÃÁÒÅÄ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÒÅÐÅÒÃÕÓÓÉÏÎÓȣ $ÁÐÈÎÅȭÓ ÍÕÍ ×ÏÕÌÄÎȭÔ 
let Daphne speak up on her behalf, because she was scared about how 
ÓÈÅ ×ÏÕÌÄ ÂÅ ÔÒÅÁÔÅÄȣ ÉÓ ÉÔȟ ÁÓ ÙÏÕ ÇÅÔ ÏÌÄÅÒȟ ÔÈÁÔ ÙÏÕȭÒÅ ÓÃÁÒÅÄ ÏÆ 
upsetting the people that you are relying on for something? (Sandra, 
ÁÇÅÄ άΧȟ Ȭ"ÒÅÁËÉÎÇ /ÕÔȭɊ 
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This extract highlights how some older people can be reluctant to assert their rights, 

or have them asserted on their behalf (Woolhead et. al., 2004)129, and how this 

reluctance can be informed by heightened vulnerability associated with older age 

related care needs (Twigg, 1999, 2000 and 2004). Closed institutions such as prisons 

are considered to be sites of wide-ranging performances of resistance (Ewick and 

Silbey, 1998; Bosworth and Carrabine, 2001). However, this may be constrained in the 

ófourth ageô (Gilleard and Higgs, 2010) where embodied dependency ï óyouôre scared 

of upsetting the people that you are relying onô - may undermine potential resistance, 

particularly among those who are ódifferentô in some way, including LGB N individuals 

(Aronson and Neysmith, 2001). This, together with limited protections for older 

people in care spaces (Herring, 2003), as well as a paucity of non-statutory advocacy 

(Katz, Holland and Peace, 2013) means that many of formal lawôs protections relating 

to care standards130 and equalities and human rights131 have only limited applicability 

to those older people who are unwilling and/or unable (Sen 2005; Nussbaum 2010) to 

mobilise them (Lloyd -Sherlock, 2002).   

                                                 
129

 Reasons include: not knowing their rights and how to complain (Woolhead et. al., 2004); reluctance to 
complain for fear of alienating staff and concerns about reprisals (Aronson and Neysmith, 2001); learned 
passivity (Preston-Shoot, 2001) via a process of socialisation producing compliant institutional(ised) bodies 
(Wiersma and Dupius, 2010); lowered expectations resulting from previous, institutionalised, poor care (Dixon 
et. al., 2009); a lack of advocacy; an absence of an independent complaints procedure (Office of Fair Trading, 
2005; Gulland, 2007); a reluctance to deploy formal frameworks for social relations (Ewick and Silbey, 1998); 
ƭƛƳƛǘŜŘκƴƻ ΨǇƻǿŜǊǎ ƻŦ ŜȄƛǘΩ όtŜǊǎǎƻƴ ŀƴŘ .ŜǊƎΣ нллфύΦ 
130

 National Minimum Standards (Care Standards) Act 2000: When newly admitted to residential care an 
ŀǎǎŜǎǎƳŜƴǘ ΨǎƘƻǳƭŘ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊ ǘƘŜ ǇŜǊǎƻƴΩǎ ǎƻŎƛŀƭ ƛƴǘŜǊŜǎǘǎΣ ƘƻōōƛŜǎΣ ǊŜƭƛƎƛƻǳǎ ŀƴŘ ŎǳƭǘǳǊŀƭ ƴŜŜŘǎΩ ό5ŜǇǘ IŜŀƭǘƘ 
2003: 3-4) 
131

 ECHR Article 3 (Right not to be treated in an inhuman or degrading way) and Article 8 (Right to respect for 
private and family life, home and correspondence); S6 Human Rights Act 1998 (HRA) makes it unlawful for a 
public authority to act in a way that is incompatible with a person's rights under the European Convention on 
Human Rights; Equality Act 2010 - Direct and Indirect Discrimination based on protected characteristic of age in 
provision of goods, services and housing. 
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2.2. Non-recognition of sexuality in older age 

The discursive silencing of sexuality among older people (Taylor and Gosney, 2011) 

and the behavioural erasure of sexual activity by older people (Bamford, 2011; Bauer 

et. al., 2013b) is a site of inequality for all older people. As Donald observed, 

)ȭÍ ÉÎ Á ÃÁÒÅ ÈÏÍÅ ÁÎÄ ÓÏÍÅÂÏÄÙ ×ÁÎÔÓ ÔÏ ÖÉÓÉÔ ÍÅ ÁÎÄ ÇÅÔ ÔÈÅÉÒ 
ÂÏÔÔÏÍÓ ÂÅÁÔÅÎȟ ×ÅÌÌ ÙÏÕȭÖÅ ÇÏÔ ÐÒÏÂÌÅÍÓ ×ÉÔÈ ÓÏÕÎÄ-proofing at once. 
But then again, how many heterosexuals who are into S&M would also 
have a problem with that? My inclinations are that we need to form allies 
with other older people. We need to look at the issues that go across 
ÏÌÄÅÒ ÐÅÏÐÌÅȢ !ÎÄ ÓÅØ ÉÓ ÏÎÅȢ ɉ$ÏÎÁÌÄ ÁÇÅÄ έΫȟ Ȭ&ÉÎÄÉÎÇ /ÕÔɊ 

While, as Donald observed, the issue of sexual activity in older-age care can be one 

which unite s older people irrespective of sexuality, such activity is of particular 

relevance to older LGBN individuals because it is more likely to be stigmatised 

(Hughes, 2009). In addition, the under -recognition of older people as sexual beings, 

as individuals wit h sexualities, also undermines the recognition of differences in 

sexuality between and among older people. So although care deficits impact all older 

people, they hold particular significance to LGBN older people both because of their 

likely disproportiona te use of older age care provision and of sexuality-blindness (any 

sexuality) in older age care contexts. 

2.3. The disciplining of the end of life  

A small number of participants interrogated how the end of life is currently regulated:  

[Suicide is not a tragedy] I see people who, doddery old condition, in 
hospital, being kept alive ruthlessly, and I regard that as a tragedy. (Phil 
ÁÇÅÄ άΨȟ Ȭ"ÒÅÁËÉÎÇ /ÕÔȭɊȢ 

The medical advances that have been made in keeping us alive, the 
ÅÔÈÉÃÁÌ ÔÈÉÎÇ ÈÁÓÎȭÔ ËÅÐÔ ÐÁÃÅ ×ÉÔÈ ÉÔȢ 9Ïu keep people alive for longer, 
Ȭ/È ×ÅȭÒÅ ÁÌÌ ÌÉÖÉÎÇ ÆÏÒ ÌÏÎÇÅÒȭȢ )ÔȭÓ ÎÏÔ ÎÅÃÅÓÓÁÒÉÌÙ Á ÑÕÁÌÉÔÙ ÌÉÆÅȣOur cat 
×ÁÓÎȭÔ ×ÅÌÌ ÁÎÄ ÓÏ ×Å ÈÁÄ ÈÅÒ ÐÕÔ ÄÏ×Î ÅÖÅÎÔÕÁÌÌÙȢ ) ÄÏÎȭÔ ×ÁÎÔ ÔÏ ÂÅ 
ÔÈÁÔ ÓËÅÌÅÔÏÎ ÔÈÁÔ ×ÁÓ ÌÙÉÎÇ ÏÎ ÍÙ ÍÏÔÈÅÒȭÓ ÂÅÄȢ ) ×ÁÎÔ ÔÏ ËÅÅÐ ÍÏÒÅ ÉÎ 
contÒÏÌ ÉÆ ) ÃÁÎȢ ɉ$ÁÐÈÎÅ ÁÇÅÄ άΦȟ Ȭ/ÕÔ %ÁÒÌÙȭɊ 
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Here we see the distinction between longevity and quality of life, and the paradox of a 

different model of euthanasia for animals and humans. Nine participants 132, six 

women and three men, articulated a preference for óending my life at the time and way 

of my own choosingô (Stella, aged 66, óOut Earlyô), another woman participant wished 

to have her life ended for her should she become incapacitated133 and another implied 

she would choose not to continue living after her partner died but went into no further 

detail134. In terms of planning to die, Sally said:  

)ȭÖÅ ÎÏ ÆÁÍÉÌÙȟ ÔÈÅÙȭÒÅ ÁÌÌ ÄÅÁÄȟ ÎÏ ÃÈÉÌÄÒÅÎȟ ) ÎÅÖÅÒ ×ÁÎÔÅÄ ÁÎÙȟ ÎÏ 
ÐÁÒÔÎÅÒȢ !ÎÄ ÓÏ ÔÈÅÒÅ ×ÏÕÌÄÎȭÔ ÂÅ ÁÎÙÂÏÄÙ ÔÈÅÒÅ ÆÏÒ ÍÅȢ !ÎÄ ) ÃÁÎȭÔ 
imagine anything worse to be in hell hole in the armpit of a care home, 
×ÈÅÒÅ )ȭÍ ÁÂÕÓÅÄ ÏÒ ÎÅÇÌÅÃÔÅÄȢ )ȭÄ ÒÁÔÈÅÒ ÄÉÅȟ ÔÈÁÎË ÙÏÕȦ 3Ï ÉÆ ÅÖÅÒ ) ÆÅÅÌ 
ÔÈÁÔ ÐÈÙÓÉÃÁÌÌÙ ÏÒ ÍÅÎÔÁÌÌÙȟ )ȭÍ ÏÎ ÔÈÅ ÄÏ×Î×ÁÒÄ ÓÌÉÄÅȟ ) ÄÅÆÉÎÉÔÅÌÙ ×ÁÎÔ 
ÔÏ ÄÏ ÓÏÍÅÔÈÉÎÇ ÁÂÏÕÔ ÉÔȟ ÂÅÃÁÕÓÅ ) ÃÁÎȭÔ ÓÅÅ ÔÈÅ ÐÏÉÎÔȢ ) ÃÁÎȭÔ ÓÅÅ ÔÈÅ 
ÐÏÉÎÔ ÁÔ ÁÌÌ ÁÎÄ ) ÆÅÅÌ ÓÔÒÏÎÇÌÙ ÁÂÏÕÔ ÉÔȢ  ɉ3ÁÌÌÙ ÁÇÅÄ έΩȟ Ȭ"ÒÅÁËÉÎÇ /ÕÔȭɊ 

Here we can see how a combination of the absence of informal social support and 

concerns about standards of care for older people, particularly those with LGBN sexual 

identities/ sexualities, has led Sally to conclude death would be preferable. Assisted 

dying and euthanasia are unlawful in the UK135 as was mentioned by several of these 

participants:  

I ought to be able to say to a doctor, with a friend in the background, 
looËȟ )ȭÖÅ ÇÏÔ !ÌÚÈÅÉÍÅÒȭÓȟ ÏÒ )ȭÍ ÐÁÒÁÌÙÓÅÄ ÏÒ ×ÈÁÔÅÖÅÒȟ ÉÔȭÓ ÍÙ ÌÉÆÅȟ ) 
wish it to be over, please put me to sleep with an injection like you 
×ÏÕÌÄ ×ÉÔÈ Á ÄÏÇȢ )ÔȭÓ ÓÏ ÐÅÁÃÅÆÕÌ ÆÏÒ ÔÈÅÍȢ )ÔȭÓ ÓÏ ÐÅÁÃÅÆÕÌȢ ɉ3ÁÌÌÙȟ ÁÇÅÄ 
έΩȟ Ȭ"ÒÅÁËÉÎÇ /ÕÔȭɊ 

/È ÎÏȟ ) ÍÅÁÎ ÉÔȭÓ ÔÈÅ ÌÁÓÔ ÔÁÂÏÏȟ ÉÓÎȭÔ ÉÔȩ ɍÒÅÆÅÒÓ ÔÏ ÌÅÇÁÌ ȬÒÉÇÈÔ ÔÏ ÄÉÅȭ 
cases] I mean that would be ideal, I suppose, to have your loved ones 

                                                 
132

 5ŀǇƘƴŜ ŀƎŜŘ сл όΨhǳǘ 9ŀǊƭȅΩύΣ wǳǇŜǊǘ ŀƎŜŘ су όΨhǳǘ 9ŀǊƭȅΩύΣ {ŀƳ ŀƎŜŘ см όhǳǘ 9ŀǊƭȅύΣ !ƭƛŎŜ ŀƎŜŘ сл όΨhǳǘ 
EarƭȅΩύΣ {ǘŜƭƭŀ ŀƎŜŘ сс όΨhǳǘ 9ŀǊƭȅΩύΣ LǊƛǎ ŀƎŜŘ см ό.ǊŜŀƪƛƴƎ hǳǘΩύΣ tƘƛƭ ŀƎŜŘ сн όΨ.ǊŜŀƪƛƴƎ hǳǘΩύΣ  {ŀƭƭȅ ŀƎŜŘ то 
όΨ.ǊŜŀƪƛƴƎ hǳǘΩύΣ WŜƴƴƛŦŜǊ ŀƎŜŘ сн όΨ[Ŝǎōƛŀƴ ōȅ /ƘƻƛŎŜΩύΦ 
133

 aŀȅ ŀƎŜŘ сп όΨCƛƴŘƛƴƎ hǳǘΩύ 
134

 ¢Ŝǎǎŀ ŀƎŜŘ ру όΨhǳǘ 9ŀǊƭȅΩύ 
135

 Suicide was unlawful in the UK until 1961, when the Suicide Act 1961 abrogated the rule of law whereby it 
ǿŀǎ ŀ ŎǊƛƳŜ ŦƻǊ ŀ ǇŜǊǎƻƴ ǘƻ ΨŎƻƳƳƛǘΩ ǘƘŜ ŎǊƛƳŜ ƻŦ ǎǳƛŎƛŘŜΦ ¦ƴŘŜǊ ǘƘŜ ǎŀƳŜ !ŎǘΣ Ψaiding, abetting, counselling or 
ǇǊƻŎǳǊƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǎǳƛŎƛŘŜ ƻŦ ŀƴƻǘƘŜǊΩ ǿŀǎ ƘƻǿŜǾŜǊ ŘŜŜƳŜŘ ŀ ŎǊƛƳŜΣ and currently remains one. 
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help you at the time that suits you without them getting done over. 
ɉ3ÔÅÌÌÁȟ ÁÇÅÄ άάȟ Ȭ/ÕÔ %ÁÒÌÙȭɊ 

My worry is, of course, the law. Because, if this is to work with the 
ÃÕÒÒÅÎÔ ÌÅÇÉÓÌÁÔÉÏÎȟ ÙÏÕ ÃÁÎȭÔ ÉÎÖÏÌÖÅ ÙÏÕÒ ÆÒÉÅÎÄÓȢ 7ÈÁÔ ) ×ÏÕÌÄ ÌÉËÅ ÉÓ ÔÏ 
ÈÁÖÅ Á ÐÁÒÔÙȟ ×ÈÅÒÅ ÔÈÅÒÅȭÓ ÅÖÅÒÙÂÏÄÙ ) ÌÏÖÅ ÁÒÏÕÎÄȟ ÓÁÙ Ȭ/+ ÇÕÙÓȟ ÂÙÅȭ 
[waves], stick the bag over my head, turn the valve on, please. But I 
ÈÁÖÅ ÔÏ ÄÏ ÉÔ ÅÁÒÌÉÅÒ ÉÆ ÉÔȭÓ ÍÅ ÏÎÌÙȢ !ÎÄ ÔÈÁÔ ÒÅÁÌÌÙ ÁÎÎÏÙÓ ÍÅȢ 4ÈÁÔȭÓ 
ÏÔÈÅÒ ÐÅÏÐÌÅȭÓ ×ÁÎËÙ ÐÒÅÊÕÄÉÃÅÓȟ ÒÅÁÌÌÙ ÓÉÌÌÙȟ ÄÉÃÔÁÔÉÎÇ ÓÔÕÐÉÄ ÏÕÔÃÏÍÅÓȢ 
And that means I will die earlier [because I will have to do it by myself]. 
ɉ0ÈÉÌ ÁÇÅÄ άΨȟ Ȭ"ÒÅÁËÉÎÇ /ÕÔȭ) 

These extracts demonstrate a critical interrogation of óthe calculated management of 

lifeô (Foucault, 1979: 140) by the state. Several authors have argued that the 

medicalization of dying and death (Ost, 2010), óthe institutional governance of timely 

deathsô (Broom, 2012: 226) and óa compulsory ontology of pathology in professional 

accounts of suicideô (Marsh, 2010: 28) all serve to produce disciplined dying subjects 

(Dorman, 2005). Phil articulates resistance to this, constructing it as discriminatory 

(óother peopleôs wanky prejudicesô) and, in terms of ówhy law privileges some bodily 

choices and harms over othersô (Fletcher, Fox and McCandless, 2008a: 331), as 

irrational (óreally silly, dictating stupid outcomesô). A full exploration of these issues 

goes beyond the remit of my thesis, however the point I am highlighting here, is that 

the current regulation of death and dying is perceived by some older LGBN 

individuals as a site of inequality in and of itself.  

3.   Gender and S exual ity I nequalities  

In this section, I approach participantsô fears about future care needs and spaces, 

through the intersecting lens of gender and sexuality, in relation to three main areas: 

resources (Section 3.1.); recognition (Section 3.2); and association (Section 3.3).  My 

overall argument in this section is that the now well -recognised fears and concerns 

about formal older -age care provision are underpinned and informed by these 
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inequality issues. In other words, anticipating future older -age care needs prompts 

fears about spatialised inequalities. 

3.1. Resources: Lack of choice in provision 

This section considers the issue of older age care and accommodation for very old 

people with high dependency needs which is gender and sexuality óblindô (Cronin et. 

al., 2011) residential care provision. My argument is that the lack of choice in 

provision (Eaglesham, 2010; Carr and Ross, 2013) is an inequality issue relating to 

age, gender and sexuality. I propose that previous research on older LGBN 

individualsô care preferences has privileged the voices of those who want either óLGBT 

friendlyô mainstream or  óLGBTô specialist provision (the majority of whom are men), 

and marginalised the voices of those who want gender and/or sexuality specific 

provision (the majority of whom are women).  

When asked about their preferences (see Chapter Three, óMethodologyô, for 

details of interview process), all participants expressed the wish to age in place, i.e. in 

their own homes, reflecting the views of the vast majority of older people 

(Musingarimi, 2008). If  faced with the prospect of residential or nursing home care, 

participants consistently expressed the view that there should be a range of choices of 

types of care and accommodation available to older óLGBô/ôLGBTô individuals: óI 

would like to see a choice of care homesô (Rene aged 63); óI think people should have 

choiceé and there should be homes for gays and lesbians definitelyô (Jack aged 66); 

óOne size doesnôt fit allô (Martin, aged 62). In terms of personal preferences, there was 

considerable divergence (see Table 6.1. overleaf)136.  

                                                 
136

 For further details, see Appendices F (Overview), G (Breakdown) and H (Statistical Analysis). 
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 Mainstream 
όΨ[D.¢ 

ŦǊƛŜƴŘƭȅΩύ
137

 

Women - 
only 

Lesbian - 
only 

Men-
only 

Gay men 
-only 

L&G/ LGB/ 
LGBT 

Tot 

Women 11 (38%) 7 (24%) 7 (24%) n/a n/a 4 (14%) 29 

Men 9 (56%) n/a n/a 0 4 (25%) 3 (19%) 16 

Totals 20 (44%) 7 (16%) 7 (16%) 0 4 (9%) 7 (16%) 45 

Table 6.1.  Residential care preferences as expressed by the 45 out of 60 participants who 
expressed a preference138.  

 As can be seen from Table 6.1, the majority of women participants (62%) 

expressed a preference for non-mainstream provi sion, most wanting either women-

only or lesbian-only accommodation (evenly split), with many of the women who 

chose lesbian-only as their first option, selecting women -only as their second option. 

The least popular option among the women participants was l esbian and gay (LG)/ 

lesbian, gay and bisexual (LGB)/ or lesbian, gay, bisexual and trans (LGBT) provision. 

The majority of gay men in the sample, by contrast, expressed a first preference for 

mixed mainstream provision (56%), and a second preference for gay-men-only 

accommodation (25%). Again, the least popular option among the men participants 

was LG/LGB/LGBT provision.  

In terms of cohorts, the óOut Earlyô and óBreaking Outô cohorts of women were 

among those who preferred LG/LGB/LGBT accommodation whereas as higher 

proportion of the óFinding Outô cohort of women expressed a preference for women-

                                                 
137

 Those who preferred mixed mainstream provision consistently ǎǇŜŎƛŦƛŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ ƛǘ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ΨƎŀȅ ŦǊƛŜƴŘƭȅΩ ƻǊ 
Ψ[D.¢ ŦǊƛŜƴŘƭȅΩ 
138

 Ten of the 60 participants expressed no preference; another eight expressed a preference to die instead of 
going into a care home, three of whom did nonetheless express a residential care preference, although 
maintaining they would prefer to die. The following ten participants did not express a preference: Ronald (aged 
60) was seriously ill and unable to see beyond that; Clifford (aged 67) was vague; Derek (age 61) ambivalent; 
Audrey (aged 60) and Martin (aged 62) hopeful about ageing in place; and Barbara (aged 83) avoided thinking 
about it - ΨL ƪƛƴŘ ƻŦ ǎƘǳǘ ǘƘŀǘ ŀǿŀȅ ŀǎ ƛŦ LΩƳ ƎƻƛƴƎ ǘƻ ŘǊƻǇ ŘŜŀŘΩΤ ό5ȅƭƛǎΣ ŀƎŜŘ трύ ΨLǘ ǿƻǳƭŘƴΩǘ ǊŜŀƭƭȅ ƳŀǘǘŜǊ ǘƻ ƳŜΩΤ 
Billy (aged 61) - ΨL ŘƻƴΩǘ ǎŜŜ ŀƴȅ Ǉƻƛƴǘ ƛƴ ǿƻǊǊȅƛƴƎ ŀōƻǳǘ ǘƘŜ ŦǳǘǳǊŜΦ ¢ƘŜǊŜ ƛǎ ƻƴƭȅ ŀ ƴƻǿΩΤ Wǳƭƛŀ όŀƎŜŘ сфύ - had 



Chapter Six: Anticipated Care Futures 

220 
 

only or lesbian-only accommodation (see Table 6.2. below). It could be that the 

women participants who ódiscoveredô a lesbian sexuality (óFinding Outô), often did so 

within a feminist politicised context, which would orientate them more towards 

women/lesbian only provision; whereas lesbians who came together with gay men via 

rights activism might be more likely to be comfortable with LG/LGB/LGBT provision.  

 MainstreaƳ όΨ[D.¢ 
ŦǊƛŜƴŘƭȅΩύ

139
 

Gender/sexuality 
exclusive (i.e. Women 
ς only; Lesbian ς only; 

Gay men ςonly) 

L&G/ LGB/ LGBT Totals 

 W M Tot W M Tot W M Tot W M Tot 

Ψhǳǘ 9ŀǊƭȅΩ 3 
(43%) 

4 
(57%) 

7 
(50%) 

2 
(29%) 

3 5  
(36%) 

2 
(29%) 

0 2 
(14%) 

7 7 14 

Ψ.ǊŜŀƪƛƴƎ hǳǘΩ 1 
(33%) 

4 
(66%) 

5 
(55%) 

0 1 
(17%) 

1  
(11%) 

2 
(66%) 

1 
(18%) 

3 
(33%) 

3 6 9 

ΨCƛƴŘƛƴƎ hǳǘΩ 3 
(27%) 

1 
(33%) 

4 
(27%) 

8 
(57%) 

0 8
140

  
(53%) 

0 2 
(66%) 

2
141

 
(13%) 

11 3 14 

Ψ[ŀǘŜ 
tŜǊŦƻǊƳŀƴŎŜΩ
142

 

3 
(60%) 

0 3 
(60%) 

2  
(40%) 

0 2  
(40%) 

0 0 0 5 0 5 

Ψ[Ŝǎōƛŀƴ ōȅ 
/ƘƻƛŎŜΩ 

1 
(33%) 

0 1 
(33%) 

2  
(66%) 

0 2  
(66%) 

0 0 0 3 0 3 

Totals 11 9 20 
(44%) 

14 4 18  
(40%) 

2 3 7 
(16%) 

29 16 45 

Table 6.2.  Mainstream vs non-mainstream residential care preferences as expressed by the 
45 out of 60 participants who expressed a preference, by cohort, and by gender.  

The data compare interestingly with previous research. The majority of 

previous studies143 have reported individuals expressing a preference for 

                                                                                                                                                         
ōŜŜƴ ŀōƻǳǘ ǘƻ ƳƻǾŜ ƛƴ ǿƛǘƘ ƭƻǾŜǊΣ ōǳǘ Ǉƭŀƴǎ ŦŜƭƭ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ ŀƴŘ ŎŀƴΩǘ ǎŜŜ ōŜȅƻƴŘ ǘƘŀǘ ŀǘ ǇǊŜǎŜƴǘΦ [ƛȊ όŀƎŜŘ рнύ ŘƛŘ 
not express a preference - interviewer missed following this up during joint interview with her partner. 
139

 Those who preferred mixed mainstream provision consistently ǎǇŜŎƛŦƛŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ ƛǘ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ΨƎŀȅ ŦǊƛŜƴŘƭȅΩ ƻǊ 
Ψ[D.¢ ŦǊƛŜƴŘƭȅΦΩ 
140

 All women. 
141

 Both men. 
142

 All women. 
143

 The Stonewall report, disappointingly, given it is the largest UK study to date, does not give any figures about 
care preferences (Guasp 2011). 
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LG/LGB/LGBT accommodation 144. However these studies have asked binary 

either/or questions, i.e. either  mainstream or  LGB/T, and so have produced binary 

answers. The voices of gay men have also tended to be disproportionately represented 

(see Chapter Three). A few studies have distinguished preference by gender e.g. Gay 

and Grey in Dorset (2003) 145, which reported that the majority of older óLGBô 

individuals in its sample wanted non -mainstream provision, and the majority of those 

wanted lesbian and gay specific accommodation.  However most of its participants 

were under 64, and over two thirds belonged to lesbian and gay support groups (Gay 

and Grey in Dorset, 2003: 22), which may have led to that sample being more likely to 

be in favour of mixed non-mainstream provision. Moreover there was no breakdown 

by gender of preferences for lesbian and gay accommodation and the option of 

women-only accommodation was not presented to participants.  

In a study that is now quite old, Quam and Whitford did include a gender 

analysis, reporting that that 79.5% of lesbians wished to live in a lesbian-only 

community compared wi th only 24.4% of gay men who wanted men-only provision 

                                                 
144

 Heaphy, Yip and Thompson (2003 and 2004) found that (77%) of their sample of 266 survey participants 
ǿŀƴǘŜŘ ǇǊƻǾƛǎƛƻƴ ǘƘŀǘ ǿŀǎ ΨƭŜǎōƛŀƴΣ Ǝŀȅ ŀƴŘ ōƛǎŜȄǳŀƭ ŦǊƛŜƴŘƭȅΩ

144
Τ ǘƘŜ .ǊƛƎƘǘƻƴ Ψ/ƻǳƴǘ aŜ ƛƴ ¢ƻƻΩ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘ ŦƻǳƴŘ 

that 62% of their sample wanǘŜŘ Ψ[D.¢ ǎǇŜŎƛŀƭƛǎǘΩ ǇǊƻǾƛǎƛƻƴ
144

 (Browne and Lim, 2009); Hubbard and Rossington, 
in their sample of 117 older lesbians and gay men found that 91% of lesbians and 75% of gay men wanted 
ΨŀŎŎƻƳƳƻŘŀǘƛƻƴ ǎǇŜŎƛŦƛŎŀƭƭȅ ŦƻǊ ƭŜǎōƛŀƴǎ ŀƴŘ Ǝŀȅ ƳŜƴΩ όIǳōōŀǊŘ ŀƴŘ wƻǎǎƛngton, 1995); In the USA, the much 
cited study by Lucco reported that almost 90% of a sample of lesbian and gay men were interested in LGB 
ǎǇŜŎƛŦƛŎ ǊŜǎƛŘŜƴǘƛŀƭ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜǎ ό[ǳŎŎƻΣ мфутύΦ IƻǿŜǾŜǊ [ǳŎŎƻΩǎ ǎǘǳŘȅΣ ƴƻǿ ƻǾŜǊ нр ȅŜŀǊǎ ƻƭŘΣ ŎƻƳǇǊƛǎŜŘ 
only 57 lesbians compared with 399 gay men; a US study of 28 lesbians and gay men found that they all 
preferred the idea of ƘŀǾƛƴƎ ΨƎŀȅ ƻǊ Ǝŀȅ-ŦǊƛŜƴŘƭȅΩ ŎŀǊŜ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜǊǎ όStein, Beckerman and Sherman, 2010: 431); 
Adelman et. al. (2006) sought to ascertain the preferences of 1301 LGBT adults aged 18τ92 living in San 
Francisco. Participants were only given 3 options and of these approximately 25% of women and 25% men 
ǿŀƴǘŜŘ ŜȄŎƭǳǎƛǾŜƭȅ [D.¢ όǿƛǘƘ ƴƻ ōǊŜŀƪŘƻǿƴ ōȅ ǘȅǇŜύΤ сл҈ ǿƻƳŜƴ ŀƴŘ рс҈ ƻŦ ƳŜƴ ǇǊŜŦŜǊǊŜŘ ΨƳƛȄŜŘ ōǳǘ 
mostƭȅ рс҈ ƳŜƴΤ ƭŜǎǎ ǘƘŀƴ р҈ ǿŀƴǘŜŘ ΨƳƛȄŜŘ ōǳǘ Ƴƻǎǘƭȅ ƘŜǘŜǊƻǎŜȄǳŀƭΩΤ ŀ New Zealand study of over 1,000 
lesbians and 1000 gay men reported that 58.9% of lesbians and 51.6% of gay men reported that they would 
ǇǊŜŦŜǊǊŜŘ ŀƴ Ψ[D. ǊŜǘƛǊŜƳŜƴǘ ŦŀŎƛƭƛǘȅΩ όNeville and Henrickson, 2010), but this was not broken down by type. 
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(Quam and Whitford, 1987) . This echoes Monica Kehoeôs study of older lesbians (now 

25 years old) in which she reported that 66% of her participants preferred an 

exclusively lesbian environment (Kehoe, 1988), iterated in Goldberg, Sickler and 

Dibbleôs (2005) subsequent meta-analysis of research.  

The data echo those studies which indicate a preference among lesbians for 

lesbian-only and/or women -only provision. The data, whilst a relatively small sample 

size, nonetheless highlight how mobilising a statistic of a majority preference for non -

mainstream provision as a desire for LGBT provision can be misleading, in two main 

ways. Firstly, while it is true that the majority of the sample expressed a preference for 

non-mainstream provision, when broken down by gender, it is actually the case that 

this was the preference of the majority of the women in the sample, but not the 

majority of men. Secondly, when that non-mainstream provision was broken down 

from its umbrella category of óLGB/Tô, the least popular option was actually óLGB/Tô 

provision and the most popular options were gender specific ones. This suggests, if 

nothing else, the need to closely interrogate statistics representing the preferences of 

older LGBN individuals, particular in terms of gender distortion and under -attention 

to diversity in strategic collective identity discourse.  

Also worthy of note is that of the ten participants living in mixed mainstream 

provision, seven expressed a preference to be living in non -mainstream provision if 

available146. In other words only three out of the ten people currently living in 

                                                                                                                                                         
145

 Dŀȅ ŀƴŘ DǊŜȅ ƛƴ 5ƻǊǎŜǘΣ ƛƴ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǎǳǊǾŜȅ ƻŦ фм ƻƭŘŜǊ ƭŜǎōƛŀƴǎ ŀƴŘ Ǝŀȅ ƳŜƴ ŦƻǳƴŘ ǘƘŀǘ оф҈ ǿŀƴǘŜŘ όΨƭŜǎōƛŀƴ 
ŀƴŘ Ǝŀȅ ŦǊƛŜƴŘƭȅΩύ ƛƴǘŜƎǊŀǘŜŘ ǇǊƻǾƛǎƛƻƴΣ мп҈ ǿŀƴǘŜŘ ΨƭŜǎōƛŀƴ-ƻƴƭȅΩΣ ф҈ ǿŀƴǘŜŘ ΨƎŀȅ-ƳŀƭŜ ƻƴƭȅΩ, and 18% wanted 
lesbian and gay specific accommodation (Gay and Grey in Dorset, 2003: 29). 
146

 Out of the ten participants already living in mixed mainstream sheltered accommodation, three of them 
expressed a preference for this. One of these was Lewis (aged 65) who had also expressed a strong preference 
for an LGBT - only day centre and another was Doris (aged 69) who is not currently out in her sheltered 
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sheltered accommodation are living in the type of sheltered accommodation they 

would prefer, highlighting not anticipated equalities, but equalities at the level of 

immediate, embodied, existence.  

The lack of choice of care and accommodation provision is an issue of 

inequality of resources. While it impacts all older people who need care and 

accommodation in older age it disproportionat ely affects older LGBN individuals in 

two main ways. Firstly, as outlined earlier, older LGB N individuals are more likely to 

comprise those older persons who require care and accommodation in later life. 

Secondly it is provision which is specifically targeted at older LGBN individuals ï and 

gender/sexuality specific provision at that ï which is not available at present. So while 

older heterosexual-identifying individuals may suffer from limited  choices in terms of 

provision, older LGBN individuals who want gender/gender and sexuality specific 

provision suffer from an absence of choice. 

3.2. Recognition(a): Discursive and performative production of sexuality  

My analysis of the qualitative data identified two further clusters of themes in relation 

to equality in t he provision of older age care and accommodation:  equality of 

recognition (addressed in this section), and equality of association (addressed in 

Section 3.3). Fears relating to equality of recognition are clustered around three sub-

themes: lack of visibil ity; risky visibility; and uneven opportunities for openness.  Each 

are addressed in turn. 

                                                                                                                                                         
ŀŎŎƻƳƳƻŘŀǘƛƻƴΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ ǎƘŜ ǘƘƛƴƪǎ ƴŜŜŘǎ ǘƻ ōŜŎƻƳŜ ƳƻǊŜ ΨƎŀȅ ŦǊƛŜƴŘƭȅΩΦ {ƛȄ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƻǘƘŜǊ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎ ŀƭǊŜady 
living in sheltered accommodation, expressed the wish not to be doing so, and a preference for the following: 
ǘƘǊŜŜ ǿŀƴǘŜŘ ǘƻ ōŜ ƭƛǾƛƴƎ ƛƴ ƛƴ ΨƭŜǎōƛŀƴ ŀƴŘ ƎŀȅΩ ƻǊ ΨƎŀȅ ŀƴŘ ƭŜǎōƛŀƴΩ ŀŎŎƻƳƳƻŘŀǘƛƻƴΣ ƻƴŜ ǿŀƴǘŜŘ ǘƻ ōŜ ƭƛǾƛƴƎ ƛƴ 
LGBT accommodation, and two wanted lesbian-only. One did not specify what form of non-mainstream 
provision she would prefer. 
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3.2.1. Discursive and performative (in)visibility  

It is now well recognised that older age formal care spaces are regarded by older 

LGBN individuals as intrinsically heteron ormative (Heaphy, Yip and Thompson, 

2004; Guasp, 2011) to the extent that receiving care is understood as crossing óa 

heterosexual borderô (Beckett, 2004: 44). This section of my analysis offers insights 

into how that heterosexual border can be understood to be constituted and how 

heteronormativity in care spaces (Fish, 2006) can be perceived as being reproduced 

and reinforced as the dominant norm (Valentine, 2007). The perception of care spaces 

as heteronormative pervaded participantsô narratives. Cat said, for example: 

9ÏÕȭÖÅ ÇÏÔ ÑÕÉÔÅ ÓÔÒÏÐÐÙ άΦ ÙÅÁÒ ÏÌÄ ÄÙËÅÓ ÁÒÏÕÎÄȣ ÔÈÅ ÌÉËÅ ÏÆ ×ÈÉÃÈ 
ÙÏÕȭÖÅ ÎÅÖÅÒ ÓÅÅÎ ÂÅÆÏÒÅȢ !ÎÄ ×Å ÓÅÅ ÉÔ ÁÓ ÂÅÉÎÇ ÈÅÔÅÒÏÓÅØÕÁÌÉÓÅÄȟ 
ÂÅÉÎÇ ÐÕÔ ÉÎÔÏ Á ÃÁÒÅ ÈÏÍÅȣ !ÎÄ ÔÈÅÒÅȭÓ ÎÏ ×ÁÙ ÁÎÙÏÎÅȭÓ ÄÏÉÎÇ ÔÈÁÔ ÔÏ 
ÍÅȢ ɉ#ÁÔȟ ÁÇÅÄ άΦȟ Ȭ,ÅÓÂÉÁÎ ÂÙ #ÈÏÉÃÅȭɊ 

Here Cat not only raises the idea of heterosexism but also the concern that she will be 

disciplined by heterosexist norms, i.e. óheterosexualised.ô This underpins many 

participantsô fears about engaging with care spaces: 

I live in an incredible amount of fear about my future. Not just as an 
ÏÌÄÅÒ ÐÅÒÓÏÎȢ "ÕÔ ÁÓ Á ÇÁÙ ÏÌÄÅÒ ÐÅÒÓÏÎȢ )ÎÓÔÉÔÕÔÉÏÎÓȟ ÔÈÅÙȭÒÅ ÖÅÒÙ 
ÓÔÒÁÉÇÈÔȢ -Ù ÇÏÄ ) ÈÏÐÅ ) ÄÏÎȭÔ ÈÁÖÅ ÔÏ ÇÏ ÉÎÔÏ Á ÃÁÒÅ ÈÏÍÅȟ ) ÒÅÁÌÌÙ ÄÏȣ 
When I think about it, I find it quite scary. It frightens me that I am just 
going to be invisible, a nobody, that I am just going to be lost. And what 
) ×ÏÕÌÄ ×ÁÎÔ ÔÏ ÄÏ ÉÓ ÊÕÓÔ ÄÉÅȢ ɉ-ÁÙȟ ÁÇÅÄ άΪȟ Ȭ&ÉÎÄÉÎÇ /ÕÔȭɊ 

Here we can see both the fears about older age care institutions being 

heteronormative (óinstitutions, theyôre very straightô) and the associated fear that non-

heterosexuals will be rendered invisible as a consequence. That lack of visibility was 

often associated with concerns about loneliness and isolation:  

)Ô ×ÉÌÌ ÍÁËÅ ÙÏÕ ÆÅÅÌ ÍÏÒÅ ÉÓÏÌÁÔÅÄ ÉÆ ÙÏÕȭÒÅ ÔÒÅÁÔÅÄ ÁÓ ÓÔÒaight or if 
ÙÏÕȭÒÅ ÔÒÅÁÔÅÄ ÁÓ ÐÅÃÕÌÉÁÒ ÉÆ ÙÏÕȭÒÅ ÎÏÔ ÓÔÒÁÉÇÈÔȢ ɉ)ÒÉÓȟ ÁÇÅÄ άΧȟ Ȭ"ÒÅÁËÉÎÇ 
/ÕÔȭɊ 



Chapter Six: Anticipated Care Futures 

225 
 

This extract raises both the issue of invisibility (óbeing treated as straightô) and the 

issue of devalued visibility (ótreated as peculiar if youôre not straightô), both 

understood as informing a sense of isolation147.  How care institutions are understood 

to be discursively and performatively rendered óstraightô is demonstrated in Lewisô 

interview. Lewis is on a committee supporting his local day centre for older people. 

But he would not go there himself, and in this extract he explains why: 

3Ï ÁÌÔÈÏÕÇÈ )ȭÍ ÁÃÔÕÁÌÌÙ ÓÕÐÐÏÒÔÉÎÇ ÔÈÉÓ ÈÅÔÅÒÏÓÅØÕÁÌ ÄÁÙ ÃÅÎÔÒÅȟ 
ÂÅÃÁÕÓÅ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÎÅÅÄ ÆÏÒ ÉÔȟ )ȭÍ ÁÌÓÏ ÔÒÙÉÎÇ ÔÏ ÆÉÎÄ ÁÌÔÅÒÎÁÔÉÖÅÓ ÆÏÒ ÇÁÙ 
ÐÅÏÐÌÅȣ "ÅÃÁÕÓÅ ) ÃÁÎȭÔ ÓÅÅ ÍÅ ÆÉÔÔÉÎÇ ÉÎÔÏ ÓÏÍÅ×ÈÅÒÅ ÌÉËÅ ÔÈÁÔȣ 
"ÅÃÁÕÓÅ ÏÆ ÅÎÔÒÅÎÃÈÅÄ ÁÔÔÉÔÕÄÅÓ ÁÎÄ ÂÅÃÁÕÓÅ ÉÔȭÓ ÁÌÌ ÇÅÁÒÅÄ ÔÏ 
ÈÅÔÅÒÏÓÅØÕÁÌ ÐÅÏÐÌÅȣȢ %ÖÅÒÙÔÈÉÎÇ ÔÈÁÔ ÈÁÐÐÅÎÓȟ ×ÈÁÔ ÔÈÅÙ ÔÁÌË ÁÂÏÕÔȟ 
ÁÎÄ ÔÈÅÉÒ ÐÁÓÔȟ ÔÈÉÎÇÓ ÔÈÁÔ ÄÏÎȭÔ ÒÅÌÁÔÅ ÔÏ ÍÅ ÁÓ Á ÇÁÙ ÍÁÎȢ 7ÈÅÒÅÁÓȟ 
)ȭÖÅ ÇÏÔ ÎÏÔÈÉÎÇ ÁÇÁÉÎÓÔ Ôhem having that day centre, but I think there 
ÓÈÏÕÌÄ ÂÅ ÓÏÍÅÔÈÉÎÇ ÓÉÍÉÌÁÒ ÆÏÒ ÇÁÙ ÐÅÏÐÌÅȣȢ "ÅÃÁÕÓÅ ÅÖÅÒÙÔÈÉÎÇȭÓ 
ÈÅÔÅÒÏÓÅØÉÓÔȟ ÒÅÁÌÌÙȢ 4ÈÅÙ ÃÁÎȭÔ ÒÅÌÁÔÅ ÔÏ ÙÏÕÒ ÎÅÅÄÓȢ ȣ 9ÏÕ ÄÏÎȭÔ ÈÁÖÅ 
Ȭ'ÁÙ 4ÉÍÅÓȭ ÏÎ ÔÈÅ ÔÁÂÌÅȟ ÂÕÔ ÙÏÕȭÌÌ ÈÁÖÅ ÓÏÍÅÔÈÉÎÇ ÆÏÒ ÈÅÔÅÒÏÓÅØÕÁÌÓ 
on the table. ɉ,Å×ÉÓȟ ÁÇÅÄ άΫȟ Ȭ/ÕÔ %ÁÒÌÙȭɊ 

Interestingly, Lewis talks about óthis heterosexual day centreô: even though it is not 

explicitly for heterosexual people, this is nonetheless how he perceives it.  Lewis 

highlights in particular the power of ómundane heterosexismô (Peel, 2001) and the 

discursive reproduction of everyday heterosexualities (Coates, 2013): óEverything that 

happens, what they talk about, and their past, things that donôt relate to me as a gay 

manô. Alastair also raised the issue of how heteronormative discourse is embedded in 

heterosexist relationship discourse: 

They talk about their families the whole time. Their sons, their 
daughters, their cousins, their nephews, their nieces, and if you say 
ÁÎÙÔÈÉÎÇ ÁÂÏÕÔ ÙÏÕÒ ÂÏÙÆÒÉÅÎÄȟ ÔÈÅÙ ÓÁÙ ȬÏh you have to go on about 
ÂÅÉÎÇ ÇÁÙ ÄÏÎȭÔ ÙÏÕȩȭ 9ÏÕ ÆÅÅÌ ÌÉËÅ ÐÕÎÃÈÉÎÇ ÔÈÅÍȢ ɉ!ÌÁÓÔÁÉÒȟ ÁÇÅÄ έάȟ 
Ȭ/ÕÔ %ÁÒÌÙȭɊ 

                                                 
147

 Although not referred to by participants, there is the additional issue for bisexual/non-labelling individuals 
that even if recognised as non-heterosexual, they may then only be seen in binary terms, i.e. as lesbian/gay 
rather than bisexual/non-labelling, obscuring not only their self-identification but also relationship histories. 
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So here Alastair is describing how everyday talks about relationships located in 

heterosexist reproductive norms reinforces and reproduces those norms, 

marginalising recognition of those whose relationships are not located in them. In this 

way we can see how sexuality is shaped in space and also shapes space, and how 

discursive heterosexual performance produces heterosexual/ heterosexualised spaces. 

The heterosexist assumption in care spaces is also reproduced via cultural 

representations, e.g. Lewisô reference to the absence of Gay Times, which this extract 

from Aliceôs interview further demonstrates: 

 ) ÄÏÎȭÔ ×ÁÎÔ ÔÏ ÂÅ ÓÉÔÔÉÎÇ ÉÎ Á ÕÒÉÎÅ-smelling ÏÌÄÅÒ ÐÅÒÓÏÎȭÓ ÈÏÍÅ ×ÉÔÈ Á 
ÌÏÔ ÏÆ ÓÔÒÁÉÇÈÔ ÐÅÏÐÌÅ ÓÉÎÇÉÎÇ 3ÅÃÏÎÄ 7ÏÒÌÄ 7ÁÒ ÓÏÎÇÓȢ )ȭÄ ÒÁÔÈÅÒ ÂÅ 
sitting with people that I can relate to, watching gay cabaret, or getting 
some of the LGBT film festival films coming in, you know, that sort of 
thing. (Alice, ÁÇÅÄ άΦȟ Ȭ/ÕÔ %ÁÒÌÙȭɊ 

This extract highlights concerns about both care standards (óa urine-smelling older 

personôs homeô) and dominant heteronormativity, performed by óa lot of straight 

people singing Second World War songsô, further reinforced by a lack of cultural 

representation of lesbian and gay media (Phillips and Marks, 2006).   

Heteronormativity is thus understood as both linguistic and cultural performance, 

embedded in norms which both privilege heterosexuality by its assumed presence and 

marginalis e non-heterosexuality by its unquestioned absence.  

The counterpoint to fears about lack of visibility is fears about risky visibility 

which is considered next. 

3.2.2. Risky visibility  

Formal older -age care spaces were constructed by participants as órisky spacesô 

(Simpson 2012: 4.3). Frances for example expressed fears about abuse: 
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"ÅÃÁÕÓÅ ÏÆ ÏÕÒ ÓÅØÕÁÌÉÔÙ ÔÈÅÒÅȭÓ ÍÏÒÅ ÔÏ ÂÅ ÁÂÕÓÉÖÅ ÁÂÏÕÔ ÐÏÔÅÎÔÉÁÌÌÙ 
ÁÎÄ ÂÅÃÁÕÓÅ ×ÅȭÒÅ ÓÔÉÌÌ ÃÏÎÓÉÄÅÒÅÄ ÌÅÓÓ ÔÈÁÎȟ ÔÈÅÎ ÔÈÅ ÉÄÅÁ ÏÆ ÓÔÅÁÌÉÎÇ 
from us, or you know being abusive in some other way, is even more 
attractive. Well who cares about the fag, who cares about the dyke, 
ÔÈÅÙ ÄÏÎȭÔ ÎÅÅÄ ÔÈÅ ÍÏÎÅÙȟ ÓÏ ÉÎ ÔÈÁÔ ÓÅÎÓÅ ×ÅȭÒÅ ÍÏÒÅ ÖÕÌÎÅÒÁÂÌÅȢ 
ɉ&ÒÁÎÃÅÓȟ ÁÇÅÄ άάȟ Ȭ,ÅÓÂÉÁÎ ÂÙ #ÈÏÉÃÅȭɊ 

In this extract we can see the concern that being recognised as lesbian or gay increases 

the risk of abuse (in this case financial abuse), mirroring other research suggesting 

that mainstream care spaces are perceived as unsafe by older LGBN individuals 

(Ploeg, Lohfeld and Walsh, 2013; De Vries, 2014). Of greater concern among 

participants was everyday homophobia i.e. óthe subtle, and problematic, aspects of 

prejudiced talkô (Peel, 2012: 38). Diana gave this example, talking about a friend living 

in sheltered accommodation, who is not open about her sexuality:  

ȣ she lives her life privately. But she has to get involved in this 
sheltered unit, because there are coffee mornings and things like that 
ÁÎÄȟ ÙÏÕ ËÎÏ×ȟ ÓÈÅ ÄÏÅÓÎȭÔ ×ÁÎÔ ÔÏ ÂÅ ÕÎÆÒÉÅÎÄÌÙȢ 3ÈÅ ×ÁÎÔÓ ÔÏ ÆÅÅÌ 
part of that community. She also happens to be blaÃËȢ !ÎÄ ÓÈÅȭÓ ÈÁÄ ÔÏ 
listen to things, when people have been reading the newspaper, listen, 
×ÈÅÎ ÔÈÅÒÅȭÓ ÓÏÍÅ ÇÁÙ ÉÓÓÕÅ ÏÒ ÓÏÍÅÔÈÉÎÇȟ ÔÏ ÔÈÉÎÇÓ ÌÉËÅ Ȭ/Èȟ ÉÆ ÍÙ 
ÄÁÕÇÈÔÅÒ ×ÁÓ ÌÉËÅ ÔÈÁÔ )ȭÄ ËÉÌÌ ÈÅÒȭȢ .Ï ×ÈÁÔ ÄÏÅÓ ÓÈÅ ÄÏ ×ÉÔÈ ÔÈÁÔȩ )Æ ÓÈÅ 
challenges that she outs herself and then puts herself in a very 
ÖÕÌÎÅÒÁÂÌÅ ÐÌÁÃÅȢ ɉ$ÉÁÎÁȟ ÁÇÅÄ άίȟ Ȭ/ÕÔ %ÁÒÌÙȭȭɊ 

We can see here the tension between wanting to be part of a shared community, and 

yet feeling marginalised because of homophobia (most likely to be present among 

older people, Valentine and MacDonald, 2004). Dianaôs friend has chosen to remain 

hidden in order to feel safe and (partially) accepted. Being Black (which she is unable 

to conceal), and therefore (implied) in a minority among white service users and staff , 

Dianaôs friendsô isolation is further compounded by issues of racism, highlighting how 

multiple dimensions of identity can intersect to produce inequality (Valentine, 2007).  
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The bulk of concerns about homophobia were in relation to care staff attitudes, 

about which the interview with Derek, who still works in social care, offered insights : 

) ×ÁÓ ÔÏÌÄ ÂÙ ÓÏÍÅÂÏÄÙ ÄÏÎȭÔ ÔÅÌÌ ÁÎÙÏÎÅ ÕÎÌÅÓÓ ÙÏÕ ÈÁÖÅ ÔÏȢ 4ÈÅÙ 
[colleagues] tell gay jokes which are funny and I laugh at them but I 
think well if I come out to theÍ ÔÈÅÙ ÍÉÇÈÔ ÔÈÉÎË ȬÏÈ ÍÙ ÇÏÄ ×Å ÔÏÌÄ Á 
ÇÁÙ ÊÏËÅ ɍÈÅɎ ×ÉÌÌ ÂÅ ÕÐÓÅÔȣ  )ȭÄ ÌÏÖÅ ÔÏ ÔÅÌÌ ÔÈÅÍ ÁÔ ×ÏÒËȢ ) ×ÉÓÈ ) ÃÏÕÌÄȢ ) 
ÍÅÁÎ ÔÈÉÓ ÏÔÈÅÒ ÇÁÙ ÄÒÉÖÅÒȟ ÈÅȭÌÌ ÓÁÙ ÆÏÒ ÈÉÍÓÅÌÆȟ Ȭ)ȭÍ ÊÕÓÔ ÇÏÉÎÇ ÏÕÔ ÆÏÒ Á 
"ÁÒÒÙȭ ÁÎÄ ÔÈÁÔ ÍÅÁÎÓ Á ÃÉÇÁÒÅÔÔÅȟ ȬÇÏÉÎÇ ÏÕÔ ÆÏÒ Á ȰÐÏÏÆȱȭ ÁÎÄ ÈÅȭÓ 
happy with that, but when he goes out there are comments, they find it 
ÁÍÕÓÉÎÇȢ ɉ$ÅÒÅËȟ ÁÇÅÄ άΧȟ Ȭ&ÉÎÄÉÎÇ /ÕÔȭɊ 

This narrative echoes reports by health and social care staff of heterosexist 

harassment and homophobic discrimination (Hunt, 2007) many of whom, like Derek, 

conceal their sexualities as a result (Manthorpe and Price, 2006 ). While prejudice -talk 

is often moderated in public, and reserved for private places (Young, 1990), this is 

complicated in older age care spaces, where the public and private overlap (Hubbard 

and Rossington, 1995) and where care workers often deploy home-talk in public 

spaces of home-work. Stellaôs interview highlights how this can be further nuanced by 

class and culture:  

There is a sort of dichotomy, in that a lot of the care support workers 
are minimum wage people, often now from cultures that do not have a 
normal view of homosexual people. So I would want them to be 
ÒÅÓÐÅÃÔÆÕÌȢ "ÕÔ )ȭÍ ÎÏÔ ÓÕÒÅ ÔÈÁÔ ×ÉÌÌ ÈÁÐÐÅÎȢ ɉ3ÔÅÌÌÁȟ ÁÇÅÄ άάȟ Ȭ/ÕÔ 
%ÁÒÌÙȭɊ 

So here we see concerns about both class (óminimum wage peopleô) and culture, in 

terms of staff attitudes ( Walsh and Shutes, 2012). This is particularly relevant given 

the increase in migrant workers ówho could belong to faith communities or cultures 

that have negative views of homosexualityô (Carr, 2008: 117), may have strong moral 

objections to working with older LGB N individuals (Willis, 2013b) and may even feel 

it is their moral duty to try and ósaveô them (Knocker, 2013: 10). The fear of cultural 
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and religious-based prejudice is reflected in the following extract from Reneôs 

interview:  

[I am frightened] that I would encounter homophobia, because all kinds 
of people work in care, from like fervent Filipino Catholics to young 
people who are not particularly educated, you know? So yes, that 
×ÏÕÌÄ ÍÁËÅ ÍÅ ÁÐÐÒÅÈÅÎÓÉÖÅȢ ɉ2ÅÎÅ ÁÇÅÄ άΩȟ Ȭ"ÒÅÁËÉÎÇ /ÕÔȭɊ 

This extract highlights a number of important issues. Firstly the fear which can be 

present among older LGBN individuals that migrant care workers may come from 

cultures which are less accepting of non-heterosexuality than in the UK. Secondly, the 

perception that they may be also informed by religious beliefs which make them view 

LGBN individuals less favourably. And thirdly, it also highlights the racial/ethnic 

stereotypes which can also be mobilised, making care spaces fertile ground for the 

playing out of multiple preconceptions, prejudices and rights -based tensions (Walsh 

and Shutes, 2012). 

Religion was a concern at not only at an interpersonal level but also at an 

institutional level:  

I think a lot of the care homes are run by faith institutions of some sort 
×ÈÏ ÃÏÕÌÄ ÂÅ ÖÅÒÙ ÈÏÍÏÐÈÏÂÉÃ ÉÎÄÅÅÄȢ ɉ4ÉÍ ÁÇÅÄ ΫΨȟ Ȭ"ÒÅÁËÉÎÇ /ÕÔȭɊ 

Institutional religious -based homophobia (Sacks 2011) is again relevant, given the 

increasing out-sourcing of care by local authorities to religious care organisations. 

This highlights the particular significance of the conflict of rights between religion and 

sexual orientation (Stychin, 2009) in the context of welfare spaces (Green, Barton and 

Johns, 2013), especially closed care spaces. As demonstrated in Chapter Two, these 

spaces are also ones where older LGBN individuals are under-protected from anti -

harassment legislation, with the Equality Act harassment exclusions specifically 
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intended to avoid anti -LGBN religi ous proselytising falling within the confines of the 

Act.  

Older LGBN individuals, particularly the óOut Earlyô and óBreaking Outô cohorts 

have lived the majority of their lives under the shadow of religious -based 

discrimination , both institutional  and, for some, individual  (óOh blimey, I had hands 

laid on me and all sorts,ô Ian, aged 69, óBreaking Outô) and many will be particular ly 

sensitive to being subjected to it once more (Morrow 2001). While strategies of 

avoidance, compartmentalisation (of public and private expression of faith/sexuality) 

and selective religious networking are used by people of faith, including LGBN 

individu als of faith, to navigate competing rights in open spaces (Valentine and Waite, 

2012) such strategies are not possible for either care workers or care users in closed 

care spaces (Phillips and Marks, 2006) which are sites of both private and public 

perform ance (Cobb, 2009), and sites of under-protection from harassment (as 

addressed in Chapter Two). 

Anticipated risky visibility was not confined to mainstream care spaces. Many 

participants articulated a fear of ghettoization (Croucher, 2008), and heightened 

vulnerability to prejudice and discrimination, in specialist provision:  

)ȭÖÅ ÈÅÁÒÄ ÁÌÌ ÔÈÅ ÁÒÇÕÍÅÎÔÓ ÆÏÒ ÁÎÄ ÁÇÁÉÎÓÔ Á ÌÅÓÂÉÁÎ ÓÃÈÅÍÅȟ ÏÒ Á ÇÁÙ 
ÏÎÌÙ ÓÃÈÅÍÅȟ ÁÎÄ ) ÔÈÉÎË )ȭÄ ÃÏÍÅ ÄÏ×Î ÁÇÁÉÎÓÔ ÉÔȟ ÂÅÃÁÕÓÅ ×ÈÉÌÅ ÙÏÕȭÒÅ 
within that nice little cocoon, everyoneȭÓ ÆÒÉÅÎÄÌÙ ÁÎÄ ÉÔȭÓ ÁÌÌ ÇÏÉÎÇ ÔÏ ÂÅ 
lovely. But the minute you step out of the door, then everyone in the 
neighbourhood knows that that particular block of flats is the gay and 
ÌÅÓÂÉÁÎ ÃÏÍÐÌÅØȟ ÓÏ ) ÔÈÉÎË ÔÈÁÔ ÉÓ ×ÈÅÎ ÙÏÕȭÒÅ ÇÏÉÎÇ ÔÏ ÇÅÔ ÔÈÅ 
homophobia. ("ÅÒÎÉÃÅȟ ÁÇÅÄ άΦȟ Ȭ&ÉÎÄÉÎÇ /ÕÔȭɊ 

This extract highlights the fear that separating off from mainstream provision could 

increase visibility in risky ways. In this way both mainstream and separatist provision 

can be perceived as sites of potential risky exposure to prejudice and discrimination. 
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Under such circumstances, concealment is often perceived as the safest option (Carr 

and Ross, 2013). This is explored in the following section. 

3.2.3. (In)equality of openness 148 

Despite legal and structural gains in relation to  LGBN individualsô equality, óthese 

forms of sexual legitimation have been socially and spatially unevenô (Podmore, 2013: 

263). A key site of that unevenness is in relation to the open performance of same-

gender sexuality lives and intimacies. Although some public places are now spaces of a 

certain degree of tolerance (Browne and Bakshi, 2011), this is often a ósanitisedô 

performance (Casey, 2013: 144). Many public places continue to be ócodedô as unsafe 

for overt performance of same-gender sexuality identities and intimacies (Hubbard, 

2013). Because of this many LGBN individuals, especially older LGBN individuals 

(Guasp, 2011), rely upon home as a relatively (Johnston and Valentine, 1995) safe 

space for open identity performance and a means of óresisting both the erasure and/ 

or discipline of the heteronormative gazeô (Gorman-Murray, 2013: 103).   

Formal older -age care spaces (both domiciliary and residential care) are 

particular sites of exposure to the heteronormative gaze (Casey, 2004; Phillips and 

Marks, 2006) both replicating the constraints upon public performance (Brotman, 

Ryan, & Cormier, 2003)  and at the same time problematising the ódoingô of home, 

because home itself is being performed in a public place (Barnes, 2012). Several 

studies have observed that older óLGBô individuals ócontinue to live in fear and hide 

their identitiesô in care spaces (Harrison and Riggs, 2006: 49). This is echoed in my 

research, both in terms of participantsô own narratives and in references to óVoices on 
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the Marginsô (e.g. Dianaôs friend). As outlined in Chapter Four, and above, only two of 

ten participants were open about their sexualities in their sheltered housing (one of 

whom was unwillingly óoutedô). Those individuals who were not open, made those 

decisions on the basis of protective resistance, i.e. self-protective strategies in risky 

spaces, as is evident in the following interview extracts: 

Ȭ7ÈÁÔ ÉÆ ÔÈÅÙ ɍÃÁÒÅ ÓÔÁÆÆɎ ÔÏÏË Á ÄÉÓÌÉËÅ ÔÏ ÍÅȩ  ) ÄÏÎȭÔ ÔÈÉÎË ÍÁÎÙ ÐÅÏÐÌÅ 
ÈÅÒÅ ×ÏÕÌÄ ÕÎÄÅÒÓÔÁÎÄ ÉÔ ÏÒ ÁÃÃÅÐÔ ÉÔ ÓÏÍÅÈÏ×ȭ ɉ!ÇÎes, aged 92, 
Ȭ&ÉÎÄÉÎÇ /ÕÔȭɊ 

ȬI do not need what might be a headache or provoke an adverse 
ÒÅÁÃÔÉÏÎȭ ɉ&ÒÁÎË ÁÇÅÄ έΦ Ȭ"ÒÅÁËÉÎÇ /ÕÔȭɊ 

These extracts highlight how a fear of hostility and/or rejection informs both Agnesô 

and Frankôs decision to conceal. Audrey also makes links with ageing and fear:  

I realise that as you get older you begin to lose confidence and when 
ÙÏÕȭÒÅ ÖÅÒÙ ÏÌÄ ÙÏÕ ÃÁÎ ÂÅÃÏÍÅ ÖÅÒÙ ÕÎÃÏÎÆÉÄÅÎÔȢ !ÎÄ ) ÔÈÉÎË ÉÔȭÓ ÔÏ ÄÏ 
×ÉÔÈ ÌÏÓÉÎÇ ÐÈÙÓÉÃÁÌ ÓÔÒÅÎÇÔÈ ÁÎÄ ÁÂÉÌÉÔÙȣ ÁÎÄ ) ÔÈÉÎËȟ ÔÈÅÒÅÆÏÒÅȟ ÐÅÏÐÌÅ 
ÐÕÔ ÕÐ ×ÉÔÈ ÔÈÉÎÇÓ ÁÎÄ ÄÏÎȭÔ ÆÅÅÌ ÔÈÁÔ ÔÈÅÙ ÃÁÎ ÆÉÇÈÔ ÂÁÃËȢ !ÎÄ ) ÔÈÉÎË 
when you hear these things about old gay men and lesbians going into 
residential care homes and going back in the closet, because they just 
ÄÏÎȭÔ ÆÅÅÌ ÔÈÅÙ ÃÁÎ ÃÏÐÅ ×ÉÔÈ ÔÈÅ ÐÒÅÊÕÄÉÃÅȟ ÔÈÁÔȭÓ terrible. But you can 
understand it, because I do think as you get older, many people do get 
ÍÏÒÅ ÁÆÒÁÉÄȢ ɉ!ÕÄÒÅÙȟ ÁÇÅÄ άέȟ Ȭ/ÕÔ %ÁÒÌÙȭɊ 

Audrey is observing how older age itself can be understood as both increasing fear and 

reducing confidence, including in the ability to ófight backô, i.e. resist, in ways other 

than by concealment. Resistance by concealment in care spaces, however, lacks the 

compensatory privacy of home (Angus et. al. 2005) when home is performed in public 

places, disciplined by external norms and routines (Milligan, 2012) under conditions 

of heightened surveillance (Exley and Allen, 2007)  and self-surveillance (Rosenfeld, 

2003). The need to conceal in public homespaces negates the possibilities and benefits 

of identity -based ónestingô (Falk, 2012: 1002). To give a very simple example, Rene óde-
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dykesô (Kitzinger, 1994: 11) her sheltered accommodation when anticipating the 

presence of strangers: 

)ÔȭÓ Á ÇÅÎÅÒÁÌ ÆÅÅÌÉÎÇ ÔÈÁÔ ÔÈÅÙ ×ÏÕÌÄ ÔÒÅÁÔ ÍÅ ÄÉÆÆÅÒÅÎÔÌÙ ÉÆ ) ×ÁÓ ÏÕÔ ÔÏ 
ÔÈÅÍȣ I suppoÓÅ ÉÔ ÍÁËÅÓ ÍÅ Á ÌÉÔÔÌÅ ÎÅÒÖÏÕÓȟ ÙÏÕ ËÎÏ×ȟ ÌÉËÅ )ȭÖÅ ÇÏÔ 
some explicitly lesbian fridge magnets stick on the side of my fridge and 
ÉÆ ) ÈÁÖÅ ÔÒÁÄÅÓÍÁÎ ÉÎ ) ÔÅÎÄ ÔÏ ÈÉÄÅ ÔÈÅÍ ÉÎ Á ÄÒÁ×ÅÒ ÃÏÓ ) ÄÏÎȭÔ ×ÁÎÔ ÔÏ 
be treated less favourably. ɉ2ÅÎÅ ÁÇÅÄ άΩȟ Ȭ"ÒÅÁËÉÎÇ /ÕÔȭɊ 

So we can see here how visible signs of a lesbian identity/life in a personôs own 

homespace can be removed to avoid anticipated homophobic discrimination. If Rene 

were to live in high surveillance closed care space, she would find strategic identity 

management (i.e. being selectively óinô or outô according to context: Orne, 2012) very 

difficult indeed, and she would probably have to choose either being all óinô or all óoutô. 

Yet the visual displays of identity and significant relationships are impo rtant:  

"Å ÎÉÃÅ ÉÆ ÙÏÕ ÃÏÕÌÄ ÈÁÖÅ ÙÏÕÒ ÐÁÒÔÎÅÒȭÓ ÐÈÏÔÏ ÕÐȟ ÏÒ ÈÁÖÅ Á ÐÌÁÃÅ ×ÈÅÒÅ 
you can be private together, or even, in a public place, hold hands 
without it being nudge-nudge wink-×ÉÎËȢ ɉ$ÏÒÉÓȟ ÁÇÅÄ άίȟ Ȭ/ÕÔ %ÁÒÌÙȭɊ 

I would like to be able to put my photos in my room, the same as 
anybody else. I want to have the confidence to do that and not be 
ÁÂÕÓÅÄ ÂÅÃÁÕÓÅ ÔÈÅÙȭÒÅ ÓÁÍÅ ÇÅÎÄÅÒȢ !ÎÄ ) ×ÁÎÔ ÔÈÅ ÓÔÁÆÆ ÔÏ ÂÅ ÁÂÌÅ ÔÏ 
talk to me about them, and be positive about people being gay, a smile, 
a positive response, to talk to me about my photos like they would with 
ÁÎÙÏÎÅ ÅÌÓÅȢ ɉ4ÈÅÒÅÓÁȟ ÁÇÅÄ άΩȟ Ȭ&ÉÎÄÉÎÇ /ÕÔȭɊ 

These extracts show how both public and private displays of affection and affective 

intimacies are perceived as being compromised by homes being performed in public 

spaces149. In this way older -age care needs present LGBN individuals with new spatial 

challenges in later life. This echoes research which suggests that sexuality performance 

is continually (re)negotiated and managed according to spatial contingencies across a 
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 Although not referred to by participants this is even more complicated for bisexual/non-labelling individuals 
who wish to display relationship histories involving intimacies with individuals of both genders. 
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lifetime (Gibson and Macleod, 2012; Visser, 2013), magnified here through the added 

dimension of ageing and age-related care spaces.  

Age standpoint is relevant here: those participants who raised the strongest 

concerns about mainstream provision were those who had been óoutô and/or in same-

gender relationships for the longest periods of time, and so also had the greatest 

experience of institutional heterosexism and homophobia. The óLate Performanceô 

cohort, by contrast, was comparatively silent about such concern. In this way, again, 

past experiences cast a shadow over not only the present subjectivities of participants 

but their feared future subjectivities as well.  

3.3.  Association: Inclusions, exclusions, norms and normativities  

This section addresses participants concerns about being able to access support 

networks, and anxiety about how this will be facilitated or not by formal care 

provision (Section 3.3.1). It also addressed the equality implications of formal care 

spaces as sites óenforced engagementô i.e. óhaving to engage with other older people 

that under different circumstances [one] would have chosen not toô (Milligan 2012: 

2116).  This is addressed, from a gender perspective, in Sections 3.3.2 and 3.3.3. 

3.3.1. Challenges to kinship maintenance 

Maintaining attachments beyond care institutions is vital to the well -being of those 

residing in them (Falk, 2012) 150. However, some kinds of being and belonging fit 

better than others in institutionalised contexts (Cooper and Herman, 2013) and for 
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 As is recognised in the National Minimum Standards (Care Standards) Act 2000: assessments of people newly 
ŀŘƳƛǘǘŜŘ ǘƻ ǊŜǎƛŘŜƴǘƛŀƭ ŎŀǊŜ ΨǎƘƻǳƭŘ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊ ǘƘŜ ǇŜǊǎƻƴΩǎ ǎƻŎƛŀƭ ƛƴǘŜǊŜǎǘǎΣ ƘƻōōƛŜǎΣ ǊŜƭƛƎƛƻǳǎ ŀƴŘ ŎǳƭǘǳǊŀƭ ƴŜŜŘǎΩ 
ŀƴŘ ΨŎŀǊŜǊ ŀƴŘ ŦŀƳƛƭȅ ƛƴǾƻƭǾŜƳŜƴǘ ŀƴŘ ƻǘƘŜǊ ǎƻŎƛŀƭ ŎƻƴǘŀŎǘǎκǊŜƭŀǘƛƻƴǎƘƛǇǎΩ ό5ŜǇǘ IŜŀƭǘƘΣ нллоΥ о-4). 
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those who are more marginalised those attachments take on added significance. This 

extract from Dianaôs interview is an example of participantsô concerns in this regard: 

)Æ )ȭÍ ÉÎ Á ÓÈÅÌÔÅÒÅÄ ÕÎÉÔ ÏÒ ÁÎ ÏÌÄ ÐÅÏÐÌÅȭÓ ÈÏÍÅȟ ) ×ÁÎÔ ÔÏ ÂÅ ÁÂÌÅ ÔÏ 
read and get information and I want to be able to connect with my 
community. I want to go to [older lesbian group] still. Now how am I 
going to get to [older lesbian group] if my mobility is compromised? Is 
ÓÏÍÅÂÏÄÙ ÇÏÉÎÇ ÔÏ ÇÅÔ ÍÅ Á ÓÐÅÃÉÁÌ ÂÕÓȩ )Æ )ȭÍ ÌÕÃËÙ )ȭÌÌ ÈÁÖÅ ÆÒÉÅÎÄÓ 
×ÈÏȭÌÌ ÔÁËÅ ÍÅ ÔÈÅÒÅ ÏÎÃÅ Á ÍÏÎÔÈȢ "ÕÔ ×ÈÁÔ ÉÆ ) ÈÁÖÅ !ÌÚÈÅÉÍÅÒȭÓȩ 7ÉÌÌ 
ÉÔ ÂÅ ÁÓÓÕÍÅÄ )ȭÍ ÈÅÔÅÒÏÓÅØÕÁÌ ÁÎÄ ) ÄÏÎȭÔ ÎÅÅÄ ÍÙ ÆÒÉÅÎÄÓ ÔÏ ÃÏÍÅ ÁÎÄ 
ÔÁÌË ÔÏ ÍÅ ÁÂÏÕÔ ÍÙ ÐÁÓÔȩ ɉ$ÉÁÎÁȟ ÁÇÅÄ άίȟ Ȭ"ÒÅÁËÉÎÇ /ÕÔȭɊ 

This extract highlights the importance of retaining c onnections with oneôs community 

(in this case an older lesbian community) as well as fears that such connections will 

not be maintained once in formal care provision. A recent US study of specialist older 

LGBT housing provision would appear to support this  observation, reporting that for 

those who had sought out such provision, seeking acceptance and a sense of 

community were major factors in th eir doing so (Sullivan, 2014). Reciprocal 

validation was highlighted by many participants as being a vital part of later life:  

)ÔȭÓ ÁÂÏÕÔ ÐÅÏÐÌÅȟ ÙÏÕ ËÎÏ× ÇÁÙ ÁÎÄ ÌÅÓÂÉÁÎ ÐÅÏÐÌÅ ÂÅÉÎÇ ÁÂÌÅ ÔÏ ÔÁÌË 
ÁÂÏÕÔ ÔÈÅÉÒ ÌÉÖÅÓȟ ÁÎÄ ÆÅÅÌ ÐÅÏÐÌÅ ÁÒÅ ÉÎÔÅÒÅÓÔÅÄ ÁÎÄ ÔÈÁÔȢ #ÏÓ ÉÔȭÓ ÒÅÁÌÌÙ 
ÉÍÐÏÒÔÁÎÔ ÔÏ ÒÅÍÉÎÉÓÃÅȟ ÙÏÕ ËÎÏ× ɉ*ÁÃË ÁÇÅÄ άάȟ Ȭ"ÒÅÁËÉÎÇ /ÕÔȭɊȢ 

[Explaining her preference for ȬÇÁÙ ×ÏÍÅÎȭ ÏÎÌÙ ÁÃÃÏÍÍÏÄÁÔÉÏÎɎ 9ÏÕ 
ÂÅÃÏÍÅ ÆÒÉÅÎÄÓȟ ÔÈÅÙȭÒÅ ÌÉËÅ ÍÉÎÄÅÄȟ ÙÏÕ ÃÁÎ ÓÈÁÒÅ ÙÏÕÒ ÌÉÆÅȟ ÙÏÕ ÃÁÎ ÂÅ 
ÁÓ ÏÐÅÎ ÁÓ ÙÏÕ ÃÁÎ ÂÅȟ ÙÏÕ ÃÁÎ ÔÁÌË ÁÂÏÕÔ ÙÏÕÒ ÌÉÆÅȟ ÁÎÄ ÔÈÁÔȭÓ ×ÈÁÔ ÙÏÕ 
×ÁÎÔ ÔÏ ÄÏ ÁÔ ÔÈÁÔ ÓÔÁÇÅ ÏÆ ÙÏÕÒ ÌÉÆÅȢ ɉ-ÁÙȟ ÁÇÅÄ άΪȟ Ȭ&ÉÎÄÉÎÇ /ÕÔȭɊ 

So here we can see the importance of being able to reminisce, and of being able to do 

so with like -mined people. While a small number of participants did not think their 

sexuality would be relevant in older age care spaces (óIf I am very frail and oldé I canôt 

imagine it will be a major concern of mineô, Jennifer, aged 62, as explored in Chapter 

Four, in the context of ageing sexuality identities), the majority thought it would : 

0ÈÙÓÉÃÁÌÌÙ ) ɍÄÏÎȭÔɎ ÔÈÉÎË ÍÙ ÎÅÅÄÓ ×ÏÕÌÄ ÂÅ ÁÎÙ ÄÉÆÆÅÒÅÎÔȣ ÉÆ ) ÃÁÎȭÔ 
walk up the stairs then I need a lift, just like anybody else does, and if I 
need a wheelchair, my wheelchair, it may have a rainbow flag on it, but 
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ÙÏÕ ËÎÏ×ȟ ÉÔȭÓ ÎÏÔ ÒÅÁÌÌÙ ÁÎÙ ÄÉÆÆÅÒÅÎÔȢ "ÕÔ ÉÔȭÓ ÓÏÍÅÔÈÉÎÇ ÃÕÌÔÕÒÁÌ ÁÎÄ 
ÉÔȭÓ ÁÂÏÕÔ ÓÈÁÒÅÄ ÅØÐÅÒÉÅÎÃÅ ÁÎÄ ÍÁÙÂÅ ÅÖÅÎ ÓÈÁÒÅÄ ÖÁÌÕÅÓȟ ÂÕÔ )ȭÍ ÎÏÔ 
sure about that. And I think it has a lot to do with friendship and 
ÓÕÐÐÏÒÔ ÁÎÄ ËÎÏ×ÉÎÇ ÔÈÁÔ ÔÈÅÒÅȭÓ Á ÇÏÏÄ ÐÏÓÓÉÂÉÌÉÔÙ ÔÈÁÔȟ ÙÏÕ ËÎÏ×ȟ ) 
×ÏÎȭÔ ÂÅ ÍÏÂÉÌÅ ÁÎÄ ÔÈÁÔ ) ×ÁÎÔ ÔÈÅ ÐÅÏÐÌÅ ÁÒÏÕÎÄ ÍÅ ÔÏ ÈÁÖÅ ÓÏÍÅ 
sense of who I am, from their core to my core (Frances, aged 66, 
Ȭ,ÅÓÂÉÁÎ ÂÙ #ÈÏÉÃÅȭɊ 

In this extract we can see the key distinction between physical care needs shared with 

all older people and socio-cultural care needs which differentiate older people. While 

both Jennifer and Frances belong to the óLesbian by Choiceô cohort, they have 

different understandings of the significance of their choice of sexuality in later life. 

Jennifer understands it to have diminishing relevance while Frances understands it to 

have continuing, and even enhanced relevance. For Frances, her sexuality is part of 

her ócoreô (as would be the case for identity-based cohorts too); for Jennifer, her 

sexuality is not part of her core (as is the case for many of the óLate Performanceô 

cohort, especially the non-labelling women). In this way we can see how, while 

freedom to associate with those who are emotionally significant is important in 

general to older LGBN individuals, it has heightened significance to those for whom it 

is essential for identity maintenance.  

Not being able to maintain affiliations and community attachments is a major 

affective inequality, transecting and transcending resources, recognition and 

representation (Lynch, 2010), with profound implications for physical and mental 

well-being for older LGBN individuals in later life (Fredriksen-Goldsen et. al., 2013). 

Yet on the other hand, enforced engagement with unwanted others can also have a 

detrimental effect, as is considered next. 
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3.3.2. Risky hetero-masculinity: Womenôs fears of embodied sexual 

threa t 

A number of women participants 151 - not only radical feminists ï expressed concerns 

about sharing care alongside men, heterosexual men in particular: 

) ÒÅÁÌÌÙȟ ÒÅÁÌÌÙ ÈÏÐÅ ) ÄÏÎȭÔ ÈÁÖÅ ÔÏ ÓÈÁÒÅ ÁÃÃÏÍÍÏÄÁÔÉÏÎ ×ÉÔÈ ÍÅÎȢ 
ɉ*ÕÄÉÔÈȟ ÁÇÅÄ έΧȟ Ȭ&ÉÎÄÉÎÇ /ÕÔȭɊ 

I thiÎË )ȭÄ ÈÁÖÅ ÔÏ ÈÁÖÅ Á ×ÏÍÁÎ-ÏÎÌÙ ɍÃÁÒÅ ÈÏÍÅɎȟ ) ÃÏÕÌÄÎȭÔ ÂÅÁÒ ÔÏ ÂÅ 
ÉÎ ÃÌÏÓÅ ÐÒÏØÉÍÉÔÙ ×ÉÔÈ ÍÅÎȢ ɉ%ÌÌÅÎȟ ÁÇÅÄ άΪȟ Ȭ,ÁÔÅ 0ÅÒÆÏÒÍÁÎÃÅȭɊ 

) ÆÉÎÄ ÍÅÎȭÓ ÈÁÂÉÔÓ ÎÏÔ ÖÅÒÙ ÐÌÅÁÓÁÎÔȢ ɉ#ÌÁÉÒÅȟ ÁÇÅÄ άΫȟ Ȭ&ÉÎÄÉÎÇ /ÕÔȭɊ 

This reluctance to live alongside men informed these participantsô preferences for 

women-only/lesbian -only accommodation. Even some women who preferred 

mainstream provision had concerns about sharing care spaces with men:  

I would prefer a weighting of women and not very many men, and the 
men would have tÏ ÂÅ ÖÅÒÙ ÃÏÕÔÈȟ ÄÏÎȭÔ ×ÁÎÔ ÁÎÙ ÈÏÒÒÉÂÌÅ ÏÌÄÅÒ ÔÈÉÎÇÓ 
×ÁÎÄÅÒÉÎÇ ÁÒÏÕÎÄ ×ÉÔÈ ÔÈÅÉÒ ÆÌÉÅÓ ÏÐÅÎȟ ÙÏÕ ËÎÏ×Ȣ ɉ4ÅÓÓÁȟ ÁÇÅÄ Ϋήȟ Ȭ/ÕÔ 
%ÁÒÌÙȭɊȢ 

Here we can see the engagement with stereotypes of ageing masculinity. Notions of 

the older man as generally uncouth, e.g. ugly, dirty and lacking in good manners, are 

evident in Tessaôs expressed tolerance for only those older men who can maintain 

their ócouth-ness.ô Several women were concerned about men making overt sexual 

advances: 

) ÄÏÎȭÔ ÌÉËÅ ÍÅÎȢ !ÎÄ ÏÌÄ ÍÅÎȟ ×ÅÌÌȣ 7ÅÌÌȟ ÔÈÅÒÅȭÓ ÔÈÅ ×ÈÏÌÅ ÓÏÒÔ ÏÆȟ ÔÈÅ 
whole thing of, certainly where my mum is, the sexual inhibitions go, 
well perhaps they never had any inhibitions, and they just get worse as 
ÔÈÅÙ ÇÅÔ ÏÌÄÅÒȣ ÓÈÅȭÓ ÉÎ ÓÈÅÌÔÅÒÅÄ ÁÃÃÏÍÍÏÄÁÔÉÏÎȢ "ÕÔ ÏÌÄ ÍÅÎ ÂÅÉÎÇ 
flirty, I just find it completely revolting, I really do. (Sandra aged 61, 
Ȭ"ÒÅÁËÉÎÇ /ÕÔȭ) 

So this extract shows firstly Sandraôs baseline of not liking men, her concerns about 

her perception of heterosexual menôs sexual (dis)inhibitions, and her understanding 
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that t hey worsen with age. Here we have a further engagement with the stereotyping 

of older (heterosexual) men as lecherous. Sandra also emphasises the fear of being 

subjected to sexual advances from heterosexual men (óI just find it completely 

revolting, I really doô). This fear can be heighted by older age as this extract shows: 

3ÏÍÅ ÏÆ ÔÈÁÔ ) ÓÁ× ÉÎ ÍÙ ÍÕÍȭÓ ÎÕÒÓÉÎÇ ÈÏÍÅȟ ÏÌÄ ÂÌÏËÅÓȟ ÊÕÓÔȟ Ìetc.h, 
ÙÏÕ ËÎÏ×Ȣ Ȭ/Èȟ ÄÙËÅÓȟ ÐÈÅ×ȟ ÇÉÖÅ ÍÅ ÈÁÌÆ Á ÃÈÁÎÃÅȟ ÍÁÔÅȭȢ !ÎÄ ×ÈÅÎ 
ÙÏÕȭÒÅ ÏÌÄ ÁÎÄ ×ÅÁÒÙ ÙÏÕ ÄÏÎȭÔ ×ÁÎÔ ÔÏ ÂÅ ÆÉÇÈÔing that kind of crap off, 
really. ($ÁÐÈÎÅȟ ÁÇÅÄ άΦȟ Ȭ/ÕÔ %ÁÒÌÙȭɊȢ 

This extract highlights concerns not only about being exposed to unwanted 

heterosexual advances, but also the impact of ageing and frailty on the capacity and 

willingness to resist and or defend oneself - ówhen youôre old and weary you donôt 

want to be fighting that kind of crap offô. Under such circumstances, women residents 

would look to staff to maintain boundaries, including sexual boundaries, on their 

behalf. However there was a lack of confidence in care staff doing so: 

)ȭÍ ÑÕÉÔÅ ÃÁÐÁÂÌÅ ÏÆ ÓÁÙÉÎÇ ÐÉÓÓ ÏÆÆȟ ÂÕÔ ) ÄÏÎȭÔ ×ÁÎÔ ÔÏ ÓÅÅ ÉÔȢ ) ÔÈÉÎË ÉÔȭÓ 
ÄÉÓÒÅÓÐÅÃÔÆÕÌȢ !ÎÄ ) ÔÈÉÎË ÉÔȭÓ ÄÉÓÒÅÓÐÅÃÔÆÕÌ ÏÆ ÃÁÒÅ ÓÔÁÆÆ ÔÏ ÁÌÌÏ× ÉÔȟ Ȭ/È 
ÃÏÍÅ ÏÎ *ÉÍȟ ÓÔÏÐ ÍÅÓÓÉÎÇȟ ÐÕÔ ÉÔ Á×ÁÙȭȢ .Ïȟ ) ×ÏÕÌÄ ÌÉËÅ ÍÏÒÅ Ôo be 
ÄÏÎÅ ÔÏ *ÉÍ ÔÈÁÎ ÔÈÁÔȣ ) ×ÏÕÌÄ ÌÉËÅ ÔÈÅÍ ÔÏ ÂÅ ÍÕÃÈ ÆÉÒÍÅÒȢ *ÕÓÔ 
ÂÅÃÁÕÓÅ ÔÈÅÙȭÒÅ ÏÌÄÅÒȟ ÄÏÅÓÎȭÔ ÍÅÁÎ ÔÈÅÙȭÖÅ ÌÏÓÔ ÔÈÅÉÒ ÍÁÒÂÌÅÓȢ 4ÈÅÒÅ 
are an awful lot of men who are struggling with dementia, but there are 
ÁÌÓÏ Á ÌÏÔ ×ÈÏ ÓÁÙ ȬÉÔȭÓ ÊÕÓÔ ÁÃÃÅÐÔÁÂÌÅ ÈÅÒÅȭȢ 9ÏÕ ÄÏÎȭÔ ÏÆÔÅÎ ÓÅÅ ×ÏÍÅÎ 
doing it, do you? ɉ-ÁÙȟ ÁÇÅÄ άΪȟ Ȭ&ÉÎÄÉÎÇ /ÕÔȭɊ 

May is reflecting here concerns about the extent to which staff minimise inappropriate 

sexual behaviour among older men in care contexts, as well as her perception there is 

a strong gender based dimension to that inappropriate behaviour (óYou donôt often see 

women doing it, do you?ô). This highlights how both age and space can exacerbate a 

womanôs sense of vulnerability to heterosexist harassment.  
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 Claire (aged 65); Ellen (aged 64); Daphne (aged 60); Tessa (aged 58);  May (aged 64); Sandra (aged 61); Judith 
(aged 71); Cat (aged 63). 
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Reflected here are notions which conceptualise ageing male sexuality as the 

behaviour of a ódirty old manô (Walz, 2002; Bauer, et. al. 2013a; Sandberg, 2013). This 

also engages with how sexuality among those with physical and/or mental incapacities 

is seen as something risky that needs to be controlled (Herring, 2012). But at the same 

time it also speaks to the symbolic representation of enduring fears of (heterosexual) 

male dominance, expressed through heterosexual sexual oppression (MacKinnon, 

1989). While stereotypical notions about sexual threat are being deployed here, there 

is also a factual basis to them:  90% of all care home residents who complain of 

unwanted sexual behaviour are women (Rosen, Lachs, and Pillemer, 2010) and over 

90% of all perpetrators of that alleged behaviour are heterosexual men (Ramsey-

Klawsnik et. al., 2007). Although these concerns may be shared with heterosexual 

women (Phillips and Marks, 2006) they are particularly relevant for LGB N women 

who have deliberately constructed their lives in ways which centre on relationships 

with women  and/or women who have strategically rejected heterosexual masculinity 

(e.g. politically mobilised óFinding Outô and óLesbian by Choiceô cohorts).  

Those LGBN women who want gender-separate provision are not alone in this 

aspiration: it  can also be true for some gay men as well, as addressed in the next 

section.  

3.3.3. Risky hetero-femininity: Gay menôs fears of hetero-feminisation  

A small number of gay men expressed a reluctance to live in mainstream provision 

because of the predominance of women there (ó90% of itôs females in nursing homesô, 

Ian aged 69). óFeminisationô discourse about older-age care spaces (Davidson, 

DiGiacomo & McGrath 2011) fails to take into account that these spaces are not only 
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gendered but sexualised as well. They are spaces not just of feminisation, but of 

hetero-feminisation, as is highlighted here:  

ȣ ) ×ÏÕÌÄ ÎÏÔ ×ÁÎÔ ÔÏ ÇÏ ÔÈÒÏÕÇÈ ÔÈÁÔ ÌÅÖÅÌ ÏÆ ÄÉÓÔÒÅÓÓȣȢÉÎ Á ÃÁÒÅ 
ÈÏÍÅȟ ×ÈÅÒÅ ) ×ÏÕÌÄ ÂÅ ÉÎ Á ÍÉÎÏÒÉÔÙȟ ÁɊ ÂÅÃÁÕÓÅ )ȭÍ ÍÁÌÅ ÁÎÄ ÂɊ 
because I identify as being gay. And the care staff making assumptions 
ÁÎÄ ÓÁÙ Ȭ3ÉÔ ÎÅØÔ ÔÏ 'ÌÁÄÙÓȟ ÂÅÃÁÕÓÅ ÓÈÅ ÈÁÓÎȭÔ ÇÏÔ ÁÎÙÂÏÄÙȭȢ  !ÎÄ )ȭÍ 
ÔÈÉÎËÉÎÇ Ȭ) ÄÏÎȭÔ ×ÁÎÔ ÔÏ ÓÉÔ ÎÅØÔ ÔÏ 'ÌÁÄÙÓȟ )ȭÄ ÒÁÔÈÅÒ ÓÉÔ ÎÅØÔ ÔÏ "ÏÂȭȢ 
ɉ3ÁÍȟ ÁÇÅÄ άΧȟ Ȭ/ÕÔ %ÁÒÌÙȭɊ 

So we can see hear the embodied fears of a gay man, about being in both a gender and 

sexuality minority, and being actually physically placed, or rather mis -placed, as a 

heterosexual man in mainstream provision.  

Some of the gay men expressed a preference for gay-men only provision above 

and beyond concerns about hetero-feminisation. Older lesbians have very little 

contact with gay men, and vice versa, even those accessing specialist services (Knocker 

et. al. 2012), including participants in my study. As Ken observed: 

ȣ/ÎÅ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÔÈÉÎÇÓ ÁÂÏÕÔ Á ÇÁÙ Ían is that he probably prefers the 
company of other men! Yes, we have common interests, lesbians and 
ÇÁÙ ÍÅÎȟ ÂÅÃÁÕÓÅ ×ÅȭÒÅ ÆÉÇÈÔÉÎÇ ÔÈÅ ÓÁÍÅ ÂÁÔÔÌÅÓȟ ÔÈÅ ÓÁÍÅ ÐÒÅÊÕÄÉÃÅ 
ÁÎÄ ÓÏ ÏÎȢ "ÕÔ ÔÏ ÍÅÅÔ ÓÏÃÉÁÌÌÙȟ ) ÃÁÎȭÔ ÓÅÅ ×ÈÙ ÙÏÕ ÓÈÏÕÌÄ ÅØÐÅÃÔ ÔÈÁÔȢ 
(Ken, aged 64ȟ Ȭ/ÕÔ %ÁÒÌÙȭɊ 

This preferred lack of involvement extended, for some, to all women: 

I am terrified of a nursing home where all the staff are female, and they 
ÔÒÅÁÔ ÍÅ ÁÓ ÉÆ ) ÆÁÎÃÙ ÔÈÅ ×ÏÍÅÎȢ *ÕÓÔ Á×ÆÕÌȣ .ÏÔ Á ×ÏÍÁÎ ÉÎ ÓÉÇÈÔ 
would be fine by me. I know thaÔ ÓÏÕÎÄÓ Á×ÆÕÌȢ "ÕÔȣ ) ÊÕÓÔ ÒÅÌÁÔÅ ÔÏ 
ÍÅÎ ÓÏ ÍÕÃÈ ÂÅÔÔÅÒȣ ÔÈÅ ÖÁÓÔ ÍÁÊÏÒÉÔÙ ÏÆ ×ÏÍÅÎ ÔÈÁÔ ) ËÎÏ×ȟ ÐÁÓÓ ÍÅ 
ÂÙȟ ÔÈÅÙȭÒÅ ÊÕÓÔ ÐÁÒÔ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÓÃÅÎÅÒÙ ÔÈÁÔ ) ÃÁÎȭÔ ÁÖÏÉÄȢ ɉ0ÈÉÌȟ ÁÇÅÄ άΨȟ 
Ȭ"ÒÅÁËÉÎÇ /ÕÔȭɊȢ 

This extract highlights an issue which is not often referred  to, the strong wish not to 

share care alongside women, demonstrated by Philôs fear (óterrorô) of being 

surrounded by women and presumed to be heterosexual. In Philôs ideal world there 

would be ónot a woman in sight.ô While there is a degree of legitimacy attached by 

some to lesbiansô wishes not to be around men (Browne, 2009), a similar degree of 

legitimacy is often not accorded to gay men who wish to not be around women. The 
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dominant discourse tends to be one of misogyny (Richardson, 2004), i.e. women-

hating, rather than men -preferring. It is, of course, possible to be both. What is 

important here is to show that, just as some older LGBN women do not wish to share 

care alongside men, there are also some older gay men who have constructed lives 

away from women and do not wish to receive care from, or live alongside, them.  

3.3.4. Equality of association in care spaces 

While in their pre -formal care provision lives older LGBN individuals are able to 

selectively socially network, in mainstream residential care provis ion they are not. 

Such provision impedes their choices, exposing them to increased risks associated 

with heteronormativity and homophobia. At the same time it also places constraints 

upon access to those relationships/networks which are sources of support and act as 

buffers/self -protective mechanisms in response to heteronormativity and 

homophobia.152  

4.  Anticipating R esistance  

The preceding sections identified anticipated inequalities of resources, recognition 

and association, and hence power. This section considers anticipated resistance to that 

power. As explained in Chapter One, I am using a four-type model of resistance, 

adapted from Hardings (2011):  resistance by concealment from power  (óprotective 

resistanceô); resistance by taming power (ómoderating resistanceô); resistance by 

breaking power (ófracturing resistanceô); and resistance by transforming power 

(ótransformative resistanceô). This chapter has demonstrated how older LGBN 
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 This could be argued to engage Articles 8-11 and 14 of the European Convention on Human Rights.  
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individuals can use concealment as a self-protective resistance strategy (Section 

3.2.3). It has also highlighted how older age care needs and spaces can complicate 

older LGBN indivi duals seeking to tame power, through: the constraints of older -age 

related cognitive and physical disabilities, and a lack of advocacy for those who cannot 

advocate for themselves (Section 2); a reluctance to complain on the part of older 

people, particularly older people with minority identities (Section 2); disciplinary 

processes of institutions geared up to producing docile bodies (Section 2);  lack of 

visibility and risky visibility (Section 3.2);  and constraints upon minority solidarity 

(Section 3.3). This section considers more proactive, and more confident, narratives of 

ópushing againstô resistance, as represented in: óright to dieô discourse; narratives 

about choice of provision; narratives about co-operative projects; and narratives 

about plans for open performance in care spaces.  

Proactive resistance discourse was, firstly, present among those who wished to 

see the legalisation of assisted dying and euthanasia (Section 2), articulating a desire 

for (fracturing) r esistance (i.e. breaking power, Harding, 2011) to óbecoming 

institutional bodiesô (Wiersma and Dupuis, 2010: 278) and the governmentality of 

death and dying (Beauchamp, 2006; Tierney, 2010). Secondly, discourse about 

alternative forms of provision to that which is currently availabl e, including various 

kinds of gender/sexuality specific accommodation 153 articulated another form of 

(fracturing) resistance i.e. breaking power systems of monolithic forms of older -age 

care. Thirdly, narratives about  cooperative communities of care, especially among 

women, articulated a more transformative resistance:  
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-Ù ÉÄÅÁÌȟ ×ÈÁÔ )ȭÄ ÒÅÁÌÌÙ ÌÉËÅ ÔÏ ÄÏȟ ÉÓ ÔÏ ÓÅÌÌ ÍÙ ÈÏÕÓÅȟ ÁÎÄ ÐÕÔ ÉÔ 
ÔÏÇÅÔÈÅÒ ×ÉÔÈ ÏÔÈÅÒ ×ÏÍÅÎ ÓÅÌÌÉÎÇ ×ÈÁÔÅÖÅÒ ÔÈÅÙȭÖÅ ÇÏÔȟ ÁÎÄ ÈÁÖÉÎÇ Á 
big place, and living with other women, just for the camaraderie, the 
possibility that between us we might be able to make sure that we have 
ÔÈÅ ÓÕÐÐÏÒÔ ÔÈÁÔ ×Å ÎÅÅÄ ÂÅÃÁÕÓÅ ×ÅȭÒÅ ÏÌÄÅÒȢ ɉ2ÁÃÈÅÌȟ ÁÇÅÄ άΪȟ 
Ȭ&ÉÎÄÉÎÇ /ÕÔȭɊ 

This is an example of the theme of the ideal of a womenôs community as a site of 

pooling of resources, reciprocal support, and co-commissioning of care. This notion 

goes beyond moderating resistance, i.e. seeking to tame the power of formal care 

systems (i.e. modifying existing power structures) . It also goes beyond fracturing 

resistance (i.e. seeking to break power) and is instead transformative (Halkon, 2013) 

in its re-visioning of care (Kittay, Jennings and Wasunna, 2005). It is transformative 

in that it seeks to develop new and different power structures, both in terms of 

deconstructing the notion of all older people as passive consumers of care, and 

reconstructing a notion of the co-production of care (Sharif et. al., 2012; SCIE, 2013) 

among older people. The womenôs collectives of the 1960ôs, 1970ôs and 1980ôs may yet 

see a revival in older age care (e.g. OWCH, 2013), echoing the principles of feminist 

care ethics (Tronto, 1993; Sevenhuijsen, 2003; Held, 2006; Barnes, 2012).  

The fourth strand of proactive resistance narratives was integrationist, i.e. 

discourse underpinned by the desire for óequal but differentô care from within 

mainstream provision:  

We should all be able to live together in harmony, but in order to do 
that, the staff must not assume everyone to be heterosexual and must 
treat everyone equally. No necessarily the same, but equally. (Bernice, 
ÁÇÅÄ άΦȟ Ȭ&ÉÎÄÉÎÇ /ÕÔȭɊ 
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 A number of such projects are opening up in the USA and Europe (Adelman et. al., 2006; Stein, Beckerman 
and Sherman, 2010; Carr and Ross, 2013) and there are a small number of nascent projects emerging in the UK 
(Stonewall Housing, 2012). This is addressed in Chapter Seven. 
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What is being articulated here is an óequality of opportunityô or óequality of 

recognitionô approach, i.e. the opportunity to be equally well recognised.  This desire 

is for a form of moderating resistance, i.e. seeking to tame power, embedded in 

normalising integ rationist norms (Sullivan, 1995). This was echoed among a number 

of participants:  

I think we need something that is integrative. I think there will be, if 
ÔÈÅÒÅ ÁÒÅÎȭÔ ÁÌÒÅÁÄÙȟ ,'"4 ÎÕÒÓÉÎÇ ÈÏÍÅÓ ÏÒ ÃÁÒÅ ÈÏÍÅÓȢ )Ô ×ÏÕÌÄÎȭÔ ÂÅ 
ÓÏÍÅÔÈÉÎÇ ) ×ÁÎÔȢ ) ×ÏÕÌÄÎȭÔ ×ÁÎÔ ÔÏ ÌÉÖÅ ÉÎ ÔÈÁÔ ÂÕÂÂÌÅȢ ) ÄÏÎȭÔ ÌÉÖÅ ÉÎ Á 
ÂÕÂÂÌÅȢ ɉ"ÏÂ ÁÇÅÄ άΦȟ Ȭ/ÕÔ %ÁÒÌÙȭɊ 

) ÔÈÉÎË ÃÁÒÅ ÈÏÍÅÓ ÏÕÇÈÔ ÔÏ ÂÅ ÉÎÔÅÇÒÁÔÅÄ ÏÔÈÅÒ×ÉÓÅ ÙÏÕȭÒÅ ÇÏÉÎÇ ÔÏ ÇÅÔ 
ÓÅÇÒÅÇÁÔÉÏÎȢ ɉ9ÖÅÔÔÅȟ ÁÇÅÄ άίȟ Ȭ,ÁÔÅ 0ÅÒÆÏÒÍÁÎÃÅȭɊȢ 

)ȭÍ ÎÏÔ ÉÎ ÆÁÖÏÕÒ ÏÆ ÇÁÙ ÈÏÍÅÓȟ ÂÅÃÁÕÓÅ ) ÔÈÉÎË ÉÔ pushes a wedge 
ÂÅÔ×ÅÅÎ ÐÅÏÐÌÅ ÁÇÁÉÎȢ ɉ$ÏÒÉÓȟ ÁÇÅÄ άίȟ Ȭ/ÕÔ %ÁÒÌÙȭɊ 

What can be seen here is a desire to be equally part of mainstream society and care 

provision though integration  and normalisation (as opposed to deconstructing 

ónormalô (Warner, 2000). Integrationist narratives included the idea of resistance-by-

training:  

) ÔÈÉÎË ÙÏÕ ÈÁÖÅ ÔÏ ÇÏ ÉÎȣ ÁÎÄ ÃÈÁÎÇÅ ÁÔÔÉÔÕÄÅÓ ÁÍÏÎÇ ÃÁÒÅÒÓȢ 9ÏÕȭÖÅ 
ÇÏÔ ÔÏ ×ÏÒË ×ÉÔÈ ÔÈÅ ÃÁÒÅÒÓ ÏÎ ÓÐÅÃÉÆÉÃ ÉÓÓÕÅÓȢ 9ÏÕȭÖÅ ÇÏÔ ÔÏ ÁÄÄÒÅÓÓ ÔÈÅ 
attitudes among them. Make people aware. (DonÁÌÄ ÁÇÅÄ έΫȟ Ȭ&ÉÎÄÉÎÇ 
Out) 

This is another example of the desire to moderate disciplinary power (Harding, 2011), 

this time by deploying staff training (Ross and Carr, 2010) 154  to modify attitudes. 

Interwoven with narratives of moderating resistance was a faith in the ability to 

challenge inequality at an interpersonal level:  

Ȭ) ÄÏÎȭÔ ×ÁÎÔ ÔÏ ÂÅ ÉÎ ÁÎ ÅÎÃÌÁÖÅȢ )ȭÄ ÒÁÔÈÅÒ ÃÈÁÌÌÅÎÇÅ ÉÎÅÑÕÁÌÉÔÉÅÓ ×ÈÅÎ 
ÔÈÅÙ ÈÁÐÐÅÎȢȭ ɉ-ÁÒÃÉÁȟ ÁÇÅÄ άάȟ Ȭ,ÁÔÅ 0ÅÒÆÏÒÍÁÎÃÅȭɊ 
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 While training is important  (Harding and Peel, 2007); training without contextual support is often ineffective 
(Concannon, 2009), and is often not prioritised either at structural (Richardson and Munro, 2012) or 
institutional levels (CSCI, 2008), particularly during times of austerity (King, 2013). So while the, there are a 
range of systemic issues which may impede this (Willis, 2013a). This is explored further in Chapter Seven. 
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Marcia is envisioning domiciliary care provided by care agencies which she will 

personally select in order to avoid prejudice and discrimination (óI would vet them. I 

would interview themô). The key issue here is the extent to which an older LGBN 

individual will have the capability to do such vetting, particularly in residential care 

spaces155. A number of participants thought they were in a resistance ólullô after 

successfully achieving civil partnerships, but that their resistance would be revived 

when residential care was imminent:  

) ÔÈÉÎË ×ÈÅÎ ÙÏÕȭÒÅ ÃÏÎÆÒÏÎÔÅÄ ×Éth something as outrageous as being 
ÄÒÉÖÅÎ ÕÐ ÔÏ 3ÈÁÄÙ 0ÉÎÅÓȟ ×ÅȭÌÌ ÏÐÅÎ ÔÈÅ ÄÏÏÒ ÁÎÄ ÊÕÍÐ ÏÕÔ ÏÒ ÄÏ 
×ÈÁÔÅÖÅÒ ×Å ÃÁÎ ÄÏȣ ɍÌÁÕÇÈÓɎȣ !ÎÄ ÔÈÅ ÐÒÉÎÃÉÐÌÅ ÈÁÓ ÁÌ×ÁÙÓ ÂÅÅÎȟ 
ÕÎÌÅÓÓ ÙÏÕ ÁÃÔ ÁÎÄ ÄÏ ÉÔ ÙÏÕÒÓÅÌÆȟ ÉÔ ÄÏÎȭÔ ÈÁÐÐÅÎȢ ɉ-ÁÒÔÉÎȟ ÁÇÅÄ άΨȟ Ȭ/ÕÔ 
%ÁÒÌÙȭɊ 

The problem with this strategy which Martin himself (ruefully) recognised, is that by 

the time he is being driven up to Shady Pines, he may no longer be able to óopen the 

door and jump outô either physically or psychologically. As Alex, who still works in 

social care, observed: 

)Î ÔÅÎ ÙÅÁÒÓȭ ÔÉÍÅ ÔÈÅ ÐÅÏÐÌÅ ÅÎÔÅÒÉÎÇ ÃÁÒÅ ÈÏÍÅÓ ÁÒÅ ÇÏÉÎÇ ÔÏ ÂÅ ÓÏ 
enfeebled, so dependent, many of them with dementia, that the 
element of choice, and the ability to exercise that choice is almost 
going to be non-existent. (Alex, aged 60ȟ Ȭ&ÉÎÄÉÎÇ /ÕÔȭɊȢ 

So here we see again of how cognitive and/or physical incapacity may impinge upon 

resistance (Grenier and Hanley, 2007), both protective (impinging upon concealment) 

and proactive (impinging upon proactive strategies) . Cat has one contingency plan: 

-Å ÁÎÄ ÍÙ ÆÒÉÅÎÄ !ÎÎÁ ÓÁÉÄ ×ÅȭÄ ÇÏ ÉÎ ÔÈÅ ÓÁÍÅ ÃÁÒÅ ÈÏÍÅ ÁÎÄ ×ÅȭÄ 
sleep with each other on a Thursday night and then piss on the floor the 
ÎÅØÔ ÍÏÒÎÉÎÇȢ 4ÈÁÔȭÓ ÔÈÅ ÏÎÌÙ ÐÌÁÎ ×ÅȭÖÅ ÇÏÔ ÓÏ ÆÁÒȢ ɉ#ÁÔȟ ÁÇÅÄ άΦȟ 
Ȭ,ÅÓÂÉÁÎ ÂÙ #ÈÏÉÃÅȭɊ 

This is a playful plan for embodied resistance, albeit one that still is contingent upon a 

certain degree of physical and cognitive capacity.    
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 Those with more purchasing power may be able to do so to a certain extent. 
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 This section has highlighted how various resistance narratives play out in 

participantsô discourse about resisting the institutionalisation of death and dying and 

of potential marginalisation by (hetero)normativities within that institutional power. 

Given that vulnerabilities in very old age can place constraints upon resistance, it may 

be that younger (older) individuals performing acts of anticipatory resistance on 

behalf of others and their ageing future selves, may play a significant role in the extent 

to which that resistance takes hold and achieves change.   

5.  Concl uding R emarks  

This chapter has demonstrated the significance of space and spatiality in participantsô 

concerns about future age-related care needs. Anticipated formal spaces of older age 

care were perceived as being of a poor standard for all older people, with little control 

of the dying process. They were perceived as particularly problematic in terms of 

gender and/or gender and sexuality, with anticipated inequalities in relation to 

resources, recognition, and association. Equality of association ï the ability to live 

alongside and/or network with personal communities - again stands out as an equality 

issue which does not fit easily in to either the categories of resource, recognition, or 

representation. It both transects the three (social networking bein g a social, material 

and affective resource and a site of reciprocal recognition and validation and 

opportunities for representation) and y et also transcends them, emphasising the 

social-relational dimensions of equality.  

  More broadly, this chapter has also offered new insights into how space can be 

understood as being discursively and performatively (hetero-)sexualised and how care 

spaces are sexualised spaces. They can also be spaces of (re-)concealment, as the 
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implied absent presences of those who conceal their sexualities in sheltered 

accommodation are hinted at through participantsô references to óVoices on the 

Margins.ô There is a need for more research in this area, in order to better access these 

marginalised voices, learn about the actual outcomes for those individuals 

anticipating their care futures, and explore the extent to which anticipated care 

inequalities are reflected (or not) in actual lived experience. 

 This is the last of the three chapters based solely on the data set from the older 

LGBN individualsô interviews. Chapter Four addressed ageing subjectivities, and the 

place of the past in the present. Chapter Five addressed ageing kinship formations. 

This chapter has addressed anticipated older age care futures. All three chapters have 

traced the common thematic threads of: the productive power of temporal contexts 

(gendered age standpoints and their intersection with past, present and future times); 

the discursive and performative possibilities for ageing sexualities and kinships; the 

spatial and contextual contingencies of ageing LGBN performance; and the uneven 

access to resources, recognition, and association in older age.  

The next chapter considers equality of representation. It analyses both a new 

data set, based on the interviews with formal activists, and compares it with 

interviews from the older LGBN participants, particularly those with activist histories. 

It critically analyses how, and whose, lives, voices, issues and concerns are being 

represented within an emerging social movement with/on behalf of older 

óLGBô/ôLGBTô individuals. It considers in particular the extent to which, and how, the 

subjectivities, kinships and care concerns which have been highlighted in this thesis 

are represented. In doing so, I show how the common thematic threads traced in this 
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and the previous chapters are also reflected in the uneven representations of older 

LGBN individuals within th e social movement. 
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 CHAPTER SEVEN: ACTIVIST REPRESENTATIONS  

1. Introduction  

While the previous three chapters offered a thematic analysis in relation to resources 

and recognition, this chapter addresses representation, and the last of my four 

overarching research questions, namely: How are the lives and concerns of older 

LGBN individuals represented by activists working on their behalves? In this 

chapter, I draw upon two data sets: data from the older LGBN participants who have 

been and/or are activists (see Appendix I); and óthe Activistsô data set, which is based 

on interviews with formal activists in the UK, USA, Austr alia and Canada working 

with and/or on behalf of older LGBN individuals (see Chapter Three for full details). I 

draw upon both data sets to interrogate how ageing affects activism and to compare 

between older LGBN narratives and how those narratives are represented by activists. 

I do so in three main ways: in considering the Activistsô discursive production of 

LGBN individuals and their ageing issues and concerns (Section Two); in exploring 

activist strategies on behalf of older LGBN individuals (Section Three); and in 

considering the future(s) of older LGBN activism (Section Four).  

This chapter produces new knowledge in several ways: firstly I locate LGBN 

activism in an ageing context; secondly, I offer an analysis of an emerging social 

movement as it unfolds; thirdly, I compare and contrast different norms and 

normativities among a social movement and its various stakeholders, particularly the 

voices of those whom the movement purports to represent. I make links in particular 

with Didi Hermanôs earlier work on the lesbian and gay rights movement in Canada 
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(Herman, 1990 and 1994), which I both draw, and build, upon, 20 years on from 

Hermanôs original work, and now in relation to older LGBN rights. 

My main arguments in this chapter are fourfold. Firstly, that  the Activistsô 

linguistic mobilisation of óolder LGBTô discourse deploy homogenising conceptual 

representations, masking issues of diversity and intersectionality and in particular the 

voices of LGBN women. Secondly, that this nascent effort to raise the profile of LGBN 

ageing issues is located in the context of óminority groupô liberal constructions. These 

are invested in representing shared concerns, rather than differences, among LGBN 

(and trans) individuals, and integration with, rather than transforma tion of, existing 

power structures. This integrationist approach privileges the interests of conservative 

affluent gay men and marginalises the interests of LGBN women, and those 

individuals who lead less normative lives. The third strand of my argument is  that 

strategically deployed tragedy narratives of comparative lack of kinship support both 

reinforce representations of the lonely, isolated, individual and serve to obscure the 

more diverse forms of kinship performed by older LGBN individuals, particular ly 

those of older LGBN women. This, in turn, places emphasis on formal social care 

provision as a strategy of support rather than on strategies to support resilience 

among older LGBN individuals (Averett, Yoon and Jenkins, 2011; Fredriksen-

Goldsen, 2011; Dentato et. al., 2014) and their own care networks (Willis, Ward and 

Fish, 2011). Fourthly, I propose that the under-mobilisation of formal law in activist 

strategies suggests a lack of appreciation among activists of how formal law might be 

used to address inequality issues and concerns. 
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2.  Discursive Production of Older LGBN I ndividuals  

 

This section considers the discursive production of older LGBN individuals by the 

Activists. This is considered in relation to: collectivist constructions (Section 2.1); 

representation in temporal contexts (Section 2.2); and the representation in strategic 

contexts (Section 2.3). My main argument in this section is that the Activistsô 

mobilisation of óolder LGB/Tô discourse mask issues of diversity and difference among 

and between older LGBN and older trans individuals. In terms of differences among 

and between older LGBN individuals, their varying, gendered, age standpoints 

become both conflated and obscured. The dominant default discourse, I suggest, 

becomes that of conforming, affluent, older gay men. Narratives of sexual fluidity, 

relationality and more complex and contingent ageing sexualities ï those of the LGBN 

women in this sample ï and of intersectionality, particularly in relation to class, are 

less well represented. As a result the current discursive representations of older LGBN 

individuals by the Activists who were interviewed involved only partial 

representations of LGBN individualsô perspectives. 

2.1. Collectivist constructions and their implications  

Activists engaging with older LGBN individualsô issues and concern consistently 

mobilise the acronym óLGBô or more often óLGBTô. In Australia the acronym óLGBTIô 

(lesbian, gay, bisexual, trans and intersex) is more commonly deployed and this is 

evident in the narratives of the two Australian activist interviewees. The inclusion of 

trans issues alongside those of LGBN individuals was mobilised in three main ways: in 

the acronym only, with LGBN issues, but not trans issues, engaged with in the body of 

discourse; as issues of sameness, i.e. referring to the commonality of concerns among 
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older LGBN and older trans individuals; as issues of sameness and difference, i.e.  

identifying both commonalities and specificities of LGBN  and trans individualsô 

experiences. While interesting, a full exploration of this issue would go beyond the 

remit of this thesis. My aim in highlighting it here is to show how, in the mobilisation 

of the LGBT acronym, issues of sexuality, gender and gender identity can become 

conflated and/or obscured.  

In terms of the acronym óLGBô (in óLGBTô or just plain óLGBô), bisexuality was 

hardly addressed at all, reflecting the oft observed disappearing óBô in LGB/T 

discourse (Jones 2012). Only three participants, one identifying as bisexual himself, 

referred to issues of bisexuality: 

) ÔÈÉÎË ×Å ÊÕÓÔ ÄÏÎȭÔ ËÎÏ× ÅÎÏÕÇÈ ÙÅÔȟ ×ÈÁÔ ) ËÎÏ× ÍÏÓÔÌÙ ÉÓ ÓÎÉÐÐÅÔÓ ÏÆ 
attitudes around bisexuality that I try always to keep in my mind and to 
ÔÒÙ ÁÎÄ ÍÁËÅ ÓÕÒÅ ×ÈÅÎ ) ÓÁÙ ,'"ȟ ×ÈÅÎ )ȭÍ ÔÁÌËÉÎÇ ÁÂÏÕÔ ÌÅÓÂÉÁÎȟ ÇÁÙ 
ÁÎÄ ÂÉÓÅØÕÁÌȟ ÔÈÁÔ )ȭm trying not to just pay lip-service, but inevitably I 
ÓÕÐÐÏÓÅ ÓÏÍÅÔÉÍÅÓ ) ÁÍȟ ÂÅÃÁÕÓÅ ) ÊÕÓÔ ÄÏÎȭÔ ËÎÏ×ȟ ) ÊÕÓÔ ÄÏÎȭÔ ÔÈÉÎË 
we know. ACT2UK(M)156 

The repeated use of the phrase ódonôt knowô suggests an under-representation in both 

visibility and knowledge p roduction of bisexual individuals to those who purport to 

represent them. This lack of knowledge was raised by the bisexual-identifying activist:  

)ȭÍ ÏÎ ÁÎ ÁÄÖÉÓÏÒÙ ÇÒÏÕÐ ÔÈÁÔȭÓ ÇÏÉÎÇ ÔÏ ÄÏ Á ÌÁÒÇÅ ÓÔÕÄÙȟ ÔÈÅ ÌÁÒÇÅÓÔ 
study in the world, of the mental health issues of bi people, not older 
people, but all bi people, but my particular role on the advisory group, 
ÔÈÅÙȭÒÅ ÐÁÒÔÉÃÕÌÁÒÌÙ ËÅÅÎ ÆÏÒ ÍÅ ÔÏ ÇÅÔ ÔÈÅ ÑÕÅÓÔÉÏÎÎÁÉÒÅ ÔÏ ÏÌÄÅÒ ÂÉ 
people, because they have great difficulty identifying and having any 
contact with older bi people. ACT4CA(M) 

This extract highlights, then, not only the difficulty accessing the narratives of older 

bisexual individuals for research, but also, more broadly, the absent presence of older 
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bisexuals within visible LGBN  collectives. One activist referred to a strategy within 

her organisation to try and keep bisexual issues on the map: 

ȣ ÔÈÅ ×ÏÍÅÎȭÓ ÆÉÌÍ ÎÉÇÈÔȟ ÉÔȭÓ ÁÌÌ ×ÏÍÅÎ ÔÈÁÔ ÉÄÅÎÔÉÔÙ ÁÓ ,'" ÁÎÄȾÏÒ 4Ȣ 
3Ïȟ ÙÏÕ ËÎÏ×ȟ ×ÈÅÎ ÉÔȭÓ ÔÈÅ "É#ÏÎ ÃÏÎÆÅÒÅÎÃÅ ×Å ÍÁËÅ ÓÕÒÅ ÔÈÁÔ ÔÈÅ 
film has a bisexual theme, we make sure that for Trans Remembrance, 
ÔÈÅÒÅȭÓ Á ÔÒÁÎÓ ÔÈÅÍÅȟ ÆÏÒ "ÌÁÃË (ÉÓÔÏÒÙ ÍÏÎÔÈȟ ×Å ÈÁÖÅ ÂÌÁÃË ÌÅÓÂÉÁÎȟ 
you know, we theme it for different things throughout the calendar, 
and people just pick and choose what they come to. ACT13UK(W) 

So here we can see how intersectionality is being addressed in an older LGBT support 

network, with bisexuality being included in a range of specific events for LGBN and/or 

trans women.157 This strategy was an exception to the general discourse among the 

Activists. 

The Activistsô óolder LGBô narratives primarily defaulted to references to óolder 

lesbiansô and óolder gay men.ô And those constructions of older lesbians and gay men 

were primarily, either explicitly or implicitly, those with greater LGBN longevities, 

and emancipatory narratives:  

Sexual identity is a core part of our whole identity.  It feels weird and 
×ÒÏÎÇ ×ÈÅÎ ÐÅÏÐÌÅ ÁÓÓÕÍÅ ) ÁÍ ÈÅÔÅÒÏÓÅØÕÁÌȟ ) ÄÏÎȭÔ ÓÅÅ ×ÈÙ ÔÈÁÔ 
would change when I am a hundred and one. We are denied our life 
stories when our sexualÉÔÙ ÉÓÎȭÔ ÒÅÃÏÇÎÉÓÅÄȢ  9ÏÕ ×ÏÕÌÄÎȭÔ ÄÅÎÙ Á 'ÒÅÅË 
×ÏÍÁÎ ÈÅÒ 'ÒÅÅË ÈÅÒÉÔÁÇÅȟ ×ÈÙ ÄÏ ×Å ÅÖÅÎ ÃÏÎÔÅÍÐÌÁÔÅ ÔÈÁÔ ÉÔȭÓ ÏË ÔÏ 
deny her lesbian identity? ACT11AUS(W) 

I think older LGBT people do fear older age, either going back into the 
closet, that you stop being LGBT at 50 or something, that you become 
asexual, that you become a homogenised person. ACT12UK(W) 

&ÏÒ ÔÈÅ ÏÌÄÅÒ ÇÅÎÅÒÁÔÉÏÎȟ ÔÈÁÔ ÔÈÅÙȭÒÅ ÓÏ ÕÓÅ ÔÏ ÂÅÉÎÇ ÐÏÉÎÔÅÄ ÏÕÔȟ ÔÏ 
having the finger pointed at them, that, you know, this or that has been 
going wrong ÉÎ ÙÏÕÒ ÌÉÆÅ ÂÅÃÁÕÓÅ ÙÏÕȭÒÅ ÇÁÙȟ ÂÅÃÁÕÓÅ ÙÏÕȭÒÅ ÌÅÓÂÉÁÎȟ 
ÅØÐÅÒÉÅÎÃÅÓ ÏÆ ÏÌÄÅÒ ÌÅÓÂÉÁÎÓȟ ÁÓ )ȭÍ ÓÕÒÅ ÙÏÕȭÒÅ Á×ÁÒÅȟ ÈÁÖÉÎÇ ËÉÄÓ 
ÔÁËÅÎ ÏÆÆ ÔÈÅÍ ÁÎÄ ÐÕÔ ÉÎÔÏ ÃÁÒÅȟ ÂÅÃÁÕÓÅ ÙÏÕȭÒÅ ÎÏÔ Á ÆÉÔ ÍÏÔÈÅÒȟ 
ÙÏÕȭÒÅ Á ÌÅÓÂÉÁÎȢ 4ÈÅ ÇÕÙÓȟ ÔÈÅÉÒ ÓÔÏÒÉÅÓ ÏÆ ÂÅÉÎÇ ÁÒÒÅÓÔÅÄȟ ÈÅld in prison, 
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 Following a UK seminar on bisexual ageing in 2013 
(http://www.surrey.ac.uk/sociology/research/researchcentres/crag/seminar_series/) the Opening Doors 
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ÓÏÍÅ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÇÕÙÓ ÓÁÉÄ Ȭ×Å ÃÏÕÌÄÎȭÔ ÈÁÖÅ ÌÏÖÅ ÌÅÔÔÅÒÓȟ ×Å ÃÏÕÌÄÎȭÔ ËÅÅÐ 
ÁÄÄÒÅÓÓ ÂÏÏËÓȟ ×Å ÃÏÕÌÄÎȭÔ ÍÁÉÎÔÁÉÎ ÏÕÒ ÆÒÉÅÎÄÓÈÉÐÓȭ ÁÎÄ ) ÔÈÉÎË ÁÓ ÔÈÅ 
,'"4 ÐÏÐÕÌÁÔÉÏÎ ÁÒÅ ÃÏÍÉÎÇ ÏÕÔȟ ÒÅÁÌÌÙ ÁÓ ÏÌÄÅÒ ÁÎÄ ÇÁÙȢȭ !#4ί5+ɉ-Ɋ 

These extracts highlight the construction of lesbian/ óLGBTô as a core sexual identity. 

Discourse also framed LGBN individuals as a collective (often in conjunction with 

trans individuals):  

ȣÔÈÉÓ ÓÏÒÔ ÏÆ ÇÒÏÕÎÄÓ×ÅÌÌ ÔÈÁÔȭÓ ÈÁÐÐÅÎÉÎÇ ÎÏ× ÁÒÏÕÎÄ ,'"4 ÏÌÄÅÒ 
adults is I think people are finally starting to pay attention to this group 
ÁÓ Á ÍÁÒÇÉÎÁÌÉÓÅÄ ÃÏÍÍÕÎÉÔÙȣ !#4έ53!ɉ7Ɋ 

ȣ ÔÈÅ ÉÍÐÌÉÃÁÔÉÏÎÓ ÆÏÒ ÔÈÅ ×ÉÄÅÒ ,'"4 ÃÏÍÍÕÎÉÔÙȣ !#4ΧΩ5+ɉ7Ɋ 

Just as with LGBT youth, LGBT elders must interact with authorities 
ÁÎÄ ÃÏÍÍÕÎÉÔÉÅÓ ÔÈÁÔ ÔÈÅÙȭÄ ÂÅÅÎ ÁÂÌÅ ÔÏ Ávoid during their adult years 
ACT17USA(M) 

ȣ ÔÏ ÓÕÐÐÏÒÔ ÔÈÅ ÏÌÄÅÒ ÇÁÙ ÁÎÄ ÔÒÁÎÓ ÃÏÍÍÕÎÉÔÙȣ !#4Χή5+ɉ7Ɋ 

These extracts show how community discourse is mobilised by the activist 

interviewees, including the shorthand ógay communityô when referring to LGBN 

indiv iduals. New Social Movements (NSMs) often involve the introduction of ónew or 

formerly weak dimensions of identityô (Johnston, Larana and Gusfield, 1994: 9) and 

collective mobilisation under that  identity ( Taylor and Whittier, 1999; Della Porta and 

Diani, 2006; Polletta and Jasper, 2011).  Mary Bernstein (2009) has proposed that 

identity is mobilised in social movements in three main ways: for empowerment (to 

ómobilise a constituencyô Bernstein, 2009: 267); as a goal (i.e. the recognition of a new 

identity); and as a strategy for critique (to confront óthe values, categories and 

practices of the dominant culture,ô Bernstein, 2009: 267) and education (to challenge 

the dominant cultureôs óperceptions of the minorityô (Bernstein, 2009: 267).  

This downside of the strategic mobilisation of a collective identity  (Gamson 

2009) , as observed in Chapter One, is that it can be homogenising and, particularly in 
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terms of ócommunityô discourse, misleading (Pugh, 2002). It also engages with 

notions of óimmutabilityô (Herman, 1990: 812), i.e. conceptualisation of sexuality as a 

fixed sexual orientation. This is located within wider lesbian and gay rights 

movements discourse dominated by óthe liberal equality paradigmô (Herman, 1994: 5) 

which represents lesbians and gay men óas a discrete minority community, whose 

innate ñdifferenceò should not result in prejudice and discriminationòô (Herman, 1994: 

5). As King and Cronin have observed, 

While at one level we would argue there is a need to raise awareness 
amongst policy makers and service providers through the introduction 
of identity categories such as lesbian, gay man, or indeed bisexual man 
or woman, we would caution against their use in an unproblematised 
manner, which does not take account of the diversity and intersecting 
identifications that they obscure. (King and Cronin, 2013: 116). 

This collectivist, homogenising semi-essentialist discourse obscures issues of 

intersectionality (Cronin and King, 2010) and serves to óobfuscate divisions within 

social movementsô (Herman, 1994: 44). One of those key divisions is that of gender. 

And it is the atomistic, immutable identity narratives of the older gay men in my study 

which are more closely represented in this homogenising discourse, rather than the 

sexually fluid, relational, t emporally and spatially contingent sexuality narratives of 

the LGBN women in my study. This echoes, again, Hermanôs critiques of lesbian and 

gay social movements:  

The minority framework is a model of questionable value to any social 
group; in relation to lesbians and gay men it seems particularly 
inappropriate. If, as many feminists contend, sexuality is socially 
constructed, and there is no necessary or natural link between 
reproductive capacities, gender categories, and sexual desire, then 
representing lesbians and gay men as an immutable minority may 
restrict rather than broaden social understandings of sexuality.  
(Herman 1994: 43-4) 
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Taking Hermanôs critique a step further, then, I would also suggest that homogenising 

discourse about older LGBN individu als obscures the intersection of ageing, gender 

and sexuality in relation to later life inequalities. It conveys an over -simplified 

representation of older LGBN individuals which obscures in particular womenôs more 

fluid and complex sexuality narratives, w ider intersectionalities, and informal care 

networks, as reflected in the interviews in this study.  

2.2. Representation and temporal contexts 

As has been argued in previous chapters, temporality informs issues of diversity 

among and between older LGBN individuals. This section considers how ageing LGBN 

temporalities are represented by the Activists. Firstly, however, I locate those 

representations in their own temporal contexts.  

2.2.1. Ageing, óactivist retirementô and intergenerationality 

The representation of older LGBN individualsô temporal contexts is, of course, itself 

temporally located. There is more than one kind of activism, and while this chapter 

focuses on the impact of ageing on formal activism and the need for representation on 

behalf of older LGBN individ uals, more informal activism performed by those 

individuals also merits recognition:  

I do often question the framing of certain things people do as 'activism' 
and certain people as 'activists'... The use of the words in these ways 
ascribes, for me, a certain status which potentially may devalue the 
activities of others that may be no less significant even if they may be 
less visible. People can be enormously courageous and influential in 
their families and communities simply by leading open and honest lives, 
without necessarily being involved in a rally or putting out a media 
release or even signing a petition. ACT15AUS(M) 
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This participants recognises the importance of living óordinary livesô as a form of 

activism/resistance (Harding, 2011). One aspect of this everyday living is the passing 

on of pro-LGBN values to grandchildren: 

-Ù ÇÒÁÎÄÄÁÕÇÈÔÅÒ ÓÁÉÄ ÔÏ ÍÅ ÔÈÅ ÏÔÈÅÒ ÄÁÙȟ ÁÎÄ ) ÃÁÎȭÔ ÒÅÍÅÍÂÅÒ 
apropos of what, I think it was something to do with a photograph, and 
ÓÈÅ ÓÁÉÄ Ȭ/È ×ÏÍÅÎ ÄÏÎȭÔ ËÉÓÓ ×ÏÍÅÎȭȟ ÁÎÄ ) ÓÁÉÄ Ȭ/È ÙÅÓ ÔÈÅÙ ÄÏȭȟ ÁÎÄ 
ÓÈÅȭÓ ÆÉÖÅȟ ÊÕÓÔ ÔÕÒÎÅÄȟ ÁÎÄ ÓÈÅ ÓÁÉÄ Ȭ$Ï ÔÈÅÙȩȭ !Ó ÓÏÏÎ ÁÓ ) ÓÁÉÄ Ȭ9ÅÓ ÔÈÅÙ 
ÄÏȭȟ ÓÈÅ ÓÁÉÄ Ȭ$Ï ÔÈÅÙȩȭȟ ÓÈÅ ÄÉÄÎȭÔ ÒÅÁÌÌÙ ËÎÏ×ȟ ÓÈÅ ÊÕÓÔ ÈÁÄÎȭÔ ÓÅÅÎ ÁÎÙȟ 
so we had a little talk about it, about loving people, and she was 
absolutely fÉÎÅ ÁÂÏÕÔ ÉÔȢ 4ÈÅÙ ÄÏÎȭÔ ÃÁÒÅȟ ÔÈÅÙȭÒÅ ÎÏÔ ×ÏÒÒÉÅÄȟ ÔÈÅÙ ×ÉÌÌ 
get worried eventually, because someone will tell them it is something 
ÔÏ ÇÅÔ ×ÏÒÒÉÅÄ ÁÂÏÕÔȟ ÂÕÔ ÁÔ ÔÈÅ ÍÏÍÅÎÔ ÔÈÅÙȭÒÅ ÎÏÔȢ ɉ6ÅÒÁ ÁÇÅÄ άΦȟ 
Ȭ&ÉÎÄÉÎÇ /ÕÔȭɊ 

4×Ï ÏÆ ÍÙ ÄÁÕÇÈÔÅÒÓ ÌÉÖÅ ÉÎ ɍȬÍÉÄÄÌÅ ÃÌÁÓÓ ÁÒÅÁȭɎ ÁÎÄ ÔÈÅ ÓÍÁÌÌÅÒ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ 
ÃÈÉÌÄÒÅÎ ÇÏ ÔÏ ÔÈÅ ÌÏÃÁÌ ÐÒÉÍÁÒÙ ÓÃÈÏÏÌȟ ÁÎÄ ÔÈÅÒÅȭÓ Ô×Ï ÇÁÙ ÍÅÎ ×ÈÏ 
ÌÉÖÅ ÔÈÅÒÅȟ ÁÎÄ ÔÈÅÙ ÈÁÖÅ Á ÃÈÉÌÄȢ !ÎÄ ÉÔȭÓ ÑÕÉÔÅ ÁÃÃÅÐÔÅÄ ÔÈÁÔ ÔÈÅÙ ÔÁËÅ 
ÔÈÅ ÃÈÉÌÄ ÔÏ ÓÃÈÏÏÌȢ !ÎÄ ÍÙ ÍÉÄÄÌÅ ÄÁÕÇÈÔÅÒȟ ÈÅÒ ÃÈÉÌÄÒÅÎ ÓÁÉÄ Ȭ7ÈÅÎ 
you get older, how do you know whether you marry a man or a 
×ÏÍÁÎȩȭ 3Ïȟ 2ÅÂÅÃÃÁ ÓÁÉÄ ÔÏ ÔÈÅÍ Ȭ7ÅÌÌȟ ÉÔ ÄÅÐÅÎÄÓ ×ÈÏ ÙÏÕ ÒÅÁÌÌÙ ÌÉËÅȢ 
If you really like and love a man, you will marry a man. Or if you really 
ÌÏÖÅ ÁÎÄ ÌÉËÅ Á ÇÉÒÌȟ ÙÏÕȭÌÌ ÍÁÒÒÙ Á ÇÉÒÌȢȭ !ÎÄ ÈÅ ÓÁÉÄ Ȭ/Èȟ ) ÄÏÎȭÔ ÒÅÁÌÌÙ ÌÉËÅ 
ÇÉÒÌÓȟ ) ÔÈÉÎË )ȭÌÌ ÍÁÒÒÙ Á ÍÁÎȭȢ ɍ!ÎÄɎ ÓÈÅ ×ÁÓ ÆÉÎÅ ÁÂÏÕÔ ÉÔȢ ɉ$ÅÓ ÁÇÅÄ άίȟ 
Ȭ"ÒÅÁËÉÎÇ /ÕÔȭɊ  

So here we can see how Vera is gently teaching her granddaughter about same gender 

love, and how Desô grandchildren (with whom Des is open about his sexuality) are 

asking not about the rights and wrongs of same-gender love, but how you choose. 

These children are being taught (and modelled) the acceptability of same-gender love 

by grandparents and parents who are living examples of it. 

In terms of more formal activism, it can be affected by ageing. As two of the 

older LGBN interview participants, both lifelong activists, observed,  

"ÕÔ ÔÈÅ ÔÒÏÕÂÌÅ ÉÓȟ ×ÅȭÒÅ ÇÅÔÔÉÎÇ ÏÌÄȟ ÁÎÄ )ȭÖÅ ×ÁÔÃÈÅÄ ÍÙ ÐÅÅÒÓ ÓÕÆÆÅÒ 
with worse conditions than me, and I perceive ÔÈÁÔ ÉÎ ÍÙÓÅÌÆȢ )ȭÍ ÎÏÔ ÁÓ 
ÍÏÂÉÌÅ ÁÓ ) ÕÓÅÄ ÔÏ ÂÅȢ ) ÄÅÃÉÄÅ ÉÆ )ȭÍ ÇÏÉÎÇ ÔÏ ÃÅÒÔÁÉÎ ÐÌÁÃÅÄ ÎÏ×Ȣ )ȭÍ 
not going to travel all the way across [city] for a debate on something. I 
want things to be more local. So I have a vested interest in my own 


































































































































































































































































































































